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Objeat shift and optionality.  An intricate interplay

between syntax, prosody and information Sructure

Gunlog Josefsson, Lund University

Abdrad. The topic of my article is Object Shift and optionality, mainly from a Swedish

viewpoint. I present the result of a survey, which shows that L Q | R U Ribu@MysTedhcerning

the wellformedness of shifted and non-shifted sentences vary to a large degree. For sentences

with monotransitive verbs and monosyllabic object pronouns, such asden LW FRPPRQ (LW
the shifted alternative is preferred, whereas there is a tie for sentences with disyllabic object

pronouns, such as honom Y KLP { heh@GY K HTh§ picture is similar for ditransitive
constructions. Sentences with the order direct object > indirect object are generally rejected

by the informants, even though such sentences are considered less ungrammatical if both

objects have undergone Object Shift.

I also outline an analysis, according to which Object Shift is triggered by information
structure, more specifically by a general propensity for old/thematic elements to appear in the
middle field. However, Object Shift is blocked if ungrammatical structures arise, such as OV
constituent order. The bias for monomorphemic pronouns to shift and a stronger tendency for
bimorphemic pronouns to remain in Situ is explained by the phonological properties of the
lexical items involved. Thus, in order to understand OS we need to take different factors into
account: information structure, syntax and prosody.

0.1 ntroduction

Objects are canonically located to the right of the negation and other sentence
adverbials in Swedish and the rest of the Scandinavian languages. However,
objects may under certain circumstances appear to the left of sentence adverbials
t+such objects are assumed to have undergone Object Shift. In Swedish and the
other Mainland Scandinavian languages, Object Shift (henceforth abbreviated

L ]

" Parts of the results of the investigation presented in this paper are published in Josefsson

(2003) and (2010). The results have been presented at different occasions: at the workshop

"2EMHFW SRRUWDRQNQG IXQFWLRQDO DS g Uddarly K89, $D UK X
DW WKH *UDPPDU VHPLQDU /XQG 8QLYHUVLW\ VSULC(

ZRUNVKRS RQ 6\QWD[ 6HPDQW3lHeM9th3QuBead Kdifexdr®® BnJ\~ DW

JRUHLJQ /DQJXDJHV /LWHUDWXUH DQG )[Cdhpa, FeBr@aty Y HUV LW

2010. I thank the participants at those occations for valuable comments. All errors are my

own. A special thanks goes to Christer Platzack for valuable comments.

Working Papersin Scandinavian Syntax 86 (2010) 1 24.
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OS) is possible if the object is a weak, i.e. unstressed, object pronoun; OS of full
DP objects is not grammatical. The properties of OS are illustrated in (1):

(1) a Varfor koper Johan inte bilen?
why  buys Johan not car.the
"Why doesn’t Johan buy the car?’

b *Varfor kdper Johan bilen inte?

c Varfor koper Johan den inte?
why  buys Johan it  not
"Why doesn’t Johan buy it?’

In this paper 1 address the question of the optionality of OS. Basing my
argumentation on a survey | argue that OS is optional in Swedish, and that this
optionality — as well as certain tendencies that will be discussed below — is
related to prosodic properties of the lexical items involved in the construction.
Although important, prosody does not trigger OS; what causes the pronoun to
appear in the middle field is a general propensity for element representing old
and/or thematic information to move leftwards in the sentence.

My paper is organized as follows: In section 1 I introduce some key features
of OS. In section 2 I present the result of the survey on the grammaticality of
shifted and “unshifted” sentences in Swedish. In section 3 I sketch the outlines
of an analysis of OS based on prosodic properties and information structure.
Section 4 contains a short summary.

1.Some key features of Object Shift

Object shift has been the subject of a vivid discussion in the literature, and its
main properties are presumably well known. In this section I introduce some key
features that are important for the points I make in this paper.

Object shift — the displacement of a weak object to the left of its canonical
position — applies in all the Scandinavian languages. OS is restricted by what is
usually referred to as Holmberg’s generalization, which means that OS takes
place only when all verbs have evacuated the VP (cf. Chomsky 1995: 352; for a
definition of Holmberg’s generalization, and Holmberg 1999). Consequently, in
Swedish (and in the rest of the Mainland Scandinavian languages), OS is



restricted tosimple tensemain clauses (with one exception, see below)
Furthermore,OS does noaffect complements of preposit®ar objects ofverb
particles:

(2) a *Anders spelade honom intmed. cf. Anders spelade inteed
Anders  played him  not with honom.

b *Anders sparkadeden inte ut. cf. Anders sparkade inte ut den.
Anders kicked it  not out.

OSof pronounss possiblein all the Scandinavian languages. dddition,OS of
full DP objectss possible in Icelandidn the rest of this paper | will concentrate
on Swedish hencethe term Object ft will refer exclusively to pronominaDS
(unless otherwise is stafedll examples will befrom Swedish

Object 3ift comes in two versions. The type just described is sometimes
called Short Object Shiftn Long Object Shifta weakobject pronoun appesr
between the verb in@ind a subject in Spec T&ee (3) for amxample®

(3) Det hSr ISrde mig Maria igEr.
this here taught me Maria yesterday
ODULD WDXJKW PH WKLV \HVWHUGD\ |

Both Short and Long OS will be discussed below.

2.1sOS obligatory or optional ?

Even though OS has been discussedlly the last 25 years, theptionality of
OShas not beescuutinizedin a serious wayin some caseesearcherseem to
resortmoreto stipulations thamo empirical investigatiomwhenthis question is
discussed + maybe because optionality has beeatoriously difficult to

accommodat@n a generativeéramework For instancein Chomsky (1993}t is

assumedhat OS applies generally &l objects, overtly or covertlyHolmberg
(1991: 156) claims that OS is mooe less obligatory in Swedisllosefsson

! In Danish OS applies also in verbparticle constructiongmportantly the order between

verb particle and verb is the opposite in Danish, as compared to Swedish; hence the verb
particle follows the object in Danish.

% For a more thorough discussion on Long Object Shift, see Holmberg (1986) and Josefsson
(1992, 1993).



(1992) makes the same assumption. The underlying problem of optionality is of
course how to define weak pronouns — such pronouns are more easily discerned
in languages where strong and weak pronouns/clinics have distinct forms — this
is not the case in the Scandinavian languages. In order to get an operative
definition of weak pronouns Josefsson (1992) simply stipulates that weak object
pronouns are object pronouns that have undergone OS. Consequently, OS is
obligatory for weak pronouns. Such definitions are of course circular and devoid
of all value.

In order to determine if OS is optional or obligatory in Swedish, 26 native
speakers of Swedish were asked to assess the grammaticality of a set of 20
sentences containing shifted as well as non-shifted alternatives of the same
sentences (see the Appendix).” All informants were native speakers of Swedish
coming from different parts of Sweden and Finland. All were familiar to
grammaticality judgment procedures; the majority of the informants were also
trained linguists. In order to ensure that the informant’s intuitions were not
affected by any ongoing discussions about OS, linguists, who were known by
the investigator to have worked previously on OS or who had been involved in
the discussion around OS, were excluded from the investigation.*

The questionnaire contained two (in some cases three) examples of each
sentence type, the only difference being that the weak object pronoun was in situ
in one of the examples, but not in the other(s). In order to ensure that the
pronouns in the test sentences were construed as weak by the informants, i.e.
representing old and/or thematic information, the test examples contained at
least two sentences, the test sentence plus one or two sentences providing
context. Consider the Appendix for more details.

The informants were given the following instruction (my translation): ”The
best way is probably to read the sentences aloud, so that you can adapt your
stress pattern. However, the parts in italics should consistently be unstressed”.

3 Due to a technical error nine of the informants were never asked to assess sentences with a
topicalized verb. See more below.

* In Josefsson (2003) the problems of linguists loosing their native language intuition when
working a particular construction are discussed, a phenomenon that Josefsson (2003) termed
“’the ballerina syndrome”.
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Consider 4) for an examplef a test sentence

(4) Jag tror faktiskt inte att hon Sr dSr. Man ser ju
| believe in-fact not that she is there. One sees JU
henne inte.
hernot.

‘I don’t actually believe that she is there. One can’t see her!’

The informants were asked agsesshe welformedness of theestsentencgeby
using one of the fivgrades*, *?, ??, ? or OK. Thgrades werexplainedn the
following way:

(5) Grammaticalitygrading

* helt ogrammatiskt ‘completely ungrammatical’

?* icke vSlformat, men nEgot bSttre Sn *hot well-formed, busslightly better than *’
??mycket tveksamt ‘very odd

? n(Egot tveksamt ‘slightly odd

OK helt OK ‘completely OK’

In order towork statistically with the dathapplied the followingprinciples of
conversion

(6) Principles of conversion

* :0p
¥ =1p
?? =2p
? =3p
OK =4p

Let usnow take a closer look at the result

2.1 Shifted and unshifted monotransitive constructions

Our first example is OS in monotransitive sententie¢7a andc) the pronoun
Is the monosyllabiaen (it.common) ‘it’ and in (7b andd) the disyllabic honom
‘him’. (78, where OS has appliecshould be compared to itanshifted

LUDLDRLULLL v v vvuun o ey

> Since there is no direct English counterpart to the payficleis simply glossed as JU. By
usingjuin a declarative sentence the speaker conveys an expectation tistetiez already
has knowledge about the facts that are presented, and also agrees with the speaker’s point of
view. The closest English translation would probably be ’as we know’.
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counterparin (7c), andthe shifted example i{7b) should be compared tbe
unshifted example iG7d):

(7) Shifted and unshifted monotransitive sentences with one sentence
adverbial

a DetlEg en orm p&igen. Mannen sEgen inte.OchdSrfsr
it lied a snakeon paththe. manthe saw it not. and therefore

blev han biten. (Ex. 2§
was he Dbitten

H7KHUH ZDV D VQDNH RQ WKH SDWK 7KH PDQ GLGQT\
ELWWHQ

b Han Sr erriktig diva. Jag gillar honom inte. (Ex. 16)
he is a real diva. | like him not
H+H LV D YLUNRQDIO GLUWNH KLP 1

¢ Det IEg enorm pd&tigen.Mannen s@Eginte den.Och dSrf3r blev

it lied a snake on path.the. man.the saw not it and therefore was
hanbiten.(Ex. 7)
he bitten

H7KHUH ZDV D VQDNH RQ WKH SDWK 7KH PR GLGQT\
ELWWHQ

d Han Sr en riktig diva.Jag gillar inte honom.(Ex. 12)
he is a real diva. | like not him
H+H LV D YLUWXDO GLYD , GRQIW OLNH KLP 1

The LQIRUPDQWYV Y JU DnieRtBaveé sHowron_ Table NI Xeodv (The
informants areaumbered from A to Z.)

"#3 | %&'(&)*& H [ -rprrpnonan 2134y apetrstor sy = >? @A B6! C!
DEF{ den inte Hi FCPHEE ey e ey ey ey oy iy ity ey JHEsy iy ey PEEn o1 Hka
DEM honominte | H| [!| TI=FY LI LY DS L Ly LY HE Y Ty YR ey ey HEs 3y g e 1t Hka
DE?*( inte den T TN HEH NG HHH Iy at=a) 1 3y 1=ay 11y H JKH
DEQ| inte honom | 11| [!| 11Ny L1 1Y [lm@l HE DY HPEY T IR D] 11T @) 1 1] 1 HKI

Table 1. Grammaticality of shifted and unshiftetbnotransitive sentences with one sentence
adverbial M = median, m = arithmetic mean value.

® The example number given after the examplesR®fe the numbering inhe questionnaire.
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Even though the shifted examples (7a) and (7b) received a higher arithmetic
mean value, 3,8 for both, it is worth pointing out that nine of the 26 informants
considered all four sentences above completely grammatical (shaded cells).
Only 4 informants (cells marked by horizontal lines) differentiated between the
two variants in a clear way, i.e. gave 0 or 1 (corresponding to * or ?*) to one of
the alternatives while grading the other as 3 or 4 (corresponding to ? or OK). 7
informants preferred the shifted order honom inte (him not) over inte honom,
while 4 informants preferred inte honom over honom inte. For inte den/den inte
the picture is clearer; 13 informants preferred the shifted den inte (it.common
not) over the unshifted alternative inte den, although one informant, informant
A, made the opposite judgment.

Assuming a level of significance at p "0.05, only the difference between den
inte and inte den is significant (p=0.0016).” For honom inte vs. inte honom (ex.
17) no significant difference was found (p=0.175). If shifted vs. non-shifted
monotransitive sentences i.e. (7a) + (7b) vs. (7c) + (7d) are compared, the
difference is significant (p=0.0011). Speaking in more informal terms we may
assume that there is a tendency: shifted sentences are preferred, but a difference
is statistically significant only for sentences with the weak object pronoun den

LW FRPPRQ upuLWY

Another set of sentences that involves monotransitive sentences is shown in
(8). In (8a) the object pronoun precedes two sentence adverbials, in (8b) the
pronoun appears between the two sentence adverbials, and in (8c¢) it remains in
gitu, i.e. in a non-shifted position:

(8) Shifted, halfway shifted and (fully) shifted monotransitive sentences with
two sentence adverbials.

a Jag tror faktisktinte att hon dr ddr. Man ser henne
I believe in-fact not that she is there. One sees her
ju inte. (Ex. 9)
JU not
H, GRQYW EHOLHYH LQ IDFW WKDW VKH LV WKHUH 2

b Jag tror faktiskt inte att hon dr dar. Man ser ju henne inte. (Ex. 1)

"Thetestused WR FDOFXODWH-VHY@LIBBDQHAB Z¥YR 6DPSOH IRU OHL
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c Jag tror faktiskt inte att hon Sr dSr. Man ser ju inte h¢Eme6)

The grammaticality judgments asbownin Table 2 below:

"#E | %&'(&)*& +HL -ty no 2131409161789 %< =t ?! B
DEFQ "##'$%&$#" | H{ H| H| H| H| 1| H| H{H|H| H| J!| H| H| JI]|J!| K| J| K| Il UL H JI|Hl H JMIK
DEN{ %&$!"##"'$#" | | H| H| J|H| H H H{H|H| 1|3 Jy H HHIN|HJ/H K| H H HH H JMO

DE*G | %&SH('S!"#E" | [ K H[ 13 I H J{H[JJ|H H H HH HKK|II HK| JJK[H H J JMLH

A 6! ClI

IlTle

Table 2.Grammaticality of shifted and unshifted monotransitive sentences with two sentence
adverbials. M = median, m = arithmetic mean value.

Even though (8bjeceival a higher arithmetic mean valdlean the otherghe
differencebetween theL Q | R U PaBs@sdmesiiis not significant For (8a) vs.
(8b) p=0.187% for (8b) vs. (8c) pH.117 for (8c) vs. (8a) pH.808.

2.2 Clauses with bitransitive verbs

The canonical order between direct and indirect objects in Swedish is indirect
object >direct object. Three of the testntences weraf this type:

(9) Shifted and unshifted sentences with ditransitive verbs

a. | sin bokhylla hittadenannen den poesibok somhan hade kSpt
in reflbookshelf found manthe the poetry-book that he had bought

till  flickvSnnen. Men hagav henne den inte. (i bet.  'Han
to girl-friendthe but he gave her it not. (mean(ing) UKH

gavinte boken till sin flickvSn.") Han hade nSmligen@Engrat
gavenot  bookthe to refl JL U O I UheH Qhad| namely regretted
sig. (Ex. 5

refl

M, Q KLV ERRNVKHOI WKH PDQ IRXQG WKH SRHWU\ ERRN WKD
GLGQTW JLYH LW WR KHU KH KDG FKDQJHG KLV PLQG 1

b. men han gav henne inte d¢Bx. 18

c. men han gav inte henne dé¢Bx. 19



Table 3shows the results die grammaticalityudgmentsof (9a) £9c):

Ex. | Sequence AlB|C|D|E|F|G|H|I|J|Kk[L[{M|N|O|P|Q|R|S|T|U|V|W|X|Y|[Z|M m
(9a) | "##'$%" 4S8 4| 4|4 |1|a|1]4a|a|a|alalo] 2|4a|1]2]3]|3]|3]|1|0]2]| 4]|4|3|4|35 2,85
(9b) | I"##"$&H#H"S%'E 2| 4|4|0|4a|a|a|alal2]3|a]| 3|4a|3|alalal3|1]3]|1] 4|0|4]a]| 4 312
(9¢) | &#"$I"##"$%'H 4|0 |4|0|4a|a|4a|3(3]2(3|4a| 4ala|4a|3|3|3[1|3]|4]|2]| 3|0[4a]a| 3 2,9

Table3. Grammaticality of shifted and unshiftedrdinsitive sentences with one sentence adverbial. M
= median, m = arithmetic mean value.

As Table3 shows,boththe median and tharithmetic mean value point otite
orderindirect object> sentence adverbial > direct objext the preferred one
The second best choieppears to bevhenboth objectsremainin situ, andthe
least likedoneis when both objecs shift. Neither mean values aregaificant
though for (9a) vs. (9b) p=0.423 for (9b) vs. (9¢)p=0.527, for (9a) vs. (9c)
p=0.776. Hence we conclude that OS is optional for bitransitive verbs.

It has been suggested in the literature that the reversed order of objects, direct
object > indirect objectss grammatical in Swedisfcf. Holmberg 1986207,
Josefsson 1992: 7Blellan & Platzack1999: 1314.32). Thisorder of arguments
seems to beaejectedby the informants in the present studgonsider the
examples:

(10) Shifted and unshifted sentences with ditransitive verbs, direct object >
indirect object

a. | sin bokhylla hittademannen den poesibok somhan hade
in refl bookshelf found manthe the poetry-book that he had

k3pt till flickvSnnen. Merhangav den henne inte. (i bet. 'Han
bought to girl-friendthebut he gaveit her not. (mean. ‘he

gav inteboken till sin flickvSn.") Hanhade nSmligen
gave not booktheto refl girlfiiend’) he had namely

(Engrat sig. (Ex. 13)
regretted refl

H,Q KLV ERRNVKHOI WKH PDQ IRXQG WKht SRHWU\ ERF
JLUOIULHQG EXW KH GLGQYW JLYH LW WR KHU KH KI

b. men han gav den inte hengEx. 15)
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c. Men han gav inte den henr{éx. 11)

Table4 showstheinformant’ assesnentsof (10a-b):

"#l | $%&'%()% HUHL -0ty qon a2 3y4ise!lrysyol g <= > @Ajs5! B!
CDEFR den henneinte | D|D|E| B|H|B| I!| B|H|E|H|E| B| B| B|DO| D|J!|J|E| B|B| B|E|D|E| B EKD
CDENdenintehenne | D|E|B| B|E|E| B| E|E|E|B|J!| B| E| E|E| D|B|B|J]| B|E| B|E|E|E| E EKD
CDE) intedenhenne | B|B|B| B|B|B| B| B|B|E|B|B| B| J|| B|BE| E|B|B|B| B|B| BE|B|E|E| B EKB

Table4. Grammaticalityjudgmentsof shifted and unshifted ditransié sentences with one
adverbial M = median, m = arithmetic mean value.

What Table4 showsis that the order direct *ndirect objectcannot be
consideredgrammatical in SwedishHowever, it was accepted by few
informants at leastto somedegree only oneinformant considexd one of the
alternatives to b©K (= 4 p) (informant G,for the ordeiin (10a). We mayalso
conclude that therseems to bdifferentdegreesof ungrammaticality; full shift
of both objectsn (10a) i.e.whenboth objectsappear to the left of the sentence
adverbial,was consideredhe least ungrammaticadption of the three andthe
alternativewhereboth objects remaiin situ is theworst caself we compare the
judgmentsshown in Table 4we find thatthe differene between (10a) and
(10b) isnot significant (p#.114), for (10b) vs. (10c)p=0.3634. However, he
difference between (H)and(10c) is significanf p=0.0160.

2.3 Long Object Shift

Thereweretwo examples of Longobject Shift in the material i.e. sentences
wherethe weak object pronoun appears between the meEband a subject ia
nortinitial position.

(11) Long object shift with the verimsta ‘meet’ (11a) vsthe non
shifted alternative (11b)

a. | hallen mStte honomen hemsk syn.Denstora kistan var
in hall met him a  horrifying sight.the big chest was

borta! (Ex. 3)
gone
‘A horrifying sight met him in the hallway. The big chest was gone.’

b. I hallen mstte en hemsk syn honof&x. 8)
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(12) Long object shift with the veddEp V WHSheNbiR§hifted alternative
a. | det Sgonblicketslog henneen skrSmmande tankéion hade
in that moment stroke her a frightening thought. she had

nog gldmt  dra ur sladden till strykjSrnet(Ex. 10)

probably forgotten pull out cordthe to iron

H,Q WKDW PRPHQW VKH ZDV VWUXFN E\ D IULJKWHQLC(
IRUJRWWHQ WR SXOO RXW WKH FKRUG WR WKH LURQ

b. | det $gonblicket slog en skrSmmande tanke hefife. 14)

Consider Tablé, which shows the grammaticalijydgmentsof LOS with the
verbmsta uPHHW 1

"Ho | $%&'%()% < - 7o a2l 3 a5 el 7189 @ <i=t{>1 2 @A|5! B!
CDDEJ "#$%&'("! 1$<!| @l @l @l ala|a| al a|ala|alH| al a| alH| g|a|a|lH| 1| a| glalglal @ Hir
CDDLA "##$1$<i&'(! | H| 1| H| M/ 1!/ D| H| D] H|H| H| G| @| 11| H|@| H|H|[1!|H| G| 11| @ 1!]aQ H H IINH

Table5. Grammaticality judgements of Long Object Shift with the ve$ta yPHHWY{ O
median, m = arithmetic mean value.

The informang considered (11a), i.e. the shifted alternatigebe significantly
betterthan the unshifeealternative (p9.00034.
Now consider LOS with the vedd@Ep ¥ MVHUY

"HO | $%&%0% | *!+| |- i/ oi 2|23 a5 6780l @ <> 2 @Al5! B!
CDIE| )*+%&s$((®<! |H| @/ ala|1|plal alala|H|1] a gl Hj11alH o] Halpjgl H H
CDIL *+1$<ie$(($! | @ 1|H| M H|D| gl ala|H|ala| gl alglal glap/H g @ al1|g al @ HIH

Table6. Grammaticalitjjudgmentsf Long Object Shift with the velEUVWULNHY O
median, m = arithmetic mean value.

The difference between the mean value of the shifted and theshifte
alternativedor the verbd (EY V W ld [1IR)ik$ smaler than the corresponding
figures for the verb mSta meetfin (11), the differenceis not significant
(p=0.342. A tentative conclusionis that Long OS is optiondbr those verbs

that allow it.Whether the shifted or unshifted variant is preferred seems to be at
least to a certain extent a lexical question, i.e. dependent on the verb.
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2.4 Object shift in verb fronting construction

The analysis proposed Holmberg (1999)elies on the grammatality of OSin
main clauses with auxiliaries provided the main verb moves to a sentence
initial position.There is one example of this type in the questionnaire.

(13) (bject shift withtopicalized verb

a. Kysst har han henne inte. Bara hEllit fSrsiktigt handen(Ex. 19)
kissed has he her not. just held lightly in hand.the
‘He hasn’t kissed her. Just held her hand lightly.’

b. Kysst har han intbenne. (Ex. 20)

The informant’s intuitions about the grammaticality of examples such as (13a)
and (13b)went in different directionsNine informants accepted (13a), i.e.
graded the sentence as OK or ?, whefigasnformants graded it asor ?* (i.e.
considered ivery odd or complely ungrammatical). Seven informants (out of

17) gave the two alternatives the same grade, whereas nine considered (13b) less
grammatical than (13a); only omeformant did the oppost andgraded(13b)

as bettethan(133).

"#I | 1$9%&'%()% I -t sol 2134561078
<=>7| kysst ... henne inte Al Bl Al > B|B|>Bla B AQ =8B = > a
<=>[)| kysst ... inte henne Al Al >l Al S B Bl Q] al Al > ALAL == al A = =

Table 7 Grammaticalityjudgmentsof ObjectShift in verb fronting construction$d =
median, m = arithmetic mean value.

The arithmeticmean value fo(13a)is 2, whereas it is only 1 fq13b). The
differencebetween (13a) and (13lg significant (p9.0066. It is difficult to
draw any definite conclusions as to the grammaticalitwet fronting in
general — the picture is extremely scattered but it seems as though
simultaneous OS “helps up” the grammaticality of the construction. In a sense
this reverseon of the idea in Holmberg (1999): it is not verb fronting that
makes OS msible in sentences with an auxiliary, it is OS that licenses verb
fronting.
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3.Therole of case, information structure, and phonology

Object shift isdefined asan operatiornthat allows a weak object pronoun to
appearin the middle field, i.eto the left of one or more sentencdverbials.
Why does this happen? And why can only weak object pronauhsrgo OSn
the Mainland Scandinavian languagdse?this sectionl will attempt togive
some new perspectives on the phenomenon

First of all: Why arepronouns special why do not full DP objects move?
First of all, it is generally accepted that pronouns are the only nominals in
Mainland Scandinaviathat havemorphological case, which allows them to
appear in positions where other nominalstaenedThis explanationlaunched
alreadyin Holmberg (1986)provides an answer as to why only pronouns shift
in Mainland Scandinavigrwhile alsofull DPs may underg®Sin Icelandig in
Icelandic also full DPs have morphological cise.

Anotherquestion is why a pronoun suchdes (it.common) ‘it’ is more apt to
appear to thdeft of sentence adverbials, as comparechénom ‘him’ (see
section 2.1 above)lhis difference is unexpected if morphological case was the
only clue to the story 0®S? In my view, this observatiorshows thatve need to
direct our attentiorio the phonologicaproperties of pronounsn particular
prosoy — not because prosody triggers movement, but because prosody

propagates or restrictsnovement’ One important feature ofill weak,

® The idea that case is what blocks OS of full DPs leaves unexplained why OS of full DPs is
not available in Faroese, and seems to have been absentleastaincommon in Old
Swedish. To account for this | will have to assume that morphological case in Faroese and
Old Swedish is different from case in Icelandic, and not being able to exhaustively licence
DPs.
® Another argument against case being thegigor object shift is the fact that also weak
selected adverbials such dér ’there’ in the context of the verb bo ’live’ may move (cf.
Josefsson 1992):
(i) DSrf&r bor Sten dSr inte ISngre.
therefore lives Sen thereno  longer
"Therefore Sten doesn’t live there any more.’
(i)  *DSrfdr bor Steni Lundinte ISngre.
therefore lives Sen in Lund not longer

19See also e.g. Erteshhir (2005, 2010) for analyses of OS in phonological terms.
Hosono (2010) aims at explaining OS in purely prosodiase$he hypothesizes that ”an
object pronoun moves to cause downstep” (p. 28). In my view it is unclear exactly what it
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unstressedpersonalpronouns isthat theyhave +or may have +the same
prosodic properties asflection. In order to understanthe imporanceof this
we shallfirst take a look at the word accent system of Swedish.

Swedish has two wordccentgatternsaccent 1 and accentPhetwo accent
patterrs have a phonemic statysand the accent pattermay distinguis two
meanings, for instancthe accent 1 wordanden pW K H f@MX fhie ficcent 2
word dflen pWKH JACEMVE s generally the accent used lor and
multisyllabic words, whereas accent Itypically used for monosyllabic words.
In general affixation to a monomorphemic word wilause a changef accent
pattern,and give the new, momomplex wordan accen2 camtour. Inflectional
suffixes such as the plursuffix have this effectas well aghe pastensesuffix
andthe majority ofthe derivational suffixes:

111

mears to assume that an (often) optional element of a clauses t@@dove in order to give

ULVH WR D SDUWLFXODU SURVRGLF FRXQWRXU $QRWKHU &
only subjectinitial sentences into accourtence OS is explained as a vetbbject relation.

OS applies equally well to sentences mha subject intervenes between the finite verb and
pronoun. The subject mayvenitself contain a prosodic phrase, for instance an attributive PP,

cf. (i). Adverbialstoo may intervene beween the verb and the weak pronoun, cf. (ii):

0) Staden var vSlbevakad. DSrf3r brandskattad&aldemar AtterdagfrEn
city.the was well.guarded. therefore plundered  Valdemar Atterdagfrom
Danmark den inte.

Denmark it  not
17KH FLW\ ZDV ZHOO JXDUGHG 7KHUHIRUH 9 $ IURP '

(i) ~ Stade var vSlbevarad, och dSrfér brandskattadelen danskekung
city-the was well.kept, and therfore plundered  the Danishking
Valdemar Atterdag troligen  den inte.

Valdemar Atterdag probably it  not.
T7KH FLW\ ZDV ZHO O efokeHne Dahikrg V.B. Qrebabyidid Wot
SOXQGHU LW ¢

One of the main points of my article is that even though a iredifu blocks OS, a weak
object pronoun does not lean prosodically on the verb, but on its closest host to the left.

Another DUJXPHQW DJDLQVW +RVRPLYV DSSURDFK LV WKDW L
into consideration; as shown above OS is optional in Swedish.

The idea to investigate the prosodic properties of OS is most probably on the right track,
though and also t@onsider dialectal and other prosodariations However, it remains to be
shown exactly in what way and to which extent such variation and OS relate.
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(14)a dam ladyy DFFH Qiater pODB LBIFFHQW
bsy uVHa&®entl)  sydde yWWHZHGY DFFHQW
c saft UMXLFHY D&Rigl@QWXLF\Y DFFHQW

There aresome exceptions to the generalizationiistrated in (14). Gertain
types of inflection do not cause shift of accenton monosyllabic wordsthe
definite suffix in the singulaon monosyllabic nouns aride present tenssuffix
on second conjugation verbmre two examplesThe same holds fothe
diminutive suffix-is; **

(15 a dam pO I&tent1l) damen pWddiA(accent 1)
b stek pl Uadcent 1) steker p 1 U adoent 1)
c dag uGD\Y DFFH&Q®uGD\FDUH FHQWHUY DFFHQV
d dagisst y\WWKH GD\FDUH FHQWHU DF

We may conclude thatffixation does not always givese to shiftfrom accent 1
to accent 2What is particular abowteak object pronouns that theyin certain
respectsbehavelike a nonraccent shifting affix The cluster consisting oa
monosyllabic verband a weakobject pronourmakes up aprosodicword; the
first syllable (the verb)receives stress and the second syllable (hgect
pronoun) is unstressed; ethconstituentas a wholehas accent 1This is
illustrated in(16):

(16) a Damen s(Egden inte. sCEglen: >R WG
lady.the saw it.common.sgy not Accentl
M7Kaddy GLGQTW VHH LW

b DSrfér s@Egdamenden inte. damen den: >b-$ « @l %4
therefore  saws lady.the it.common.sgy not Accent 1

Therefore théady GLGQYW VHH LW

7KH 3FO¥EoWIehln " (16a) has the same prosodic contour dasen

(lady WKH OD/MKH L @lsoddnenden FKLOG WKH LW FRWHARQ

in (16b) has accent, Which means thahe prosodic contour adamen den in

(16b) is the same as that dagisst GD\ ,6 WKH pWKHIGIbds;DUH Ft
which has accent tonsistingof a stressed syllablellowed by two unstressed

1 Another derivational suffix that does not give rise to an accent shift is the dimirnta®
infett-o(fat-2 YIDWVRY
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syllables. The similarity between host + weak object pronoun and accent one
words can be discerned only if the host for the object pronoun +the verb or the
subject *has accent 1. If the host has accent 2 no accent shift will take place.

The idea is that a weak object pronoun is inflectional, from a prosodic point
of view. The host for the object pronoun can be a verb, but also the last word of
a DP subject, or an adverbial. If the subject is in a sentence initial position, as in
(16a), the finite verb is normally the host, and if another constituent occupies
Spec CP, the subject will serve as host for the object pronoun. If the subject in
Spec IP is followed by an adverbial, this adverbial will be the host of the weak
object pronoun.

The proposed analysis has much in common with the cliticization analyses of
object shift, such as the ones proposed in Dimitrova-Vulchanova & Hellan
(1991), Holmberg (1991), and Josefsson (1992, 1993), but the crucial difference
is that the object is never assumed to cliticize onto the verb specifically or the
verb chain.'?,"” Instead the object pronoun cliticizes to any type of host that it
finds to its left."* The assumption that OS could be explained in terms of the
object pronoun cliticizing onto the verb or being dependent on the verb chain,
which has been suggested in the literature, is probably a misinterpretation due to
the observation that a weak object pronoun cannot appear to the left of a verb."”

ZJosefsson (1992) suggests, for instance, that a weak object pronoun may piggy-back on the

verb and excorporate when the verb lands in I°. From a theoretical point of view
excorporation should not be ruled out, but OS is not an instance of excorporation. The mistake

in Josefsson (1992) was to assimilate object shift with cliticization of the Romance type; it is

probably much better to compare OS to scrambling in German.

1> See also Cardinaletti & Starke (1999) for a discussion on the distinction between strong

pronouns, weak pronouns and clitic pronouns.

'* There is another type of clitic in Modern Swedish that is also free to cliticize on any other

type of host, namely the the genitive marker -S. There seems to be consensus in the literature

that this element is not a case marker but a syntactically free, but phonologially bound

element, which cliticizes to the last word of a noun phrase.

> Within generative theory this restriction, called Holmberg IV JHQHUDOL]DWLRQ +
1986, 1999), is usually described in terms of movement: a weak object cannot bypass a verb.

In my view it is not obvious WKDW +ROPEHUJYV JHQHUDOL]DWLRQ LV EH
verb blocking the weak object pronoun. As will be proposed below, it is probably better to

describe the restriction as due to the result being an ungrammatical OV-configuration. It is not

only weak object pronouns that are banned from movement to the middle field when a verb is

left in the VP =all types of movement that result in an OV-configuration are ungrammatical

in Swedish. See Josefsson (2010) for more discussion.
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However, the fact that OS is not possible if the verb remains in the VP
+ROPEHUJV JHiCbettel Bxpldifdd WY btRe€) independent principles
to which we shall return below.

The constituent Sdg den in (16a) consists of two syllables, one stressed and
one unstressed. The corresponding constituent in (16b), damen den, has three
syllables. One stressed syllable followed by two unstressed ones works fine in
Swedish, but if too many unstressed syllable are stacked after each other, the
derivation deteriorates *for simple phonological reasons. This might happen if
the verb is disyllabic or more and/or the object pronoun is disyllabic. This, I
claim, is why disyllabic pronouns, such as henne YK Hitd fhonom p K LR
more %pt  to remain in Situ (or at least what appears to be in situ), whereas
monosyllabic object pronouns, suchasden LW FRPPRQ pibhdvwfdioUH PRLU
appear in a shifted position (see 2.1 and 2.2 above). Speaking less technically, a
monosyllabic pronoun is prosodically lighter, and is therefore more readily
realized as inflection. There is no example of shifted and unshifted examples
with det LW QHXWdtd p WLIKIM Y Rudstionnaire, but we expect that
these pronouns will behave as den.

The reason why informants disagree when assessing the test sentences could
perhaps have to do with how natural the sentences sound, i.e. how likely we are
to hear them in actual speech. Sentences such as those in (16) seem to be fairly
natural; however, also a sentence such as (17) must be considered grammatical
in my view, even though the stressed syllable -mod- in férmodligen is followed
by no less than four unstressed syllables:

(17) Darfor  sdg damen formodligen honom inte.
therefore saw lady.the probably him not
M7KHUHIRUH WKH ODG\ SUREDEO\ GLGQTYW VHH KLP

Note that the whole sequence (fér)modligen honom is one prosodic word,
> | U-dl R33N 'm] pronounced with accent 1 (férmodligen is an accent 1
word, due to the prefix fér-.)"

The issue is further complicated by the fact that some sentence adverbials, for
instance inte 1 Q R&&hik to be able to acquire the same prosodic properties as

' The sequence férmodligen honom inte gave only three hits on Google, and férmodligen
henne intefour hits.
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described above for object pronouns. Hence, in a non-shifted example, such as
(18) below, the sequences SCEgH inte, and Bo + inte, both have accent 1, which

indicate that they are words, from a prosodic point of view:'’

(18) a Bo sig inte den. saginte >V-RetJo
Bo saw it not Accent 1
PR GLGQYW VHH LW 1

b Darfor siag Bo inte den. Bo inte >E X %0
therefore saw Bo it  not Accent 1
P7KHUHIRUH %R GLGQTW VHH LWY

There is another property of the negation that has to be taken into consideration
(which also might suggest a slightly different analysis). The Swedish negation
inte 1 Q R Wftfn tedliced to a monosyllabic [nt %o which probably makes it even
more inclined to cliticize prosodically onto its host to the left."® (To what extent
this holds for other sentence adverbials remains to be investigated.) If this is
correct either an object pronoun or a sentence adverbial, in particular the
negation inte, could cliticize to its closest host to the left. However, both
negation/sentence adverbial and object pronoun cannot cliticize simultaneously
+they have to be assigned a linear order. Since disyllabic pronouns are heavier

than monosyllabic ones, i.e. contain more syllables, they are more apt to stay in

what appears to be in situ.””,’

' It might even be the case that the whole sequence SCEg inte denis a prosodic word. The
intuition that den receives a slight amount of stress in this configuration could probably be
explained as due to the tendency of rythmic alternation, see fn 20.

' It is often claimed that OS of pronouns is obligatory, or at least more obligatory, in Danish,
as compared to Swedish. It could perhaps be fruitful to investigate whether these
tendencies/restrictions are related to the pronounciation of the negation ikke, which clearly
have different prosodic properties as well as rules for reduction, as compared to the Swedish
negation inte. If the possibility of having weak object pronouns in Situ in Swedish is related to
the possibility of allowing the negation to be reduced to prosodic inflection, then it might be
expected that OS is obligatory in language varieties where the negation cannot be reduced or
realized as prosodic inflection. Also the prosodic profiles of object pronouns, which differ
among the Scandinavian languages, have to be taken into consideration, as well as the general
prosodic contour of sentences.

#TTUXH® FOLW LFEfr honotF KKDNR T ‘2 @Ghenne fKHUY SURYLGH HYHQ
arguments for the clitic status of object pronouns. These clitics may integrate prosodically on
their closest host to the left.
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Before closing this subsection a few words about the trigger for OS needs to
be said. The proposed analysis explains why only weak object pronouns can
undergo OS in the Mainland Scandinavian languages, not full DP objects: only
pronominal objects have morphological case; hence they can survive without
structural case. But why do objects move optionally? From the discussion in this
paper it is evident that weak pronouns can indeed stay in Situ, i.e. take any type
of element to the left as their host.”' The trigger of OS is probably a fundamental
property of the language, a property that Swedish shares with the other
Germanic languages and also the Romance languages. We know from work on
information structure that there is a general propensity for backgrounded or
given elements to move to the middle field; I claim that OS is due to this
propensity, and so is scrambling of arguments and adverbials in German. The
propensity in question correlates to Gundel’s (1988:229) “given before new”
principle, as well as Newmeyer’s (1998:122) “thematic first explanation® (see
also see Herring 1990:164, Molnar 2003, and Hinterh6lzl and Petrova 2010 for

(1) Boris ség’na’nte nat mer.
% RULV VD Z %hyH tddfe€) R W
’Boris didn’t see her any more.’

(i)  Sen sag Boris’na’nte nit mer.
then saw % R ULV Y Eiy Uo@R W
’ After that Boris did’nt see her any more.’

The proper name Boris has accent 1. As expected the sequences V nJY Q nf(@ \AhHH
% R ULV IQiD §®Qpdddddic words with one stressed syllable, SEgand Bo-, and accent 1
contour.!

20 A weak object pronoun in situ, for instance in a sequence such as inte den ’not it’, receives
what might be conceived of as a slight amount of stress. However, it is not necessarily the
case that this is focus stress; a sequence of unstressed syllables is subject to rhytmic
alternation, normally expressed as differences in duration of the vowel (Engstrand 2004,
208f). It is important to keep this in mind, in order not to take rhytmic alternation to be focus
induced stress, and consequently not draw the erroneous conclusion that weak pronouns left
in situ always carry some kind of focus/stress.

! From a theoretical point of view, we cannot rule out the possibility that the sentence
adverbial and the weak object pronoun both raise to the middle field, and that object pronoun
that appears to be left in Situ, for example in (17b), is in fact string adjacent to the sentence
adverbial in the middle field.
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more discussion)Weak object pronouns typically represent thematic or old
information; leftwards movementf such elementso the middle field is
expected.

If we assume thathe trigger for OS is some version of Gundel’s “given
before new”-principle, why does a verb left in the VP block leftwards movement
of the weak object pronoun¥ly answeris not an answer to thiparticular
question insteadl resort to a much more pervasivarinciple of thelanguage,
which, howeeer, is not yet fully understoodhe directionality parameteihe
verb doesn’t block only weak pronouns, no object of any type neither
pronominal objed nor full DP objects, may‘bypas$ the verb (“Holmberg’s
generalization™), prepositions, or verb particles, since that would give rise to an
OV constituent order (unless the object lands in a servartia@ position).
Swedish, being a Vdanguage does not allow OV. Furthermassyedish has
prepositions not postpositions and the verb particle precedes the “bbjaet.
OV vs. VO parameter is laugequestioncomplex which cannot be investigated
in this paper.However, if an adequate explanation to tl@V vs. VO
directionality parameter is given, then the question inherent in Holmberg’s
generalizatiordissolves

In short: objects (and other elements) that represent old informabgacts
have a tendency to move to the middle field, dua generalpropensity for
weak, but not stronggbjects may undergo OS in the Scandinavian languages,
since onlyelements that convethematic/old information move to the middle
field. Only pronomiml objects may undergo object shift, since they are the only
nominals endowed with morphological case.

4.Conclusions

The main conclusions from the discussion above are that OS is optional in
Swedish, and that there is a great deal of variation betiméemants Thus, t

follows from the first conclusion that its incorrect toclaim that OS is

22 The directionality parameter seems to hold in th&FPPdomain. Hence, if a verb particle is
moved to Spec CP object shift may take place, as expectedsimmlar way, OS is fine in
Swedish with verb particle constructions if the verb particle belongs to the very small group
of particles that take their complements to the left (as in Danish). See Josefsson (2010) for
further discussion.
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obligatory in Swedish. However, we might conjecture that OS could be
obligatory for some speakers of Swedish. Such a conclusion does not follow
directly from the data presented in this study — thorough investigations have to
be pursued in order to confirm or reject such a supposition — but results from the
survey indicate that this could well be the case. Some informants seem to
consistently prefer shifted alternatives, whereas others prefer the non-shifted
ones. From a theoretical point of view, this questions the possibility of getting
answers to broad and general questions such as “Is OS obligatory in Swedish?”.
The results of this study bring focus on the question of optionality.

Grammaticality judgements vary among informants. It might be that finer
instruments for evaluating grammaticality judgments can be worked out, but a
reasonable assumption is that there will always be areas where speaker’s
intuitions vary — even between extreme values such as “completely acceptable”
and “completely ungrammatical”. Since intuitions concerning OS vary to such a
large extent it is imperative that researchers on OS define very carefully the
object for their study: If the purpose is to understand OS within the internal
grammar of one certain individual, for instance in order to find out how
grammaticality judgements on this construction interplay with grammaticality
judgements of other constructions, it is fine to use data from only one single
speaker. However, if a researcher wants to investigate the status of OS in
Swedish, it is not enough to appeal to grammaticality judgments from one single
speaker, not even data from a handful of speakers will suffice — more thorough
investigations are needed, where a broader range of data is taken into

consideration.
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Appendix: The quegionnaire

Bista informant!

Jag vore mycket tacksam for hjalp med bedomning av ndgra meningar, d.v.s. om de ar vilformade
eller inte. De aktuella meningarna &r svartade. Resten dr bara kontext, som ska gora meningarna
lattare att tolka. Markera med nagon av foljande symboler fore varje mening.

* helt ogrammatiskt

?7* icke vilformat, men nigot battre dn *
7?7 mycket tveksamt

? nagot tveksamt

OK  helt OK

Det bésta sittet &r nog att 14sa upp meningarna hogt, sé att man kan anpassa sin betoning. Kursiverade
led ska dock genomgaende vara obetonade. Naturligtvis garanteras du anonymitet.

1 Jag tror faktiskt inte att hon ar dir. Man ser ju henneinte.
2 Det lag en orm pa stigen. Mannen SEgdeninte. Och darfor blev han biten.

3 | hallen métte honomen hemsk syn. Den stora kistan var borta!

N

Inte gllade hon honom. Men nog kunde hon fordra hans nirvaro under en kortare tid.

5 Isin bokhylla hittade mannen den poesibok som han hade kopt till flickvdnnen. Men han gav
henne deninte. (i bet. 'Han gav inte boken till sin flickvdn.") Han hade ndmligen dngrat sig.

6 Jag tror faktiskt inte att hon ar dir. Man ser juinte henne

7 Det lag en orm pa stigen. M annen SEg inte den. Och dérfor blev han biten.
8 | hallen m&tteen hemsk syn  honom. Den stora kistan var borta!

9 Jag tror faktiskt inte att hon dr dir. Man ser henneju inte.

10 | det 3gonblicket dog  henne en skrSmmande tanke. Hon hade nog glémt dra ur sladden till
strykjérnet.

11 Isin bokhylla hittade mannen den poesibok som han hade kopt till flickvannen. Men han gav inte
den henne. (d.v.s. 'Han gav inte boken till sin flickvén.") ) Han hade ndmligen dngrat sig.

12 Han ar en riktig diva. Jag gillar inte  honom.

13 I sin bokhylla hittade mannen den poesibok som han hade kopt till flickvdnnen, men han gav den
henneinte. (d.v.s. 'Han gav inte boken till sin flickvén.") Han hade ndmligen éngrat sig.

14 | det Sgonblicket dog en skrSmmandetanke  henne Hon hade nog glomt dra ur sladden till
strykjérnet.

15 1 sin bokhylla hittade mannen den poesibok som han hade kopt till flickvdnnen, men han gav den
inte henne (i bet. 'Han gav inte boken till sin flickvén.') Han hade ndmligen angrat sig.

16 Han ér en riktig diva. Jag gllar honominte.
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171 sin bokhylla hittade mannen den poesibok som han hade kspt till flickvSnnehamgav inte
henne den . (i bet. 'Han gav inte boken till sin flickvSn.") Han hade nSmligen (Engrat sig.

181 sin bokhylla hittade mannen den poesibok som fzate tkSpt till fIickapnen, meinan gav
henne inte den. (i bet. 'Han gav inte boken till sin flickvSn.") Han hade nSmligen (Engrat sig.

19 Kyst har han henne inte. Bara hEllit fSrsiktigt i handen.
20Kyst har haninte henne. Bara hElli€rsiktigt i handen.

Tack f8r din medverkan!

Gunl8g Josefsson

Gunl3g Josefsson

Institutionen f8r nordiska sprCEk, Lunds universitet
Helgonabacken 14

223 62 Lund

e-post: gunlog.josefsson@nordlund.lu.se



20 ,FHODQGLF 2EMHFW 6KL
OD\XPL +RVRQR /HLGHQ 8QLYHUVLYV

P KRVRQR#XPDLO OHLGHQXQLY QC

$SEVWUDFW

,Q WKLV SDSHU , GLVFXVV ,FHODQGLF 2EMHFW B6KLIW IURP \
SURSHUWLHV , ILUVWO\ VKRZ WKDW WKH DUJXPHQWV EDVH

PDNH D ZURQJ SUHGLFWLRQ IRU WKH DSSOLFDELOLW\
6KLIW VKRXOG EH GHDOW ZLWK DV D PRYHPHQW SKHQRPH:
LQWURGXFH WKH H[SHULPHQW FDUULHG RXW WR REVHU
FRQVWUXFWLRQV UHOHYDQW WR ,FHODQGLF 2EMHFW 6KLIW
QHZ K\SRWKHVLVY RQ ,FHODQGLF 2EMHFW 6KLIW D ZHDN RE
20 WKH EDVLV RI WKH K\SRWKHVLV , SUHVHQW DQ DFFR
,FHODQGLF 2EMHFW B6KLIW DV IROORZV ZKHQ D IRFXV DFF
SURQRXQ PRYHV WR DYRLG OHQJWKHQLQJ DQG HOLPLQDW
REMHFW SURQRXQ FDQ DYRLG OHQJWKHQLQJ LQ VLWX H J
YRZHO FDQ EH VKRUWHQHG DIWHU D IRFXV DFFHQWHG PDLC
,FHODQGLF 2EMHFW 6KLIW ZLWK 6ZHGLVK 2EMHFW 6KLIW
IDFWRUYV

0DQ\ WKDQNV WR &KULVWHU 30DW]DFN $QGHUV +ROPEHU
+DOOGYU E 6LIJXUEVVRQ IRU KHOSIXO DGYLFH DQG YDOXD
ZRUN , DOVR ZRXOG OLNH WR WKDQN SHRSOH ZKR SDUW
2FWREHU 'HFHPEHU BHYHUDO SDUWV RI WKLV ZRUN DU
1RUWK (DVW /LQJXLVWLF 6RFLHW\ 1(/6 8QLYHUVLW\ RI 0D
DQG WKH 5HVHDUFK 6HPLQDU RI /LQJXLVWLFV DQG 3KRQHW
ZRXOG OLNH WR WKDQN WKH DXGLHQFH IRU PDQ\ KHOSIXO
LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ Rl MXGJPHQW DQG UHFRUGLQJ GDWD D
*IVWD %UXFH LWKRXW KLV JUHDWHVW LQWHUHVW LQ DQG
DXWXPQ LW FRXOG QRW DSSHDU

'RUNLQJ 3DSHUV LQ 6FDQGLQDYLDQ 6\QWD]



1. Introduction

The Scandinavian languages have a movement phenomenon called 2EMHFW 6KL I

0S, in which an object pronoun moves out of VP (Holmberg 1986, 1999)':

(1) a. Jag kysste henne inte. (Swe.)
I kissed her not
‘I didn’t kiss her.’

b. Jag kysste henne inte [yp kysste henne]
(Holmberg 1999:1,(1))

In Danish, Icelandic, and most varieties of Norwegian an object pronoun cannot
be left if it is unstressed and simple, whereas in most of the Swedish dialects and
some of the Norwegian varieties an object pronoun can be stranded even if it is
weak.” An object pronoun can move when a main verb moves too (2a). When a
main verb does not move, an object pronoun cannot move either, see (2b). Verb
movement does not occur in embedded clauses (2¢), in which OS does not occur
either. The fact that only when a main verb moves, an object pronoun can move

tooiscalled +ROPEHUJTV *H@hbEOIR§A WLR Q

(2) a. Jag kysste (““henne) inte [vp kysste (°““henne)]. (Swe.)
I kissed her not her
‘I didn’t kiss her.’

b. Jag har (*henne) inte [vp kysst (““henne)].
I have her not kissed her
‘I haven’t kissed her.’

! In this work the terminology 2 E M H F W u&&tb tdfér to pronominal shift only. I refer to
movement of noun phrases as full NP shift.

% See Josefsson (2003) for an argument for optional Swedish OS based on a quantitative
investigation.



F « DWW MDJ ¢;KNHE @WKHIQDWHH@>

WKDW , KHU QRW NLVVHG KHU
H« WKDW , GLGQITW NLVV KHUY
+ROPEHUJ D F

,FHODQGLF GLIIHUV TURP WKH RWKHU 6FDQGL
yLuvw FHODQGLF KDV PDLQ YHUE PRYHPHQW LQ
WDNHV SODFH

« Dée KDQQ THNNpKDIQD @NNL > ,FH
WKDW KH NQRZV KHU QRW
H« WKDW KH GRHVQITW NQRZ KHUTY
+ROPEHUJ DQG 3ODW]DFN

6HFRQG LW LV ZLGHO\ FODLPHG WKDW VWURQJ
RSWLRQDOO\ PRYH LQ ,FHODQGLF D ZKHUHDV
6FDQGLQDYLDQ ODQJXDJHV E

D -yQ NHASWL1>* EyN &KRPVN{WSHNUNEYN &KRPVNWH

-yQ ERXJKW LW ERRN &KRPVN\TV QRW LW
H-yQ GLGQTW EX\ ,7 &KRPVN\YV ERRN ¢
+ROPEHUJ F
E 'RP NIQQHU +2120 *XQ«pOQ20DoK@mm DU 6ZH
WKH\ NQRZ KLP *XQQDU DOO KLP * X (
H7KH\ DOO NQRZ +,0 *XQQDU ¢
+ROPEHUJ G

)XOO 13 VKLIW LV VXEMHFW WR +ROPEHUJTV *HQH
ZKLFK FRQWDLQ DQ $X[ D PDLQ YHUE GRHV QR
HLWKHU

%XW VHH 1LOVHQ ZKR FODLPV WKDW IXOO 13 VKLIW
ODQJXDJHV RWKHU WKDQ ,FHODQGLF DQG -RVHIVVRQ



-yQ KHIXU 1HVVD E¥yNH\DMDGEHHN. OHVLe , FH

-yQ KDV WKLV ERRN QHYHU UHDG WKLV E
L-yQ KDV QHYHU UHDG WKLV ERRN 1
7KUILQVVRQ D E

6LQFH 26 DQG IXOO 13 VKLIW VKDUH WKH SURSHUW
*HQHUDOL]DWLRQ DWWHPSWV KDYH EHHQ PDGH W
,Q PDQ\ DFFRXQWV LW LV ZLGHO\ DQG WDFLWO\ D
WKH GLVFRXUVH DQG RU IRFXVHG UHPDLQV LQVLG
LQIRUPDWLRQ DQG RU GHIRFXR/H QD DPFSLHNM R XSAR VRK

'LHVLQJ /KH DUJXPHQWY EDVHG RQ WKH O
PDNH D ZURQJ SUHGLFWLRQ FRQFHUQLQJ WKH DSS
+RVRQR , VXJIJHVW WKH SRVVLELOLW\ WKDW

FORVHO\ UHODWHG WR WKH LQWRQDWLRQDO SUR.
GLVEXVV ,FHODQGLF 26 IURP WKH SHUVSHFWLY}
SURSHUWLHY E\ SUHVHQWLQJ H[SHULPHQWDO GDW
SURSRVH D QHZ K\SRWKHVLV RQ ,FHODQGLE 26
+ROPEHUJYV *HQHUDOL]DWLRQ IRU ,FHODQGLF 26
DUJXH WKDW ,FHODQGLF 26 LV FDXVHG E\ IDFWR
6ZHGLVK 26

7KLV SDSHU LV RUJDQL]HG DV IROORZV ,Q
DUJXPHQWY EDVHG RQ WKH ODSSLQJ +\SRWKHVLYV
ZURQJ SUHGLFWLRQ IRU WKH DSSOLFDELOLW\ RI :
ZLWK DV D PRYHPHQW SKHQRPHQRQ GLIIHUHQW Il
LQWURGXFH WKH SKRQRORJLFDO SURSHUWLHV R
H[SHULPHQW FDUULHG RXW WR REVHUYH WKH LQWI
UHOHYDQW WR ,FHODQGLF 26 DQG SUHVHQW WKF
SURSRVH D QHZ K\SRWKHVLY RQ ,FHODQGLF 26 RQ

*XVVPDQQ D ZHDN REMHFW SURQRXQ PRY]



WKH EDVLV RI WKH K\SRWKHVLYV , SURYLGH DQ DF
IRU ,FHODQGLF 26 ,Q VHFWLRQ , FRPSDUH ,FHOD
WKDW WKH\ DUH FDXVHG E\ GLITHUHQW IDFWRUV (

SUHYLRXV DFFRXQWV RI ,FHODQGLF 2EMHFW 6

W LV ZLGHO\ FODLPHG WKDW D VKLIWHG IX0O 13
LQIRUPDWLRQ ZKHUHDV D QRQ VKLIWHG IX00 1
LQIRUPDWLRQ DQG RU IRFXVHG 6\ UWK R X DONGH G
3HDFHY DSSHDUV LQ TXHVWLRQ $ DQG LV WKH WRS
WKDW SKUDVH LV HDVLO\ IURQWHG ,Q E RQ WK
DSSHDUHG LQ TXHVWLRQ $ ,W LV SDUW RI D IRFXV
PRYH

D $ &HNNLU -yQ 6WUte RJ IULe"
NQRZV -yQ :DU DQG 3HDFH
LWRHV -yQ NQRZ :DU DQG 3HDFH"Y

% -i KDQ&BWHWte RJ IULeé DOOWDI "6WUte RJ IULe t
\HV KH UHDGYV : 3 DOZD\V : 3 LQ YDF
M<HV KH DOZD\V UHDGV :DU DQG 3HDFH L

E $ +YDé JHULU -yQ t [1UtLQX ViQ X"
ZKDW GRHV -yQ LQ YDFDWLRQ WKH KLV
H:KDW GRHV -yQ GR LQ KLV YDFDWLRQ"Y

,Q ,FHODQGLF H[SOHWLYH FRQVWUXFWLRQ DQ DUJXPHQW
L éDeé RHHXQKYHU N|WWXQKWHWNyWWXU t HOGK~VLQX

WKHUH KDV VRPH FDW EHHQ VRPH FDW LQ \
M7KHUH KDV EHHQ VRPH FDW LQ WKH NLWFKHQ 1
9DQJVQHYV

, GR QRW GLVFXVV PRYHPHQW RI 13V LQ H[SOHWLYH FRQVW
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% +DQQ OHV GWAIWHRIRULELOOOWDI

KH UHDGV : 3 DOZD\V . 3

U+H DOZD\V UHDGV :DU DQG 3HDFH
7KUILQVVRQ

%DVHG RQ WKHVH IDFWV 'LHVLQJ SURSRVHYV
FODLPV WKDW WKH REMHFW WKDW LV IRFXVHG DQ
ZKHUHDV WKH REMHFW WKDW LV VSHFLILF DQG R
6SHFLILFDOO\ DQ LQGHILQLWH 13 WHQGV WR EH

UHPDLQV LQVLGH 93 D LW PD\ PRYH ZKHQ LW LV
WKH PDLQ YHUE E $Q LQ VLWX GHILQLWH 13 LV |
PXVW PRYH RXW RI 93 WKLV DZNZDUGQHVV LPSUR"

LOWHUSUHWDWLRQ $Q LQGHILQLWH SURQRXQ F
QHZ VWDWXYV $ GHILQLWH SURQRXQ LV VSHFLIL]
RXW RI 93

D +DQQ ODV EENXNXUHNNL ,FH

KH UHDG ERRNV QRW ERRNYV
pH+H GLGQITW UHDG ERRNV T
'LHVLQJ D E

E eJ /(6 E NXUHNNL «
, UHDG ERRNV QRW
L, GRQIW 5($' ERRNV EXW RQO\ %8< WKHP
'LHVLQJ G

-yQ NHAEWNLQD "HEWWNLQD ,FH
-yQ ERXJKW WKH ERRN QRW WKH E
HL-YyQ GLGQYIYW EX\ WKH ERRN T
'LHVLQJ
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“HJ KDU LQJHQ SDUDSO\ PHQ®MHJ NjSRUJHMQ PXORIHWQV

, KDYH QR XPEUHOOD EXW , EX\ RQH SRVVLEO\ |

H, KDYH QR XPEUHOOD EXW , ZLOO SRVVLEO\ E
'LHVLQJ

+DQQ DV HNNL 1 U ,FH
KH UHDG WKHP QRW WKHP
'LHVLQJ

7KH ODSSLQJ +\SRWKHVLVY KDV EHHQ DVVXPHG VR |

IXOO 13 VKLIW 'LHVLQJ +ROPEHUJ DQG
&KRPVN\ 6HOOV OLNQHU )R] DQ
(UWHVFKLN 6KLU DE %QURHNKXLYV DPRQJ RV

VKLIW DUH ERWK VXEMHFW WR +ROPEHUJV *HQHU
26 DQG IXO0 13 VKLIW KDV EHHQ VRXJKW H J &RO

&KRPVN\

&KRPVN\ SUHVHQWY DQ DFFRXQW RI 26 2
$FFRUGLQJ WR &KRPVN\ RQO\ ZKHQ WKH GLIITHUHQ
WKH VHPDQWLF LQWHUIDFH LV WKH (33 WKDW WUL
DVVLIJQHG WR D SKDVDO KHDG 7KH UHOHYDQW SK
RI D YHUEDO FDWHJRUODYL\@VV PP LQYJ LVPKHW S UHW
DQG RU QHZ LQIRUPDWLRQ LQ LVWW@MAJLEDOL\BR
LOQWHUSUHWHG DV GHIRFXVHG DQG RU ROG LQIRUP
UHPDLQV LQVLGH 93 D ZKHUHDV WKH ODWWHU |
GXH WR WKH (33 DVVLIJQHG WR Y E

D -DJ N\VVWH LQWH ODULW
: NLVVHG QRW ODULW
H, GLGQTW NLVV ODULW 1

%XW VHH %YREDOMLN DQG -RQDV ZKR GLVFXVV IXOO !
6HH &KRPVN\ IRU GHWDLOHG GHULYDWLRQDO PHFKDQ



b. Jag kysste henne inte.
I kissed her not
‘I didn’t kiss her.’

(12) a. ce [V*P inte [V*P V>l< [Vp kySSTE@ Marlt]]]

b. ... [y Inte [ +p henne [y« v* [yp kysste henne]]]

In (12b), the negation L QMVrhérged after movement of an object pronoun; a
main verb vacates to a higher position. Thus, movement of an object pronoun to
[Spec,v*P] is string-vacuous: it does not affect the order of the preceding
negation and the following object pronoun. Movement of an object pronoun to
the position between a main verb and the negation where it is actually
pronounced is claimed to be a PF-movement.

The accounts on the basis of the Mapping Hypothesis predict that the
object pronoun that is familiar and presupposed in the discourse could not
remain in situ. OS in some Scandinavian varieties is optional and a weak object
pronoun can appear in the position following the negation, as illustrated in (2a).
Due to the assumption of a string-vacuous movement to [Spec,v*P], however,
the phase system can cover not only the case of a moved object pronoun but also
that of an unshifted object pronoun, which makes this system tenable for this
prediction.

The other prediction is that the object pronouns that carry new
information and/or focus could not move. They can actually move, however. As
we saw in section 1, strong object pronouns can optionally move. They are
assigned phonological prominence, the properties of which we turn to later, and
they can receive the interpretation of focus by themselves, e.g. by being
contrastively focused. In addition, shifted weak object pronouns, though they are

not assigned phonological prominence, can carry part of new information and/or
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IRFXV (QJGDKO 6HOOV +RVROR

D 6HQWHQFH IRFXV
' KDWTV %8-'RK@ DOZD\V NLVVHV PH LQ SUHVF
L >-DQ N\WVHU PLJ DOOWLG
-DQ NLVVHV PH DOZD\V
LL?-DQ N\WVHU DOOWLG PLJ

BUHGLFDWH IRFXV
KDW GLG -RKQ DOZD\\g@R'VY¥HGE PO@D\V >
’L+DQ N\WVWH PLJ DOOWLG
KH NLVVHG PH DOZD\V
LL "+DQ N\WVWH DOOWLG PLJ

$ W\SLFDO FDVH RI VHQWHQFH IRFXV D LV WI
TXHVWLRQV VXFK DV pZKDW KDSSHQHG"Y LQ ZKL
DQVZHU FRQWDLQV RQO\ QHZ LQIRUPDWLRQ WKH
IREXV /DPEUHFKW  -RKTRXHDOXEHMDHFPWSUHVHQWHG
E 7KH DQVZHU VHQWHQFH KDV D WRSLF FRPPH(
LV D WRSLF DQG WKH SUHGLFDWH FDUULHV WKH I
IDPEUHFKW ,Q ERWK RI WKHV HALBDD/@ \P RWKH
DFURVV D VHQWHDR@QW@GIPEYKWEEH BIUJXHG WKDW
VXFK DV WKH ILUVW SHUVRQ DUH WKH PRVW VDOL}
WR PRYH +RZHYHU WKH ILUVW VSHDNHU ZKR PDI
NQRZ LQ DGYDQFH WKH FRQWH[WV VXFK WKDW WK
HWF ,Q WKDW VHQVH WKRVH REMHFW SURQRXQV ¥
LQ WKH FRQWH[WV DERYH 7KH VDPH DSSOLHV WR .

-XGJPHQW RI ,FHODQGLF LV PDGH E\ +DOOGyYU E 6LJXU&V\



D Sentence-focus
KDWTIV %&-'RKQ@ DOZD\V NLVVHV PH LQ SUHVFE
L >-yQ N\WVLU PLJ DOOWDI
-yQ NLVVHV PH DOZD\V
LL -yQ N\VVLU DOOWDI PLJ

Predecate-focus
KDW GLG -RKQ DOZD\g@\R'V¥Y HE PO@D\V >
L+ DQQ N\WVWL PLJ DOOWDI
KH NLVVHG PH DOzZD\V
LL +DQQ N\VVWL DOOWDI PLJ

7KH IDFW WKDW 26 DSSOLHV QRW RQO\ ZKHQ DQ RI
ROG LQIRUPDWLRQ EXW DOVR ZKHQ LW FDUULHV
LQGLFDWHY WKDW WKH VHPDQWLF HIIHFWV WKDW
DUH QRW GHFLVLYH IRU LWV PRYHPHQW DQG WKH
WKHP 7KLV IXUWKHU LQGLFDWHY WKDW 26 VKRXO
PRYHPHQW WKDQ IX0OO 13 VKLIW ZKHUH D QHZ LQ\
LQ WKH RULJLQDO SRVLWLRQ LV DOZD\V SURGXFH(
DOZD\V LQWHUSUHWHG DV VSHFLILEF DQG RU ROG L
13 LV LQWHUSUHWHG DV QHZ LQIRUPDWLRQ DQG R
VDZ DERYH

TKH LQWRQDWLRQDO SURSHUWLHYV RI ,FHODQC

,Q WKLV VHFWLRQ , LOQOWURGXFH WKH LQWRQDWLR
HISHULPHQWDO GDWD RI WKH FRQVWUXFWLRQV UF
QRW KDYH WKH NLQG RI ZRUG WRQHYV REVHUYHG L

'RUG VWUHVYV LV DOPRVW REOLJDWRULO\ ORFI

7TKH DUIXPHQW KHUH GRHV QRW SURYLGH DQ DFFRXQW IF
+ROPEHUJYV *HQHUDOL]DWLRQ LQ WKH VDPH ZD\ DV 26 DV
UHVHDUEFK



YRZHOV RIWHQ GLVDSSHDU ZKHQ WKH QH[W ZRUG
FHODQGLF KDV VHYHUDO SHFXOLDU SKRQRORJL
SUHDVSLUDWLRQ EUQDVRQ *XVVPDQQ F
DVSLUDWHG RU XQDVSLUDWHG EXW DUH QRW DV
7KH VHTXHQFH RI JHPLQDWHG SORVLYHV DQG WKH
DQG >Q@ DSSHDU DV pD SUHDVSLUDWHG SORVLYH
ZKLFK UHVXOWV LQ WKH LQVHUWLRQ RI >k
QHJDWNRAIKLFK LV D W\SLFDO GLDJQRVLV RI WKH S
D ZHDN VHQWHQWLDO HOHPHQW LV SURQRXQFHG :
$QRWKHU SHFXOLDU SKRQRORJLFDO SURSHUYV
FRPSRXQGLQJ SURFHVV EUQDVRQ *XVVPDQQ
FRPELQHG ZRUGV LV DUUDQJHG E\ UHGXFLQJ WKH
DQG PDLQWDLQLQJ WKH SULPDU\ VWUHMWURY WD
HOHDGHUMKDSEXKHHST UMNRIXW W XiQHDIX@EIXQJI VKHH S
ZKLFK WKH VHFRQGDU\ VWUHVV RI WKH ILUVW HOH
RI WKH VHFRQG HOHPHQW LV NHSW DV WKH VHFR(
7KH YRZHO Rl WKH ILUVW VIOODEOH RI WKH ILUVW
OHQJWK EXW WKDW RI WKH VHFRQG HIDHPHQWU@R |
HJODDXYP°L 5D@ MH\HPHHBNIW W UGD@ uJODVV H\I
WKH ORQJ YRZHO RI WKH ILUADIS> KD NBHQRRED PD L
>N' OD@ MEUHHRBTJIBEIDXYOWYD @Q uVHD EUHH]HY LG
YRZHO RI WKH ILUVW HOHPHQW LV QRW NHSW DQ\
HOHPHQW RQ WKH RWKHU KDQG LV PDLQWDLQHG
7KH SLWFK DFFHQW V\VWHP RI ,FHODQGLF L
EUQDVRQ 3KUDVDO DFFHQW LV ORFDWHG RC
XQPDUNHG FDVH 'HFODUDWLYH VHQWHQFHV DUH |
GRZQVWHS LV REVHUYHG LQ ERWK SDWWHUQV 'HK

u—-Y1 VKRZV WKH ORFDWLRQ RI WKH SULPDU\ VWUHVV DQG
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GRZQVWHS RFFXUV LQ ,FHODQGLF LV DQ LQWRQD
'RZQVWHS LV LQWHUUXSWHG DQG XSVWHS ZKLFK |
SUHFHGLQJ + LQ WXUQ RFFXUV XQWLO D IRFXVH(
QRQ FRQWUDVWLYH IRFL DUH UHDOL]JHG E\ HLWKH
SLWFK RIWHQ PDLQWDLQV LWV KHLJKW XQWLO L\
SURSHUW\ WKDW FKDUDFWHUL]HV WKH ,FHODQGLF
VHQWHQFH LV UHDOL]JHG E\ IRFXV DFFHQW DV ZHO
FRQVRQDQWY EUQDVRQ *XVVPDQQ 9RZHO
DUH HLWKHU L ZRUVGULL@DQKROLGD\]Y LL IROOR
FROQVRQDQW>YH Q@ MKRSH QRXQ § ZKLFK PD\ EH
YRZHOvord 3Y' QD@ pWR KRSH YHUE § RU LLL IROC
FRQVLVWLQJ RI >S Wehu @ - DSIMD @Y I\NF RIGEG BHDWKH U
, FDUULHG RXW DQ H[SHULPHQW WR REVHUYH
FROQVWUXFWLRQV UHOHYDQW WR ,FHODQGLF 26 7K
WHQVH IRUPV ZLWK D RU ZLWKRXW E 26 FR
HPEHGGHG FODXVHVY G ,Q D DQ REMHFW SUR
E LW LV W DBRQidation H D FRQWUDVWLYH
FRQVWUXFWLRQ LQ ZKLFK D SDVW SDUWLFLSOH PR
DOVR RFFXUV ZDV DGGHG GXH WR WKH WKHRU}
FRQVWUXFWLRQ +ROPEHUJ &KRPVN\

D 6LPSOH WHQVH IRUPV ZLWK 26
(J eJ NH\SWL KDQQ HNNL eJ N\WVWL +$1
, ERXJKW LW QRW , NLVVHG K
U, GLGQTW EX\ LW U, GLGQTW N

E 6LPSOH WHQVH IRUPV ZLWKRXW 26
( J
, NLVVHG QRW KHU



F &RPSOH[ WHQVH IRUPV
(J eJ KHI HNNL Vpé KDQQ
, KDYH QRW VHHQ LW
U, KDYHQIW VHHQ LW 1

G (PEHGGHG FODXVHYV

(J eJ vDJéL Dé pJ N\VVWL KDQD HNNL
, VDLG WKDW , NLVVHG KHU QRW
M, VDLG WKDW , GLGQTW NLVV KHU 1

H OHUE 7RSLFDOL]DWLRQ +ROPEHUJ
(J AVVW KHI pJ KDQD HNNL
NLVVHG KDYH , KHU QRW
H, KDYHQMW .,66(" KHU ¢

7HVW VHQWHQFHV FRQWDLQ HLWKtr RLAQ R OM
GLV\OODELF SWBRQRXBUH J2Q WKH EDVLV RI WK
LQIRUPDWLRQ VWUXFWXUH /DPEUHFKW 9L ON X
FRQWH[WV ZHUH EXLOW ZLWK D TXHVWLRQ DQG
FRUUHVSRQGY WR HDFK UHOHY D QW ERQAMMD XFW LR
ERXJKW \RX WKH FDU PG L&@i VR kydiXiniNiiH GRU"YT =
ERXJKW LW QRW pHQR , GLGQIW EX\ LW] 6HH $S:
ZHUH FROOHFWHG IURP WZR PDOH VSHDNHUV 7
TXHVWLRQ DQVZHU SDLU LQ DQ DSSURSULDWHO\ L
VSHDN LQ UHDO OLIH FRQYHUVDWLRQ 2QH VSHDN
FRQVWUXFWLRQ DV ZHOO DV VLPSOH WHQVH IR
SURQRXQV DV DZNZDUG 7KH RWKHU VSHDNHU ZD\
VRPH RI ZKLFK ZHUH WDNHQ DV UHIHUHQFH GDWD
DQG HDFK VHQWHQFH SDLU ZDV UHFRUGHG ILYH WL

6HH +RVRQR IRU WKH GHWDLOV RI WKH H[SHULPHQW
VHQWHQFHYV IRU IHPDOH LQIRUPDQWY ZHUH VOLJKWO\ GLI
RUGHU WR WULJJHU PRUH UHDO LPDJLQDWLRQ DQG QDWXUL



The pitch picture of simple tense forms with OS of weak object pronouns
is typically represented by (16). A main verb is focus-accented. In the case of
monosyllabic object pronouns (16a) pitch extraordinarily lowers from the pitch
peak on the first syllable N H\& the main verb N H\ ShiAdligh the object
pronoun K D Q&@the negation H N NHe first syllable H of the negation is
pronounced in liaison with the nasal Q&) the preceding object pronoun. In the
case of disyllabic object pronouns (16b) too pitch lowers (extraordinarily in
some cases) from the pitch peak on the main syllable of the main verb V.i
through the object pronoun K D Qdthe negation. The final vowel Dof the
object pronoun drops before the initial vowel Hof the negation, and the latter is
pronounced in liaison with the nasal Qof the object pronoun. In both cases

duration of the main vowel of the object pronoun is quite short.

(16) a. Egkeypti hann ekki.
I bought it not

‘I didn’t buy it.

Icelandic (Male)
(Hz)
1504

100, > AN _

_R

80
ég keypti hann ekki
0 0.7965
Time (s)

b. Eg s4 hana ekki.
I saw her not
‘I didn’t see her.’



Icelandic (Male)

(Hz
150+
1000 ~— —
70 -
ég s hana ekki
0
Time (s)

0.8343

Simple tense forms with OS of strong object pronouns are pronounced in

either of two ways. One informant pronounced in such a way that both focus

accent and pitch peak come on the first syllable K D @Qf the object pronoun
K D QiEe-fall pitch occurs on that first syllable (17a)."" The other informant

pronounced in such a way that focus accent and pitch peak come on the main

verb and pitch falls from it to the negation H N(IN7b). In the utterance of both

speakers the vowel of the first syllable K D & the object pronoun is lengthened

and that of the second syllable

(17)  Eg kyssti HANA ekki.

I kissed her not
‘I didn’t kiss HER.’

Bs slightly lengthened too.

"' This speaker slipped the tongue in all the five recordings. This indicates that the pitch

pattern (17a) in which a shifted object pronoun carries the focus accent of a sentence is quite
awkward for Icelandic speakers.
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 FHODOQMILF

i \ /\
~ ~

pJ N\VVWL KDQD HNNL
7LPH V
E
,FHODQEXLF 0
+]
,—’_\ \
\w— _
pJ N\VVWL KDQ’D HNNL
7LPH V

6LPSOH WHQVH IRUPV ZLWKRXW 26 RI VWURGC
SURQRXQFHG LQ HLWKHU RI WZR ZD\V 2QH VSHDN
IRFXV DFFHQW DQG SLWFK SHDN FRPH RQ WKH PDL
VHQWHQFH ILQDGuREMBIFW KH RURXQ® VSHDNHU SUR
D ZD\ WKDW SLWFK OHYHO LV PDLQWDLQHG WRZD!
ILUVW YO RDBEOKH REMHFW SURQRXQ RQ ZKLFK IR

E +HUH WRR WKH YRZH@- R WKKH | REWIW FWX OO
OHQJWKHQHG DQG WKDW RY WE&MRVBFRQ® KHQ B B ELx
RI ERWK VSHDNHUV



(18)  Eg kyssti ekki HANA.
I kissed not her
‘I didn’t kiss HER.’

Icelandic (Male)
(Hz)

1504 \

60 : -
ég kyssti ekki hana
0 0.9074
Time (s)
b.
Icelandic (Male)
(Hz
1504
\ \
100- >~
ég ‘ kyssti ‘ ekki ‘ hana
0 1.06

Time (s)

The pitch picture of complex tense forms is typically shown in (19).

Pitch peak comes on the main syllable of the Aux K Hidd downstep occurs from

it, though focus accent comes on the main syllable of the past participle V pEhe

initial [h] of the object pronoun K D 63 Qropped. Duration of the main vowel of

the object pronoun is rather short.

(19)  Eg hef ekki séd hann.
I have not seen it
‘I haven’t seen it.’



,FHODQGLF ODOH
+1

TN~

pd KHI HNNL Vpe KDQQ

7LPH

/KH SLWFK SLFWXUH RI HPEHGGHG FODXVHYV
SLWFK OHYHO LV PDLQWDLWQMHIE I WKM W R HQI LYAHMIE \R\|
FODXWHWR. WKH VXEMHFW RIpbDQ RFXBMH G BHHEQ RO D R X
SHDN FRPH RQ WKNH\MRUWWKN\ODDEOGHHUE RI DQ HP|
N\WWVVI/QG SLWFK H[WUDRUGLQDULO\ IDOOKDQBP LW
WR WKH BNNXWDRVQARQ RI WKH PDLQ Y KDH®I RMKWK H
REMHFW SURQRXQ LV TXLWH DUXKUWRRISN L RQUW KKIHWQ HILE
VR ZHDN WKDW LWV VHIPHQWDO VRXQGV DUH YRI
EHORZ

eJ VDJéL De pJ N\VVWL KDQD HNNL
, VDLG WKDW , NLVVHG KHU QRW
M, VDLG WKDW , GLGQTW NLVV KHU 1

,FHODQGLF ODOH

&,

pJ vVDJelLDe pJ N\VVWKDQD HNNL

7LPH
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Finally, the pitch picture of Verb Topicalization is typically illustrated by
(21). Focus accent and pitch peak come on the main syllable of the
sentence-initial past participle N \V Biddh extraordinarily falls from the past
participle to the negation H N Whe final vowel [Dbf the object pronoun KD Q D
drops before the initial vowel Hof the negation, and the latter is pronounced in
liaison with the nasal Qof the object pronoun. Duration of the main vowel of

the first syllable K D &} the object pronoun is rather short.

(21)  Kysst hef ég hana ekki.
kissed have I her not

‘I haven’t KISSED her.’
Icelandic (Male)
(Hz)
200 o~
1501 \
85 hat
kysst hef |ég ’ hana ekki
0 1.011

Time (s)

$YRLGDQFH RI OHQJWKHQLQJ DV WKH FDXVH R

As introduced in section 3, the remarkable property of the Icelandic intonational
system is that the focus of a sentence is realized by focus accent as well as
lengthening of either vowels or consonants (Arnason 1999, Gussmann 2002).
Thus, focalization of an object pronoun is realized in such a way that it carries
the focus accent of a sentence and its main vowel is lengthened. This is
illustrated by (17a), in which pitch peak comes on the shifted focus-accented
object pronoun K D @nb the vowel of its first syllable K D @s well as the final
vowel) is lengthened, and by (18b), in which pitch rises towards the



sentence-final focus-accented object pronoun K D Qdd the vowel of its first
syllable (as well as the final vowel) is lengthened. The data presented in the
previous section show that there is another way to produce a focal effect on an
object pronoun even when it does not carry the focus accent of a sentence, i.e.
by lengthening the vowel of its main syllable. This is illustrated by (18a), in
which the vowel of the first syllable K D @and the final vowel) of the
sentence-final object pronoun K D @Dengthened, but focus accent and pitch
peak come on the main verb N\ V. \WnWilmple tense forms with OS of weak
object pronouns, on the other hand, duration of the main vowel of an object
pronoun is rather short, as illustrated by (16a-b). Then, I propose a hypothesis on

Icelandic OS as follows:

(22)  Icelandic Object Shift:

A weak object pronoun moves to avoid lengthening.

A main verb carries the focus of a sentence and focus accent comes on it in
simple tense forms in the unmarked case. An object pronoun can be given a
focal effect on itself only by lengthening its main vowel, even when it is not
assigned focus accent. Thus, it must move to avoid lengthening and eliminate
the focal effect on itself. The same argument applies to the cases of embedded
clauses (20) and Verb Topicalization (21). The main verb N\ Vi ¥ kmbedded
clause carries the focus of a sentence, and focus accent and pitch peak come on
it. The contrastively focused past participle main verb N\ \MM¥s the focus of a
sentence in Verb Topicalization, and focus accent and pitch peak come on it. In
both cases the focal effect on the object pronoun K D @ikt be eliminated by
moving it and avoiding lengthening of its main vowel.

A question arises why an object pronoun can avoid lengthening in the

shifted position in simple tense forms. Recall the environments in which vowels



are lengthened: when they are either i) word-final, e.g. | U[fri:] ‘holiday’, ii)
followed by only one consonant, e.g. Y R[:n] ‘hope (noun)’, which may be
followed by another vowel, e.g. Y R (dna] ‘to hope (verb)’, or iii) followed by
a consonant cluster consisting of [p,t,k,s] and [v,},r], e.g. Q H Jd:pa] ‘cold
weather’. If an object pronoun is not in any of these environments, lengthening
can be avoided. In simple tense forms with OS of weak monosyllabic object
pronouns (16a) the first syllable Hof the negation H NifNpgronounced in liaison
with the nasal Q & the preceding object pronoun K D @8&). In simple tense
forms with OS of weak disyllabic object pronouns (16b) the final vowel Dbf
the object pronoun K D @Qr&ps before the initial vowel Hof the negation and the

latter is pronounced in liaison with the nasal Qof the object pronoun (23b).

(23) a. Egkeypti hann ekki.
[io k"eft+an+ehki]"?

b. Eg s4 hana ekki.
[jo so(w)+an+ehki]"

In the situations above the main vowel of an object pronoun is not located in
word-final position. It is not followed by a specific kind of consonant clusters
either. It is followed by one consonant [n] and another vowel [e] of the negation.
However, the negation is a weak sentential element and the initial vowel [e] of
the negation is little heard in most cases. In addition, the negation is pronounced
with preaspiration, which results in [ehki]. This situation yields the environment

in which the main vowel of an object pronoun is followed by the consonants, [n],

2 The ending vowel bf the main verb N H \ &¥\tHe initial [h] of the object pronoun both
drop.

" The initial [h] of the object pronoun drops and a linking sound [w] is inserted between the
main vowel of the main verb V and that of the object pronoun.
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[h], and [k].'"* T argue that owing to this new environment, an object pronoun
can get out of any of the three environments given above and avoid
lengthening."” Lengthening of an object pronoun can in fact occur in the shifted
position as illustrated by (17b), in which the vowel of the first syllable K D f
the shifted object pronoun K D @ @ngthened with focus accent and pitch peak
coming on the main verb N \ V. RaAAall that the vowel of the second syllable DBs
also maintained in the case of focused object pronouns. This produces the
environment in which the main syllable of the object pronoun is followed by the
sequence of one consonant [n] and another vowel [a].'®

It is predicted from the hypothesis above that an object pronoun cannot
avoid lengthening of its main vowel in the position following the negation in
simple tense forms. This is attested by the data of simple tense forms without
OS of weak object pronouns that were read by one speaker as reference data.
The context is that an object pronoun is old information and defocused, 1.e. ‘did
you buy the car? — no, I didn’t buy it’. Compared with simple tense forms with
OS of weak object pronouns (16a-b), the vowel of the main syllable'’ of the
monosyllabic object pronoun K D @42) and the vowel of the first syllable KD Q
(and the final vowel too) of the disyllabic object pronoun K D (@2Bb) are
lengthened to a considerable extent. Thus, the fact that lengthening of the main

vowel of an object pronoun cannot be avoided in the position following the

'* The latter two sounds are voiceless in some cases, as illustrated in (20).

!> Christer Platzack (p.c.) points out whether the same argument can apply to sentential
adverbials other than the negation H N Nedtailed phonological properties are not clear for the
time being. But when an object pronoun moves across, e.g. D O QMWaysl and D O Grgvdrl,
the consonant clusters O @ Ve former and O Gnlihe latter follow the nasal of the object
pronoun. This enables the object pronoun to get out of the three environments in which
vowels are lengthened.

' In the case of monosyllabic object pronouns such as K D @h@nasal following the main
syllable is maintained by being lengthened, i.e. [han:]. This yields the environment in which
an object pronoun is followed by one consonant [n].

7 Or the nasal  Q ©his point does not affect the discussion here.



QHIJDWLRQ DFFRXQWYV IRU REOLIJDWRULQHVYV RI ,FH

D eJ NH\SWL HNNL KDQQ
, ERXJKW QRW LW
H, GLGQTW EX\ LW ¢

,FHODQGLF ODOH

~

pJ |  NH\SWLHNNL KDQQ

7LPN

E eJ Vi HNNL KDQD
, VDZ QRW KHU
M, GLGQTW VHH KHU 1

,FHODQGLF ODOH

+]

\ SN
pJ Vi HNNL KDQD
7TLPH

$QRWKHU SUHGLFWLRQ LV WKDW LQ WKH VLW
DYRLGHG LQ VLWX D ZHDN REMHFW SURQRXQ GRH
WHQVH IRUPV GXUDWLRQ RI WKH RDQQ/ YROAMIOHR

7KH UHDVRQ ZK\ WKH YRZHO RI WKH PDLQ VI\OODEOH RI L
SRVLWLRQ LV GHULYHG IURP WKH SURSHUW\ RI WKH ,FHOD
LV ORFDWHG RQ WKH ULJKWPRVW FRQVWLWXHQW LQ WKH X



short in the position following the past participle séd. The question is why the
main vowel of an object pronoun can be short in this position. Focus accent is
located on the preceding past participle. With the initial [h] dropped, the
sequence of the past participle and the following object pronoun is pronounced
as if they were one word. Recall that in the compounding process the vowel of
the first syllable of the first element may or may not maintain its length, but that
of the second element does not keep its length, as illustrated by, e.g. gler [kle:r]
‘glass’ + auga [ceirya] ‘eye’ = glerauga [kle:rceiya] ‘glass eye’. The same
situation is produced for the sequence of the past participle and the following
object pronoun and the sequence is pronounced like a compound, which enables
the main syllable of the in-situ object pronoun to be shortened.'”” Then, I present
an account of Holmberg’s Generalization for Icelandic OS as follows: when a
focus-accented main verb moves, a weak object pronoun moves to avoid
lengthening and eliminate the focal effect on itself. When a weak object pronoun
can avoid lengthening in situ, e.g. in complex tense forms in which its main
vowel can be shortened after a focus-accented main verb in situ, it does not
move.

The account of OS in terms of lengthening further provides an account
for the difference between obligatory movement of weak object pronouns and
optional movement of strong object pronouns in simple tense forms on one hand,
and an account for the difference between movement of strong object pronouns
and that of full NPs on the other. First, lengthening of the main vowel of an
object pronoun can freely take place both in the shifted position (17a) and in the
position following the negation (18b). This accounts for optionality of
movement of strong object pronouns. Lengthening, on the other hand, cannot be

avoided in the position following the negation (24a-b) but can be avoided in the

! Lengthening of the main syllable of an in-situ focused object pronoun can freely take place
in complex tense forms, as expected.



VKLIWHG SRVLWLRQ D E 7KLV DFFRXQWV IRU RI
REMHFW SURQRXQV 7KXV WKH GLVWULEXWLRQ RI
IRUPV LV VWULFWO\ GHSHQGHQW RQ WKH HQYLUR
DYRLGHG 6HFRQG D IRFXVHG IX0O0O 13 QHHGV ERW
UHFHLYH WKH LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ RI IRFXV )RFX\
VHQWHQFH ILQDO SRVLWLRQ GXH WR WKH ,FHO
SKRQRORJLFDO SURPLQHQFH LV DVVLJQHG WKH UL
FDVH $Q REMHFW SURQRXQ RQ WKH RWKHU KDQG
RQO\ E\ OHQJWKHQLQJ LWV PDLQ YRZHO ZLWKRXMW
PRYHPHQW RI IRFXVHG IX00 13V LV QRW SRVVLEC
REMHFW SURQRXQV FDQ EH RSWLRQDO

&RPSDULVRQ ZLWK 6ZHGLVK 2EMHFW 6KLIW

,Q +RVRQR , DUJXH RQ 6ZHGLVK 26 WKDW DQ
FDXVHV GRZQVWHS 7KH IRFXV RI D VHQWHQFH LV
6ZHGLVK %UXFH /KH IRFXV RI D VHQWHQFH |

IRFXV DFFHQW LV ORFDWHG RQ LW LQ WKH FRQVW
LQ WKH XQPDUNHG FDVH 7KH IRFDO HIIHFW RQ DC
VHOQWHQWLDO DGYHUELDO WKDW FRXOG EH SURG:
VKRXOG EH HOLPLQDWHG +HQFH DQ REMHFW SUF
/KLY DSSOLHV WR VLPSOH WHQVH IRUPVY DQG 9HUE
GRZQVWHS FDQQRW RFFXU RQ WKH RWKHU KDQG

FDVHV RI FRPSOH[ WHQVH IRUPV LQ ZKLFK SLWFK |
SDVW SDUWLFLSOH PDLQ YHUE DQG HPEHGGHG FOL
D IRFXV DFFHQWHG PDLQ YHUE +ROPEHUJYV *HQ
DFFRXQWHG IRU DV IROORZV ZKHQ PDLQ YHUE P
SURQRXQ PRYHV DQG FDXVHV GRZQVWHS WR SUHY
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DIWHU D IRFXV DFFHQWHG PDLQ YHUE ,Q WKH HQY
RFFXU HJ LQ FRPSOH[ WHQVH IRUPV DQG HPEHG
ULVH WRZDUGV D IRFXV DFFHQWHG PDLQ YHUE LQ

'H VDZ LQ VHFWLRQ WKDW GRZQVWHS RFF)
VHQWHQFHVY LQ WKH XQPDUNHG FDVH 7KH GDWD
GRZQVWHS RFFXUV UHJDUGOHVV RI ZKHWKHU 26 T
DQG QRQ FRQWUDVWLYH IREXV FDQ ERWK EH UH
,FHODQGLF VLPSOH WHQVH IRUPV ZLWK 26 RI ZHD
+/ RQO\ 7KLV LV LOOXVWUDWHG E\ DE LQ
H[WUDRUGLQDULO\ LQ VRPH EDVHV NI BWRK W KRIF
QHJDWNR®@KH VDPH DSSOLHV WR HPEHGGHG FODX
VKDUSO\ IDOOV IURR\WKIHW KHVRD VQODHED HQ DQ HF
N\VWKIDW FDUULHV WKH IREXV RI D VHQWHQFH DQ
SLWFK H[WUDRUGLQDULO\ IDOOV IURP WKHWKDLNY V
FDUULHV WKH IRFXV RI D VHQWHQFH 6LPSOH WH(
SURQRXQV FDQ DOVR EH UHDOL]JHG E\ + / 7KLV L
XWWHUHG LQ WKH ZD\ WKDW IRFXV DRFW®WWHKHOR
PDLQ WHUWMIG SLWFK IDOOV IURP WKH SLWFK SHEC
IRUPV ZLWKRXW 26 Rl VWURQJ REMHFW SURQRXQ)\
LOOXVWUDWHG E\ D LQ ZKLFK WKH IRFXV DFFHC
VIOONBORI WKH PDN\gMYBRIGESLWFK SHDN FRPHV RQ
FRQYLQFLQJO\ VKRZ WKDW ,FHODQGLF 26 GRHV QF
FDXVH GRZQVWHS DQG WKDW ,FHODQGLF 26 DQG
IDFWRUV 7KLV LV QRW VXUSULVLQJ ZLWK WKH Gl
EHWZHHQ WKH WZR ODQJXDJHV WDNHQ LQWR DFF]
KDYH WKH NLQG RI ZRUG WRQHV WKDW H[LVW LQ
PDQ\ SHFXOLDU SKRQRORJLFDO DQG LQWRQDWLRQ
7KH DUJXPHQW PDGH KHUH WKDW D ZHDN REMHFW
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and eliminate the focal effect on itself indicates that a weak object pronoun
moves for its own purpose in Icelandic, whereas an object pronoun moves and
arranges the information structure of an entire sentence in Swedish.

In Hosono (2010) I suggest that OS is caused by the interaction between
syntactic word order, the information structure of an entire sentence, and the
intonational properties of the Scandinavian languages. This claim is extended to
Icelandic OS too. Icelandic has the intonational property that the focus of a
sentence is realized by focus accent as well as lengthening of either vowels or
consonants. An object pronoun can be given a focal effect on itself only by
lengthening of its main vowel even when it is not assigned a focus accent. To
avoid lengthening a weak object pronoun moves in simple tense forms in which
a main verb carries the focus of a sentence in the unmarked case. Thus, Icelandic
OS cannot be accounted for with any loss of the three factors given above.
Furthermore, the argument that a weak object pronoun moves to avoid
lengthening of its main vowel indicates that movement of a weak object pronoun
is phonologically motivated to a significant extent. OS is then a purely

phonological movement, as suggested by Hosono (2010).

&RQFOXVLRQ

In this paper I have discussed Icelandic OS from the perspective of the Icelandic
intonational properties. I firstly showed that the arguments based on the
Mapping Hypothesis make a wrong prediction for the applicability of OS, and
argued that OS should be dealt with as a movement phenomenon different from
full NP shift. Then I introduced the experiment carried out to observe the
intonational properties of the constructions relevant to Icelandic OS and
presented the experimental data. [ proposed a new hypothesis on Icelandic OS: a

weak object pronoun moves to avoid lengthening. On the basis of the hypothesis



, SUHVHQWHG DQ DFFRXQW Rl +ROPEHUJIV *HQH
IROORZV ZKHQ D IRFXV DFFHQWHG PDLQ YHUE PRY
WR DYRLG OHQJWKHQLQJ DQG HOLPLQDWH WKH IRF
SURQRXQ FDQ DYRLG OHQJWKHQLQJ LQ VLWX H J
PDLQ YRZHO FDQ EH VKRUWHQHG DIWHU D IRFXV DI
PRYH &RPSDULQJ ,FHODQGLF 26 ZLWK 6ZHGLVK 26
E\ GLIIHUHQW IDFWRUYV

SHIHUHQFHYV

EUQDVRQ .ULVWMIQ , F HROWD@ G U R \DRQGA. [ DAU R W VA
/IDQIJXDJHV RIHGUESHDUU\ YDQ GHU +XOVW

GH *UX\WHU

%REDOMLN -RQDWKDQ 'DYLG DQG 'LDQH -RQDV

RI 7AQJXLVWLF ,QTXLU\

%URHNKXLV +DQV $JDLQVW )HDWXUH 6WUHQ
2EMHFWLBWIXIWDO /DQJXDJH DQG /LQJXLVWLF 7KHR

%UXFH *|VWD 6ZHGLVK :RUG $FFHQWYDX] GHIQ
/1, QVWLWXW GH /LQJXL&WETXH8GH /XQG

&KRPVN\ 1RDP '"HUL VDVQL RMOE\ JKMVH LHG/DQJ}
0 .HQVWRZLEF] &DPEULGJH 0$ 0,7 3UHVV

&ROOLQV &KULV DQG +|]VNXOGXU 7KUILQVVRQ
2EMHFW 6KLIW L@JXAWOWLEGGOA XLU\

'HKp 1LFROH 6RPH QRWHV RQ WKH IRFXV SUF
,FHODQGRWFEFGLE® 3URVRG\ 3URFHHGLQJV RI WKH ,;V
HG E\ *|VWD %YUXFH DQG OHUOH +RUQH % HU

'HKp 1LFROH $Q LQWRQDWLRYRUBG UEDRRDQOR
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$SSHQGL[ 7HVW 6HQWHQFHV IRU ODOH ,QIRUPDQW

$ .H\SWLU i~ EtOLQQ" *# 1HL pJ NH\SWL KDQQ HNN
'LG \RX EX\ WKH FDU" + 1R , GLGQYIW EX\ LW

$1 .H\SWLU i~ EtOLQQ" £ 1HL pJ NH\SWL HNNL KD
'LG \RX EX\ WKH FDU" + 1R , GLGQTW EX\ LW

% +HIXU i~ Vpe VSXUQLQJDIIWWLQQ" =+ 1HL pJ KH
+DYH \RX VHHQ WKH TXL] VKRZ" £+ 1R , KDYHQT)

& 6IVW i~ gQQX" £ 1HL pJ Vi KDQD HNNL
'LG \RX VHH $QQD" + 1R , GLGQTW VHH KHU

&1 6iVW i~ gQQX" + 1HL pJ Vi HNNL KDQD
'LG \RX VHH $QQD" + 1R , GLGQfW VHH KHU

AVVWLU i~ gQQX" + 1HL pJ N\WVWL HNNL +$1$%
'LG \RX NLVV $QQD" + 1R , GLGQIW NLVV +(5 !

' A\VVWLU i~ gQOQX" + 1HL pJ N\WWVWL +$1$ HNNL
'LG \RX NLVV $QQD" + 1R , GLGQIW NLVV +(5 !

(  +HIXU i~ N\WVVW gQQX"
+ \WVW KHI pJ KDQD HNNK|QGLJIDKHKKDQIGLe
+DYH \RX NLVVHG $QQD"
+ 1R , KDYHQTW .,66(' KHU %XW , KDYH KHOG K



) ,PDJLQH WKH IROORZLQJ FRQYHUVDWLRQ FRQMW

+YDé vDJéLU i~" + eJ VDJéL De pJ N\VVWL KDQD |
:KDW GLG \RX VD\" =+ , VDLG WKDW , GLGQTW NL\



K\ 2EMHFW 6KLIW GRHV QRW HJ[L"

OD\XPL +RVRQR /HLGHQ 8QLYHUVLYV

P KRVRQR#XPDLO OHLGHQXQLY QC

SEVWUDFW

GLVEXVV WKH DEVHQFH RI 2EMHFW 6KLIW LQ gYGDOLDQ
LQWRQDWLRQDO SURSHUWLHV E\ SUHVHQWLQJ H[SHULPHC
gYGDOLDQ QRQ 2EMHFW 6KLIW , DUJXH WKDW WKH UHDVRQ
OLHV LQ WKH LQWRQDWLRQDO SURSHUWLHV SHFXOLDU WR
RFFXUV RQ WKH VHQWHQFH SHQXOWLPDWH SRVLWLRQ LQ W
DQG WKH IROORZLQJ ZHDN HOHPHQW V , DEFRXQW IRU W
+ROPEHUJYV *HQHUDOL]DWLRQ DV IROORZV PRYHPHQW RI |
VHQWHQFH SHQXOWLPDWH SRVLWLRQ RQ ZKLFK WKH ILQDO
WR LWV OHIW WKLV IRUFHV ZHDN REMHFW SURQRXQV QR)
WKHPVHOYHV PLIJKW QRW RFFXS\ WKH VHQWHQFH SHQXOWL

,QWURGXFWLRQ

Object Shifi 26 LV D PRYHPHQW SKHQRPHQRQ REVHUY
ODQJXDJHV ZKHUH D ZHDN XQVWUHVVHG REMHFW

ODQ\ WKDQNV WR &KULVWHU 3ODW]DFN DQG $QGHUV +RO
FRPPHQWY DQG VXJIJHVWLRQV IRU WKLV ZRUN 6SHFLDO W/
KHOS LQ FROOHFWLQJ GDWD IURP QDWLYH VSHDNHUV RI gY
ZKR SDUWLFLSDWHG LQ UHFRUGLQJ /XQG 8QLYHUVLW\ 'HF
WKH LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ RI UHFRUGLQJ GDWD DQG DQ\ HU
'LWKRXW KLV JUHDW LQWHUHVW LQ DQG VXSSRUW IRU WKL
LW FRXOG QRW DSSHDU
Working Papers in Scandinavian Syntax 86 (2010) 57-80



DGYHUE OLNH WKH QHJD WALHRMR Z+ RIDWPHE ZHDN REMHF
KHOQD® 6ZH@LEKDRQ 1RUZHJIJKD® Q ED QE V KIKD®LXD
 FHODQ®xBLMOO PRYH DFURVV WKH QHJDWLRQ

D -DJ N\VVW H K@@t @QWH > 6ZH
, NLVVHG KHU QRW

M, GLGQTW NLVV KHU 1

E -RQ VSDUN:WES BEQ@ NNH > 1RU
- R Q N L F N
L - R Q G L G Q T W N L F N
F  3HWHU PiGWHsdbDR @NNH > 'DQ

SHWHU PHW KLP QRW
M3HWHU GLGQTW PHHW KLP 1

G  -yQ NH\SWiKPiQ@u@NNL > FH
-y 0 E R X J K W L W
L-yQ GLGQYIW EX\ LW T

,Q 'DQLVK ,FHODQGLF DQG PRVW YDULHWLHV RI 1
WHQVH IRUPV ZKHUHDV LQ PRVW RI WKH 6ZHGL
1RUZHJLDQ YDULHWLHV 26 LV RSWLRQDO D $Q F
PDLQ YHUE PRYHPHQW GRHV QRW WDNH SODFH

FRQWDLQ D ILQLWH $X[ LOLDU\ YHUE E DQG LQ
YHUE GRHV QRW PRYH F +ROPEHDFW ENMQFDOQ
+ROPEHUJ 26 FDQ RFFXU RQO\ ZKHQ PDLQ YHL

,Q WKLV ZRUN WERKEHMWRWPEKHH®BIVLYHO\ XVHG WR UHIHU
VKLIW FOLWLFL]DWLRQ , GR QRW GLVFXVV IXOO0O 13 VKLIW R
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(2) a. Jagsiag G Hrge. Jag saginte GHQ (Swe.)
I sawit not I saw not it
‘I didn’t see it.’

b. Jagharinte sett G HQ *Jag har G Hi(@® sett.
I have not seen it [ have it not seen
‘I haven’t seen it.’

c. ...attjagintesig GHQ *...attjag G Hlf® sag
thatI not saw it that] 1t not saw
‘... that I didn’t see it.’

Though (either obligatory or optional) OS is observed in most of the
Scandinavian languages/dialects, OS never occurs in Ovdalian (or the Alvdalen
dialect of Swedish) even when verb movement takes place (Hellan and Platzack
1999, Garbacz 2009).” The fact that OS does not exist in Ovdalian was first
pointed out by Levander (1909:124): ‘[n]egationen L Q Witilds alltid fore
objektet’ (‘the negation L QiWalvays placed before the object’).” Unlike the
other Scandinavian varieties as illustrated in (1a-d), a weak object pronoun P L J

does not move across the negation (3).*

(3) a. Ansdg it mig. (Ovd.)
he saw not me
‘He didn’t see me.’

2 According to Broekhuis (2008), Finland-Swedish and Falster-Danish do not have OS either.
According to Anders Holmberg (p.c.), OS is optional in Finland-Swedish. As there is no
information available to me concerning Falster-Danish, I make no comments on this
Scandinavian variety here.

3 The translation is by the author.

* According to Garbacz (2009:116-118), the negation L Qdiges its form depending on the
environments in which it appears. I turn to this point in section 2.



E $Q VnJ PLJ LQWH
KH VDZ PH QRW
*DUEDF] F

$ PDLQ YHUE FDQ IUHHO\ PRYH DFURVV WKH QHJDV
D 7KXV WKH QHIJDWLRQ GLUHFWO\ SUHFHGHYV
FODXVHVY E LQ WKH VDPH ZD\ DV LQ PDLQ FODXVF

D (& LU ELOQ VR DQ ZLOO LW nYn
LW LV WKH FDU WKDW KH ZDQWV WR QRW KD
H7KLV LV WKH FDU WKDW KH GRHVQIW ZDQW W
*DUEDF] E

E ,J vVDJG DW LJ WM\VVW LW DQ
, VDLG WKDW , NLVVHG QRW KLP
M, VDLG WKDW , GLGQTW NLVV KLP 1

/KH IDFW WKDW gYGDOLDQ LV QRW VXEMHFW WR +
HIWHQVLYHO\ GLVFXVVHG GHVSLWH PXFK OLWHUI

+ROPEHUJ DQG 3ODW]DFN +ROPEHUJ & KR
O9LNQHU -RVHIVVRQ JRI DQG 3HVHWYVN\
WURHNKXLV DPRQJ RWKHUYV 6LQFH PRVW

GHULYDWLRQDO PHFKDQLVP RI 26 LW KDV QRW EH
LQ gYGDOLDQ

+RVRQR DF VXJIJHVWV WKDW WKH SUHVHC
ODQJXDJHV LV FORVHO\ UHODWHG WR WKHLU LQ\
GLVFXVV WKH DEVHQFH RI 26 LQ gYGDOLDQ IURP \

6HH +RVRQR D F IRUWKHDUJXPHQW DJDLQVW WKH Gt
E\ &KRPVN\
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SURSHUWLHY E\ SUHVHQWLQJ H[SHULPHQWDO GDW
gYGDOLDQ LV DFFRXQWHG IRU ZLWK WKH LQWRQDW
WDNHQ LQWR FRQVLGHUDWLRQ
7KH SDSHU LV RUJDQL]JHG DV IROORZV ,Q

LQWRQDWLRQDO SURSHUWLHV RI gYGDOLDQ , S
FRQVWUXFWLRQV UHOHYDQW WR gYGDOLDQ QRQ 2
ZK\ 26 GRHV QRW H[LVW LQ gYGDOLDQ OLHV LQ WK
WKLV 6FDQGLQDYLDQ YDULHW\ WKDW WKH ILC
VHQWHQFH SHQXOWLPDWH SRVLWLRQ LQ WKH VKR
DQG WKH IROORZLQJ ZHDN HOHPHQW V , DFFRXQ
VXEMHFW WR +ROPEHUJYV *HQHUDOL]DWLRQ DV IR\
PDLQ YHUE SURYLGHV WKH VHQWHQFH SHQXOWLPD
RFFXUV IRU WKH HOHPHQW LPPHGLDWHO\ WR LWV
QRW WR PRYH DFURVV WKDW HOHPHQW VR WKDW
VHQWHQFH SHQXOWLPDWH SRVLWLRQ ,Q VHEWLRQ

7KH ,QWRQDWLRQDO 3URSHUWLHV RI gYGI
&RQVWUXFWLRQV

ORVW RI WKH 6ZHGLVK GLDOHFWY PDLQWDLQ D GL'
DFFHQW DQG DFFHQW HDFK RI ZKLFK LV DVVF
+LJK /RZ +/ %UXFH $FFHQW LV DVVRFLDWHG Z
IRU DFFHQW 7R UHDOL]H DFFHQW D VWUHVVHG
VIOODEOH 7KLV LQGLFDWHYVY WKDW DOO PRQRV\OC
6ZHGLVK LQWRQDWLRQDO SURSHUWLHYV LV WKDW V
IRFDO + FRQWRXU W RYHUODSV WKH SLWFK FRQ



accent 1, which produces a single-peaked pitch contour. For accent 2 it is added
to the HL contour of a focus-accented word in so-called ‘double-peaked’ dialects
such as the EAST dialect represented by Stockholm Swedish.

According to Kristoffersen (2008), Ovdalian maintains the difference in
word tone in the same way as most of the Swedish dialects. Ovdalian accent 1
words have a stressed syllable that consists of L and the following H. For
sentence-final monosyllabic words the H peak occurs in the center of a stressed
syllable, which is followed by a final L. For sentence-final disyllabic words the
H peak occurs in the final part of the stressed syllable, which is followed by L
on the next, final syllable. For sentence-final tri- and multi-syllabic words the H
peak occurs early in the second syllable, with L coming on the final syllable.
Thus, for a disyllabic accent 1 word skenet [st[:ned] ‘the shine’ in sentence-final
position the H peak occurs in the final part of the stressed syllable sken-, which
is followed by L on the next syllable -et. The Ovdalian accent 2 is classified into
the same group as the EAST dialect, but has a complex melodic tone. The pitch
contour of sentence-final disyllabic accent 2 words is like L-H-L-H(-L), in
which each syllable is associated with H. Thus, when a disyllabic accent 2 word
skina [skaina] ‘to shine’ comes to sentence-final position, both the stressed first
syllable skin- and the following syllable -a consist of rise, a H peak, and fall.
The pitch contours of accent 1 and accent 2 disyllabic words are illustrated

below.



3LWFK FRQWRXUV RI gYGDOLDQ DFFHQW DQG D!

o, o
o.. o
., Od
. /

g
‘e T
LT

—— YRZHO RI -BFFHQW YRZHO RI
WKLQ OLQH FRQVRQDQW
JURP .ULVWRIIHUVHQ yLJ

$ ZRUG LV QHFHVVDU\ FROGWHW\S L AVDIOHGQ BJ D\
WKH SUHVHQFH RU DEVHQFH RI 26 ,W LV DQ DFFH(
VHQWHQFH LQWHUQDO SRVLWLRQKH I§9GDOYRDHC
DSSHDUV ZKHQ LW LV LQ VHQWHQFH ILQDO SRVLW
H L WLKQRWWW KH ODWWHU RI ZKLFK FDQQRW EH VWUH\

, FDUULHG RXW DQ H[SHULPHQW WR REVHUYH
FROQVWUXFWLRQV UHOHYDQW WR gYGDOLDQ QRQ 2
VLPSOH WHQVH IRUPV D FRPSOH[ WHQVH IRUPYV
ZKLFK YHUE PRYHPHQVHWD RRSL FPODEN DR R QW U DV
YHUE IRFXV FRQVWUXFWLRQ ZDV DGGHG GXH WR \
WKLV FRQVWUXFWLRQ +ROPEHUJ &KRPVN\
SDUWLFLSOH PRYHV WR VHQWHQFH LQLWLDO SRVL
FDQ RFFXU LQ WKH RWKHU 6FDQGLQDYLDQ YDULHW

TKH DFFHQWNH@WWHLVKLQHYT WKWNDRWHROWKLZRYG LV
gYGDOLDQ KDV DQRWWHIK QHK DD/$ISHD URURQO\ LQ HLWKHU
VHQWHQFH ILQDO SRVLWLRQ *DUEDF] , OHDYH WKLV IF



D 6LPSOH WHQVH IRUPV

(J ,J WM\|SW LW nQD
L, ERXJKW QRW LW
L, GLGQTW EX\ LW

E &RPSOH[ WHQVH IRUPV

(J ,JDU LW VLIWW DQ
, KDYH QRW VHHQ LW
U, KDYHQIW VHHQ LW 1

F (PEHGGHG FODXVHYV

(J ,J VDJG DW LJ WM\VVW LW DQ
, VDLG WKDW , NLVVHG QRW KLP
U, VDLG WKDW , GLGQIW NLVV KLP |

G OHUE 7RSLFDOL]DWLRQ

(J 7M\VVW DU LJ LW DQ
NLVVHG KDYH , QRW KLP
U, KDYHQIW .,66(' KLP |

7HVW VHQWHQFHV FRQWDLQ HLWKHMLD PRDMRYV\RO
GLV\OODELF SURGRDA KHUY 2Q WKH EDVLV R
LQIRUPDWLRQ VWUXFWXUH /DPEUHFKW 9L ON X
FRQWH[WV ZHUH EXLOW ZLWK D TXHVWLRQ DQG
FRUUHVSRQGY WR HDFK UHOHYDQW HRRSCWVEX EWRR
ERXJKW \RX WKH ERRN HGLGQIRIX LEXWW K|IS@ERLRW '
ERXJKW QRW LW uQR , GLGQIW EX\ LWY 'DWD Zt
WZR IHPDOH DQG RQH PDOH 7KH\ ZHUH DVNHG W
LQ DQ DSSURSULDWHO\ UDSLG VSHHFK LQ VXFK
FRQYHUVDWLRQ 7KH WHVW VHQWHQFHV SUHVHQ



VOLJKWO\ GLIIHUHQW IURP WKH RQHV SUHVHQWH
WULJJHU PRUH UHDO LPDJLQDWLRQ DQG QDWXUDO
DQG WKH QHJDWLRQ FDQ GLIIHU GHSHQGLQJ RQ Wk
IURP *DUEDF] 7KH\ ZHUH DVNHG WR FKRRVH V
$SSHQGL[ IRU WKH PDWHULDO XVHG 35%$$7 ZDV XVlI
WKH LQIRUPDQWY WDNHQ LQWR FRQVLGHUDWLRQ
IHPDOH RQHV ZHUH WKH RWKHU IHPDOH LQIR
UHFRUGLQJV ZHUH GRQH IRU HDFK VHQWHQFH SDL!

7KH SLWFK SLFWXUHV Rl VLPSOH WHQVH IRUP
SURQRXQV DUH LOOXVWUDWHG LQ $ PDLQ YHU
DFFHQW YHUEV D SLWFK IDOOV DQGI KN ISV W DK/
SHDN FRPHV RQ WKH PDLQ MWD Q0 ESILW RK WIKGIOQ HILE,
PDLQ VIOODEOH RI WKHR BMKHFADSHRRJRXEKFHQW Y
IDOOV RQ WKH PWIM) MG ODE/MY RRU PDLQWDLQV V
FDVHV RQ WKH PIDW3Q WFROIDE®Y RLQDOO\ RQ WKH
REMHFW BQRQRXQ

D ,J Vnd LW DQ
, VDZ QRW KLP
M, GLGQTW VHH KLP 1

gYGDOLDQ )HPDOH

7TLPH V



b. Igtjyopt it en.
I bought not it.
‘I didn’t buy it.’

Ovdalian (Female)
(Hz)
300+
—_— \

2001 - \
100 . I .

1g ‘ tjyopt ‘ 1t ‘ en

0 1.221
Time (s)

The pitch pictures of simple tense forms with disyllabic weak object
pronouns are illustrated in (8). The first pattern is (8a). Pitch falls on the main
syllable of a focus-accented main verb W M.\Ri&cMlevel gradually lowers until
the second, final syllable Q& the object pronoun n Q Dhe first syllable n of
n QiPalways dropped when it is weak. The second pattern is (8b). Pitch falls
from the main syllable of W M ‘t¢ $h¥/main syllable of the negation L Ritch
slightly rises and falls on the first syllable n of n Q Bitch slightly rises and falls

again on its second syllable QD

(8) Igtjyopt it/int &na.
I bought not it
‘I didn’t buy it.



gYGDOLD
+]
;\-—\’
LJ WM\[SW LQWn| QD
7LPH

E
gYGDOLDQ )HPDOH
+]
—
|—_ \ v—\/w
LJ WM\[SW LW n . QD

7LPH

7KH SLWFK SLFWXUH RI FRPSOH[ WHQVH IRUP\
LV PDLQWDLQHG XIQWLW PKKIHD @GN DMIARQLVHY LQVL
RI D IRFXV DFFHQW M GMSHIVW ISDW\WEFH®RMWH DQG ID
SURQIREQ VHQWHQFH ILQDO SRVLWLRQ

,J DU LW VLYWW DQ
, KDYH QRW VHHQ LW
U, KDYHQIW VHHQ LW 1
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gYGDOLDQ )HPDOH
+]

— — ~
LJ| DU LW VLIWW DQ
7LPH

7KH SLWFK SLEWXUHV Rl HPEHGGHG FODXVHV |
RI PRQRV\OODELF REMHFW SURQRXQV D SLWEFK
HPEHGGHGLEOIXXVIBLWEK SHDN FRPHV RQ WKH F
IRFXV DFFHQWHG D FFM QUG PORLVQFKHIDB® OV IURP LV
ULVHV RQ WKH PDLQ V\DWDIED HD R0 W KRH) Q\HKID W DR Q
REMHFW BORDRX@WHQFH ILQDO SRVLWLRQ ,Q WK
SURQRXQV E WRR SLWFK OHYHO LV PDLQWDLQH
FODXYHKH SLWFK SHDN FRPHV RQVMWRB/QWSD SQWRAK
JUDGXDOO\ IDOOV IURP LW XQWIR) WKH REMRG® Sl
NQD7KH ILUVW RAQDYEBQUHRSSHG

D ,J VDJG DW LJ WM\VVW LW DQ
, VDLG WKDW , NLVVHG QRW KLP
M, VDLG WKDW , GLGQTW NLVV KLP 1
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Ovdalian (Female)
(Hz)
120 . . .
1g ’ sagd at ’ 1g tjysst it ’ an
0 1.69
Time (s)

b. Igsagd at ig tjysst int ana.
I said that I kissed not her
‘I said that I didn’t kiss her.’

Ovdalian (Male)
(Hz)

80

ig ’ sagd at ig tjysst int & -na

0 2.112
Time (s)

Finally, the Verb Topicalization construction shows several different
pitch pictures. The sentence-initial past participle W M sMdéW accented in all
cases. The first pattern is (11a). After pitch falls on the main syllable of W M it VW
peak comes on the main syllable of the Aux D. Bitch falls from it and pitch level
is maintained. Pitch slightly rises on the main syllable of the negation LdaAd falls
finally on the main syllable of the object pronoun D.Qnh the second pattern (11b)
pitch peak comes on the main syllable of W M \Aft&t \pitch falls from it, pitch
level is maintained until the subject L.JPitch rises again on the main syllable of

the negation L Qnid/ falls finally on the main syllable of D.Qn the third pattern



(11¢) too pitch peak comes on the main syllable of W M PUM Yfadually falls
from it until the second, final syllable Q &F the object pronoun n Q Dhe first
syllable n of n Qifdropped .

(11) a. Tjysstar igit an.
kissed have I not him
‘I haven’t KISSED him.’

Ovdalian (Female)
(Hz)
—_ \/_\__q
120 , — .
tjysst ’ ar ‘ ig ‘ it ‘ an
0 1.416
Time (s)

b. Tjysstar igintan.
kissed have I not him
‘T haven’t KISSED him.’

Ovdalian (Female)
(Hz)
400
| e \_/\_//‘
2007 ~
tjysst ‘ ar ’ ig ’ int ‘ an
0 1.65

Time (s)



F 7M\VVW DU LI LQW nQD
NLVVHG KDYH , QRW KHU
H, KDYHQTW .,66(" KHU ¢

gYGDOLD

\
—~

wM\vvWw DU | L3 L [n QD
7LPH
3. Final H Peak on the Sentence-Penultimate Position

'KDW LV QRWLFHG IURP WKH GDWD DERYH LV WKDYV
PDLQ YHUE DQG WKH IROORZLQJ ZHDN VHQWHQWLE
LV UHDOL]HG OLNH WKDW RI D PXOWL V\OODELF Y}
SLWEK IDOOV DQG ULVHV LQVLGH WKH PDLQ V\0O
VLYWKWDW KDV DFFHQW DQG IDOOV DJDLQ RQ WKH

SURQR®Q@KH HQWLUH SLWFK FRQWRXU IURP WKH

SURQRXQ ORRNV OLNH WKDW RI D GLV\OODELF DF
DOVR KROGV IRU WKH FDVHV WKDW FRQWDLQ WK
VIOODEOHV LQFUHDVHV :H VDZ LQ WKH SUHYLRX\
DQG PXOWL VIOODELF DFFHQW ZRUGV WKH + SHDI
ZKLFK LV IROORZHG E\ / RQ WKH ILQDO V\OODEOH
WKH PDLQ VV\OODEOH RI M@JWKAHQWW F R DIHD N HAUREP
PDLQ VIOODEOH IRMDWGHSQWFXWMDR@V I[URP LW WR W
VHQWHQFH ILQDODREKNHHDBURY BLWFK FRQWRXU



WKURXJK WKH QHJDWLRQ WR WKH REMHFW SURQR
YHUE 5HFDOO DOVR WKDW LQ WKH SLWFK FRQWR
+ SHDN RFFXUV QRW RQO\ RQ WKH ILUVW VWUHVV
XQVWUHVVHG VIOODEOH ,Q E SLWFK IDOOV IURF
DFFHQW PDMYBUMHY RQ WKH PDLQ VLOW QBOID RO M
ILQDOO\ RQ WKH PDLQ V\O O BRIK HR H QW HURE BIHW RK
IURP WKH PDLQ YHUE WKURXJK WKH QHJDWLRQ W
WULV\OODELF DFFHQW YHUE
7KH VDPH KROGV IRU WKH FDVH RI HPEHGGHG
FRPHY RQ WKH PDLQ V\OOD E O HN R \MYQWMKAH H@EH G F
FODXVH DQG SLWFK IDOOV IURP LW 3LWFK VOLJK
QHJDWERQ IDOOV RQ WKH PDLQ VI\OODEOH RQ WKH
7KH HQWLUH SLWFK FRQWRXU IURP WKH PDLQ YHUE
QHJDWLRQ WR WKH REMHFW SURQRXQ ORRNV OLN
VDPH KROGV HYHQ IRU WKH FDVH RI 9HUE 7RSLFDO
SHDN FRPHV RQ WKH PDLQ V\OODEOH RW MAMWMN\WW Q W\
KDV DFFHQW  $IWHU SLWFK IDOOV IURP LW SLWF
DIJDLQ RQ WKH PDLQ V\OIODEIOMFR I | VG E VQIH JIDVOLCR G
VIOODEOH RI WK H DREMHF\M QIWLRIHR SQWFK FRQWR X
SDUWLFLSOH XQWLO WKH VHQWHQFH ILQDO REMHF
DFFHQW YHUE
7KHVH IDFWV VKRZ WKDW LQ WKH UHOHYDQW
ILQDO + SHDN RFFXUV RQ WKH VHQWHQFH SHQXOW
DFFHQW ZRUGV LQ gYGDOLDQ 7KLV LV LOOXVW!
IRUPV LQ ZKLFK WKH ILQDO + SHDNWWRBWVGR Q HF
SUHFHGHV WKH RBEMKEW ISURQRRQLOOXVWUDWHG L
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WHQVH IRUPV D E HPEHGGHG FODXVHV D DQC
RI ZKLFK WKH ILQDO + SHDNL®WRBMEBW Q VWIRHD QRIZ B!
ILQDO / RI DQ REMHFW SURQRXQ $OVR LQ WKH FD
WKH ILUVW R\ O\KIHE REM HFQMDVS GRABXBG DQG WKH P
RI WKH QUHIWWARRPDWHG LQ WKH VHQWHQFH SHQXO
ULVHY RQ WKH QHJDWLRQ

, DUJXH WKDW WKH UHDVRQ ZK\ 26 GRHV QRW
LQWRQDWLRQDO SURSHUWLHV SHEXOLDU WR WKLYV
RFEFXUV RQ WKH VHQWHQFH SHQXOWLPDWH SRVLW]
D PDLQ YHUE DQG WKH IROORZLQJ ZHDN HOHPHQW
HLWKHU Rl WKH PRIQ®WQGMOEQ FLWRURVZHDN % XW
IRUPV NHHS WKHLU ZRUG DFFHQW ZKLFK HQDEC
VHQWHQFH SHQXOWLPDWH SRVLWLRQ ZKHUH VRP
+RZHYHU PRVW REMHFW SURQRXQV DUH PRQRV\O
REMHFW SURQRXQV DUH UHGXFHG TXLWH RIWHQ Z
WKHLU DFFHQW 7KXV ZHDN REMHFW SURQR]
VHQWHQFH SHQXOWLPDWH SRVLWLRQ VLQFH WKI
SURPLQHQFH E\ WKH ILQDO + SHDN WKDW RFFXUV ¥

)W LV SUHGLFWHG WKDW LQ WIKH ViU HD/QUMKEG 26
KLP QRW WM\|SWEHRKIKWW LW QRW HWF LQ ZKLFK D
EH LQ WKH VHQWHQFH SHQXOWLPDWH SRVLWLRQ
SURQRXQ VKRXOG EH SURGXFHG 7KLV LV DWWHVW

'LVI\OODELF REMHFW SURQRXQV PD\ WROHUDWH VRPH SU
ZKLFK WKH ILVRN WHOHD RE®HEME \8 WQRYR XU GXFHG 7KH LU\
ORFDWHG LQ WKH VHQWHQFH SHQXOWLPDWH SRVLWLRQ D
ORRNV OLNH WKDW RI DFFHQW ZRUGV DV LOOXVWUDWHG
SURQRXQV VHH +RVROQR E



RI WKH gYGDOLDQ VSHDNHUV DFFHSW WKH 26 RUG
SURQRXQ DV IRFXVHG

7KH RUGHU RI WKH QHJDWLRQ DQG WKH IROOR
E\ PRYHPHQW RI D PDLQ YHUE IURP WKH SRVLWL
SRVLWLRQ :KHQ WKH PDLQ YHUE GRHV QRW F
VHQWHQFH SHQXOWLPDWH SRVLWLRQ RQ ZKLFK \
LOOXVWUDWHG LQ FRPSOH[ WHQVH IRUPV LQ Z
SDUW ILsitL SO/H ORFDWHG LQ WKH VHQWHQFH SHQX
IREXV DFFHQWHG PDLQ YHUE PRYHV DV LQ VLPSOF
VHQWHQFH SHQXOWLPDWH SRVLWLRQ LV YDFDWH
LPPHGLDWHO\ WR WKH OHIW Rl WKH YHUE EHIRUH
QHJDWLRQ RFFXSLHV WKDW SRVLWLRQ RQ ZKLFK '
PRYHG YHUE ,I D ZHDN REMHEW SURQRXQ PRYHG
SURQRXQ LWVHOI ZRXOG RFFXS\ WKH VHQWHQFH
QHJDWLRQ 7KXV WKH IDFW WKDW gYGDOLDQ
*HQHUDOL]DWLRQ LV DFFRXQWHG IRU DV IROORZV
YHUE SURYLGHV WKH VHQWHQFH SHQXOWLPDWH S
RFFXUV IRU WKH HOHPHQW LPPHGLDWHO\ WR LWV
QRW WR PRYH DFURVV WKDW HOHPHQW VR WKDW
VHQWHQFH SHQXOWLPDWH SRVLWLRQ

,Q P\ SDSHUV +RVRQR DF , KDYH VXJJHVV
WKH LQWHUDFWLRQ EHWZHHQ V\QWDFWLF ZRUG R
HQWLUH VHQWHQFH DQG WKH LQWRQDWLRQDO SU

7KH UHGX#HRG WKUHP QHIDWLRQ FDQ DFWXDOO\ DSSHDU LQ
WR WKH GDWD LQ *DUEDF] +HQFH WKH UHDVRQ ZK\ 26
DWWULEXWHG WR WKH PRUSKR SKRQRORJLFDO SURSHUW\ R
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This argument is extended to Ovdalian non-OS too. Ovdalian has the
intonational property that the final H peak occurs on the sentence-penultimate
position in relevant short domains. When a focus-accented main verb vacates to
a higher position, the final H peak comes on the element immediately to its left
that occupies the sentence-penultimate position instead of the moved verb. This
prevents weak object pronouns from moving across that element, since if they
moved, they themselves would occupy the sentence-penultimate position. Thus,
to account for Ovdalian non-OS, all the three factors given above are required. I
have also suggested that OS in the Scandinavian languages/dialects is a purely
phonological movement. In the same way, the absence of OS in Ovdalian is
purely phonological, since the intonational properties peculiar to Ovdalian

prevent OS from taking place.

&RQFOXVLRQ

In this paper I have discussed the absence of OS in Ovdalian from the
perspective of its intonational properties, by presenting experimental data of the
constructions relevant to Ovdalian non-OS. I argued that the reason why OS
does not exist in Ovdalian lies in the intonational properties peculiar to this
Scandinavian variety that the final H peak occurs on the sentence-penultimate
position in the short domains that consist of a main verb and the following weak
element(s). I accounted for the fact that Ovdalian is not subject to Holmberg’s
Generalization as follows: movement of a focus-accented main verb provides
the sentence-penultimate position on which the final H peak occurs for the

element immediately to its left; this forces weak object pronouns not to move
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across that element so that they themselves might not occupy the

sentence-penultimate position.
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Appendix

THVW 6HQWHQFHV IRU )HPDOH ,QIRUPDQWYV

$ 7TM\|SW GX EXRWM " £ 1IM LJ WM\|SW LW nQD H(
H'LG \RX EX\ WKH ERRN" + 1R L GLGQYW EX\ L\

% $U GX VLIWW ILOPLQ" = 1IM LJ DU LW VLITWW LC
H+DYH \RX VHHQ WKH PRYLH" =+ 1R , KDYHQfW

& 6nJ GX -DQ" £+ 1IM LJ VnJ LW DQ
pH'LG \RX VHH -DQ" £+ 1R , GLGQYIYW VHH KLP 1
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D. Tjysst duJan? — Nij, ig tjysst it/int an. Men ig tjysst Johan.
(‘Did you kiss Jan? — No, I didn’t kiss him. But I kissed Johan.”)

E. Ardutjysst Jan? — Tjysst ar 1g it/int an. Men ig ar elded an 1 hand.

(‘Have you kissed Jan? — I haven’t KISSED him. But I have held him by

the hand.”)

F. Wen sagd du? — Ig sagd at ig tjysst it/int an.

(‘What did you say? — I said that I didn’t kiss him.”)

Test Sentences for Male Informants

A. Tjyopt du buotje? — N4j, 1g tjyopt int ana.
(‘Did you buy the book? — No, 1 didn’t buy it.”)

B. Ardusi’tt filmin? — N&j, ig ar int si’tt an.

(‘Have you seen the movie? — No, [ haven’t seen it.”)

C. SagduAnna? — N4, 1g sig int &na.
(‘Did you see Anna? — No, I didn’t see her.”)

D. Tjysst du Anna? — Néj, ig tjysst int &na. Men ig tjysst Lena.
(‘Did you kiss Anna? — No, I didn’t kiss her. But I kissed Lena.”)
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$U GX WM\VVW $QQD" + 7M\VVW DU LJ LQW nQD
H+DYH \RX NLVVHG $QQD" + , KDYHQYW .,66(' K
WKH KDQG T

'HQ vDJG GX" + ,J vDJG DW LJ WM\VVW LQW nQD
H:KDW GLG \RX VvVD\" =+ , VDLG WKDW , GLGQTW |



20 8QVKLIWHG :HDN 2EMHFW 3
LQ WKH 6FDQGLQDYLDQ /DQJ
OD\XPL +RVRQR /HLGHQ 8QLYHUVLYV

P KRVRQR#XPDLO OHLGHQXQLY QC

$SEVWUDFW

, GLVEXVV WKH SURSHUWLHV RI XQVKLIWHG ZHDN REMHEW
WKH EDVLV RI WKH H[SHULPHQWDO GDWD RI gYGDOLDQ QF
K\SRWKHVLV RQ XQVKLIWHG ZHDN REMHFW SURQRXQV WKH
FRQVLVWVY RI D VHQWHQWLDO DGYHUE DQG DQ XQVKLIWF
DEVHQFH RI WKH OHYHO VWUHVV HIIHFW LV DFEFRXQWHG

PRYHPHQW :KHQ D IRFXV DFFHQWHG PDLQ YHUE PRYHV D
VHQWHQWLDO DGYHUE ZKLFK EULQJV DERXW WKH OHYHO
RI WKH WZR :KHQ D PDLQ YHUE GRHV QRW PRYH LWV ZRL
SUHYHQWV WKH OHYHO VWUHVV HIIHEW IURP RFFXULQJ R
H[SHULPHQWDO GDWD RI WKH ($67 GLDOHFW RI 6ZHGLVK
RFEXUV LQ 6ZHGLVK QRQ 2EMHFW 6KLIW FRQVWUXFWLRQV
6FDQGLQDYLDQ YDULHWLHVY WKDW KDYH OHYHO VWUHVV
J)LQODQG 6ZHGLVK

* 0DQ\ WKDQNV WR &KULVWHU 30DW]DFN DQG $QGHUV +RO
FRPPHQWY DQG VXJJHVWLRQV IRU WKLV ZRUN , ZRXOG
SDUWLFLSDWHG LQ UHFRUGLQJ /XQG 8QLYHUVLW\ 2FWREH
*DUEDF] IRU KLV LQYDOXDEOH KHOS LQ FROOHFWLQJ GDWD
UHVSRQVLELOLW)\ IRU DQ\ HUURUYV

'RUNLQJ 3DSHUV LQ 6FDQGLQDYLDQ 6\QWD]
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1. Introduction

6FDQGLQDYLDQ ODQJXDJHV KDYH D2PRWH WR QKL 9K |

LQ ZKLFK D ZHDN XQVWUHVVHG REMHFW SURQRX(

OLNH WKH QHJDWLRQ 7KROPHEMNJIREMHRWQHUHRQR X

6ZHGLWKGHRQ 1RUZHJKDA Q EDQEVKIKP®.® ,FHODQGL
G DOO PRYH DFURVV WKH QHJDWLRQ

D -DJ N\VVW H;K+iQ@tt @QWH > 6ZH
, NLVVHG KHU QRW
L, GLGQIW NLVV KHU 1

E -RQ VSDUNWES BEQ@ NNH > 1RU
-RQ NLFNHG LW QRW
H - R Q G L G Q T W N L F
F  3HWHU P|GWHsdbDR @NNH > 'DQ

SHWHU PHW KLP QRW
M3IHWHU GLGQTW PHHW KLP 1

G  -yQ NH\SWhkKKPQ@Qu@NNL > JFH
-y Q E R X J K W L W
L-yQ GLGQYIW EX\ LW 1

,Q 'DQLVK ,FHODQGLF DQG PRVW YDULHWLHV RI 1
WHQVH IRUPV ZKHUHDV LQ PRVW RI WKH 6ZHGL
1RUZHJLDQ YDULHWLHYV 26 LV RSWLRQDO D $Q R
FRPSOH[ WHQVH IRUPV LQ ZKLFK D SDVW SDUWLFL

,Q WKLV ZRUN wWx8MWHW RBLKRWRWER WWR UHIHU WR ZHDN SURQF
RQO\ , GR QRW GLVFXVV IXO00 13 VKLIW REVHUYHG LQ ,FHO



WKH SUHVHQFH RI D ILQLWH $X[ LOLDU\ YHUE E
ZKHQ PDLQ YHUE PRYHPHQW+RONHNUSPY/D FHQIH\U O-C

+ROPEHUJ
D -DIGWERDWH -DIHOJ LEZ\WMH
., VDZ LW QRW ., VDZ QRW LW

H, GLGQTW VHH LW 1

E -DJ KDBH@WH VHWWDJGKHIMOWH VHWW
, KDYH QRW VHHQ LW , KDYH LW
U, KDYHQIW VHHQ LW 1

,Q gYGDOLDQ RU WKH bOYGDOHQ GLDOHFW RI 6Zt

YHUE PRYHPHQW WDNHV SODFH /HYDQGHU +H (
Q D ZHDN R EPMLBGFRW 8 QARARRAYH DFURVV WK
D $Q VnJ LW PLJ gy

KH VDZ QRW PH
pH+H GLGQYIYW VHH PH 1

E $Q VnJ PLJ LQWH
KH VDZ PH QRW
*DUEDF] F

/KH SURSHUWLHV RI WKH ZHDN REMHFW SURQRXQ\
REOLIJDWRULO\ KDYH QRW EHHQ H[WHQVLYHO\ GLV

'LHVLQJ +ROPEHUJ DQG 3ODW]DFN +R
6HOOV 9LNQHU -RVHIVVRQ )JR[ |
$FFRUGLQJ WR *DUEDF] LQWKDQ KHVQAQHNY WRBRE) GHSHQ

HQYLURQPHQWY LQ ZKLFK LW DSSHDUV |, WXUQ WR WKLV St
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(UWHVEKLN 6KLU DE %URHNKXLV DPRQJ RW

+RVRQR DEF VXJIJHVWV WKDW WKH SUH
FORVHO\ UHODWHG WR WKH LQWRQDWLRQDO SURS
WKLV SDSHU , GLVFXVV WKH SURSHUWLHV RI XQV
6FDQGLQDYLDQ ODQJXDJHV RQ WKH EDVLV RI WK
QRQ 26 FRQVWUXFWLRQV , SURSRVH D K\SRWKF
SURQRXQV DQG VKRZ WKDW LW FDQ DSSO\ WR W
RSWLRQDO 26

7KH SDSHU LV RUJDQL]JHG DV IROORZV ,Q
LQWRQDWLRQDO SURSHUWLHV Rl gYGDOLDQ DQG
QRQ 26 FRQVWUXFWLRQV ,Q VHEWLRQ , SURSRYV
REMHFW SURQRXQV WKH OHYHO VWUHVV HIIHFW |
VHQWHQWLDO DGYHUE DQG DQ XQVKLIWHG ZHDN
DEVHQFH RI WKH OHYHO VWUHVV HIIHFW LV DFFRX!
YHUE PRYHPHQW , SUHVHQW H[SHULPHQWDO GDW
DQG VKRZ WKDW WKH OHYHO VWUHVV HIIHEFW DF
FRQVWUXFWLRQV , DOVR VXJJHVW WKH SRVVLELC
WKDW KDYH OHYHO VWUHVV 26 LV RSWLRQDO DV F

, EULHIO\ FRQFOXGH WKLV SDSHU

/TKH QWRQDWLRQDO 3URSHUWLHV RI 8QVKLIW

ORVW Rl WKH 6ZHGLVK GLDOHFWV PDLQWDLQ D GL
DFFHQW DQG DFFHQW  %UXFH $SFFHQW LV
ZKHUHDV DFFHQW LV DVVRFLDWHG ZLWK D / RZ V
VIOODEOH UHTXLUHV DQRWKHU V\OODEOH WR |



PRQRV\OODELF ZRUGV KDYH DFFHQW 7KH 6ZHG
HLWKHU WKH YDULHW\ LQ ZKLFK ERWK DFFHQW T
YDULHW\ LQ ZKLFK DFFHQW LV VLQJOH SHDNHG
ODWWHU Rl ZKLFK LV UHSUHVHQWHG E\ WKH ($67
DQG *nUGLQJ gYGDOLDQ LV FODVVLILHG LQ
$FFRUGLQJ WR .ULVWRIIHUVHQ gYGDOLDQ K
PHORG\ 7KH VWUHVVHG VI\OODEOH RI gYGDOLDQ D
IROORZLQJ + 7KH WRQH RI gYGDOLDQ DFFHQW
[+ 1 +

$ UHPDUNDEOH IHDWXUH RI gYGDOLDQ LV OHYF

DPRQJ RWKHUV /HYHO VWUHVV RFFXUV RQO\
WKDW PDLQWDLQ D OLJKW URRW VV\OODEOH L H K
KDYH D KHDY\ URRW V\OODEOH L H KDYH D ORQJ
REVHUYHG LQ VHQWHQFH ILQDO SRVLWLRQ 7KH Ol
VRXQGV OLNH EHLQJ VWUHVVHG HTXDOO\ WR WKH
KHDY\ URRW V\OODEOH WKDW UHFHLYHV VWUHVV
VRXQGVY OLNH OHYHO VWUHVV DOVR ZKHQ DFFHQW
LQWRQDWLRQDO SURPLQHQFMRARDNPR@ R VOR JKRAP i
ILUVW \NRPPWR®EAGY OLNH EHLQJ VWUHVVHGDHTXDO
ZKHUHDV LQ D KHDNL)OWRPBPWQBRUGBWR VKLQHT RQO\
VNLIQV DVVLIJQHG D VWUHVV , SUHVHQW WKH LOOX
VWUHVV ZRUGV EHORZ &RPSDUH LW ZLWK WKH SL\
ZRUGYV



SLWFK FRQWRXUV RI OHYHO VWUHVV ZRUGV DQ
ZRUGV LQ gYGDOLDAQ

E— YRZHO RI -DFFHQW YRZHO RI
----------- YRZHO RI OHYHO VWUHVV WKLQ OLQH
JURP .ULVWRIIHUVHQ )LJ

$FFRUGLQJ WR .ULVWRIIHUVHQ GXUDWLRQ RI

ZRUG LV ORQJHU WKDQ WKDW RI LWV ILUVW YRZ
JHQHUDO OHQJWKHQLQJ ,QWHQVLW\ GRHV QRW GL
VWUHVV ZRUG DQG LWV ILQDO V\QOD¥WR | LUV H QWD
WKDW WKH SHUFHSWXDO SHFXOLDULW\ RI OHYHO
WLPLQJ RI WKH + SHDN ,Q KHDY\ URRW V\OODEOH
DVVRFLDWHG ZLWK DFFHQW L H /+/ %XW LQ OL.
WR WKHLU VKRUW YRZHOV L H / +/ 7KLV FDXVHV
WKDW FRQVLVWV Rl / DQG WKH IROORZLQJ + 7KH F
VHFRQG VIOODEOH KRZHYHU FDXVHV WKH HQWLUI
QRUPDO DFFHQW ZRUG 7KH UHVXOW LV WKDW

VIOODEOHV RI OHYHO VWUHVV ZRUGV DUH LQWHUS

7KH DFFHQWNH®WWULQHE@ pWKH VKLMNHLDDWBHQGBEF H YW V|
DQG WKH OHY NG PPIN[HR@ ZIRUR FRP H

$FFRUGLQJ WR .ULVWRIIHUVHQ YRZHO TXDQWLW\ L H W]
DQG ILQDO YRZHOVID@GOVMF® ZWBGWRDVZKLFK , OHDYH DVLGH



DFFHQW V\OODEOHV .ULVWRIIHUVHQ

, PDNH D EULHI VWDWHPOI\GWWROLWHE GHD DGR\
SUHVHQFH RU DEVHQFH RI 26 ,W LV DQ DFFHQW
VHQWHQFH PHGLDO SRVLWLRQ LQ gYGDOLD@WDUE
RUWZLWK WKH ILQDO YRZHO > H. @ DEQURES HEGI 7 WHJ HD\D\

, SUHVHQW WKH H[SHULPHQWDO GDWD RI VLPS
IRUPV RI gYGDOLDQ QRQ 260 BROVWINXHWLRQRDLQ
IRFXV DFFHQWHG , PHQWLRQ WKH SLWFK SURSH
IRFXVLQJ RQ WKRVH RI WKH QHJDWLRQ DQG WKH |
SLEWXUHV RI VLPSOH WHQVH IRUPV ZLWK PRQRV)\
LOOXVWUDWHG LQ ,Q D ZKLFK KDV DQ DFFH(
PDLQ V\OQDBOWFKI IDOOV IURP WKDW V\OODEOH
FRQWRXU VKRZV D VOLJKW ZDYH RI IDOMQULEH IC
VHQWHQFH ILQDO SRVLWLRQ ,Q E ZKLFK KDV |
PDLQWDLQV WKH SLWFK OHYHO LQ VRWHK IF DSAHN/F KF
OHYHO LV NHSW XQW HQ DAXH FLDALEK VOB DB E D IV lRQ W H

D ,J Vnd LW DQ
, VDZ QRW KLP
M, GLGQTW VHH KLP 1

6HH +RVRQR F IRU WKH GHWDLOV RI WKH SURFHGXUF
DFWXDOO\ XVHG
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gYGDOLDQ )HPDOH

7TLPH V

E ,J WM\V|SW LW HQ
, ERXJKW QRW LW
L, GLGQTW EX\ LW T

gYGDOLDQ )HPDOH

NH\/\\

LJ | WM\[SW| LW/ HQ

/LPH V

/KH SLWFK SLFWXUHV RI VLPSOH WHQVH IRUF
SURQRXQV DUH LOOXVWUDWHG LQina LWV HOH) GIARADQV
ZRUG 7KH ILUVW SDWWHUQ LV D 3LWEKD@&JIKW
IDOOV IURP LW 7KHRAdaUMWN DVODOD\WEGHRSSHG ZKHQ
SLWFK FRQWRXU VKRZV D OLWWOH ZDYHrRIRIDOO L
ina (KH VHFRQG SDWWHUQ LV E 3LWFK IDOOV I|UI
WR WKDSLWFK VOLJKWO\ ULVHV D @G RdbO BY. VREK W K
FRQWRXU VKRZV D PLQL ZDYH RI IDOf2 Riks&/ H IDOO R



,J WM\|SW LQW LW nQD
, ERXJKW QRW LW
L, GLGQIW EX\ LW T

D
gYGDOLD
+]
,\-\‘
LJ WM\[SW LQWn QD
7LPH
E
gYGDOLDQ )HPDOH
+
—
17 ™ \_——\/«—-—v
LJ WM\|SW LW n | QD

7LPH

7KH SLWFK SLFWXUH Rl FRPSOH[ WHQVH IRUP\
LV PDLOQWIILGHG RXQWIODYV DQG ULVHVsQWKGMW WRM
DFFHQW 3LWFK IDOOV ILQ®200\ RQ WKH PDLQ V\O

,J DU LW VLYWW DQ
, KDYH QRW VHHQ LW
U, KDYHQIW VHHQ LW 1
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gYGDOLDQ )HPDOH

— — ~
LJ| DU LW VLIWW DQ
7LPH

/[HYHO 6WUHVV (IIHFW RQ 8QVKLIWHG :HDN 2ENM

,Q QRQ 26 VLPSOH WHQVH IRUPV DQ REMHEW SURGC
DFFHQW DQG LV ORFDWHG VHQWHQFH ILQDOO\
PRQRV\OODELF RERDIGE. 8 ORRIRIXQY E  'XUDWLRQ F
V\OOBHRIHD GLV\OODELFNQBMHFRWQ 3 WRRRRXRHQ LWV
n LV GURSSHG DIWHU WKH QHJDWLRQ D 'XH WI
SURQRXQV DUH DVVLJQHG D VOLJKW SURPLQHQFH |

,QWHQVLW\ RI WKH PDLQ VV\OODEOH RI REMHF\
GHJUHH DV WKDW RI WKH PDLQ V\OODEOH RI WKH
J QWHQVLW\ RI WKIBD@PWKE VREOWKOSHRN LV DW WKH
RI WKH PDLQLWWOIOHD BXH IRG SHDN

,J Vnd LW DQ
, VDZ QRW KLP
H, GLGQTW VHH KLP 1
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gYGDOLDQ

7LPH

'‘XUDWLRQ RI WKH PDLQ VIOODEOH RI WKH QHJDWL
DQG LQ PRVW FDVHV SLWFK GRHV QRW IDOO IURF
LQGLFDWHYVY WKDW WKH + SHDN FRPHV RQ WKH PDI
WLPLQJ WKDQ LW FRPHV RQ WKDW RI QRUPDO DFF
D LQ ZKLFK SLWFK DSSHDUV WR IDOO IURP WKH
WKH SLWFK FRQWRXU RQDMHGQDWH FRQG WL\OID DEOG
FRQWRXU RI WKH PDLQ VIOODEOH RI PRQRV\VOODEL
DV LOOXVWUDWHG LQ D /KLY LQGLFDWHYV WKDYV
DFFHQW FRQWRXU $00 RI WKHVH IDFWV LQGLFD
VWUHVYVY ZRUGY GHVFULEHG LQ WKH SUHYLRXV VHF
FRQVLVWYV RI WKH QHJDWLRQ DQG WKH IROORZLQJ
ILUVW WRODBOHQRW GURSSHG GXUDWLRD WIDWKH
ORQJ DV WKDW RI WKH ILUVW VIOODEOH ZKLFK
SURPLQHQFH 7KH SLWFK FRQWRXU RI WKH VHFRC(
DFFHQW OLNH FRQWRXU 7KHVH SURSHUWLHV PL
VWUHVYV ZRUG 7KHQ , SURSRVH D K\SRWKHVLV RQ
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(9) Unshifted Weak Object Pronouns in the Scandinavian Languages:
The level stress effect occurs on (the series that consists of a sentential

adverb and) an unshifted weak object pronoun.

In non-OS simple tense forms a main verb carries the focus of a sentence and is
focus-accented. The form of the negation that has accent 2 must be reduced to
either LAV L (D to the weakness and short duration, the H peak comes on its
main syllable in a late timing, which makes it sound like a light root. The
following object pronoun is also a weak sentential element, but due to the long
duration of its main syllable (or the second syllable when the first one is
dropped) it is assigned a slight prominence. These situations yield the
environment in which both the negation and the following object pronoun are
heard at the same degree of stress, which brings about the effect that occurs on
level stress words on the combination of the two. In the case in which the first
syllable n of n QiPnot dropped after the negation (6b) the first vowel is like a
light root due to the weak status of the object pronoun; the second vowel is
slightly prominent due to its long duration. Thus, they are heard at the same
degree of stress, which brings about the level stress effect on the object pronoun.

It is predicted that when a weak object pronoun does not directly follow
a sentential adverb like the negation, the level stress effect does not occur. This
is attested by the case of complex tense forms (7) in which a weak object
pronoun follows a past participle. Pitch falls and rises inside the main syllable of
a monosyllabic accent 1 past participle V Ldh@Vfills again on the main syllable
of D.(Qhe accent 1 of the past participle is maintained, and the entire pitch
contour from the past participle to the object pronoun looks like that of a

disyllabic accent 1 verb as illustrated in (4). Note that the absence of the level



VWUHVV HIIHEW LQ FRPSOH[ WHQVH IRUPV LV GH
SDUWLFLSOH GRHV QRW PRYH 2Q WKH RWKHU KD
HIITHFW LQ VLPSOH WHQVH IRUPV LV GHULYHG IURF
PDLQ YHUE IURP WKH SRVLWLRQ EHWZHHQ WKH QI
KLJKHU SRVLWLRQ WKH VHULHV WKDW FRQVLVWYV
VDPH ZD\ WKDW WKH SUHVHQFH RU DEVHQFH RI 2
ZLWK WKDW RI PDLQ YHUE PRYHPHQW L H +ROPEF}
RU DEVHQFH Rl WKH OHYHO VWUHVV HIIHFW LV DO
RI PDLQ YHUE PRYHPHQW :KHQ D IREXV DFFHQWH
SURQRXQ GLUHFWO\ IROORZV D VHQWHQWLDO DGY
HIITHFW RQ WKH IRUPHU RU WKH FRPELQDWLRQ RI \
PRYH LWV ZRUG DFFHQW LV PDLQWDLQHG LQ VLWX
IURP RFFXULQJ RQ WKH IROORZLQJ REMHFW SURQR

$QRWKHU SUHGLFWLRQ LV WKDW WKH OHYHO
VHQWHQWLDO HOHPHQW V DOVR LQ WKH 6FDQGLQ
-RVHIVVRQ DUJXHV WKDW XQVKLIWHG ZHDN R
PRVW RI 6ZHGLVK VSHDNHUV DQG FRQFOXGHV W
SUHVHQW WKH GDWD RI WKH ($67 GLDOHFW ,Q SR
SURQRXQ LV ROG LQIRUPDWLRQ AMdiKH X QVKEINVE (
'XUDWLRQ RI LW LYW DOVAYEONM VKRUW 3LWFK
ILUVW VIOODEOH WR D FRQVLGHUDEOH GHJUHH Z
ODWHU WLPLQJ WKDQ XVXDO 7KLV GDWD VKRZV
RFFXUV RQ XQVKLIWHG ZHDN REMHFW SURQRXQYV
&RPSDUH D ZLWK FRQWUDVWLYH IREFXV E ZK
SLEWXUH RI WKH FRQWUDVWLY HOhetR F XMHBWX @ QKR
LWV ILUVW- L\DOBBOH QG + FRPHV RQ LWV FHQWHU
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words in an earlier timing than it comes on that of accent 2 heavy root words in
Finland-Swedish.® Unlike Ovdalian, Finland-Swedish does not maintain the
difference in word accent (Bruce and Garding 1978). This suggests that
regardless of whether the relevant Scandinavian variety maintains the difference
in word accent or not, the possibility for a weak object pronoun to remain
unshifted is derived from the property that the level stress effect is brought about.
Aside from the Swedish varieties, an object pronoun can stay in situ in
Falster-Danish (Broekhuis 2008). OS is optional also in the Zre/South Fyn
dialect and the Femo Island dialect of Danish (Erteschik-Shir 2005a,b).’
Though detailed intonational properties of these dialects are not clear, a
possibility is that the Scandinavian varieties that have optional OS are
correspond to those that have level stress. I leave this investigation for future
research.

Hosono (2010b) argues concerning Swedish OS that since a main verb
carries the focus of a sentence and is focus-accented in the OS construction in
the unmarked case, an object pronoun moves and causes downstep to prevent an
additional focal H contour that could produce the focusing effect on a sentential
element other than the main verb, e.g. a sentential adverb like the negation, from
arising. This argument is closely related to the claim here. The sentential
element on which the level stress effect occurs either is reduced or lacks

intonational prominence. Pitch level is not maintained until such a less

% Recall the cases like (6a) in which pitch appears to fall from the main syllable of the
negation int early. They are interpreted in such a way that the H peak comes early on the main
syllable of the negation, which is quite a similar situation in Finland-Swedish. This suggests
the possibility that it is not the late H timing as claimed by Kristoffersen but the shortness of
the vowel of a stressed syllable and the low prominence of that syllable that are primary
factors in bringing about the level stress effect.

’ The Zro dialect has the kind of tone as in Swedish (Erteschik-Shir 2005a:71).
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Local licensing in Faroese expletive constructions
Eva Engels, University of Aarhus

Abstract

Certain varieties of Faroese display a so far unnoticed co-occurrence restriction
in expletive constructions. Although there are two subject positions in the IP
domain, SpecAgrSP for the overt expletive and SpecTP for the associate
subject, these positions can only be filled simultaneously if expletive and
associate subject are separated by the finite verb. This will be accounted for by
the assumption that an associate subject needs to be locally licensed by a c-
commanding verb, which is not possible if an overt expletive intervenes in the
licensing relation. Asymmetries between existential constructions and
transitive expletive constructions (TEC) with simple and complex tense and
with non-negative and negative associate subject as well as data from former
stages of Mainland Scandinavian reveal that local licensing applies to associate
subjects in positions in which a TEC subject can be licensed.

1 Introduction

The data I collected during the NORMS Dialect Workshop on the Faroe Islands
in August 2008 displayed a co-occurrence restriction in expletive constructions
that, to the best of my knowledge, has not been noted before. As illustrated in
(1), an expletive may optionally occur in clause-medial position in Faroese.
Moreover, an associate subject can occur to the left of a non-finite verb at least
in certain varieties of Faroese, referred to as Faroese I in Bobaljik & Jonas (1996)
and Jonas (1996a); see (2). This pattern was shown by about two thirds of my
informants. However, co-occurrence of an overt expletive and an associate
subject in these clause-medial positions is prohibited: The sequence expletive —

associate subject as in (3) was judged ungrammatical by my informants.'

! Equivalent examples are presented as (marginally) acceptable in Thrédinsson et al. (2004
285/86). However, my informants, who were asked to judge the acceptability of the test
sentences on a scale from 5 (good) to 1 (bad), clearly rejected the construction in (3). Median
for the construction in (1): 5, in (2)b: 4,5 and in (3): 1.

Working Papers in Scandinavian Syntax 86 (2010) 101-136
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(1) a. Idag hava tad verid nakrir hundar qti{ gardinum. Fa
b. [dag hava verid nakrir hundar 1ti i gardinum.
today have(there) been some dogs nogaiiden-the
Fal
(2) a. Tad hava verid nakrir hundar qti i gar@inum.
Tad hava nakrir hundar verid uti { gardinum.
there have some dogs been out in garden-the
(3) * dag hava tad nakrir hundar verid uti{ gardinum. Fal

today have there some dogs been out in gattten

The paper investigates the ban on clause-medial co-occurrence of overt
expletive and associate subject in Faroese I. Section 2 argues in favor of two
subject positions in the IP domain, SpecAgrSP for the expletive and SpecTP for
the associate subject. However, as discussed in section 3.1, simultaneous filling
of these two positions is only possible if the overt expletive and the associate
subject are separated by the finite verb. This is accounted for by the assumption
that the associate subject requires local licensing by a c-commanding verb.
Asymmetries between existential constructions and transitive expletive
constructions (TEC) with simple and complex tense (section 3.2) and with non-
negative and negative associate subject (section 3.3) indicate that the licensing
condition only applies to associate subjects in SpecTP in Faroese: The sequence
expletive B associate subjécpossible as long as the associate subject occurs in
a lower position (V°-Comp and SpecNegP, respectively). Mainland
Scandinavian data from around 1900 presented in section 4 point to the
conclusion that the co-occurrence restriction is not confined to associate subjects
in SpecTP after all but more generally applies to associate subjects in positions
in which a TEC subject can be licensed. Section 5 summarizes the results.
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2  The structure of IP

2.1 Two subject positions in the IP domain

Clause-medial co-occurrence of an overt expletine an associate subject as in
(3) is not only prohibited in Faroese | but is alsogrammatical in the other
Scandinavian varieties B Icelandic, (4), Mainlasdr@inavian represented by
Danish here, (5), and Faroese I, (6).

(4) *¢ dag hafa__!a" einhverjir hundar veri" ’gar'inum. Ic
today have there some dogs been in garuen-t

(5) *ldag har _der nogle hunde v¥aret i haven. Da
today have there some dogs been in garten-t

(6) *@ dag hava ta" nakrir hundar veri" ceti’ gar'inum. Fall
today have there some dogs been out inegatioe

However, the sentences in (4)-(6) are ruled outifolependent reasons. In
Icelandic, an overt expletive cannot appear inesthposition in main clauses,
(7). Occurrence of an associate subject to thefedtnon-finite verb is possible,

(8).

(7) a. *¢ dag hafa__!'a" veri" einhverjir hundar ' gar"inum. Ic
b. édag hafa veréinhverjir hundar ’ gar'inum.
today have (there) been some dogs in gatiden-
(8) a. #a" hafa veri"einhverjir hundar ' gar'inum.Ic
b. #a" hafaeinhverjir hundar veri" " gar'inum.
there have some dogs been ndegathe

In Mainland Scandinavian, in contrast, the presesican overt expletive is
obligatory, (9), but an associate subject cannetguie a non-finite verb, (19).

2 Christer Platzack (p.c.) pointed out to me thataksociate subject may occur to the left of a
non-finite verb in impersondili-passives in Swedish, giving rise to examples (ikewhere
the expletive occurs string-adjacent to the assosiabject:
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(9) a. Idag har_der v%retnogle hunde i haven. Da
b. *I dag har v¥aretogle hunde i haven.

today have(there) been some dogs  in garden-the

(10)a. Der har v¥retogle hunde i haven. Da
b. *Der har nogle hundev¥aret I haven.
there have some dogs  been in garden-the

As regards occurrence of an overt expletive inexttljposition, Faroese seems to
be between Icelandic and Mainland Scandinavian &t cexpletives are
optional in all varieties of Faroese; see (1) ab@peated here as (11). However,
Faroese Il differs from Faroese | in that an asgecsubject cannot occur to the
left of a non-finite verb; compare (2) with (12).

(11)a. édag hava ta! veri! nakrir hundar ceti’ garlinum. Fa
b. édag hava verflakrir hundar  ceti ' garlinum.
today have (there) been some dogs out in garden-the
Fall
(12)a. Ta! hava veri'nakrir hundar ceti’ garlinum.
b. *Tal hava nakrir hundar veri! ceti ' garlinum,
there have some dogs been out in garden-the

Thus, Faroese | differs from the other Scandinavameties in that both overt
expletive and associate subject may occur betwdmit@ verb and a non-finite

verb; see (1) and (2) above. But importantly, atannedial co-occurrence of the
two constituents is prohibited, (3).

(1) Blev det nEgra studenter skadade vidahyz Sw
was there any students — hurt at accident-the (Christer Platzack, p.c.)

The associate subject is not in SpecTP but in &dgwesition in this case: It follows a non-
finite auxiliary; see the discussion in section 3.

(i) a. *Hade det nCEgra studenter blivit skadade? Sw
b. Hade det blivit n(Egra studentedaslef
had  there been any students  hurt (Christer Platzack, p.c.)
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Early approaches to Scandinavian expletive coastms suppose that the
contrasts between Icelandic and Mainland Scandamaas to the clause-medial
occurrence of overt expletives, (7) vs. (9), ansbamte subjects, (8) vs. (10),
result from the fact that Icelandic has expletiopitcs whereas Mainland
Scandinavian has expletive subjects (see Platza8R, 11987, Tomaselli 1990,
Sigur!sson 1989, and Maling 1987). As a topic, tletive is inserted in
SpecCP in Icelandic if no other constituent occsipiies position; consequently,
it cannot occur in SpeclP. SpeclP being empty,a$sociate subject can move
there. This is illustrated in (13).

(13)Ic SpecCP Cj SpeclP Vi Comp Adv| | ex.

a. * XP aux expl E v sub adv| |(7)a
b XP  aux E v sub adv| [(7)b
C. expl aux E v sub adv| |(8)a
d expl aux sub E Vv ty adv| |(8)b

In Mainland Scandinavian, in contrast, the expkeiy a subject and thus must
be inserted in SpeclP, from where it can move tec§p; see (14). Since
SpeclP is occupied by the trace of the expletikie, dssociate subject cannot
move to this position.

(14)MSc SpecCP Cj SpeclP Vi Comp Adv ex.

a. XP aux expl E v sub adv| | (9a
b. *  XP  aux E v sub adv| | (9b
C. expl aux tyy E v sub adv| [ (10)a
d *  expl  aux temsub E vty adv| | (10)b

Under the above assumptions, Faroese | would haveate both expletive
topics and expletive subjects: An overt expletiveeyrbe inserted in SpeclP as it
can optionally occur in this position, (1), or itagn be inserted in SpecCP,
permitting movement of the associate subject tcBh&2); see also (15) below.
Moreover, the prohibition against the clause-medafjuenceexpletive -
associate subjecthown in (3) above would follow from the fact thhe two
constituents compete for the same position, (15)e.
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(15) Fal SpecCP C° SpeclP Ve Comp Adv ex.

a. XP aux  expl sub adv (1)a

XP  aux sub adv ()b

expl aux sub tup,  adv 2)b

\
\

expl aux ... vV sub adv (2)a
\4
\

o |a o (o

* XP aux expl sub tup,  adv (3)

However, the pattern observed in Faroese II is problematic for the above
analysis. Overt expletives in SpeclP are optional in all varieties of Faroese, but
associate subjects cannot occur to the left of a non-finite verb in Faroese II; see
(11) and (12) above. Thus, although an overt expletive apparently need not be
inserted in SpeclP, the associate subject cannot occupy this position. This is
unexpected under the assumption that the possibility of not having an overt
expletive in subject position paves the way for the associate subject to occur to
the left of a non-finite verb. Instead, the data strongly suggest that these two
phenomena are not directly related.

In addition, the fact that an overt expletive may optionally occur in SpecIP in
Icelandic embedded questions such as (16) contradicts the hypothesis that pad
'there' is a syntactic topic that can only be inserted in SpecCP.” (On further
arguments against the topic approach to Icelandic expletives see Hornstein 1991.)

(16)a. ..hvort Dbad  hefur einhver cetlendingurverid ... Ic
b. ...hvort hefur einhver cetlendingur verid ...
... 1 sumarhusinu.
whether (there) has some foreigner been

in summerhouse-the
(Thrainsson 2007: 26)

3 The tendency that overt expletives are more likely to emerge in embedded clauses than in
main clauses can also be observed in Faroese. While overt expletives are optional in main
clauses, (1), they are obligatory in embedded clauses, (1).

(i) a. Hon spurdi um tad buddi ein gamal malur i hesum hdsinum. Fa
b. *Hon spurdi um buddi ein gamal malur i hesum hdsinum.
she asked if (there) lived an old man in this house-the

(Thrainsson et al. 2004: 283)
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That the overt expletive in (16)a occupies SpeclP is corroborated by the fact that
embedded questions prohibit topicalisation, independent of whether or not the
expletive is present. The ungrammatical sentences in (17)b and (17)c indicate
that CP recursion is not allowed in embedded questions. Thus, the expletive in
(16)a and (17)a must occupy SpeclP.

(17) Préfessorinn langadi ad vita ... Ic
professor-the wanted to know
a. [cphvort [ip pad hefdi einhver lokid ritgerdinni]]
b. *[cp hvort [cpiger  hefdi [;p pad einhver 1okid ritgerdinni]|
c. *[cphvort [cpigaer  hefi [p einhver 1okid ritgerdinni]]
if yesterday had (there) someonestiied thesis-the

(Vangsnes 2002: 47)

In addition, the examples in (16)a and (17)a show that an overt expletive in
SpeclP can in fact co-occur with an associate subject to the left of a non-finite
verb in an embedded clause. As illustrated in (18), this is also marginally
acceptable in Faroese I.

Fal
(18) a. ?Hon spurdi um tad hgvdu nakrir hundar verid tti i gardinum.
she asked if there had some dogsbeen outin garden-the
b. ??Hon spurdi um tad hevdi onkur keypt husini hja Réa.
she asked if there had somebody bobghses-the of Roa
(Zakaris Svabo Hansen, p.c.)

Thus, the above data point to the conclusion that there are two subject positions
to the left of a non-finite verb and consequently contradict the hypothesis that
the ungrammaticality of the clause-medial sequence expletive B associate
subjectin (3) results from the fact that the two constituents compete for the same
position.

Note that there is evidence that an associate subject to the left of a non-finite
verb appears in the I[P domain. It precedes all non-finite auxiliaries, (19), and, as
Bobaljik & Jonas (1996) observe, it precedes an object that has moved out of VP
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by Object Shift in a transitive expletive constrantlike (20); see Holmberg
(1986, 1999) and Engels & Vikner (2007) on ObjduiftS

(19)a. !a" mun hafa veri! g—d mynd.. Ic
b. *la" mun hafa g—d myndveri!
c. 1a" mun g—d myndhafa veri!
... | By&Fpinu.
there must good film have been onTV

(adapted from Vikner 1995: 212)

(20)a. !a" bor"u"u margir strfkar bjoegun ekki. Ic
there ate many boys sausages-the not
(Bobaljik & Jonas 1996: 214)
b. ?la" drekka sennilegasumir krakkar hana aldrei.
there drink probably some kids it never
(Vangsnes 2002: 45)

As supported by the phenomena described above rrappeoaches to expletive
constructions (e.g. Bobaljik & Jonas 1996, Jona®6a%h, Bobaljik &
Thrinsson 1998, and Vangsnes 2002) suppose teat tre two subject
positions in the IP domain, which will be taken éé¢o be SpecAgrSP for the
expletive and SpecTP for the associate subject.

2.2 Cross-linguistic variation as to the structure of P

The previous section argued for two subject pas#tion the IP domain,
SpecAgrSP and SpecTP. However, the availabilit3mgcTP would seem to be
subject to cross-linguistic variation. While an@sate subject may occur to the
left of a non-finite verb in Icelandic and Farodsehis is ungrammatical in
Mainland Scandinavian and Faroese II; compare 1fd)(&8) with (10) and (12)
above, repeated in (21)-(24).
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(21)a. !a" hafa veriéinhverjir hundar ’ gar'inum.Ic
b. !'a" hafa einhverjir hundar veri" ' gar'inum.
there have some dogs been in garden-the
(22)a. Ta" hava veri"nakrir hundar ceti’ gar'inum. Fa I
b. Ta" hava nakrir hundar veri" ceti * gar'inum.
there have some dogs been out in garden-the
(23)a. Ta" hava veri"nakrir hundar ceti’ gar'inum.Fa 11
b. *Ta" hava nakrir hundar veri" ceti ’ gar'inum.
there have some dogs been out in garden-the
(24)a. Der har v¥retogle hunde i haven. Da
b. *Der har nogle hunde v%aret I haven.
there have some dogs  been in garden-the

This variation correlates with contrasts as to #woeeptability of transitive
expletive constructions (TECs): TECs are only gdaesin languages where
SpecTP is available. They are acceptable in Iceda(@b), and Faroese I, (26),
but ungrammatical in Faroese I, (27), and Mainl&cdndinavian, (2§).

* However, as Karen Margrethe Pedersen (p.c.) mbiot to me, TECs seem to be possible
in some Danish dialects, (i); see also Pedersen &r&enr appear). Correspondingly, the
associate subject in an intransitive expletive ttacson can occur to the left of the non-finite
verb, (ii).

() a. Der skal nogen passe dem. Falster
there should somebody care-for them

b. Har _der nogen sagt dig det? Eastern Jutland
has there somebody told you this

c. SE havde deen hundbidt dem i buksebenene. Sjeelland

so had thereadog  bit them in trousers-the
(Pedersen & S¢ rensegnrthcoming)

(i) a. SE kunne_degodt en damper I¢be over dem. Sjeelland
so could therewell a steamer run over them
b. Nu vil der snartZn drukne. Eastern Jutland
now will there soon one drown
c. Har _der nogen v¥ret inde ved dig? Western Jutland

has there somebody been in by you (Pedersen & S¢rensefarthcoming)
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(25) la" bygg"u margir Islendingar hces ' !—rsh&fn. Ic
there built  many Icelanders houseT+rrshavn
(Jonas 1996b: 168)

(26) Ta" bygdu nakrir Islendingar haes ' Havn. Fal
there built some Icelanders houselr+arshavn
(Jonas 1994: 50)

(27) *Ta" bygdu nakrir Islendingar hoes ' Havn. Fa ll
there built some Icelanders houselr+arshavn
(Jonas 1994: 50)

(28) *Der byggede nogle isleendinge hus i T—rshavn. Da
there built some Icelanders house in Tovsha

The above contrast is accounted for by the assomfitiat the associate subject
of a TEC cannot remain in its VP-internal base timsj SpegP? In Icelandic
and Faroese |, the associate subject can be ldtansgpecTP. In contrast, in
Faroese Il and Mainland Scandinavian, where SpesTRot available, the
associate subject cannot be licensed and conségi&ts are ungrammatical.
(Unavailable positions are marked by shading i).J29

Notice that the co-occurrence restriction obseimeldaroese | does not seem to hold in these
dialects: Both overt expletive and associate stilgppear in clause-medial positions in (i)b,c
and (ii).

® Note that the associate subject of a TEC musepkeall non-finite verbs.

() a. *Ea" #a" mundi hafa bor"adinhver #etta epli. Ic
b. *Ea" #a" mundi hafaginhver bor"a" #etta epli.
c. Ea" #a" mundieinhver hafa bor'a" #etta epli.
that there would somebody have eaten this apple

(Vikner 1995: 191)
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(29) TEC CP— AgrSP  SpecTP  SpecvP  V° Comp ex.
Ic/ a. * explv sub t, obj -
Fal b. expl v sub \ [tap ty, obj (25)/(26)
MSc/ c. * explv \ sub, t, obj 27)/(28)
Fall d. * explv sub \tw \ & obj Q27)/(28)

no SpecTP licensing of TEC no licensing of

in MSc/Fa ll associate subject TEC associate

in SpecTP subject in SpeeP

In contrast to TECs, the associate subject of an existential construction can be
licensed in its base position (as complement of V°; see Vikner 1995). In addition,
it may move to and be licensed in SpecTP if this position is available in the
given language. This is illustrated in (30).

(30) existential CP— AgrSP  SpecTP V° Comp Adv ex.
Ic/ a. expl aux v sub adv (2)a/(8)a
Fal b. expl aux sub \ v tw adv (2)b/(8)b
MSce/  c. expl aux \v sub, adv || (10)a/(12)a
Fall d. * explaux __sub  \v tw \ adv | | (10)b/(12)b
no SpecTP licensing of \ \ licensing of
in MSc/Fa ll existential associate existential subject
subject in SpecTP in Vi-Comp

The variation across the Scandinavian languages as to the availability of SpecTP
has been considered to be due to a structural contrast between the languages (i.e.
the position is not projected at all in some varieties, e.g. Bobaljik & Thrainsson
1998 and Koeneman & Neeleman 2001) or to differences in checking
requirements (i.e. though present, the position cannot be occupied by an
associate subject, e.g. Bobaljik & Jonas 1996 and Vangsnes 2002). For reasons
of exposition, I will follow the former analysis here but nothing hinges on this
assumption.
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In addition, the approaches to expletive constructions differ in the theoretical
implementation of why the availability of SpecTP varies across the
Scandinavian languages (see Richards 2006). Basically, two main camps can be
distinguished: (a) those approaches which attribute the (non)availability of
SpecTP to the presence/absence of full DP Object Shift (Bures' generalisation;
e.g. Bures 1992, 1993, Bobaljik & Jonas 1996, Koster & Zwart 2001, and
Richards 2006), and (b) those approaches which attribute it to verb movement
(Vikner's generalisation; e.g. Vikner 1990, 1995, Sigurdsson 1991, Bobaljik &
Thrainsson 1998, and Koeneman & Neeleman 2001).

In this connection, notice that full DP Object Shift is not possible in Faroese,
(31), although SpecTP is available at least in Faroese I; see (2)/(26). This points
to the conclusion that the availability of SpecTP does not depend on the
acceptability of full DP Object Shift.

(31)a. Eglas ikki bdkina. Fa
b. *Eg las  bdkina ikKi.
I read book-the not (Thrainsson et al. 2004: 245)

According to Vikner's generalisation, the availability of a clause-medial position
for the associate subject presupposes V2 and V°-to-I° movement. While all of
the Scandinavian languages are V2, they vary as to V°-to-I° movement. V°-to-1°
movement takes place in embedded clauses in Icelandic but not in Mainland
Scandinavian (at least not to the same extent; see Bentzen 2007 and Wiklund et
al. 2007). Moreover, Bobaljik & Jonas (1996) and Jonas (1996a.,b) claim that
embedded V°-to-I° movement is optional in Faroese I but ungrammatical in
Faroese II. Comparison with data on verb movement collected by Kristine
Bentzen, Piotr Garbacz, Caroline Heycock, and Gunnar Hrafn Hrafnbjargarson
during the NORMS Dialect Workshop on the Faroe Islands showed that V°-to-I°
movement in embedded clauses was rejected by my Faroese II informants
whereas it was judged slightly better, though still strongly marked, by my

Faroese I informants. (See also Bentzen et al. 2009 on Faroese verb movement).
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(32)a. *!1a"komt —vart a" Mara ekki les b%¥kur. Ic
b. !'a"komif—vart a" Mar'a_lesekki b%akur.
it was unexpectedthat Maria read not  books
(Jonas 1996b: 173)

(833)a. Eg spurdi hv' J—gvan ikki hev"i lisi" b—Kkina. Fal
b. Eg spurdi hv’ J—gvan hakki lisi" b—kina.
| asked why Jogvan had not read book-the

(Jonas 1996a: 95)

(34)a. Eg spurdi hv’ J—gvan ikki hev"i lisi" b—LKkina. Fall
b. *Eg spurdi hv’ J—gvan__heiKki lisi* b—kina.
| asked why Jogvan had not read book-the

(Jonas 1996a: 95)

(35)a. Deteruventet at Marie ikke 134serbg¢ ker. Da
b. *Det er uventet at Marie |¥sidke b¢ker.
it is unexpected that Marie reads not books

Vikner (1995: 186/87) claims that Ij is only abte (Case-)license the associate
subject position to the left of the non-finite vewhich he takes to be SpecVP,
if 1j is filed and does not already assign anotlwase. Only in Vj-to-l;
languages such as Icelandic and Faroese | isllgdfi(strong) and may thus
assign Case to SpecVP. In the languages withoub¥jj-movement such as
Mainland Scandinavian and Faroese I, SpecVP idlicehsed since lj is not
filled. A subject thus cannot surface in this posif'’

As discussed in the following section, licensmigan associate subject in
clause-medial position (here taken to be SpecTémsdo be subject to an even

® Movement through Ij on the way to Cij does not iseffto permit Case assignment to
SpecVP in Mainland Scandinavian and Faroese Il.

" SpecVP is not licensed in non-V2 languages likgligh and French either, where |j already
assigns nominative to SpeclP under Spec-head agreefrhis rules out TECs and existential
associate subjects in clause-medial position alt@geIn V2 languages, in contrast, Cj is
taken to assign nominative case to the constituenBpeclP even if no Vj-to-lj-to-Cj
movement takes place as e.g. in embedded claubesaviilability of the clause-medial
position and TECs are thus not expected to beadlaoise phenomena only.
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stronger restriction: It requires a local relationship between the associate subject
and the finite verb.

3  Local licensing of associate subjects in SpecTP

3.1 Position of the finite verb

It was shown above that although both an overt expletive and an associate
subject may occur between a finite verb and a non-finite verb in Faroese I, (1)
and (2), the clause-medial sequence expletive — associate subject 1is
ungrammatical in existential constructions; see (3) repeated here as (36)a. The
same holds for TECs; compare (26) with (36)b.

(36) a. *{ dag hava tad nakrir hundar verid uti{ gardinum. Fal
today have there some dogs been out in garden-the

b. *Allarhelst hefur tad onkur keypt husid hja Roa.
probably has there somebody bought house-the of Roa

Given that there are two subject positions in the IP domain in Faroese I
(SpecAgrSP for the expletive and SpecTP for the associate subject), as argued
for in the previous section, this restriction cannot be due to the fact that the two
constituents compete for the same position. In fact, co-occurrence of an overt
expletive and an associate subject in the IP domain is marginally acceptable in
embedded questions; see (18) repeated here as (37). (Remember that the
expletive must be located in SpecAgrSP in (37) as embedded questions do not
permit CP recursion; see (17) above.)

Fal
(37)a. ?Hon spurdi um tad hgvdu nakrir hundar verid uti i gardinum.

she asked if there had some dogs been out in garden-the
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b. ??Hon spurdi um ta! hevli onkur keypt hcesini hjf R—a.
she asked if there had somebody bought houses-the of Roa
(Zakaris Svabo Hansen, p.c.)

Recall that Vj-to-lj movement is optional in embeddclauses in Faroese |,
(33). Interestingly, simultaneous filing of Spea&f and SpecTP s
ungrammatical if Vj-to-li movement does not takeaqg#d, as shown by the
example in (38).

Fal
a. on spurdl um_ta! nakrir hunaar gvau verl! ceti ' garlinum.
38 *H di ! krir hund h¢vd i! I’ I
she asked if there some dogs had  been out in garden-the

b. *Hon spurdi um ta! onkur hev!i keypt haoesi! hjf R—a.
she asked if there somebody had bought house-the of Roa
(Zakaris Svabo Hansen, p.c.)

What distinguishes the grammatical sentences ih ff8m the ungrammatical
ones in (36) and (38) is that the finite verb inégres between the expletive in
SpecAgrSP and the associate subject in SpecTReifotmer but precedes and
follows both constituents in the latter examplesspectively. Thus, co-
occurrence of an overt expletive and an associatgest in the IP domain is
apparently only possible if the finite verb intemes between the two
constituents.

That it is not pure string-adjacency between a&ertoexpletive and an
associate subject that is prohibited is shown by é¢xamples in (39).An
intervening adverb does not yield acceptability.

(39)a. *¢ dag hava ta! kanska nakrir hundar veri! ceti’ garlinum. Fal

today have there maybe some dogs been out in garden-the

® This hypothesis is also corroborated by the fhet the sequencexpletive — associate
subject is acceptable as long as the associate subjectrabesccur in SpecTP; see sections
3.2 and 3.3 below.
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b. *é€ dag hevur ta! kanskaonkur keypt hcesi! hjF R—a.
today has there maybe somebody bought housd-fRea

Apparently, an overt expletive must be separateth fthe associate subject by
an intervening verb. Similar to the embedded clausg37), this is the case in
the main clauses in (40), where the overt expletiveupies SpecCP and the
finite verb occurs in C;j.

(40)a. Ta! hava nakrir hundar veri! ceti’ garlinum. Fal
there have some dogs been out in gatite

b. Ta! keypti onkur husi! hj3 R—a.
there bought somebody house-the of Roa

The above data suggest that an associate subj&qteiciTP needs to be locally
licensed by the finite verb. Assume that the asde@ubject carries a D-feature,
which must be probed by a c-commanding verb. Ther#te exact structural
position of the verb is not relevant: It may appeaAgrSi or Cj; see (37) and
(40) above. However, it is important that the lsieg relation is local:
Licensing of the associate subject in SpecTP igossible if an overt expletive
intervenes between the verb and the associatecsubge (365.In this case the
verb cannot probe the associate subject's D-fearoause there is a closer one,
namely the one of the expletive. The hypothesis ttha intervening expletive's
D-feature blocks licensing of the associate subje&pecTP is supported by the
fact that an intervening adverb, which does notyctre relevant feature, does
not yield ungrammaticality; see (41).

° Note that only overt constituents count for lidegs First, checking has to be carried out by
the verb in its surface position. If it could bendoby the verb trace in AgrSj, the
ungrammaticality of (36) would be unexpected. Sd¢cagiven that the overt expletive is
always merged in SpecAgrSP, from where it may mmv&pecCP, the sentences in (40)
indicate that only the overt expletive but nottiesce in SpecAgrSP blocks local licensing.
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(41)a. Tad hava kanskanakrir hundar verid uti{i gardinum.

there have maybe some dogs

b. Tad hevur kanskaonkur keypt husid hja Roa.
there has maybe somebody bought house-thesof Ro

been out in gdhde

Fal

To sum up, clause-medial co-occurrence of overt expletive and associate subject

would seem to depend on local licensing, as illustrated in (42).

Spec Spec Spec
(42) Fal Cce AgrS° Aux® Ve ex.
CP AgrSP TP
local a. expl aux texpl taux sub taux \% (1)
licensing  b. Comp expl aux sub taux \ (37)
no local c. * XP aux expl taux sub taux \% (36)
licensing  d. * Comp expl sub aux \ (38)

Asymmetries between existential constructions and TECs with simple and

complex tense and with non-negative and negative associate subjects discussed

in the following sections show that the above licensing requirement only applies
to associate subjects in SpecTP. The sequence expletive B associate subject

acceptable as long as the associate subject occurs in a lower position.

3.2 Simple versus complex tense

Intervention of an overt expletive between the finite verb and the associate
subject is not prohibited as such. The sequence expletive D associate subjéct

acceptable in existential constructions with simple tense, (43), but not in ones

with complex tense, (44). These facts indicate that an associate subject in the IP

domain but not one in VP-internal position is subject to the licensing condition

discussed in the previous section.
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(43)a. Ta! v—ru nakrir hundar ceti’ garlinum. Fal
b. & morgun v—ru_talakrir hundar ceti’ garlinum.
In morning-the were there some dogs out in gartthe
(44)a. Ta! hava nakrir hundar veri! ceti ' garlinumkia |
b. *& morgun hava ta! nakrir hundar veri! ceti ’ garlinum.
in morning-the have there some dogs beennogdiiden-the

In the simple tense case in (43), the exact stracfposition of the associate
subject is obscured by Vj-to-lj-to-Cj movement. Tésociate subject could be
located in the complement position of Vj or in thgecifier position of TP. In
contrast, the only position to the left of a nomite verb available to the
associate subject in (44) is SpecTP. As discussdtia previous section, an
associate subject in this position needs to chéskDiHeature with the c-
commanding verb, which is not possible if an owepletive intervenes in the
checking relation since there would then be a Ddfeacloser to the verb. Under
the assumption that an associate subject in Vj-Cologs not require local
licensing, the contrast between (43) and (44) ¥adtoln (43)b but not in (44)b
the sequencexpletive B associate subjenty have a structure, in which the
associate subject is licensed, as illustrated5i't4

19 As there are semantic restrictions on associabgests in clause-medial and post-lexical
position (see Vangsnes 2002), the acceptabilit{A8jb is expected to be dependent on the
type of DP.
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CP-
45) Fa I: existential SpecTP Vi Comp Adv ex.
(45) AgrsP p i p
6 simple a. explv t, sub adv| |(43)a
tense b. explv sub t, ad 43)a
intervening =et . Y s v, 143
. complex c. explaux v sub adv (2)a
expletive
tense  d. explaux sub Vo tsw adv | | (44)a
simple e. v expl t, sub adv| |(43)b
intervening tense f. * vexpl sub v tsw adv -
expletive complex g. aux expl v sub adv (Da
tense h. * auxexpl sub Vo tsw adv | | (44)b

/

intervening expletive blocks
licensing of associate subject
in SpecTP

In contrast to existential constructions, TECs du permit the sequence
expletive b associate subjettall, irrespective of simple or complex tense.

(46)a. Ta! keypti onkur husi! hj¥ R—a. Fal
b. *Allarhelst keypti _ta! onkur husi! hj3 R—a.
probably bought there somebody house-the of Roa

(47)a. Ta! hefur onkur keypt husi! hj R—a. Fal
b. *Allarhelst hefur_ta! onkur keypt husi! hjF R—a.
probably has there somebody bought house-theaf R

Given that the associate subject of a TEC cannogire in its base position
SpewP but must move to SpecTP (see section 2), theeghattern is expected.
Independent of simple and complex tense, the amsocubject cannot be
licensed if it is separated from the licensing vénp an intervening overt
expletive.
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(48) Fal: TEC CP Db AgrSP  SpecTP Spec Vi Comp ex.
simple a. * explv sub t,  obj -
no intervening tense b explv sub tsub t, obj (46)a
expletive complex c. * explaux sub v  obj -
tense d explaux sub \ tsub vV obj (47)a
simple e. * vexpl \ sub t, obj (46)b
intervening tense f. * vexpl sub \ tsub t, obj (46)b
expletive complex g. * auxexpl \ sub, Vv obj (47)b
tense h. * auxexpl sub Lsub vV 0bj (47)b
intervening expletive 4&@ of TEC no licensing of TEC
blocks licensing of associate subject associate subject
associate subject in in SpecTP in Spew/P
SpecTP

3.3 Non-negative versus negative associate subject

Asymmetries between expletive constructions withn-negative associate
subject and ones with negative associate subjeéact fmothe conclusion that it is

not an associate subject in the IP domain but nspexifically an associate
subject in SpecTP that requires local licensing.il&/lhe clause-medial

sequencexpletive D associate subjestruled out for existential constructions
with a non-negative associate subject, it is pdssib existential constructions
with a negative subject; see the contrast betwé@nand (50).

(49)a. Ta! hava nakrir hundar veri! ceti’ garlinumka |
b. *é¢ morgun hava ta! nakrir hundar veri! ceti’ garlinum.

In morning-the have there some dogs been noga&iden-the

(50)a. Ta! hava eingir hundar veri! ceti’ garlinumfa |
b. & morgun hava _taleingir hundar veri! ceti’ garlinum.

in morning-the have there no dogs been irogarden-the
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There is reason to believe that a negative associate subject to the left of a non-
finite verb need not occupy SpecTP as there is a special position for negative
phrases in the IP domain. Under a sentential negation reading, a negative object
cannot remain in Situin the Scandinavian languages but must undergo Negative
Shift: The negative phrase moves to SpecNegP, where it checks its [+negative]
feature (see K. K. Christensen 1986, 1987, Rognvaldsson 1987, Jonsson 1996,
Svenonius 2000, 2002, K. R. Christensen 2005, and Engels 2009, to appearon
Negative Shift).

(51)a. *Eg hef [vesagt ekkert] Ic
a'. Eg hef [NegP ekkert [Vpsagt to]]

b. *Eg havi [vpsagt einki] Fa
b'. Eg havi [Negpeinki [Vpsagt to]]
c. *Jeg har [vpsagt ingenting] Da
c'. Jeg har [nepingenting [ypsagt to]]

| have nothing said

Like negative objects, negative associate subjects cannot remain in VP-internal
position but must undergo Negative Shift. As a result, non-negative associate
subjects in Danish and Faroese II differ from negative ones in that the former
cannot precede a non-finite verb whereas the latter must do so; compare (52)
and (54) repeated from (10) and (12) with (53) and (55).11

"'While string-vacuous Negative Shift is possible in all Scandinavian languages, there is a
considerable amount of cross-linguistic variation as to non-string-vacuous Negative Shift; see
Engels (2009, to appea}. For instance in Norwegian, Negative Shift cannot cross a verb in
situ, (i). As a consequence, negative associate subjects are ruled out in existential
constructions with complex tense, (ii), while they may appear in constructions with simple
tense, where Negative Shift can apply string-vacuously, (iii).

(i) a. Jegsa ingenting ty to. No
| said nothing

b. *Jeg har ingenting sagt to.
| bhave nothing said
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(52)a. Der har v¥ratogle hunde i haven. Da
b. *Der har nogle hunde v¥aret I haven.
there have some dogs been in garden-t
(53)a. *Der har v¥rrahgen hunde i haven. Da
b. Der har ingen hunde v3aret I haven.
there have no dogs been in gardhen-t
Fa ll
(54)a. Ta! hava veri'nakrir hundar ceti’ garlinum.
b. *Ta!l hava nakrir hundar veri! ceti ' garlinum,
there have some dogs been outndeyathe
(55)a. *Ta! hava verileingir hundar ceti’ garlinum. Fa
b. Ta! hava eingir hundar veri! ceti * garlinum.
there have no dogs been out ndegathe

The above contrast between negative and non-negasisociate subjects as to
the ability to occur to the left of a non-finite neeis accounted for by the
assumption that SpecNegP may only host a negativase. Negative Shift
takes place for checking of [+negative] and consatjy may only affect
constituents with a corresponding feature. A nogatige associate subject to
the left of a non-finite verb, in contrast, woulauve to occur in SpecTP, which is
not available in Mainland Scandinavian and Fardegsee section 2). This is
illustrated in (56)-

(i) a. *Det har v¥art ingen hunder i hagen. No
b. *Det har ingen hunderv3art ¢ i hagen.
there have no dogs been in garden-the
(i) Det var ingen hunderty to i hagen. No
there were no dogs in gartles-

12 Note that TP dominates NegP: An associate supjecedes an Object Shifted object, (20),
and an Object Shifted object precedes a Negatiifee8lone, (i).

(1) Hun IGEner__harsikkert ingenting. Da
she lends him surely nothing
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(56) Da/Fa ll:
existential CP - AgrSP SpecTP SpecNegP Vi Comp Ad ex.
a. explaux v  suby adv (52)a/(54)a
[-neq] b. * explaux subp.n) V  tawp adv (52)b/(54)b
c. * explaux subpn V  tawp adv (52)b//(54)b
d. * explaux v | subpy  adv (53)a/(55)al
[+neg] e explaux suby.n V| teu adv (53)b/(55)b
f. * explaux ,subpn  tsu vV | tsub adv -
no SpecTP no [-neg] no [+neg]
in MSc/Fa Il in SpecNegP in VP

As illustrated in (49)a and (50)a above, both negative and negative associate
subjects may precede a non-finite verb in Faroesehere both SpecTP and
SpecNegP are in principle available to the assp@abject of an existential
construction. However, in contrast to a non-nega#issociate subject in SpecTP,
a negative one in SpecNegP would seem not to eetpoal licensing: An overt
expletive may intervene between the finite verb amegative associate subject;
see the contrast between (49)b and (50)b. Hencal, licensing would seem to
be restrained to associate subjects in SpecTProesa I

3 The negative associate subject in SpecNegP isskzkby virtue of being [+negative].
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CPD
(57) Fal: existential SpecTP SpecNegP Vi Comp Adv ex.
AgrSP
a. explaux v sub. adv (2)a
[-neg] b. * explaux suby.q Vot adv -
no
, ) C. explaux suby.n Vo tsw adv (49)d
intervening
_ d. * explaux v | sub.n adv (55)4
expletive
[+neg] e. explaux Subyn vV tsup adv (50)4
f. explaux subqn  teup V| tsub adv (50)a
g. aux_expl v  sub. adv (Da
[-neg] h. * auxexpl suby.q Vo tw adv (49)b
intervening i. * auxexpl | sub.y Vo tsw adv (49)b
expletive j.* auxexpl vV | subyy, adv -
[+neg] k. aux_expl Subyn V s adv (50)b
l. * auxexpl subsg  tsus V | tsub adv -
intervening expletive blocks no [-neg] : no [+negq]
licensing of associate subject in SpecNegP in VP

in SpecTP

In contrast to existential constructions, a negatagsociate subject does not
cancel out the co-occurrence restriction on clausdial overt expletives and
associate subjects in TECs. Just as with non-negasisociate subjects, an overt
expletive must not intervene between a negativeces® subject and the finite

verb; see (58) and (59).

(58)a. Ta! hevur
b. *Allarhelst hevur ta!
probably has there

(59)a Ta! hevur
b. *Allarhelst hevur ta!
probably has there

onkur keypt husi! hjt R—a. Fal
onkur keypt husi! hjt R—a.
somebody bought house-the of Roa

eingin keypt husi! hjt R—a. Fal
eingin keypt husi! hjf R—a.
nobody  bought house-the of Roa
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This follows under the assumption that the asse@abject of a TEC does not
only have to leave its base position Sgebut must be licensed in SpecTP. Like
a non-negative associate subject, a negative assamtibject of a TEC thus has
to move to SpecTP, where it would have to be lgdalensed.

CP - Spec Spec Spec
(60) Fal: TEC Vi Comp ex.
AgrSP TP NegP VP
a. * explaux sub.yy v obj -
[-neg] b. * explaux Subin tsw v Obj -
no
_ ) C. explaux Suby.n tsub vV  0obj (58)a
intervening )
_ d. * explaux Subsy v obj -
expletive
[+tneg] e. * explaux subn  tsub v obj -
f. explaux  subyn | tsup tsub vV obj (59)a
g. * auxexp sub.y v obj (58)b
[-neg] h. * auxexpl sub.y  tsup v obj (58)b
intervening i. * auxexpl | subp tsub v obj (58)b
expletive j. * auxexpl subiy, vV 0Obj (59)b
[+neg] k. * auxexpl SUbn  tsub v obj (59)b
I. * aux eXD| /Suh+n] tsub tsub \Y Obj (59)b
intervening expletive J no licensing of
blocks licensing of no licensing of TEC associate TEC associate
associate subject in subject in SpecNegP subject in SpeeP
SpecTP

The hypothesis that the associate subject of @ frfst occur in SpecTP,
irrespective of whether it is negative or non-nagatis corroborated by the fact
that a negative associate subject does not makes T©Gsible in Mainland
Scandinavian, where SpecNegP but not SpecTP itablailn other words, a
TEC associate subject cannot be licensed in SpdgNeg sentence in (61) is
ungrammatical.
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(61) *Der har ingen sagt det. Da
there has nobody said that

However, at least some speakers of Swedish ac&&ps T the associate subject
IS negative. Notably, the negative associate stilgeems to require local
licensing: The construction is only possible if tepletive appears in clause-
initial position but not if it intervenes betwedmetfinite verb and the negative
associate subject; see also section 4 below.

(62)a. Det ska ingen jSvel SIE mina barn. Sw
b. *Idag ska _det ingen jSvel sIE mina barn.
today shall there no bastard beat my child
(David HEkanson, p.c., and Christer Platzack, p.c.)

3.4 Summary

Though there are two subject positions in the IPaa in Faroese | (section 2),
they can only be filled simultaneously by an owexpletive (SpecAgrSP) and an
associate subject (SpecTP) if the constituentsseparated by an intervening
verb (section 3.1). This was accounted for by tbsumption that the associate
subject in SpecTP requires local licensing: Thedimerb needs to check the D-
feature of the associate subject in SpecTP. Thanlg possible if there is no

closer goal, i.e. if there is no overt expletivattintervenes between the finite
verb and the associate subject.

The asymmetries between existential constructi@amsl TECs with
simple/complex tense (section 3.2) and negativefregative associate subject
(section 3.3) showed that this licensing conditimmly applies to associate
subjects in SpecTP in Faroese |. The sequenpéetive D associate subjest
acceptable as long as the associate subject oiccarkower position (CompV;
and SpecNegP, respectively).

As discussed in the following section, Mainlandaidinavian data from
around 1900 point to the conclusion that the caioence restriction is actually
not confined to SpecTP but applies to associatgestshin positions in which a
TEC subject can be licensed.
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4 A similar phenomenon in Mainland Scandinavian aroum 1900

While TECs are ungrammatical in present-day Maithl8candinavian, (2&nd
(61) above, traditional grammars present datasthaiv that TECs were possible
with quantified and negative associate subjectsMiainland Scandinavian
around 1900 (Diderichsen 1946, Ljunggren 1926, Migkkn 1911, Wallin 1936,
and Western 1921; see also K. K. Christensen 1991).

(63) Der kan mange sige det. No
there can many say that (Falk & Torp 1900: 8)

(64) Der maa ingen sige det. Da
there must nobody say that (Diderichsen 1946: 187)

(65) Det kan ingen g3ra den saken bSttre Sn han. Sw

there can nobody do this thing better tharfWallin 1936: 368)

Likewise, quantified associate subjects could owtily precede a non-finite
verb in existential constructions, and negativesoeeen had to do so, just as
they do in present-day Danish and Swedish; seeafa@je.

(66)a. Der har liggetange under Eben himmel inat. Da
b. Der har mange ligget under (Eben himmel i nat.
there have many laid under open sky ast rhight

(Mikkelsen 1911: 29)

(67)a. Der mE da have v¥megen hjemme. Da
b. Der m&E da nogen have v%aret hjemme.
there must really somebody have been ateho

(Mikkelsen 1911: 29)

(68)a. *Det har varit ingen hSr. Sw
b. Det har ingen varit hSr.
there has nobody been here (Wallin 1936: 368)
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(69) a. *Det har kommit inga tidningar. Sw
b. Det har inga tidningar kommit.
there are no newspapers come (Ljunggren 1926: 323)

As shown in section 3.3 above, there is a special position for negative phrases to
the left of a non-finite verb in Scandinavian, namely SpecNegP. Similarly, there
would seem to be a special position for quantified phrases to the left of a non-
finite verb, SpecQP. As shown by the example in (70) from Ljunggren (1926), a
quantified object could precede or follow a non-finite verb; see also Western
(1921: 221/22). Movement of a quantified object to the left of a non-finite verb,
referred to as Quantifier Shift, was possible in all Scandinavian languages and
still optionally applies in present-day Icelandic, (71); see Rognvaldsson (1987),
Jénsson (1996), Svenonius (2000), and Thrainsson (2007).

(70) a. Jaghar fatt mCEnga tidningarav honom. Sw
b. Jaghar mEnga tidningar fatt av honom.
| have many newspapers received by him

Ljuggren (1926: 323)

(71) a.  Strékarnir hofou hent miklu grj—ti { bilana. Ic
b. ?Strdkarnir hofou miklu gri—ti hent i bilana.
boys-the had muchrock thrown cars-the

(Svenonius 2000: 262)

Van der Wulff (1999), Tanaka (2000) and Ingham (2003) report a restriction
to negative associate subjects for Middle English expletive constructions similar
to the one observed in former stages of Mainland Scandinavian: TECs and
existential constructions with clause-medial associate subject were only possible
with negative associate subjects. Based on van Kemenade (1997: 332), Ingham
(2003: 437) accounts for this by assuming that the case feature normally
associated with I° could be transmitted to the next functional head below it

(Neg®), permitting licensing of an associate subject in SpecNegP."

4 As v is not a functional head, an associate subject could not remain in SpecvP; TECs with
non-negative associate subject were thus ruled out.
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Following Ingham (2003), the restriction to TE®ish negative or quantified
associate subject in Mainland Scandinavian aro@@f) tan be captured by the
assumption that SpecTP was unavailable at tha¢ spasf as it is in present-day
Mainland Scandinavian, but that a quantified oratig associate subject could
be licensed in SpecQP and SpecNegP, which is nsgilge anymore (see
section 3.3). This is illustrated in (75) below.ké&ian associate subject in
SpecTP in Faroese |, an associate subject in Spec@pPecNegP is taken here
to require licensing by D-feature checking with theommanding finite verb.

Interestingly, Falk & Torp (1900: 8-10), Westd®921: 65) and Ljunggren
(1926: 344) claim that an overt expletive is onbceptable in clause-initial
position in TECs; see the (a)-examples in (72)-(W9ome other constituent is
topicalized, an overt expletive cannot appear: s#amedial co-occurrence of
overt expletive and associate subject as in (723hb(is ungrammatical.

(72)a. Der kan ikke mangetale bedre. No
b. *Bedre kan_der ikke mangetale.
better can there not many speak (Falk & Torp 1900: 10)
(73)a. _Der forlanger ingen det av dig. No
b. *Det forlanger der ingen av dig.

it demand there nobody from you (Western 1921: 65)

(74)a. Der har mange ¢,nsket det samme. No
b. *Det samme har__der mange ¢ nsket.
the same have there many wished (Western 1921: 65)

The above contrast suggests that licensing of swcade subject in SpecQP and
SpecNegP has to be local: The associate subjectocdre licensed if an

intervening overt expletive blocks D-feature chagkby the finite verb; see

(75).
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CP b Spec
(75) MSc 1900: TEC SpecTP SpeeP Vj Comp ex.
AgrSP Neg/QP
a. * explaux Sub.hq Vv 0Obj -
[-n/q] b. * explaux sub.hg  tsub v__ obj -
no
. _ c. * explaux  sSubpq tsub vV 0bj -
intervening _
_ d. * explaux Subng v Obj -
expletive
[+n/q] e. explaux SUDn/q) | tsub v  obj (73)a
f. * explaux | SuUbng | [tsub tsub v  obj -
g. * auxexp Sub.hq Vv Obj -
[-n/q] h. * auxexpl sub.niq  tsub v  obj -
intervening i. * auxexpl | subpg tsub vV 0bj -
expletive j. * auxexpl Subng v Obj (73)a
[+n/gq] k. * auxexpl SUbnig  tsub v obj (73)c
I. * aUXﬂgl Sut{+n/q tsub tsub V ObJ (73)C
no SpecTP in no licensing of
MSc 1900 no[-neg/-qlin | —— TEC associate
SpecNeg/QP subject in SpeeP
licensing of TEC intervening expletive blocks
associate subject licensing of associate
in SpecNeg/QP subject in SpecNeg/QP

Thus, the co-occurrence restriction on clause-nhedieert expletives and
associate subjects would seem to apply only toces®sosubjects in positions in
which a TEC associate subject can be licensegplies to associate subjects in
SpecTP in Faroese |, where TECs are possible Wlitty@es of subjects (see
(36), (46)b and (59)b above), and to associateestdbjn SpecNegP/SpecQP in
former stages of Mainland Scandinavian, where T&@srestricted to negative
and quantified subjects (see (72)b-(74)b aboveddsas (76)b and (78)b below).
In contrast, in present-day Mainland Scandinaviard &aroese, where
SpecNegP is not a licensing position for TEC subjeeanymore, an overt
expletive may intervene between the finite verb #mel associate subject in
SpecNegP (see section 3.3 and the examples inla¥e and (77) below). In
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other words, the local licensing requirement is restricted to associate subjects in
TEC subject positions.

Recall that in Faroese I, the associate subject of an existential construction
cannot occur in SpecTP either if it is not separated from the overt expletive by
an intervening verb; i.e. the associate subject of an existential construction
requires local licensing, too. Similarly, Falk & Torp (1900: 10) present data that
show that the clause-medial sequence expletive B associate subjecis also
ruled out for quantified associate subjects in existential constructions in former

stages of Mainland Scandinavian.

No
(76) a. Der har fire maeend redet over broen idag.
b. *Idag har der fire maend redet over broen.
c. Idag har der redet fire maend over broen.
today has there ridden four men  ovedde-the

(Falk & Torp 1900: 10)

If my proposal is on the right track and local licensing is generally required for
associate subjects in positions where a TEC associate subject can be licensed, it
is predicted that the sequence expletive B associate subjeects ungrammatical
in existential constructions with a negative associate subject in Mainland
Scandinavian around 1900 although this sequence is grammatical in certain
varieties of present-day Mainland Scandinavian; see (77) and footnote 11. This
diachronic contrast is expected by the fact that SpecNegP was a licensing
position for TEC associate subjects in former stages of Mainland Scandinavian,
which it is not anymore; compare (61) with the examples in (63)-(65).

(77) Idag har der ingen hunde varet i haven. Da
today have there no dogs been in garden-the

Unfortunately, I could not find an equivalent example in the traditional
grammars mentioned above. But David Hakanson (p.c.), who seems to be able
to license an associate subject in SpecNegP (see (62) above), just as it was
possible in Mainland Scandinavian around 1900, rejects the sequence expletive -
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negative associate subjett existential constructions, supporting the above
hypothesis?

(78)a. Det har inga hundar varit itrSdgCErden. Sw
b. *ldag har _det inga hundar varit itrSdg@Erden.
today have there no dogs been in garden-the

(David HEkanson, p.c.)

5 Conclusion

Though there are two subject positions in the IFnaio in Faroese |,
SpecAgrSP for the expletive and SpecTP for thecgessosubject (see section 2),
these positions can only be filled simultaneousylang as the expletive does
not disturb local licensing: An associate subjacBpecTP has to be licensed by
checking its D-feature against a c-commanding véils, is only possible as
long as there is no D-feature closer to the fingeb, i.e. as long as there is no
overt expletive that intervenes between the fingeb and the associate subject
(see section 3.1). Asymmetries between existeotiastructions and TECs with
simple/complex tense and non-negative/negativecagsosubject show that the
licensing condition only applies to associate sttisjen SpecTP in Faroese |.
The sequencexpletive - associate subjeist possible if the associate subject
occupies a lower position, CompVj and SpecNegMees/ely; see sections
3.2 and 3.3. Data from Mainland Scandinavian arol®@0 point out that the
co-occurrence restriction is actually not confine@ssociate subjects in SpecTP
but generally applies to associate subjects intipasiin which a TEC associate
subject can be licensed.

15 For Christer Platzack (p.c.), who also acceptsett@mple in (62)a, the contrast in (78) is
not that sharp as he judges (78)a only marginaltgptable; see also footnote 11.
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Issues in the syntax of Scandinavian embedded clauses

Irene Franco
University of Tromse - CASTL

Abstract

The paper focuses on the syntactic and interpretive properties of subordinate clauses in
Mainland Scandinavian and Icelandic. Assuming a cartographic CP structure (Rizzi 1997;
Haegeman 2006, a.o.), the V-to-Fin movement surfacing as linear V2 is determined by
structural and interpretive properties of the complementizer domain in some embedded
clauses. It is illustrated how the syntactic properties and distribution of embedded V2 in
Scandinavian follow from restrictions imposed by minimality. A separate section addresses
the issue of embedded subject-initial clauses in Icelandic where the inflected verb precedes
phrasal adverbs or negation, by contrast to the linear order commonly encountered in
Mainland Scandinavian embedded clauses.

1. Introduction

The V2 requirement holds for all main clauses in Scandinavian languages and is
basically realized through two different types of sentences with the linear order
illustrated in (1).

(Da. XPVS...
b. SV (Adv/Neg)...

The order in (1)a. indicates that any non-subject constituent with a proper
feature specification can precede the verb and give rise to verb-subject
inversion. By contrast, the preverbal element in (1)b. is the subject, which
naturally undergoes A-movement (not A’-movement) to a peripheral, preverbal
position.

*

A preliminary version of this paper was presented at the “Workshop on Root
Phenomena” at ZAS, Berlin, 2"-4" September 2009. A refined version was presented at
GIST2 on “Main Clause Phenomena”, at Ghent University, September 29" October 1* 2010. I
want to thank Cecilia Poletto, Marit Julien, Luigi Rizzi and the audience at the above-
mentioned conferences, especially Caroline Heycock; Johan Brandtler; Kristine Bentzen;
Marco Coniglio; Werner Frey, Liliane Haegeman. I thank Christer Platzack for the precious
comments; Hoski Thrainsson, Kristin M. Eide, Roberta D'Alessandro and Johan Rooryck for
the fruitful discussions; all my Norwegian and Swedish informants, Martin Hanczyc and
Federico Damonte for helping me with English. This research is partly funded by the
Y ggdrasil Programme of the Research Council of Norway.
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The syntactic nature of V2 is still problematic and currently under debate,
and a unitary account of V2 must take into consitien both orders provided in
(1). On the basis of the vesubject inversion phenomenon connected te V2
topicalization (cf. (1)a.), it has been claimed that the verb reaches the
complementizer field in Germanic main clauses (cf. Vikner 1995, a.o.). Given
that V2 is generalized to all main clauses in Scandinavian landuagéss
been assumed that also subjedial clauses (i.e. (1)b.) have -¥-C.
Accordingly, what distinguishes nesubject initial V2 clauses, (1)a., from
subjectinitial V2 ones, (1)h is the first position: AQ in the former case, but A in
the latter. This difference can be accounted for either by the hypothesis that
there is a subject position in thed@main (cf. Platzack 2009; Poletto 2000 for
Romance varieties) or that the spexifof the lower thead may have both-A
and A- properties (cf. Haeberli 2002). | disregard the details of this debate and
assume that subjects canmfove to the @&@lomain in Scandinavian without
being Atextracted (unconstrained -Bktraction of subjectgyenerally have
problematic consequences, cf. RizziOs 2004 account of ECP effects).

The distribution of V2 in Scandinavian embedded clauses has been
extensively discussed (Vikner 1995; Holmberg and Platzack 1995 and
references therein; RSgnvaldsson andrfitsson 1990; Brandtler 2008;
Hr—arsd—ttir et al. 2007; Wiklund et al. 2009; Julien 2007 and 2009; a.0.). In this
paper:

* | limit the discussion of the pragmatics of embedded V2 clauses to aspects
that are essential for their syntactic derivation;

* | disrecard the details of the debate on the scope of verb movement in
Icelandic embedded V2 clauses, namely whether it is due to independent
V-to-l (Holmberg and Platzack 1995 and 2005; RSgnvaldsson and
Thrfinsson 1990; Thrfinsson 2010, a.o.) etoMC (Hr—arsdirtet al.

2007; Wiklund et al. 2009);

| take Norwegian and Swedish as paradigmatic languages for the
Mainland Scandinavian system. By contrast, the Insular Scandinavian
system is represented here by Icelandic only. Faroese is also an Insular
Scandinaviafanguage, but its system has a much more complex behavior
which cannot be properly addressed in this paper. Accordingly, Faroese
data are not discusséat expository and space reasons

* | focus on the differences among various linear orders that ymldface
V2 string. | offer a syntactic account for deriving embeddedsuinect
initial and subject initial V2. As for nesubject initial V2, | distinguish

! With few exceptions related to the possibility 6A8v V or Adv-S V with certain
adverbs (cf. Vikner 1995; Thrfinsson 2007, a.o.).
2 The reader interested in Faroese is referred to Heycock et al. (2009); Thrtireson et

(2004) and Bentzen et al. (2009), a. o.
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preverbal arguments from temporal/local adverbial preposing on the basis
of the data provided irlrafnbjargarson and Wiklund (2009) and Franco
(2009). The issue of embedded subjadtal V2 in Icelandic (by contrast

to Mainland Scandinavian) is addressed in a separate section.

The paper proposes a detailed account for the syntactic derivation of
Scandinavian embedded V2 clauses and is structured as follows: section 2
briefly illustrates the distribution of V2 in different types of embedded clauses;
section 3 explains the background assumptions and the approach adopted,;
section 4 illustrates thergposal: the ungrammaticality of embedded V2 is
explained with the hypothesis that the -rAevement of a (nesubject)
argumental constituent to a preverbal position triggers minimality effects with
the movement of a subordinating operator. Section 5 gesvéin account for the
grammaticality of embedded subjegtitial V2 in Icelandic by contrast to its
ungrammaticality in Mainland Scandinavian. The scope and trigger of verb
movement in V2 clauses are accordingly defined. | summarize my arguments
and makdurther speculations in Section 6.

2. Facts: distribution of embedded V2 in Scandinavian

Scandinavian embedded V2 differs from that found in West Germanic in one
significant respect, i.e. verb movement is not in complementary distribution with
overt conplementizers Basically, Scandinavian embedded V2 may surface in
either of the two options given in (2) below (cf. with main clause V2 in (1)
above).

(2)a. CXPVSE
b. C SV (Adv/Neg)E

The two orders illustrated in (2) above have a different Higion in
embedded contexts, which has been discussed by previous literature (see
Wiklund et al. 2009, a.o.) and can be accounted by looking at the structure of
embedded clauses in Mainland Scandinavian vs. Icelandic.

In a recent paper, HrafnbjargarsondaWiklund (2009) challenge the
claim that Icelandic has smlled symmetric V2 In line with the facts
presented in this paper, the difference concerning embedded V2 in Mainland
Scandinavian and Icelandic can be summed up as follows:

3 The claim that Insular Scandinavian, by contrast to Mainland Scandinavian, has symmetric V2 is made

by Vikner (1995) a.o. The alleged OsymmetryO results from linear constraints on word order. In Icelandic the
verb is in second position both in main and subordinate clauses, whereas Mainland Scandinavian languages
display a more salient root/embedded asymmetry due to the fact that the verb generally follows phrasal adverbs
and negation in subordinate clauses.
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(3) a. Mainland Saadinavian has a more restricted embedded V2. When V2 is
not possible, the clause can neither have the order in (2)a. nor the one in
(2)b.

b. Icelandic has a less restricted embedded V2. Some clauses can only
have the order in (2)b., but not the one(2)a.; i.e. in some clauses no
topicalization is possible but subjenttial V2 is instead attested.

Moreover some other clauses allow the order in (2)a but impose a
restriction on the type of fronted XP (cf. Hrafnbjargarson and Wiklund (2009)
for data and discussion). Let us consider in more detail the clauses where V2
may or may not occur.

2.1. Declarative complements
According to the data presented by Wiklund et al. (2009), embeddesubgatt
initial V2 is possible only in a restricted range adntexts both in Mainland
Scandinavian and Icelandic. This type of-8Mauses necessarily entailst®C
since the presence of a preverbal#sabject constituent (here simply referred to
as OtopicO) OforcesO -geltject inversion. Apparently, naubjed initial
embedded V2 clauses have a similar distribution in all Scandinavian languages,
although a no#v2 clause (i.e. where the verb follows sentential adverbs or
negation in a subjednitial clause) is in principle Oalways an optionO in
Mainland Scandiavian embedded contexts (cf. Brandtler 2008; Julien, in prep.),
whereas the situation is exactly the opposite in Icelandic (i.e. V3 orders are
marginal, when accepted, cf. Angesgon 2007).

The distribution of embedded V2 in declarative complementsisde
vary according to the type of predicate (cf. Hooper and Thompson's (1973)
classification) as discussed in recent works (Hr—arsdottir et al. 2007; Julien 2007
and in prep.; Wiklund et al. 2009; Hrafnbjargarson and Wiklund 2009) and can
be summed upsafollows.

(i) Assertive and weak assertive complements, complements to some
perception verbs and to verbs indicating a mental ¢sete Wiklund et al. 2009
for details) allow embedded V2 both with the linear order given in (2)a (non
subijectinitial V2) and the one in (2)b (subjeictitial V2) in Icelandic as well as
in Mainland Scandinavian. Both verb movement and topicalization may obtain
in these complements in the two language groups.

(i) Factive complements, nassertive complements or complemetas
modified/negated assertive and sdatutive verbsgenerally have a different
behavior in Icelandic and Mainland Scandinavian. With some degree of
variation depending on the interpretation of the matrix predicate (or on its
selectional properties) botlsubjectinitial and nonsubjectinitial V2 is
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ungrammatical in Mainland Scandinavian (see (5) below), whereas Ad¥Neg
orders are grammatical. In Icelandic subjedial V2 (as in (4)b.) is the default
option, whereas S AdV orders are marginal, if noungrammatical (see
Angant sson 2007 and Thrfinsson 2010).

Non-assertive/Factive complements
(4) a. *Hann st eftir [a#etta laghaf! i hann ekki sundi (Icelandic)

He regretted that this song had he not sung

OHe regretted thm didnOt sing this songO

b. Hann sT eftir fahannhaf! i ekki sungt]
He regretted that he had not sung
OHe regretted that he had not sungO
[Hr—arsd—ttir et alia (2007), 56: (18); (19)]

(5) a. *Han @grade [atden hSr sEngeade han inte sjungit] (Swedish)
He regretted that this here song.the had he not sung
OHe regretted that he didnOt sing this songO
h *Han (Engrade [att haade inte sjungit]
He regrettd that he had not sung
OHe regretted that he had not sungO
[Hr—arsd—ttir et alia (2007), 58,(29);(22)]

(i) Hrafnbjargarson and Wiklund (2009) argue that in Icelandic a V2
clause formed by a preverbal topic andSVinversion is an acceptable
complement to a factive verb likeirma, but not to the predicate: eftir (both
verbs mean Oto regretO). They attribute this difference to the pragmatics of the
two predicates (the first can embed a sentence containing f@mation for
the addressee, whereas the latter cannot).

Points (i}(iii) provide only a rough, descriptive generalization which
excludes more controversial facts. In some cases, modified or negated semi
factives or assertive predicates allow embeddwmalcalization not only in
Icelandic but also in Mainland Scandinaviafihe presence of embedded V2 in
Mainland Scandinavian seems to depend on some specific interpretative
properties attributed to the sentence containing a V2 complement. This
possibilityis explained in syntactic terms by the account proposed in section 4.

On the one hand, the fact that sdattive predicates like Oto knowO may
select V2 complements (with eitherVSAdv order or preverbal topics) in all
Scandinavian languages indicathattfactivity per se is not a good criterion to

4 For an example of embedded topicalization under negated semifactives and assertive

verbs see section 4.
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discriminate V2 from notV2 complements on the other hand, the restrictions
on embedded V2 display an interesting correlation with the presence of a
syntactic island (weak factive islands, negative islawis,islands).

Let us assume that Scandinavian embedded V2 is a root phenomenon on a
par with West Germanic and that it patteass illustrated above (cf. {{ii);
Wiklund et al. 2009 and Hrafnbjargarson and Wiklund (2009)) for ease of
classificatiofi. Accordingly, we can infer which types of predicates/matrix
clauses select root complements on the basis-@fifi)Two questions arise at
this point:

Question 1. What blockstopicalization in declarative complements to
(most) norassertive and factivergdicates in Scandinavian?

Question 2. What triggersverb movementin certain claus¢ypes in
Icelandic but blocks it in their Mainland Scandinavian correlates?

The importance of providing complete, separate answers to Question 1 and
2 is crucial for undestanding the mechanisms yielding surface V2.

Many different perspectives have been offered to account for the
distribution of embedded V2 so far. Some recent accounts propose that
Scandinavian embedded V2 is related to the interpretation of the whol& matr
clause (Julien 2007); or to the possibility that the subordinate clause is
interpreted as expressing the-caled Main Point of Utterance (MPU,
conveying the pragmatically relevant content of the sentence, Wiklund et al.
2009, in line with Hr—arsd—¢tiral. 2007). Nevertheless, a clear definition of
the syntactic licensing conditions for embedded V2 has not been given yet.

Moreover, an account of embedded V2 based on its pragmatics cannot be
applied to Insular Scandinavian, or at least not to Icetasthce Icelandic can
have embedded V2 even in those clauses where it is not OpragmaticallyO
expected according to the aforementioned accounts. Rather, a syntactic
explanation for the target of verb movement in Icelandic embedded clauses is
required (cf.question 2 above). There is reason to believe that the pragmatics of

> An interesting parallel can be drawn with subjunctive mood, which is morphologically
preserved only in Icelandic, among the Scandinavian languagesaccbunting for the
syntactic properties of Icelandic finite complements, Thrtinsson (2007) observes that there
are interpretive differences between subjunctive and indicative complements to predicates that
allow both (such asd veita, to know, see sectio5). However, the use of subjunctive cannot

be connected to factivitpout court, and it interacts in a complex way with the speakerOs
presupposition (see Thrtinsson (2007), chapter 8). &goin (2009) discusses the relation
between factivity and inditize/subjunctive alternation in Icelandic in greater detail. See
section 5 below.

6 | am not assuming that the classification summed up 4fiifiabove is empirically
correct, but | need a simple and schematic set of data in order to illustrate theticynt
mechanisms that allow or block embedded topicalization. The proposal is such that any actual
divergence from the generalization given ir({if) above can be easily accounted for.
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Icelandic embedded clauses is connected to different syntactic properties of this
language. The hypothesis explored in this paper is that the presence of
morphological subjunctive in l&@ndic (but not in other Scandinavian
languages) enables the activation of a syntactic rsbedking mechanism. In

line with the analysis offered by Sidwson (2009), | address the issue of
Icelandic subjecinitial embedded V2 clauses in relation to maadection and
factivity (see section 5 below).

Regardless of the different interpretations that V2 vs:Vidrlauses may
have, a separate issue is which device blocks topicalization in the embedded
clause types considered so far (cf. question 1). Tiestepn extends to other
clausetypes as well, where topicalization is not possible. An overview of these
other subordinate clauggpes is given in the next subsection.

2.2. Other types of subordinate clauses

In addition to clauses generally displayingak island properties (e.g. factive or
modified/negated assertive complements), other clyss do not generally
allow nonsubject V2 in Scandinavian (cf. Table 1 below).

Subordinate clauses analyzed as-W@nin the literature on (Mainland)
Scandinalan are those derived by -dependencies (relative clauses; indirect
Wh- questions), as well as indirect yes/no questions and some adverbial clauses.
Compare the declarative nsabject initial complements in (4) and (5) to the
relative clauses in (6) artde indirect questions in (7):

Relative clauses
(6)a. *stelpan [serb—kingaf Haraldur ekki] (Icelandic)
girl.the that book.the gave Harald(NOM) not
OThe girl to whom Harald didnOt give the bookO
b. *den flicka [sonsitt h(Ehar kammat] (Swedish)
the girl that her hair has combed
OThe girl that has combed her hairO

Indirect Wh questions
(7) a. *'eir sput u [hvern’_b%innhefoi roetan flutt klukkan sjS]  (Icelandic)
They asked who to wn.the had bus.the carried clock seven
OThey asked whom the bus had carried to town at seven oOclockO
b.*Jag undrade [vem (sonti)l partnerskulle hon vSlja] (Swedish)
| wondered who that as partner would she choose
Ol wondered who she would choose as a partnerO

The ungrammaticality of topicalization in extraction contexts (e.g. relative
or interrogative clauses) has been explained in terms of minimality, i.e.
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argument topicalization creates an island teeRiraction in Germanic. For this
reason, noisubject initial V2 is often considered a root phenomenon; obtaining
in embedded clauses with a root status, but not in clauses that are dependent on a
matrix, i.e. real subordinates. The present paper proposesnifi@dded (nen
subject initial) V2 is not straightforwardly interpretable as a root phenomenon,
following the suggestion made for contrastive topicalization in English (Bianchi
and Frascarelli 2009).

With regard to adverbial clauses, Hrafnbjargarson anklunl (2009)
argue that embedded topicalization, when possible, is limited to some types of
clauses even for speakers of the less restrictive variety of Icelandic (Icelandic A,
cf. Hrafnbjargarson and Wiklund (2009) pp.-23). Specifically, temporal and
conditional clauses pattern together with embedded &duseSin not allowing
any kind of preverbal topic in any Scandinavian language. By contrast,
concessive, purpose and reason clauses may allow a topic, not only in Icelandic
but also in Swedish, Offi¢ fronted element is a spatial or temporal adjunctO
(Hrafnbjargarson and Wiklund (2009), p. 29):

(Swedish)
(8) Han gSmde sig s latla dagenskulle hans mor tro att
He hid self so that whole day.the would his mother believe that
han vap& skolan
he was at school.the
OHe hid himself so that his mother the whole day would think that he was at
schoolO [Hrafnbjargarson and Wiklund (2009), 29,
13Db]

With regard to subjeatitial clauses, Mainland Scandinavian patterns
differently from Icelandic once again. On a par with those declarative
complements where negubject initial V2 is not possible (cf. Section 2.1),
neither subjeeinitial relative clauses nor indirect questions can have verb
movement across a sentential/edb or negation in Mainland Scandinavian, as
(9)b and (10)b show. By contrast, the comflimear order of these types of

! In hvort (whethef) clauses topicalization is more acceptable. &$o Thrfinsson
2007 and the discussion in section 4.
8 According to Angantsson (2007), and data collected in a small survey on 7 Icelandic

speakers of different ages, (C) S Adv V orders are also possible in some subordinate clauses,
although only marigally accepted in many cases:
(a." a# er ein 'slensk mynd sem Haraldefur ekki sZ. (Icelandic)
there is one Icelandic movie that Harold has not seen
OThere is one Icelandic movie that Harold has not seenO
b." a# er ein 'slensknynd sem Haraldur ekkiefur sz
there is one Icelandic movie that Harold not has seen
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clauses in Icelandic is (C) S V Adv/Neg, as illustrated by examples (9)a and
(10)a.

Relative clauses
(9)a. m@urinn sem hantalar ssundum vé (Icelandic)
manthe that he talks sometimes to
OThe man that he sometimes talks toO
b. den flicka [som intear / *har inte kammat sitt h(&n] (Swedish)
the girl that not has / has not combed her i
OThe girl that hasnOt combed her hair yetO

Indirect Wh questions
(10) a. Maria spwi [hvern hanrtala! i stundum \d] (Icelandic)
Maria asked whom he talked(subj) sometimes to
OMaria asked whom he @lko sometimesO
b. Jag undrar [vem som intk@r / *har inte blivit sjuk Sn] (Swedish)
| wonder who that not has been ill yet
Ol wonder who hasnOt been ill yetO
[Thrtinsson 2007, 401, 8.22, Julien, 2007, 12]1, 20

The facts sketched in sections 2.1 and 2.2 are summed up in Table 1.

The pattern given in Table 1 for topicalization (XP V S) refers to cases
where the preverbal element is an internal argument, whereas fronting of a
locative or temporal PP seems lesstricted not only in Icelandidut also in
Swedish (cf. (8) above). Accordingly, the lower part of Table 1 indicates the
contexts where (at least) argument topicalization is blocked.

OThere is one Icelandic movie that Harold has not seenO  JAsgarf2007), 239, 3]
Interestingly, V3 orders are more acceptable in relative dearse indirect questions,
whereas usually rejected in contexts where embedded topicalization is an option (e.g. in

declarative complements of assertive predicates, see Amsgant 2007 for details). This
restriction on V3 could be explained by assuming taaising depends on a specific
featurechecking requirement active in some clatigees but not in others. The intuition is
that such requirement is imposed by the information structure. See discussion in section 4
below.
o Cf. Holmberg (2000) on stylis fronting and Franco (2009), for an account of the

differences between topicalization, stylistic fronting and locative inversion
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Table 1. Subject and Nesubject initial V2 in Scandinaviaembedded claus¥s

Clause Type Structure Swedish Norwegian Icelandic
Assertive SV adv Ok Ok Ok
Say/believe XPVS Ok Ok Ok
Semifactive SV adv Ok Ok Ok
Discover XPVS Ok Ok Ok
Modified assertive SV adv * * Ok
Would say XPVS * * */?
Non-assertive /factive SV adv * * Ok
Doubt/regret XPVS * * */?
Relative clauses SV adv * * Ok
XPVS * * *
Yes/No questions S Vadv * * Ok
XPVS * * */?
Wh- questions S Vadv * * Ok
XPVS * * *
Adverbial clauses SV adv * * Ok
XPVS * * *

The facts sumed up in Table 1 vyield the following descriptive
generalizations:

(11)a. Subjecinitial V2 (S V adv)
Table 1 shows that embedded subjattal V2 is always possible in
Icelandic regardless the type of predicate in the matrix. The verb can
neither cros sentential adverbs nor negation in Norwegian and Swedish in
the lower part of Table 1.
b. Nonsubjectinitial V2 (XP V S)
Non-subject initial V2 (where XP is an argument) is ungrammatical/very
degraded for all Scandinavian languages in exactly the sameexts.
Since what distinguishes subject from rsubject initial V2 clauses is the
presence of a preverbal, rsnbject topic, we may conclude thHat the
lower part of Table 1 there is a syntactic mechanism blocking
topicalization of an internal argument.

Given the facts in (8) (cf. Hrafnbjargarson and Wiklund (2009) and Franco
2009), we can further distinguish two different types of topicalization, cf. (12)a

10 Table 2. is inspired by the work of Hr—arsdottir et al. (2007), Wiklund et al. (2009)
and Hrafnbjargarson & Wiklund (20p&lthough it differs from their data in relevant respects.
Moreover, they limit their analysis to declarative complement clauses.
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and b. Their distribution with respect to contexts generally not allowing non
subject inital V2 (lower part of Table 1) is the following:

(12) a. Fronting of locative/temporal adverbials
Possible in declarative clauses, some adverbial clauses and marginally in
indirect Y/N questions across Scandinavian languages.
Not possible in subordinatclauses derived as -flependencies (relative
clauses, embedded Wtlauses).
b. Fronting of internal arguments
Generally ungrammatical or very degraded in all the lower part of Table 1.

The facts described in (11) and (12) are explained ingimainder of the
paper with a relativizedhinimality account for deriving different types of
Scandinavian embedded clauses.

3. Background assumptions

3.1. The cartography of the Cdomain

| follow a cartographic approach (Rizzi 1997; 2004; Beninc™ andtf®ok904;
Haegeman 2006, a.o.) for the syntactic analysis of Scandinavian embedded V2.
The syntactic structure of the left periphery of the clause is assumed to be as in
(13):

(13) [(pSub Force Topic Focus Mod FinitenegsE [

The stucture in (13) is based on the following assumptions:

a. SubP is the subordinator phrase hosting some particles and subordinating
adverbs. It is ranked above ForceP and it is related to the specific type of clause.
Sentential force, often realized as &@fic clausetype, is to be distinguished
from the illocutionary force, encoding the pragmatics of the speech act, even
though a sharp separation of these two features is often difficult, at least
morphosyntactically (cf. Zanuttini and Portner 2003).

b. ForceP encodes the illocutionary force (e.g. assertion; order; request),
which is not necessarily conflated with the clatygee or sentential force (e.g.
yesno question; Wh question; declarative). As mentioned above, the
distinction between clauggpe and illocutionary force is still unclear, although
there is crosslinguistic evidence that they do not stand in -4oemree relation,
so different illocutions can be encoded under the same sentential form. In
embedded clauses, ForceP hosts declarative thred types of complementizers
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responding to the selectional requirements of SubP and inheriting the features of
the matrix.

c. The middleprojections of the €lomain are as in Beninc™ and Poletto
(2004), with the proper modifications regarding languag@eifip properties. As
argued by Haegeman (2006) and Bianchi and Frascarelli (2009) for English,
Scandinavian topicalization has different properties from Romance Clitic Left
Dislocation (CLLD). Among the different types of possible dislocations, those
which seem to characterize better the phenomenon generically labeled as OV2
topicalizationO are focus fronting or contrastive tOpithe properties of foci
are well described in Beninc™ and Poletto (2004): the focus occurring in V2
contexts ofteralthough nonecessarilybears a contrastive feature. This is also
a characteristic of the type of many topics involved in V2 constructions, with the
difference that topics are presupposed, or, at least, not newly introduced in the
sentence, albeit contrasting wigbme other information. | do not dwell longer
on this distinction, and just assume that the occurrence of V2 contrastive topics,
as well as of foci, is highly restricted because their features trigger minimality
effects with the movement of a vast rangeotier items. | also assume that
subjects can be dislocated to the focus or topic field, provided that they bear the
necessary features to be focalized or topicalized, but preverbal stitijeatg
clauses may as well be weak (cf. also point e. below).

d. the lower field of the complementizer phrase is occupied by ModP
(Modifier phrase) where adverbs and adverbials can be preposed in order to
acquire discourse prominence (cf. Rizzi (2001); Haegeman (2006) for a detailed
characterization of ModP). Contratp Focus and Contrastive Topic, this
position isnot targeted by operatorsand does not trigger minimality effects
with operator movement.

1 See also Bianchi and Frascarelli (2009).

12 As Christer Platzack (p.c.) observes, weak objects can also be topicalizeddist§w
asdenin the example below: 3
(i) I gCEr kSpte Kalle en ny cyk8lenstSllde han i garaget (Swedish)

yesterday bought Kalle a new bike. It put he in garage.the
However (i) contrasts with the Norwegian facts in (i) discussed by Julien )(2007
weak preverbal subjects but not weak preverbal objects are possible.
(i) a. @&/nsad et sj¢lv ogsE (Norwegian)
and she/he said it self also
Oand she/he said so herself/himself tooO
b. * @/n prata eg med ogsE
and she/he talked | with also
c. bo/hanprata eg med ogsE
and she/he talked | with also
Oand with her/him | talked as wellO
Deeper investigations on this issue are needed.
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e. Assuming that V2 is V-to-C at least in main clauses, in subject-initial
V2 orders there is at least one subject position in the C-domain, where subjects
are A-moved, as proposed by Poletto (2000) for Northern Italian Dialects (NID)
and by Platzack (2009) for Scandinavian. It is an open issue whether preverbal
subjects have a dedicated projection in the C-domain or coincide with
Spec,FinP.

f. The border between the C-domain and IP is marked by the projection
FinP, encoding the finiteness feature of a clause. In addition, FinP encodes the
formal counterparts of features that are relevant for the interpretation of the
subject of predication. It is no new idea that subject features are checked and
valued on Fin by a local relation with the subject in its criterial position (SubjP
in IP, cf. Cardinaletti 2004), or with the verb, in which case these features have a
morphosyntactic realization in the verbal inflection. Moreover, FinP may encode
the formal counterparts of other features that are interpreted on the respective
the C-domain criterial position (cf. Rizzi and Shlonsky 2006)." For the present
purposes it is sufficient to remark that these properties of Fin are crucial in the
derivation of V2, as long as V2 is understood as V-to-Fin. Under the assumption
that movement is always triggered, V-to-Fin must result from some specific
requirement for the realization of Fin. In sections 4 and 5, I consider when such
a requirement is imposed on the clausal syntax.

3.2. Haegeman's intervention account of Main Clause Phenomena

In the present perspective, the impossibility of Scandinavian embedded non-
subject initial V2 in some clauses is related to the fact that an operator has
moved. This analysis is in line with Haegeman’s (2010) intervention account of
main clause phenomena, where the derivation of different types of English
adverbial clauses is explained in terms of mininality effects triggered by OP-
fronting.

B Consider, for instance, a Wh- object question as in (i).

(1) Who did you meet __ ?

In (1), FinP bears the formal counterpart of the phi-features expressed by the subject
(or verbal inflection, in, say, a null subject language) with which it enters a local relation.
Since the interrogative clause-type requires an “activation” of the Force-Fin system in order to
express the illocution of an information request, the formal counterpart of the Wh- features on
Fin also needs to be checked and valued. This operation is done by the Wh- operator, which
ends up in its criterial position, located in the Focus field, as proposed by Rizzi (1997) and
subsequent cartographic work. The (simplified) structure of (i) is shown in (ii) below:

(i1) [Forcerequesy whp WhHO wh did Finp <WhoO> Finjuwn;uphi-Finj <did> 1p YOU ...vp meet
<Who>]?

The phi-features on Fin may be checked and valued in some other optional way,
allowing the extraction of the subject from a lower position, with the possibility for it to
“skip” the criterial position SubjP where it would otherwise be frozen (cf. Rizzi and Shlonsky
2006 and 2007 who propose that locative inversion is also a strategy of subject extraction).
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The impossibility of embedded topicalization is explained by following
Haegeman’s (2010) intuition about the behavior of conditionals in English. In
her paper, Haegeman (2010) distinguishes between two types of conditionals in
English:

- central (i.e. “real”) conditionals. Haegeman argues that only central
conditionals are incompatible with argument fronting because they are
syntactically derived by OP-movement.

- peripheral conditionals are “echoic”, in the sense that they can “echo Q-
propositions about a nonfactual world.” (Declerck and Reed 2001:83). Despite
having the sentential form of a conditional, peripheral conditionals are not real
subordinates because they do not express the condition for the realization of
certain consequences. Instead they provide the background information to a
statement, a question, a command, etc.

This contrast is visible in the pair given in (14) below, where sentence a. is
a central conditional, whereas sentence b. is a peripheral one:

(14)a.*If water you heat up to 100° C, it will boil.
b.If some precautions they have indeed taken, many other possible measures
they have continued to neglect [b. is from Haegeman (2010), 642: (44)]

In Scandinavian as well as in English, counterfactual conditionals may be
expressed with a verb-initial clause (i.e. with verb-subject inversion “V S...”
instead of “if S V...”). Franco (2010) observes that “V1 counterfactuals, in
Scandinavian as well as in English, belong to the central conditional class, and
they do not allow argument fronting”:

(15) *Had some precautions they taken, such consequences would have been
avoided

Haegeman (2010) suggests that counterfactuals and other central
conditionals in English are derived by movement of a subordinating operator to
the left periphery. Topicalization of some other constituent interferes with the
binding relation created by the subordinating operator and minimality effects
arise. Crucially, Germanic argument topicalization has been analyzed as
involving A’-movement of an operator (cf. Haegeman 2006; to app. and
Eythorsson 1996), contrary to what happens in Romance with CLLD. This
hypothesis seems corroborated by all the cases where topicalization creates an
island to extraction, i.e. when the fronted element is an argument, but allegedly
not when it is a local/temporal adjunct (cf. section 2.1 above). In her discussion
of the properties of the left periphery, Haegeman (2004) shows that preposed
adverbials target a low C-domain position already identified by Rizzi (2001) as
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ModP. Fronting to ModP does not trigger minimality effects because it does not
involve ORmovement, contrary to internal argument topicalization (in
Germanic).

Not only counterfactuals, but also other types of conditionals @an b
expressed with a V1 order in Scandinavian. This is shown by the following
Icelandic example:

(16)a. J—n Varr g—dureff hann ¥4fir sig] (Icelandic)

Jon becomes good if he practises self

b. J—n Varr g—duifi hann sig]
Jorbecomes good practice(subj) he self
OJohn will be good if he practicesO

c. ®fi J—n sig] vear hann g—dur
practice(subj) Jon self becomes he good
OIf John practices, he will be goodO [Thriinsson 2007, 30, 2.24]

According to HaegemanOs (2010) analysis of adverbial clauses central
conditionals, i.e. OrealO conditionals expressing a condition for the realization of
the content of the matrix, are dependent clauses. In (16) the relation of
subordination to a matrix is esgssed by a syntactic operator encoding the
sentential force of the clause, whereas the illocutionary force is inherited from
the matrix (a real subordinate does not have its own illocutionary force).
Accordingly, the target position of a subordinating rape in the clausal
structure is Spec,SubP, where clatige features are encoded. This
subordination operator requires a lexical realization, either as an overt
complementizer€f) or V-raising. The complementary distribution of the latter
with a condiional complementizer is thus explained under the assumption that
the two carry out the same function in the complementation structure (cf. Franco
2008, 2010 for a discussion).

Scandinavian languages seem to be slightly different from English, with
respectto the topicalization possibilities. In Swedish, argument fronting is
impossible not only in central, but also in peripheral conditionals (Christer
Platzack, p.c.). A tentative explanation for the restrictions on topicalization in
Swedish peripheral condnals is that peripheral conditionals are also derived
by operator movement in Swedish (and presumably in other Scandinavian
languages), on a par with other adverbial clauses where no independent
illocutionary Force is selected. Under this assumption,ptieliction is that
peripheral conditionals in Scandinavian do not mark indipendent illocutionary
force with the V2 argumertbpicalization strategy. If this prediction is correct,
then no strict correlation between independent illocution and embeddeanVv2 c
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be established, i.e. embedded V2 can no longer be considered a root
phenomenon.

4. The proposal

The impossibility to front an internal argument in the lower part of Table 1
above is explained under the hypothesis thaDR@oved constituents (i.e.
argument topicalization) trigger minimality effects with the varidbfeding
relation created by a subordinating operator (* in Table 1). This hypothesis
raises the following problem:

a) Why is Mainland Scandinavian subpgatial V2 not attested in the
lower part of Table 1, given that preverbal subjects, contrary to topics, do not
trigger minimality effects with Ofariable binding?

The answer is connected to the scope of verb movement. Specifically, it is
argued that there is an independent reasowlficch V-to-Fin cannot take place,
and Mainland Scandinavian subjaaitial V2 is also ruled out. This issue is
addressed in section 5, together with the counterpart regarding Icelandic,
namely:

b) Why is embedded subjeaitial V2 possible (and indeepreferred) in
every context in Icelandic?

Let us now consider in detail how intervention effects are triggered where
embedded topicalization takes place, and why such effects arise in some clauses
but not in others. All clauses where topicalization is isgiade are dependent
on the matrix, and cannot receive a root interpretation (see Heycock 2006 for an
overview of root interpretation of embedded V2; De Haan 2001 on West Frisian
for the relation between V2 topicalization and root interpretation, and hiagge
2006 and to app.). Recall that argument topicalization is ruled out in weak
islands (cf. (4)a and (5)a); and Wislands (relative clauses (cf. (6)) and
embedded Whclauses (cf. (7)). Topicalization is equally impossible in many
adverbial clauses, akbustrated by the Icelandic temporal clause below (cf. also
Table 1):

(18) *fg f—r[egar’ ba'kerinuvoru 20 nis] (Icelandic)
| left when in bathtub.the were 20 mice
Ol left when there were 20 mice in the bathtubO
[Thriinsson 2007, 328, 6.42]

The impossibility to find topicalization in a clause subordinated to a matrix
is explained by minimality. In subordinate clauses, an operator OblocksO the
periphery. Consider the schematic representation of the peripherg of
subordinate clause given in (19):
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(19) [SubP OPSUb Sub H° ForceP<OPsub> Force[default] (TopP *OP-X P) FinP <0 PSub> Fin.--

\/\_%@

In this perspective, the acceptability of non-argument fronting in some
types of adverbial clauses, as that in (8) above, must depend on more factors:

1. Temporal/local adverbials are not operators and front to ModP

2. ModP must be an available position in the clause (i.e. its selection
depends on the clause-type)

3. The adverbial clause is not derived by movement of an OP

minimally intervening with the preposed adverbial.

The fact that ModP is a potential probe for adverbial preposing only in
some types of adverbial clauses, 1.e. in concessive, purpose and reason clauses
(cf. Hrafnbjargarson and Wiklund (2009)), but not in temporal and (central)
conditional clauses must depend on the specific mechanism for the derivation of
each clause-type. In clauses formed by A'-extraction (e.g. in relative and
embedded Wh- clauses), adverbial preposing to ModP is generally not licensed,
at least in Mainland Scandinavian. In this case Spec, FinP is occupied by the
unspelled copy of the Wh-OP (the Wh-OP eventually moves to SubP), thus
Spec,FinP is an unavailable intermediate step for adverbial preposing to
Spec,ModP'".

4.1. Wh-islands

As is known from a vast literature, Wh-clauses are derived by movement of a
Wh- operator to a position in the complementizer domain. According to Rizzi
(1997), the verb/subject inversion of Wh- questions found in many languages,
among which English, is a residual V2 phenomenon. In Rizzi’s view, a Wh-
criterion requires the creation of a local configuration between the Wh-moved
item and the verb. The Wh- item targets a criterial position in the C-domain
(located in the Focus field, cf. Rizzi 1997, and Beninca and Poletto 2004) where
its features can be interpreted. The notion of “criterion” is closely related to that
of illocution, because, in dependent clauses, the Wh- position in the Focus field
i1s a non-criterial intermediate step for the Wh-OP, which targets the higher
SubP. In his seminal cartographic work, Rizzi (1997) shows that
movement of Wh- operators (such as in questions) gives rise to minimality
effects with other OP-fronting operations. The expectation following from this

1 Icelandic seems to allow adverbial preposing more often, in connection with the

availability of the stylistic fronting mechanism in the grammar. I cannot discuss this issue
here, but see Franco (2009) for details and Hrafnbjargarson and Wiklund (2009) for additional
facts.
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analysis is that topicalization is impossible when an OP has fronted, that is to
say 1n island contexts. This is borne out by facts concerning both indirect and
direct Wh- questions. The basic interpretive difference between main and
subordinate Wh-clauses (e.g. direct and indirect questions) consists of the lack
of independent illocutionary force in the latter. The Wh-OP is a subordinator,
and does not undergo criterial movement (and criterial freezing) to a WhP in the
Focus field. This different featural endowment gives indirect Wh- clauses the
sentential force but not the illocutionary force of direct questions. In other
words, indirect questions have the interrogative clause type but cannot be
independent questions because they lack illocution.

Given the operator-status of preverbal topics in Scandinavian, the
derivation of subordinate Wh-clauses by movement of a Wh-OP triggers
minimality effects with topicalization, as expected. This is shown in the
structure given in (20) below:

(20) [subppring Wh-OP gorcefder) D@ (topp *XP) whp < Wh-OP> pipp < Wh-OP> g, O
[IP---

Such effects are visible in (7)b. repeated below for convenience:

(21) *Jag undrade [poreepvem (som) [p till partner Skulle hon vilja]
(Swedish)

I wondered who (that) as partner would she choose

“I wondered who she would choose as a partner”

As long as yes/no questions are derived by movement of a Y/N-OP,
analogously to Wh- clauses, topicalization is in principle ruled out. It seems
conceptually plausible that indirect Y/N questions are formed by movement of a
truth-conditional OP, related to the interpretation of the matrix predicate and
whose semantics consists of the exclusive disjunction of the answer pair. In
Icelandic, however, minimality effects of a fronted topic" in an indirect Y/N
question are not as serious as those of indirect Wh-questions, as shown by the
pair in (22). The fact that any topicalization is ruled out in direct Y/N questions
may be explained by the fact that in root clauses the OP-movement is criterial,
1.e. related to the interrogative illocution.

(22)a. *peir spurdu [hvern i bainn hefl i ratan flutt  klukkan sjo] (Icelandic)
They asked who to town.the had bus.the carried clock seven
“They asked whom the bus had carried to town at seven o’clock”
b. ??peir spurdu [hvort i beeinn hefl i ratan komid klukkan sjo]

" At least for a fronted locative/temporal adverbial, if not for an argumental topic.
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They asked whether to town.the had bus.the come clock seven )
OThey asked whether the bus had come to town at seven oOclockO
[Thriinsson 2007, 352,277]

The different degree of degradation of the two sentences in (22) may be
directly dependent on the different number of matching features in the two AO
moved elements (i.e. the interrogative OP and the topic, cf. Starke 2001). In
(22)a. the topic is &P with at least a [+N] feature that interferes with the
features of the extracted \Wdlrgument. By contrast, the Y/QP in (22)b does
not seem to have much in common with the topicalized constituent, beside its
OP statu¥. Nevertheless, further researchniseded on the properties of these
clauses.

A similar analysis explains the ungrammaticality of topicalization in
relative clauses, derived with @Rovement to a position in the high left
periphery. In the cartographic literature, this position is labRle&& and located
quite high in the @omain structure. Given the claugping nature of the
relative OP, | assume that RelP is SubP [+rel]. This analysis is supported by the
fact that topicalization in relative clauses is ungrammadfizabll Scandinawn
languages, as illustrated in the examples repeated below:

(23) a. *stelpan [serb—kingaf Haraldur ekki] (Icelandic)
girl.the that book.the gave Harald(NOM) not
OThe girl to whom Harald didnOt give the bookO
b. *den flicka [sonsitt h(Elnar kammat] (Swedish)
the girl that her hair has combed
OThe girl that has combed her hairO

In (23) the occurrence of a topic creates an intervention effect with the AO
movement of the relativ®P and yields an ungrammatical result. However, A'
extraction out of a relative clause is in some cases possible, in Swedish, as is
shown in (24)a. (Christer Platzack, p.c.) and (24)b. However, it seems that the
possibility to extract depends on the typgerelative clause: topicalization is
grammatical out of a subject relative, but not out of an (in)direct object relative,
as in (24)&

16 The function of the Y/NOP is smply determined by selectional requirements of the
matrix predicate.
1 By contrast, relative clauses are a favorable environment to stylistic fronting. For an

analysis of stylistic fronting and a proposal on the syntax of Scandinavian relative clauses se
Franco (2009) and references therein.
18 | thank BjSrn Lundquist for judging sentences 24b and c.
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(24) a. Blommor kanner jag en man [som séljer | (Swedish)
Flowers know I a men who sells
b. Blommor kénner jag en man [som kan sélja dig ]
Flowers know I a man who can sell you
c. *Blommor kinner jag en man [som du kan sédlja ]
Flowers know I a man who you can sell

The facts in (24) reveal a subject/object asymmetry in the creation of A’-
dependencies, which is found elsewhere in Mainland Scandinavian, such as in
the complementation structure of relative clauses and indirect questions (cf.
Thrainsson 2007, section 8.3 and references therein, and Boef and Franco, in

prep.).

4.3. Weak islands: Factive and notassertive declarative complements
A problematic point seems to be raised by the split between two groups of
declarative complements: those that allow topicalization and V2 (so-called
“bridge-verb complements”, cf. section 2) and those that do not. Why is
topicalization blocked in the latter group, i.e. always in factive and non-assertive
complements and often in modified/negated assertive complements? Why do
assertive complements allow internal-argument topicalization (and V2), whereas
topicalization is usually ungrammatical if the assertive complement is modified?
It can also happen that a negated or modified factive/non-assertive complement
allows topicalization, whereas its non-negated/modified counterpart does not (cf.
Julien 2007 for relevant data). How can the present proposal solve this puzzle?
The intuition is that all declarative clauses where topicalization is banned
are subordinated by an operator-variable binding mechanism. In this sense this
solution is in contrast with what has been proposed by Meinunger (2004).
According to him, embedded V2 clauses are derived by movement of a semantic
assertive operator (ASS). However, the presence of an assertive operator would
block the A’-OP-movement of a topic and yield an ungrammatical result, as
shown in the structure in (25), but contrary to facts, cf. (26):

(25) .. -[SubP[decl] ForceP[ass] ASS'OP Force H° (TopP *XP) FinP <ASS-OP> Fin \Y [IP---
(26) a. Han sa [att den hir sangen kunde han sjunga pa brollopet]  (Swedish)

He said that this here song.the could he sing on wedding.the
“He said that he couldn’t sing this song at the wedding”

This problem is obviated if we assume that the topicalization is itself
movement of a semantic OP whose function is to include the propositional
content of the embedded V2 clause in the evaluation process that potentially
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updates the discourse Common Ground between speaker and hearer. This
characterization of embedded V2 clauses accounts for the inkegmeevance

of the phenomenon without attributing independent illocution to embedded V2
clauses, similarly to what has been proposed for embeddefi€s in English

by Bianchi and Frascarelli (2009).

Instead, nofW2 complements are derived by a suboatior operator,
similarly to what happens for Whand relative clauses, with the difference that
the nature of the operator itself varies. There is vast literature suggesting that
factive complements are derived by merger of a silent noun (e.g. Othe factO,
optionally overt in some cases) to the edge of the subordinate (cf. Watanabe
1993; Zanuttini and Portner 2003; Aboh 2005; Krapova 2008, a. 0.). This
mechanism consists of Ahding a silent NP in @omain by means of an OP
selected by the matrix predteaIn this paper | disregard the proposal that there
is a silent noun, and propose that what is bound by the OP is a variable merged
in the functional field, with the function of making the propositional content of
the clause interpreted as presupposetie Thature of the OP deriving
presupposed clauses is in some respects similar to that of indirect Y/N questions,
with the difference that in the first case the OP is assigned a truth valdg (OP
whereas in the latter cases it encodes the disjunction afsiedruthvalues.

The prediction is that movement of an OP creates a (weak) island. It is well
known that factive complements have weak island properties (cf. Rooryck 1992,
and references therein). The expectation is then borne out by the fact that
topicalization of an XP in a OfactiveO clause is impossible because it triggers
intervention effects with the Aghain created by the movement of the OP to
SubP, in this type of complements. Thed&@nain structure of the complement

to a factive predicate suds the Scandinavian equivalent regret in (28),

where topicalization is ungrammatical, is given in (27):

(_27) [l\/latrix:regret [SubFC)PForceI§OPT>Force H [ TopP (*XP)/(<OPTruth>)FinP<OPTruth>Fin

(28) *Han Engrade [@ién hSr sEngeade han inte sjugit] (Swedish)
He regretted that this here song.the had he not sung
OHe regretted that he didnOt sing this songO

The same analysis applies to the complements ofesertive predicates,
such agdeny whose factual content of belief either denied or rejected by the
speaker (in this case the value assigned to the variable will not be T (true) but F
(false)). A common point in all more recent analyses of the semantic/pragmatic
import of embedded V2 clauses seems to be the centrabfrdhee speaker in
determining the actual interpretation of the clause.
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4.4. Negative islands and declarative complements of modified predicates
The same proposal can be extended to negated or modified assertive
complements. This type of complements @edved by movement of anrealis
(-R) operator meeting the selectional requirements imposed by the modified or
negated matrix predicate onto its complement. Facts seem much more
controversial in this case. Following the proposed analysis, the firsttatipac
would be that whenever an assertive or semifactive matrix predicate is either
negated or modified (e.g. by a modal) topicalization is not possible, but this is in
contrast with both Mainland Scandinavian and Icelandic facts, cf. for instance
(29) bdow:
(29) bau sS@u ekki [ad svona mabor! al'i hann bara porranum] (Icelandic)

they said not that such food ate he onlpamn.month

OThey didnOt say that he only ate such food during January and February.O

[Wiklund et al.2009, 59]

As a consequence, we cannot assume that whenever an assertive/semi
factive matrix predicate is negated or modified topicalization is impossible. For
the present purposes | limit my observations to cases where topicalization in the
complement @duses of modified/negated assertive and $aative predicates is
impossible or dispreferred.

| propose that embedded topicalization in negated/modified assertive or
semifactive complements is blocked in relation to the scope of
negation/modifier. Theselements are standardly assumed to have operator
properties. Scopeelated interpretive properties of negation and modals are in
fact visible in the restrictions on the position of negation and on the linear order
of negation and modals (cf. Moscati 200 A detailed discussion of such
properties is out of the scope of the paper; for the present purposes, let us
consider two cases:

(i) the matrix assertive or seifactive predicate is negated.

(if) the matrix predicate is modified, for instance by adalwerb.

() The matrix assertive or sefactive predicate is negated. According to
De Haan (2001), V2 is not possible if negation is interpreted as having scope
over the embedded clad&eThis means that a matrix negation scoping over the

19 This has been noted for the interpretation of embedded V2 in West Frisian by De
Haan (2001):
(i) a. Hy komt net [omdat it min waavie].
he @mes not [because it bad weather was]
OHe doesnOt come because it was bad weather (but for some other reason)O
b. Hy komt net [omdat Mvie min waatr].
he comes not [because it was bad weather]
OHe doesnOt come becausesiba weatherO
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entire €ntence binds a variable in the embedded clause. This is derived
syntactically with a subordinating operator (R)Rinked to the matrix negation.

The operator moves to the left periphery of the embedded clause and prevents
any topicalization, as schematily represented in (30):

(3(3)[Matrix: not Say/diSCOVG[r3ubFOPR ForceP~ OP—R> ForceHi (TopP*XP) FinP< OP—R >
Fin [ p< OPgr>

The structure in (30) cannot represent the derivatioalf@omplements to
negated assertive/seffaictive verbs becaussuch a generalization would be
disconfirmed by facts. See, for instance, the perfect grammaticality of
topicalization in the examples below:

(31)a. Jeg visstilkke [at slike husselger de faktisk (Norwegian)
| knew not that such houses #atly actually
hver dag p(E det meklerfirmaet.]
every day at that real.estate.agency
Ol didnOt know that they sell such houses every day at thedtadalagency.O

b. Men mekleren skke [at slike husselger han rezgimessig.]
But broker.the said not that such houses sells he regularly )
OBut the broker didnOt say that he sells such houses on a regular basis.O

The grammaticality of preverbal naubjects in the embedded clauses in
(31) can be attributetb the restricted scope of negation. Indeed, the matrix
predicates in (31) are not NEGising verbs (cf. Rooryck 1992). A NE@ising
predicate such dselievedisallows embedded topicalization because its negation
scopes over its complement, compare (3w with (31)a.:

(Norwegian)
(32)*Jeg trorikke [at slike husselgerde faktisk hver dag p&E det meklerfirmaet]
| believe not that such houses sell they actually every day at that real.estate
Ol did not believe that they actually saltts houses every day at the real
estate agencyO

This analysis is further supported by the fact that when the matrix negation
licenses an NPI in the embedded clause, thus scoping over it, topicalization is
not possible:

(33) a. Jag visste inte [att des sElde sEdana hus] (Swedish)

(i.e. the reason why he doesnOt come is bad weather)
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| knew not that they even sold such houses
Ol did not know that they even sell such housesO
b. *Jag visste inte [atEdana hse#lde deeng
| knew not that such houses sdiey even
Ol did not know that they even sell such hou§@&h@ster Platzack, p.c.]

(i) The matrix predicate is modified, for instance by a modal verb. The
modifier contributes to the selectional properties of the matrix predicate which
in turn selets a subordinate clause inheriting the matrix illocution. Wide scope
of the modal on the whole clause results in the structure in (34) below:

(34) [l\iatrix: COUId Say/diSC0V8[3ubP0P-R ForcelﬁOP-R> ForceHi (TopP*XP) FinP<OP-
R Fin [ p <OPgR>...

According to (34), therrealis OP selected by the modified matrix predicate
binds a variable in the functional field of the embedded structure. The modal
scope width is ensured by the presence of the irrealis OP, whose movement in
the embedded left periphe@blocksO embedded topicaliz&fiofhis is shown
in example (35):

(35) Han kunne komme til (E oppdage deatvar han helt alene]
He could come to to discover that there was he completely alone
"It might so happen that he would discover tthegre he was completely
alone" [Julien, p.c.]

In a relativized minimality framework, the modal nature of{O¢annot
explain why intervention effects should after all be expected when fronting a
(nonrmodal) operateXP such a a preverbal topic in a V2 clause. Indeed, Julien
(in prep.) reports that some Swedish and Norwegian speakers accept topic
extraction not only from subjetitial (36a), but even from nesubject initial
embedded clauses (38band contrary to what is munonly expected (i.e., no
extraction out of a V2 clause, cf. Andersson 1975 and De Haan 2001):

20 Richard Larson (p.c.) remarks that it is not necessary to postulate OP movement in
these case, and the derivation could be an instance oflistagce Agree, as long as the
minimality effects can be accounted in terms of intervention in the checking mechanism of
the features encoded in thed@main. This is another possible solution worth exploring,
although identification of the intervening features seems quite problematic.

2 According to Julien (in prep), Swedish patterns in the same way. Christer Platzack
(p.c.) judges the Swedish translation of (36)a OK, but that of (36)b ungrammatical, which
seems to indicate that focalized msubjects (a temporal adverbial in the casevapand
preverbal subjects in a V2 clause must have a different feature specification. Differences in
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(Norwegian)
(36)a. %Denne artikkelen sa ho [at ho haddeikkje tid til &4 lese ]
this paper.DEF said she that she had not time to to read
“This paper she said that she didn’t have time to read.”
b.%Den artikkelen sa ho at I GAR fekk ho ikkje tid til 4 lese
that article. DEF said she that yesterday got she not time to to read
“That article, she said that, yesterday, she could not find the time to read
it.” [Julien (in prep.), 27, 45-46]

The extraction facts in (36) above can be explained syntactically with
relativized minimality, without needing to assume that embedded V2 is related
to an assertion (Julien, in prep.). Let us consider the syntax of the complement
clauses in (36). In (36)a. there is no plausible candidate acting as an intervener
to A’-topic extraction, under the assumption that the subject 4o is in an A-
position in non-V2 as well as in V2 clauses. On the other hand, acceptance of a
complement clauses with the order ADV-V-Subj is subject to variation among
speakers (cf. fn. 21). In the present analysis this variation is explained with the
possibility to front locative and temporal adverbials to a non-quantificational
position in the C-domain (ModP). Moreover, the two A’-moved constituents,
i.e. I GAR and the extracted topic Den artikkelen, have such a different feature
specification that they may not trigger relevant minimality effects. The
prediction following from this analysis is that arguments or adjuncts undergoing
A'-OP movement to a (higher) quantificational position in the C-domain must
instead create an island to extraction, inasmuch as they act as interveners to
further A'-movement. Such prediction is borne out by facts attested not only in
Mainland Scandinavian, but also in Icelandic:

(37) *Hver sagli han [a! !essar Db3%kur hefli gefi! Kara]?
(Icelandic)
Who said he that these books had given Kari. DAT
“Who did he say had given these books to Kari?”
[Hrafnbjargarson et al. 2010,
I1a]

It is known from Vikner (1995) (cf. also Hrafnbjargarson et al. 2010) that
argument or adjunct extraction out of subject-initial V2-clauses 1is
ungrammatical in all Germanic V2 languages but Yiddish and Icelandic (given
proper restrictions on the mood of embedded predicate, in the latter):

extraction possibilities between Swedish and Norwegian are also discussed elsewhere
(Hrafnbjargarson et al. 2010, Boef & Franco in prep., a.0.).
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(38)a. Hvernig sagdi hun [a0 bornin hSf! u alltaf lert sogu  ]? (Icelandic)
How said she that children-the have(COND) always learned history
b.*Hvordan sagde hun [at barnene havdealtid lert historie __]? (Danish)
How said she that children-the have always learned history
“How did she say that the children have always learned history?”

The unacceptability of (38)b vs. the partial acceptability of (36)a and the
full acceptability of (38)a does not depend on the subject status because all
subjects of the examples above are allegedly in A-position. Instead, V-raising
across a sentential adverb or negation seems to be licensed by other factors,
independently of the nature of the preverbal constituent. An analysis of the
feature-checking mechanism triggering embedded verb second is required, and a
tentative proposal is sketched in next section.

5. The problem of embedded subijeeinitial clauses
This section focuses on the following issues, already addressed at p. 15 above,
and repeated below:

a) Why is Mainland Scandinavian subpaatial V2 not attested irthe
lower part of Table 1 given that preverbal subjects, contrary to topics, do not
trigger minimality effects with Ofhovement?

b) Why is embedded subjacttial V2 possible in every context in
Icelandic?

Relevant examples are repeated below for convenience:

Non-assertive/Factive complements
(39)a. Hann sa eftir [ad hann haf! i ekki sungid] (Icelandic)
He regretted that he had not sung
“He regretted that he had not sung”
b. Han angrade [att han inte hade’*hadeinte sjungit] (Swedish)
He regretted that he had not sung
“He regretted that he had not sung”
[Hroarsdottir et al. 2007, 58-59, 19, 22]

Negated/Modified assertive complements
(40) a. Eg vissi ekki [ad pu varst/v¥arir ekki bestur] (Icelandic)
I knew not that you were(ind)/(subj) not best
“I didn’t know that you were not the best”
b. Vi anser inte [att problemet inte Sr/ *Sr inte av teknisk natur] (Swedish)
We consider not that problem.the not is/is not of technical nature
“We don’t think that the problem is not of technical nature”
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Relative clauses
(41) a. maurinn sem hantalar stundum Vi (Icelandic)
manthe that he talks sometimes to
OThe man that he sometimes talks toO
b. den flicka [som intdar / *har inte kammat sitt hGEr Sn]  (Swedish)
the girl that not has / has not combed her hair yet
OThe girl that hasnOt combed her hair yetO

Indirect Wh questims

(42) a. Maria spui [hvern hanrtala! i stundum V] (Icelandic)
Maria asked whom he talked(subj) sometimes to
OMaria asked whom he talked to sometimesO

b. Jag undrar [vem som intk@r / *har inte blivit sjuk Sn] (Swedish)
| wonder who that not has been ill yet
Ol wonder who hasnOt been ill yetO
[Thrtinsson 2007, 401, 8.22, Julien, 2007, 121, 20]

The issue is twdolded:
- on the one hand, it is not clear what prevemsverb from raising to the -C
domain in the aboveentioned clause types in Mainland Scandinavian.
- on the other hand, this asymmetry is not observed in Icelandic, because
subjectinitial embedded clauses are always V2. Nonetheless, whether the
Icelandc subordinate clauses in (3@)2) are Vto-C is a very controversial
point. Why would the verb move to a higher position in Icelandic than in
Mainland Scandinavian? This is an old question that has been repeatedly
addressed in the literature (an interggtnalysis of Icelandic verb movement is
given in Thrfinsson 2010).

In the cases in (39%12) the difference between Icelandic and Mainland
Scandinavian cannot lie on the preverbal element (a subject, i.eelmant,
in both cases). Verb raising inelandic would need to be triggered by some
featurechecking mechanism which is not active in Mainland Scandinavian. It is
no new idea that Icelandic-Wonting can be related to the full specification of
tense and agreement features on the verbal heanhifdad and Platzack 1995),
given all the necessary precautions against a hasty generalization on the relation
between richness of inflection and verb movement. Nevertheless, independent
V-to-l does not suffice to explain why V3 orders are usually unattested
marginal, in embedded clauses. Specifically, why are-YAdsrders (even with
high sentential adverbs) so infrequent in Icelandic embedded clauses, contrary to
Mainland Scandinavian ones? If the verb were fronted to a high position in the
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IP, why is a Igher phrasal adverb not allowed to follow or precede the
preverbal subjeatnd the ver3*?

As pointed out in Thrfinsson (2010) with reference to a study conducted on
embedded V3 orders resulting from ABW ordering (Angdtsson 2007), some
subordinate @uses allow V3 provided that the subject is not indefinite.
Indefinite subjects cannot occupy an -gdéripheral position (such as
Spec,AgrSP) in Icelandic (see Bobaljik and Thrfinsson 1998). As a
consequence, a V3 order is possible only with a definitgesulbvhen the
negatiorekki is exceptionally adjoined to Spec, TP, as in (43)b below.

(43)a." a#t var Hrafnkelssaga [sem hann/Haraldur/einthadt i ekki lesi].
it was HrafnkelOs saga that he/Harold/somebody had not read
b." a# var Hrahkelssaga [sem hann/Haraldur/?*einh&igti haf! i lesi#].
it was HrafnkelOs saga that he/Harold/somebody not had read
Olt was HrafnkelOs saga that he/Harold/somebody hadnOt readO
[Thriinsson 2003, 183]

In ThriinsenOs (2010) analysis, a sentence like (43)a shows that the verb
moves to T, rather than to C. According to Bobaljik and Thrfinsson (1998), V3
orders are made possible by Oexceptional adverb placementO, thus one should
expect that Othe kind of modificatiproduced by a high adverb might not be
equally compatible with all types of embedded clausesO (Thrtinsson 2010). He
further observes that: OThis type of V3 order is indeed mostly found in certain
types of embedded clauses, namely relative clauses, irdBveglauses and
certain types of adverbial clauses, such as temporal clauses and concessive
clauses. [E] These are the clauses thatl/aaet main-clause like and where it is
most difficult to get embedded topicalization (See especially Magncesson, 1990).
Hence we would not expect to gett®C in Icelandic in these clauses. Thus the
fact that the VfirRAdv order is nevertheless the default order in these-Qa0n
(i.e., nonV-to-C) clauses in Icelandic is a strong argument against a general V
to-C-type andysis of Icelandic VfinRAdv order, such as the one proposed by
Bentzen (2007) and her colleagues.O (p2R2talics mine).

According to Thrfinsson, embedded V2 in Icelandic is the result of verb
movement to some inflectional position in the IP fiedthted to the richness of
agreement. Further support to this hypothesis actually comes from the following
facts, contrasting with Hr—arsd—ttir et al.Os (2007) observation that the Icelandic

22 Thereis vast literature supporting the idea of a subject position in ttientin, see
Platzack 2009 for Scandinavian, or Poletto 2000 for Romance. This is a broad topic that
deserves an independent treatment.
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verb must precede the entire adverb cluster if more than one phrasal adverb is
present in a clause, and cannot be in an intermediate position:

(44)a. Han for ekki heim, sem hun sennilegahefoi att a! gera.
she went not home which she probably had should to do
“She didn't go home, which she probably should have done.”
b. Hun for heim, sem hun sennilegahefoi ekkiatt a! gera.
she went home which she probably had not should to do
“She went home, which she probably shouldn't have done.”

Example (44)b. shows that the verb canappear between two adverbs if the
clause allows V3 (a relative clause in this case). Following Thrainsson, I assume
that V-Adv order is just the result of verb movement to an IP-peripheral
position, rather than V-to-C, in the Icelandic clauses corresponding to non-V?2
contexts in Mainland Scandinavian.

Notice that Icelandic is the only Scandinavian language that preserves
subjunctive morphology on the verb. Consider for instance the following
examples:

(45)a. Han spur! i [hvort tungli! v%ari Gr osti] (Icelandic)
she asked if moon.the was(subj) from cheese
“She asked if the moon was made of cheese”
b. Hun ver! ur ekki 4nzeg! [nema tungli! SZur osti]
She will.be not happy unless moon.the be(subj) from cheese
“She will not be happy unless the moon is made of cheese”

The subordinate clauses in (45), an indirect question and an adverbial
clause, are considered non-V2 contexts. The fact that the verb 1s in the
subjunctive form guarantees V-fronting to a quite high position in the IP where
subjunctive mood 1s checked. Following Cinque (1999), the

> Hroarsdottir et al. (2007) base their observation on the following evidence, which

Thrainsson (2010) claims to be misleading because the complement introduced by a! is not
one where V3 is possible. Cf. (44) above, which is grammatical according to Thrainsson
(2010).
(1) a. *Hann segir al Maria ekki oft hafi sungi! falskt. (Ic)
he says that Mary not often has sung out-of-tune
b. *Hann segir a! Maria ekki hafi oft sungi! falskt
not has often
c. Hann segir a! Maria hafi ekki oft sungi! falskt.
has not often
“He says that Mary has not often sung out of tune.”
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indicative/subjunctive mood distinction is operated by the unmarked vs. marked
status of an irrealis feature on a Mood head just below T:

(46) [IP MOOdspeech—act MOOd evaluative MOOd evidential MOd epistemic T(paSt) T(future)
MOOd irrealis -

Whether or not we agree with the specific proposal of Cinque (1999) for
subjunctive, we can still assume that Icelandic subjunctive verbs move to a
dedicated higher structural position than their Mainland Scandinavian (default
indicative) counterparts where subjunctive morphology is absent™. In other
words, we can analyze the different behavior of Icelandic with respect to
embedded V2 possibilities as the consequence of different morphosyntactic
properties allowing mood feature-checking. Although a detailed comparison of
mood marking in Scandinavian is out of the scope of this paper, I briefly
consider some relevant aspects in which Icelandic mood marking differs from
the Mainland Scandinavian one. To this purpose, [ base my hypothesis on recent
work by Sigurdsson (2009) for Icelandic and Eide (2008)a and b for Norwegian,
as an instance of Mainland Scandinavian. Both authors agree that subjunctive
morphology in a complement clause, when available, expresses the speaker's
lack of commitment with respect to the truth of the proposition expressed by the
embedded clause. As the most conservative of Old Norse morphology among
the Scandinavian languages, Icelandic has productive subjunctive.

Sigurdsson (2009) observes the distribution of subjunctive in clauses
embedded under specific predicates with respect to their factive/non-factive
status, according to the following scheme (main clause predicates are reported in
English for ease of exposition):

(47) Mood selected by main clause predicates in relation to their factivity
(Icelandic)
a. (Semi-)Factives:

discover, know, see; be obvious; the fact, the trutisually indicative
b. Non-factives:

believe, hope, say, think; be thinkabldie idea, the lie— usually
subjunctive
c. True factives:
deplore, embrace, regret, rejoice; be fun, be deplorablesually subjunctive
modal skulu + infinitive

4 Christer Platzack (p.c.) remarks that this hypothesis would predict that the verb moves to a higher

position in Older versions of Mainland Scandinavian, where subjunctive mood was morphologically marked.
Testing this prediction is left to future research.
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Sigur! sson (2009) defines the interpretive property of presence vs. lack of
speaker's commitment with respect to the truth of the reported clause encoded by
the indicative/subjunctive alternation as a “speaker truthfulness responsibility”
feature. Support for this analysis comes from facts concerning the category of
semi-factives in (47)a., where subjunctive complements are also possible, but
receive a different interpretation:

(48)a. Jon vissi al Maria kom heim. (Icelandic)
John knew that Mary came.IND home
“John knew that Mary came home.”
(i.e., ‘John knew about the fact that Mary came home’)
b. Jon vissi al Maria keemi heim.
John knew that Mary came.SBJ home
“John knew that Mary would come home.”
(i.e., ‘John was confident that Mary would come home”)
[Sigur! sson 2009, 16, 38]

The indicative in the complement clause in (48)a indicates that the speaker
makes himself responsible for its truth. By contrast, the speaker does not take
responsibility for the truth of the complement in (48)b, where the subjunctive is
used to report the matrix subject's point of view. As a consequence, the absence
of more than one preverbal constituent in subjunctive clauses (yielding a surface
V2 order) is related to the interpretive properties of the clause itself. Namely,
additional preverbal elements (such as high adverbs, typically related to some
modality or to the speaker’s point of view, cf. (46) above) would create a
conflict with the interpretive properties of subjunctive mood. In syntactic terms,
we may think of the scope-related properties of mood as a binding relation
between FinP, where features related to the clause finiteness are interpreted and
the IP position targeted by V-movement (i.e. Moodiyeaiis )-

Verb movement alone (without specific subjunctive morphology) in
Mainland Scandinavian cannot be associated in a parallel fashion to the Speaker
Truthfulness Responsibility feature expressed by the indicative vs. subjunctive
use in Icelandic (Sigur! sson 2009). The question is how Mainland Scandinavian
checks mood features and how these strategies are connected to V2 order. A
useful indication in this direction comes from Eide's (2008)b analysis of mood
in Norwegian. Eide observes that mood is not morphologically encoded in
Norwegian: there are only non-productive relics of a subjunctive (used in
lexicalized expressions), whereas mood is usually expressed by means of
modals, particles and lexical verbs.

Eide points out that Norwegian has modal particles, despite lacking
morphological mood marking on inflected verbs:
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¥ Mun! contraction of Old Norse verbunu (may)
¥ Tro/tru'! atro (believe)
¥ Kanskje! Kann (can)+Skje (happen) (=maybe)
She observes that: "A peculiar trait of these particles is that they may give
rise to exceptional nex2 word order in main clausedha data in (49a) and
(49b) are from Faarlund et al. (1997: 946).

(49)a. Kven tru som har gjort dette? (Nynorsk)
who tru that have done this
Who did this, | wondei®
b. Hvem mon har v3art her f¢r 0ss? (Bokm(CEl)
wlo mon have been here before us?
Who have been here before us, | won@er?
c. Kanskje Ola kommer ogsE? (Bokm(CEl)
maybe Ollie comes too?
Maybe Ollie comes t00?0

Another solution adopted to obviate the lack arpmological subjunctive
in Modern Norwegian is the use of preterite (to express that a clause is a mere
report, without speaker's commitment to its truth, cf. Eide 2008b) and of modal
verbs such asille (xwould); kunne (=could); skulle (=should);matte (=might),
which are all different expressions biealis mood. Specificallyskulle and
mdtte are used in conditional adverbial clauses and in relative clauses
respectively:

(50)a. De situasjoner som mtte/ *skulle oppstCE... (Norwegian)
Thesituations that must.PRET/ should occur
OThose situations that might occur...O
b. Skulle/*mEtte en slik situasjon oppstE
Should/must.PRET a such situation occur
OShould such a situation occur...O [Eide 2008b., 12, 20]

Only in restrictive relative clauses like (50)a hadrte a possibility
reading, rather than an obligation one, which indicates that it is used to mark the
irrealis character of the clause. The use séfille/matte in the contets
exemplified in (50) is a development related to the loss of subjunctive
morphology: in Old Norse the same clauses are instead expressed by preterite
subjunctive forms. This overview of Norwegian and Icelandic facts concerning
mood expressions is aimed ilustrating the differences between these two
languages. The fact that a specific subjunctive morphology is available in
Icelandic favors the possibility that the inflected (subjunctive) verb
morphologically realizes a dedicated position in the IP Gegue 1999). In



169

this case, verb movement is triggered by a madwoetking mechanism, rather
than being associated toteg-C. According to Sigursson (2009), subjunctive is
negatively marked for the OSpeaker Truthfulness ResponsibilityO feature,
contrary b other indicative V2 complements. Following what has been proposed
above for the interpretation of factive complements, Sggon's OSpeaker
Truthfulness ResponsibilityO feature can be restated in terms of a pragmatic
requirement for OTruttondition evéuationO. VAdv order in subject initial
embedded clauses in Icelandic would depend on the requirement to Oevaluate
the T-conditionsO of the propositional content of the clause. In this case the V2
results from genuine Xb-C as the syntactic realizatioorfthe independent
Oevaluation of the-GonditionsO of the clause. The satisfaction of the GTruth
condition evaluationO requirement can be alternatively ensured by the binding
operation between Fin and Mood (e.g. resulting {toWlood in Icelandic). In

the latter case, the feature responsible for the interpretation of¢baditions

of the propositional content of the embedded clause receives a different value.
Crucially, in this case the -Gonditions of the embedded clause are not
pragmatically evaluatkin the discourse, which is syntactically realized by the
lack of V-to-C, in Mainland Scandinavian, as well as in Icelandic. In Icelandic
however, the verb can still reach a quite high position in the IP domain. The
Icelandic rich verbal morphology enabl both mood and tense/agreement
expression on the verbal head that targets the dedicated prdfegtioCinque
1999).

Notice that in many subordinate cases the V2 effect may as well be only
apparent: the verb targets a high position in the IP domdachwis why
sentential adverbs follow it. This hypothesis is supported by the fact that V3
orders are also possible in sentences of this type, i.e. in clauses where no active
OTruthcondition evaluationO feature attracts the verb to the complementizer
doman. This is the case for restrictive relative clauses, but also for anth
adverbial complements. Crucially, clauses where mood is expressed by
morphological subjunctive (Old Norse; Icelandic) or by obviative forms (e.g.
Norwegian modal particles, cf. (#@bove) generally allow V3 orders as well
(cf. Angangsson 2007 for facts on Icelandic). This suggests that stbjeat
embedded V2 is the result of a more complex interplay of different factors, and

% Christer Platzack (p.c.) points out that there i&\d¥ order but no subjunctive in
Icelandic control infinitives. There are many proposal trying to acdouriis problem, but |

do not have a satisfactory explanation. The identification of the specific fehiecking
mechanisms involved in the derivation of control complements would require a more detailed
discussion than what is offered in this papertHis respect, | follow Thrfinsson's (2007)
suggestion: Q@ possibility is that the infinitival subject PRO in Icelandic control infinitives
needs special licensing by the verb, perhaps because of its case pr{gisdissed abové).

(p. 452 and cf. section 8.2.2.). Along these line$p-Vin control infinitives would depend on

a different requirement, related to subjeoensing.
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the surface linear order of Icelandic hides thd tagget positions of verb
movement that are related to the morphosyntactic and interpretive properties of
the verb (cf. Vikner 1995).

This analysis is also compatible with Eide's (2008)a and b explanation of
V2. Eide shows that the Scandinavian verbalraggm expresses
morphologically a finiteness feature, in contrast to English where this distinction
has been lost. Eide (2008)a illustrates the transition from the Old English
paradigm of weak verbs, very similar to that of modern Mainland Scandinavian,
to the presentlay English impoverished verbal morphology. She explains the
absence of productive V2 in preselaty English with the fact that finiteness is
no longer encoded in the verbal morphology, under the assumption that
Mainland Scandinavian V2 claes are derived by ¥0-C movement. A natural
guestion, at this point, is: how can we explain the absence of V2 from many
types of embedded clauses in Mainland Scandinavian, given that the verbal
morphology still expresses finiteness?

Eide (2008)a addressehis issue in a footnote, where, with regard to verb
movement in subordinate clauses, she arguessOme that V2 is connected to
assertion (like Bentzen et al. 2007; Klein 1998; and others), but this isveagne
relation, not a biconditional. WhenehForcerelated OV20 head contains the
trigger for V2, only a finite verb can fulfil the requirements of this head, and the
V2 probe thus scans its checking domain for [+finiteness]. This does not imply
that a [+Finite] verb obligatorily moves to V2, ovgror covertly, when the V22
trigger is not present, as in subordinate clauses.O (fn. 14). Eide's explanation is
based on the more or less implicit assumption th&d-& in V2 clauses is not
only dependent on finiteness, but also on some pragmatic pesperti the
analysis proposed here, embeddedo\Fin does not necessarily yield a root
interpretation, therefore assuming that the verb movement is triggered to check
an OassertionO feature seems inappropriate. The alternative hypothesis sketchec
above isthat the verb moves to FinP in order to make theofditions of the
complement clause available in the evaluation process, taking place at the level
of discourse pragmatics (cf. Speas and Tenny 2003). Following this hypothesis,
the V2 complement is not alysed as an independent speech act, but as a
falsifiable proposition (cf. Bianchi & Frascarelli 2009).

Mainland Scandinavian and Icelandic have main clause V2 because the
verb morphology marks finiteness; Icelandic also has verb movement to a quite
high position in the IP in subordinate clauses, because the verb morphology
marks agreement and mood. Mainland Scandinavian verbs cannot raise so high
in the IP in the subordinate clauses because they do not have agreement and
mood morphology. The fact that M&nd Scandinavian verbal morphology
expresses finiteness regardless of the clausal context (main or subordinate
clauses) does not entail that the verb must move to tuen@in anyway (i.e.
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to FinP). In this sense,-¥6-C must be triggered by an actipdiniteness] probe

(as is that requiring Trutbondition evaluation), so we may hypothezise that
subordinate clauses do not requirédd¥C movement because finiteness alone is
already expressed by merger of a complementizer or subordinating particle.
Instead, subordinate %6-C would be probed by an extra feature related to the
Truth-condition evaluation, since complementizers and subordinating particles
are in general not properly specified to enter the featineeking mechanism of
such a feature.

Further investigations on the features encoded in finite verbs in V2
languages is needed in order to explain the relation between verb movement,
finiteness checking and complementation structures. Future research may also
explore the semantic properties of sudgtive in Icelandic, which have been
briefly discussed abo%® For the present purposes, facts illustrated so far have
been discussed with the aim of explaining the differences between Icelandic and
Mainland Scandinavian languages with respect to embesid®gectinitial V2.

6. Final remarks and some speculations

| conclude with a few words on OrealO embedded V2 contexts, i.e. contexts
where the verb is expected to raise to C and topicalization is also possible. What
triggers \{to-C in subject initial ernedded V2 of this kind? Given that these
clauses do not have veshbibject inversion, we cannot assume thato\C
depends on the operator status of the preverbal topic. Two possibilities then
emerge:

1. The preverbal subject is Afoved on a par with prevbal topics and
triggers \Ato-C. This hypothesis is of course disconfirmed for cases where weak
pronominal subjects precede the verb in V2 clauses.

2 Interestingly, Thrfinsson (2007) and Sigggon (1990) observe some relation
between factivity andsubjunctive mood, based on the fact that subjunctive complements
entail some kind of presupposition (cf. Thrtinsson 2007, p.400). Consider for instance (i),
where the truth of the propositional content expressed by the embedded clause cannot be
negated.
(i) J—n harmardaviar’a skuli vera hZr] #en hoen er ekki hZr.

John regrets that Mary shall(subj) be here #but she is not here

OJohn regrets (the fact) that Mary is here #but she is not hereO [Thrtinsson 2007, 400, 8.18]

In light of what has beediscussed so far, clauses where subjunctive mood forces a

factive reading cannot in principle allow M@picalization, since the factive clause is derived
by movement of an OP that would trigger minimality effects with a topic. Following this
intuition, movement of a factive operator (perhaps binding the mood position related to
subjunctive in IP) to the domain would be one strategy to make mood interpretable at the
interface. On the presence of a mood feature in tder@ain and related featuoheckirg
strategies in Southern Italian Dialects (f\Mid, Romance varieties) see Damonte (2008).
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2. V-to-C is triggered by some specific feature encoded in Fin, assuming
that this position is the targeff @erb movement. This hypothesis has the
advantage of solving the economy problem that would emerge under the
assumption that Mo-C is required by fronting an OP to thedGmain, namely
that V-to-C is dependent on topic fronting. According to Rizzi (199 €)iterion
on the Gdomain is satisfied if either the specifier or the head of a criterial
projection is overtly realized, but a realization of both (as suggested by Roberts
and Roussou 2002 for V2) would be agtionomic.

If V-to-C no longer depends ame movement of a constituent to a C
specifier (e.g. Spec,TopP in our cartography), the economy problem is
circumvented, because the preverbal constituent could be in the specifier of a
higher criterial projection and the verb in the lowehé€ad, i.e. Fi. At this point
the question is how to explain the V2 constraint that one and only one preverbal
element can move, once we discard the idea of locality relation between
preverbal XP and V postulated in terms of Spead relation. This is not
problematicas long as the preverbal element is@®moved: any other AO
movement to the left periphery is banned by minim&litBut why multiple
frontings are not possible in subjacitial V2 clauses, given that the subject is
A-moved?

A tentative answer to thiatter question concerns the trigger otd/C. |
have argued that embedded V2 cannot be the result of fronting of an assertive
operator (ASS) of the kind postulated by Meinunger (2004), because such
operator would give rise to minimality effects with tipgeverbal topic.
However, | have argued with Eyth—rsson (1996) that argumetoipd2 are
operators. We can assume the Aspferator identified by Meinunger (2004) is
instead a IconditionatOP associated to the topic and assigns it an operator
status in \2 clauses. This association could be done on a low functional
projection immediately above the vP level (by analogy to what is proposed by
Duffield (2007) for the syntactic encoding of an OassertiveO feature).

In subjectinitial clauses the subject cannobhove to the functional
projection encoding the Truttondition evaluation requirement on the low vP
periphery (an A{osition), but needs to be-moved to a higher positiéh
Klein (1998; 2006) claims that finiteness encodes both tense and assertion
featues in Indoeuropean languages, and Duffield (2007) provides support to this
claim by showing that an assertive particle is merged in the left vP periphery in

2 Relativized minimality (cf. Rizzi 1990) accounts better for different degrees of
degradation of clauses where different types of frontings are tested.
28 One optimal way to give the subject an @Rtus by moving it first to the functional

AQposition in the low vP periphery is to adopt a strategy enabling subject dislocation (or
extraction); i.e. a strategy that independently satisfies the subject critericio@sukated by
Rizzi (2004); Rizzi and Shlonsky (2007).
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Vietnamese, where verb movement cannot mark assertion by moving to the
finiteness projection.

If we transpose this analysis in a cartographic perspective, and we
reconsider the assertion feature as a more general requirement on the
interpretation of the propositional content-¢dnditions), Fconditions would
need to be checked on Fin in Indoeuropeam] \Ato-Fin in Germanic is a
plausible strategy for that, given the absence of special OassertiveO particles of
the Vietnamese type (cf. Duffield 2007) in V2 languages (as well as in other
Indoeuropean languages). Accordingly, | assume that a -Caumtition-OP
binds the Vhead as a variable and triggerstovFin. The Truthcondition
operator can have an overt realization in a preverbal topic or be null, as in
subjectinitial V2 clauses. In both cases, the null operator bans extraction in
Mainland Scandiavian (for minimality of TconditionsOP and Wkhkextraction).

By contrast, extraction out of a subjatitial V2 clause is possible in Icelandic
under the assumption that in this case no OP triggets-Rih because the
embedded clause is not evaluatedmseparate proposition, but V2 is the result
of V-to-1 (cf. also Thrfinsson 2010):

(51)a. ¥emsa han [att hahadeinte gettt den hSr boken]? (Swedish)
whom said he that he had not given this here book
OWho did he say that lael Imot given this book t0?0
b.Hverjumheldur! ce [a Mar'agefi ekkit svona b%akur ]? (Icelandic)
whom think you that Mary gives not such books
OWho do you think that Mary does not give such books t0?0
[Thriinson (2010) 19, 229]

In this perspective, V2 as-¥-Fin is:
(i) triggered by a featurehecking mechanism, namely [Trutbndition
evaluation] on FinP;
(il) associated to movement of a TridbnditionOP, which explains restrictions
on V2 clauses byinimality;
(il) non-redundant for economy principles, as it lexically realizes the head of a
projection that would otherwise remain silent, given that theoidOP,
whether null or associated to an-éddstituent, targets a higher position.

With regardto the latter point, it seems plausible that the TFoathdition
OP be selected by the matrix clause in order to enter the discourse pragmatics.
This hypothesis would explain the synergy between Force and Fin in V2
clauses. A structural representationaohonsubject initial V2 clause is given
below:
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(52) [SubP ForceP Prruth -cond Forcdtt/att/a! TopP[<OPTruth-cond> XP]Top FinP<[<OPTruth-
cond” XP]>Fin V[+truth -cond] [

The hypothesis sketched above is compatible with the idea that there is a
connection beteen the properties of functional projections located in the
periphery of each phase, similarly to what Poletto (2005) argues for Old Italian.
In the specific case of Yb-C, the interpretive properties of V2 clauses, related
to their illocutionary forceywould require the activation of a projection allegedly
encoding discourseelated features at the edge of the vP phase, which provides
the propositional content. However, further research and deeper investigations
are needed in this direction in order twdarstand the exact derivation of V2.
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ELLERHUR and other YedNo-quedion operator
candidates in Swedish

David Petersson, Lund University

GunlSg Josefsson, Lund University

Abgract. Our point of departurés a new use of the question teder hur RU KRZ pibbVQIW LV
Swedish

(i) Eller hur ska vi &Ekatill Iltalien i sommar?
or how shall we go to Italy in summer
p:H ZLOO JR WR ,WDO\ WKLV VXPPHU ZRQfW ZH"T

We argue thagller hur used in this way ian overt Yes/Najuestion operator, and that it patterns
with visst andnog, which we proposaretwo otherYes/Noquestion operatsiin Swedish

We also discus®ller hur that combineswith a that-clause,a configuration thatjields a
sentence thah most cases isonstrued aan ironic statementVe argue that this instanoéeller
hur is not a question operator, buhat weterm a nonrverbal matrix and furthermore thadler
hur, followed by athatclause patterns with oter nonverbal matricesvith a similar meaning
such asjisst pV X U HSkell Q GX U H |

1 Introduct ion

The default questiosag in Swedish iséller hur (or how). Just like its English
counterpartisn t it, eller hur is used in contexts where the speaker expects the
listener to agreeith thestatement just mad€onsider (1) for an example:

(1)Filmen var bra  ellerhur?
filmthe was good, or how
17Klsh ZDV JRRG ZDVQTW LW"’

"This paper has been presented at the Grammar Seminar, Centre for Languages and Literature,
Lund University. We thank the participants at this seminar for valuatenents and criticism.
A special thankgoesto Valeria Molnir and Christer Platzack for valuable comments.

Working Papers in Scandinavian Syntax 86 (2010) 179-198.
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A new way ofusing eller hur has developed especiallyamong children and
youngstersEller hur can nowadaysbe usedin a clause initial positigrwhich is
illustrated in (2. In what follows we will annotatesller hur in its new use as
ELLERHUR.

(2)ELLERHUR var filmen bra?
ELLERHUR  was filmithe good
‘The film was good, wasn’t it?’

As (2) shows ELLERHUR precedes the finite verlwhich indicates that it is a fully
integrated part of the clause; hence we gather that its syntactic status differs from
eller hur in examples such as (1); as a tag questitan hur is most reasonably
right dislocated.

In its new useELLERHUR may also precedethat-clause.

(3)ELLERHUR  att filmen var bra
ELLERHUR that filmthe was good

As will be elaboratedn moredetail in section 3, the meaning of sentences such as
(3) depends on the context; typicahe sentencesonveyan ironic meaning

Our paper has several purposégl-question operators in Swedish is the topic
of section 2.First of all wepresent an analysis of the né&kLERHUR + finite

verb In short we argue th&il LERHUR in examples such as (B)a Y/N-question

SRR ARNARNA A RRAAARAAY

1 we take no deflnlte stand as how to right dislocation should be analysed syntactically, but
assume that right dislocatedementsare located ira separate syntactic domain, associated
with the preceding clause semantically.

2 Yet another recently developed useEbf ERHUR should be mentioned. Consider (i).

INNIN l >>>>>>>> l‘ l» ¢ IL'\‘\.

() A: SvenskliSraren Sr typ jordens trEkigaste mSnniska.
Swedish teacher.the is like earth.the’s most.boring person
"'The Swedish teacher is like the most boring person on earth’
B:  Eller hur!
or  how
'l agree!'

In the example abov&LLERHUR is used as an answ By utteringeLLERHUR, speaker B

signals that he or she agrees with the statement made by speaker A. There is most probably a
connection betweeall the new uses oELLERHUR, but the nature of this relation will not
beexploredin this paper.
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operator Secondly, we argue that Swedish has mong-diiestion operators, in
particularvisst and nog, and thatELLERHUR patterns withthese operators. In
section 3 we arguehat ELLERHUR immediatelypreceding dhat-clause, as in (3),
Is an example ofvhat we calla nonverbal matrix.In this latter useELLERHUR
does not have any question operator properi#ection 4 contains a short
summary

2 Y /N-guedion operatorsin Swedish

21ELLERHUR in V2-constructions a recently emerged Y/N-
question operator

As pointed out in the introductiolsLLERHUR in its new use may precede the
finite verb in main clause Consider4), which is a repetition of (2) above

(4)ELLERHUR var filmen bra?
ELLERHUR was filmthe good
H7KH ILOP ZDV JRRG ZDVQIW LW"Y

The fact thatELLERHUR in (4) triggers V2 showseyonddoubt that it is an
integrated part of the clause, on a par with fronted objects or adgerdiaents
that all trigger V2. Comparel] to the examples irbj.

(5)a Filmen tSnkte vi se
filmthe thought we see
9 :Hplannedo VHH WKH ILOP ¢

b Idag tSnkte vi se film.
today thought we see film
9 :Hplanned tcseea ILOP WRGD\

c F3rmodligen tSnkerde se film.
probably think they see film
T7KH\TOO SWREDEJ\ VHH
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We assume that tag questions, suchLag QifiVEndisl' andeller hur in Swedish
arenot integrated syntactically into the preceding “host clause”. Thus, a sentence
such aq1) consists of a statemeikijmen var bra *The film was good’, followed
by a question with the intended meaning ’Don’t you agree that thefilm was good?’.
The two syntacticconstituents make up one utterandé@e function of a tag
question is taskthe listener for support. This alsothe meaning theELLERHUR
In its new sentence initial position conveyghat is important is thaELLERHUR
Is an integratedpart ofthe clauseThere is thugust onesingle CP in @), a Y/N-
guestion, andhie clausenitial element ELLERHUR, is what makes the constituent
a question

The expected answer td)(is ”Yes, it was.”, ”Yes, the film was fatastic” or
alike. The fact thaELLERHUR turns the sentencénto a Y/N-question suggests
thatELLERHUR in a clause initial position is a question operator, more specifically
an overt instancefdhe null question operator @at Katz & Postal Y964 have
postulated for EnglishThis conclusion might come as somfet surprisingto the
best of our knowledgevert Y/N-questionoperatorshave notbeen suggested for
Swedish previously. However, duoperators arquite frequentn otherlanguages.
For instane, Platzack 2010: 5§ argues that Old Icelandlwart is an operator of
this kind,see 6a), andRadford (1988:296) shows that Y{tuestion operators are
found inYiddish, Polish, Estonigrsee §b-d):

(6)a Hvart m¥ G. heyra mil mitt? (Old Icelardic)
OP may G hear speech my
’May G hear my speech now?’

b Tsi hot er geleient dos bux? (Yiddish)
OP has he read DET book
’Has he read the book.’

c Czy zamykacie okna? (Polish)

OP you.close windows
"Do you close the windows?’

% The idex that Swedish has null Yes/Npiestion operators of the type assumed for English are
discussed for instance in Platzack (1998) and (2010), as well as in Waldmann (2008, 39).
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d Kas suitsetate? (Estonian)
OP you.smoke
T"R \RX VPRNH"Y

e Tsi hot er geleient dos bux? (Yiddish)
OP has he read DET book
1T+DV KH UHDG WKH ERRN 1

Other languages with overt Y{uestios opertors are Bulgarian and Japanese
(see Platzack 2010, h&Also Latin appears to have overt ¥fuiestionoperators.
Consider 7), which shows examples withne, nonne, andnum.

(7)a Videsne?
See.you-OP
T"R \RX VHH"T

b Nonnevides?
OP  seeyou
T"RQIW \RX VHH"Y

¢ Num vides?
OP  seeyou
T"R \RX UHDOO\ VHH"Y

The particlenonne seems to béhe negative correspondent 4ge; it conveys an
expectationfor a negative answemwhereas-ne conveys an expectatiofor a
positive answer. However, theatin question particle that seems to correspond
most closely t&ELLERHUR is an:

(8)Hostes facile vincemus. An non pares iis sumus?
Enemies easily overcome.2PL OP not equal to.them be.2PL
H:H VKDOQCeremi&sWDWKGI\ 2U DUHQITW ZH HTXDOO\ J

The particlean, in our view a Y/Nquestion operator, conveys a strong expectation
for a positive answer.

The examples in6) £8) show that overty/N-questionoperators ardound in
closelyas well asot so closelyelated languagesience itnot so strange that we
find them inSwedish too.
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2.2 Other Y/N - question operator candidatesin Swedish

An interesting question is WL LERHUR hasbecomea Y/N-question operator in

Swedish xaspointed out above this seems to be a fairly redemelopmentA clue

to an answer is suggested in an article by the Swedish columnist Ingemar Unge
(2009.* Unge comments on the new usebbl ERHUR, and suggests that children

make an analogy between therdvisss )URP D IXQFWLRQDO SRLQW |
use ofeller hur, i.e. as a tag question, awidst in sentence initiaposition yields

the samemeaning hence,from a functional point of view(9a) and 9b) are
equivalents

(9)a Filmen var bra é€ler hur?
filmthe was good, ELLERHUR
1T7KH ILOP zZzDV JRRG ZDVQYW LW"’

b Visst var filmen bra?
VISST was film.the good
T7KH ILOP zZzDV JRRG ZDVQTW LW"Y

We find it plausible thathe tageller hur has been reanalysed as an operater, Q
ELLERHUR due to the functional similarity betwesrsst andeller hur. However,

a more precise description afpossiblegrammaticalization process is out of the
scope of this paper.

If we take a closer look aBlf), we find thatit in fact provides ewlence forat
least one more Y/Mjuestionoperator in Swedish, namelysst. Visst in the initial
positionof a sentence such a8bj unambiguouslytriggersinversion andyields a
question interpretation. On a par witELLERHUR it also conveys a strong
expectation that the listener will agreaith the speaker; the expected answer is
3<HV LW zZzDV® RU VRPHWKLQJ VLPLODU

If we continue ourinvestigation we findyet another candidate for a Y/N
questionoperator, namelyog:

SNSRI A S NN
See also StrSmqvist (2008).
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(10)Nog var filmen bra?
NOG was filmthe good
1:DVQ fivth WKRIG "

Examples such ad.Q) showthatnog is a Y/N-question operator toor at least that
it can be used in this wayhe examplgin (9b) and(10) do not need anyatrticular
linguistic context, neither beforer afterin order to le felicitous

So far we have argued that there are three-(filistion operators in Swedish:
ELLERHUR, visst, and nog. In addition to being Y/MNjuestion operators,
ELLERHUR andvisst seem to convey @it the same degree of expectation that the
listener will agree with the speake&Nog conveys a similar type of expectance, but
to a lesser degree than the other two.

A factor that may confuse the picture is thvidst and nog may have other
meanings too, in particular when they show up in the canonical serdelverbial
position in the middle field:

(11)a Filmen var visst bra
filmthe was VISST good
7, KHDUGfilwwEDW JWRKRIHG

b Filmen var nog bra
salmon.the was NOG good
T7Kith ZDV SUREDEO\ JRRG

It is possible that the meany of visst and nog as Y/N-questionoperatos are

relatel to the meaning ofisst and nog in the middle field but for the sake of
exposition it isprobablyinstructive to think of them as different lexemes: VISST

and VISSTpyv. as well as NOgs and NOGpy,. The meaning of VISS{Fy, in

(11a) conveys aeport modality fIURP ZKDW , KDYH KHRBW®Y ZKHI

NIRRT R )

5 The questlons that afermed with the Y/Ngueston operator ELLERHUR are ngiurely
LQIRUPDWLRQ VHHNLQJ EXW "WHQGHQWLRXV" LQ WKH VH
particular answer. However, this is not exclusiv&Eld ERHUR-questions, also Y/Mjuestion
with a null Y/N-question operator (assiing Postal & Katz 1964 analysis of such operators)
may be tendentious in the same way. (Thanks to Valeria Molnir for clarifying this.)

® See Petersson (2008) for an extensive discussion of the meanintgs $1Q Rigétfandnog in

different positionsn the clause.
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(11b) conveys a certain amount of uncertainty, corresponding to English
TSUREDEO\Y

In addition, sentences such as (12a) and (12b) with a sentence-initial visst and
nog can acquire a concessive reading when followed by a but-sentence:

(12)a Visst var laxen god, men rikorna var godare.
VISST was salmon.the good, but shrimps.the werebetter
17KH VD O fiRIQPgadd dit the shrimps were EHWWHU

b Nog var laxen god, men rikorna var  godare.
NOG was salmon.the good, but shrimps.the were better
1T7KH VDORRIQIJRIRG EXW WKH VKULPSV ZHUH EH

Drawing on Petersson (2008), we suggest that visst in (12a) is another lexeme,
more specifically a concessive adverbial; in a sentence initial position ViSst can be
exchanged for the concessive adverbial visserligen. The same applies to nog in
(12b). The meaning of (13) is about the same as that of (12a) and (12b).

(13)Visserligen  var laxen god, men rikorna var godare
VISSERLIGENwas salmon.the good, but shrimps.the werebetter
1T7KH VDOPRQ ZDV JRRG EXW WKH VKULPSV ZHUI

We will indicate this use of visst and nog with a subscript: Visstyssrigey and

78
NOQGVSSERLIGEN - »

NN NN NN NN NN

SRR ANAARA AR
7 Yet another confusing fact is that visstyisseriigen may be used independently.
(1) Visst, jag har inte problem med det.
VISST issertigen, | have not problem with it’
T6XUH , GRQYW KDYH DQ\ SUREOHPV ZLWK WKDW ¢
Strangely enough visser/igen cannot be used in this way:
(i1) *Visserligen, jag har inte problem med det.
VISSERLIGEN | have not problem with that
As the translation indicates, the English equivalent to visstin (i) is pure
Yet another use of Visst, is as a stressed adverbial in the middle field:

(ii1)) Jag har VISST betalat!
/ have VISST payed
H<RXTUH ZURQJ , KDYH LQGHHG SD\HG 1
As the translation of (iii) shows this use of VISST implies that the speaker opposes the listener.
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According to the proposed analysissst andnog in (11) are not Y/Nquestion
operators eventhough examples such adla) and (1b) may pragmatically be
construed as Y/Mjuestions. However, when thigppensit is due b pragmatics,
not tothe presence any syntactic operator. For this reasasst andnog in (11)
are best viewed as ordinary sentence adverbials. Waeging a Y/N-question
operator functionvisst andnog have to be in Spec CRthe designated positicfor
sentence type operators. This also explains Wy Y/N-question operator
ELLERHUR cannotappearin the middle field, the default location for sentence
adverbials.

(14)Laxen var visst/nog/*ELLERHUR god.

There are at least four more candidates for-§{Mstion operators in Swedish,

kanske fPD\EH Y WKthe(jQRWWﬁeR@D\EHWWG]PD\EW&T
discuss theecandidates in turn.

From a diachronic perspectikanske P D\ E hresirivablyderived from the
verbskan F D Q Tsk® QKD S.AH (A F) shows kanske may show up clause
initially as well as in the middle fieJd(There are a number of other possible
positions forkanske, which will not considezdhere.)

(15)a Kanske var hon trstt.
maybe was she tired
TfOD\EH VKH ZDV WLUHG ¢

b Han hade kanskevariti London.
he had maybe been in London
fOD\EH KH KDG EHHQ LQ /RQGRQ 1

N L L AL L L L G L L G G G A L L L G G G S S S S S S S S S S

The uses ofisst exemplified in (i) and (iii) are most probaby related to each other as well
as to other uses ofsst, but since this connection has direct bearing on our studye will
not pursue any further investigations.
8 The issue is further complicated by faet thatvisserligen may show up in the middle field
though conveying the same concessive meaning as gtatigkvisserligen:
) Laxen var visserligen god, men rSkorna var godare.
salmon.the was VISSERLIGEN good, but shrimpsthe were better
An elaborateanalysisof visserligen in (i) is not centrato the present study
® Since there are no equivalentsmdEnneand mEnntrain English,no English glossing will be
given




The examplan (15a) is not a Y/N-question, which indicates thkénske is not an

operator here. However, by virtue of the modaaracterof kanske *maybe’ — it

conveys uncertainty, both sentence initiallitanske andkanske in the middle field

have a strong tendency tirigger a question interpretationlowever, we claim that

this isdue to pragmatic factors, atithtkanske is not aY/N-questionoperdor here
The negationnte 'not’ may occur sentence initidy too:

(16)Inte ska vi ha lax till  lunch.
not shall we have salmon for lunch
’We shouldn’t have salmon for lunch, should we?’

Just like sentences wiltanske + finite verb (c.f. (5a)), sentences witimte 'not’ in

a sentencenitial position (followed by the finite verb)display a quite strong
tendency to beconstruedas questions. However, as opposed to sentences with
sentencenitial ELLERHUR + finite verb, such sentensenay hae a number of
other pragmatic functionstoo, for instancewhat we could characterizas a
’rhetoric or overpolitequestion™:

(17)Inte ska jag sitta pE hedersplatsen!
not shall | sit on honorseat.the
’I shouldn’t sit on the honor seat, should 1?7’

To conclude, w argue thainte 'not’ in examples such as (16) and (¥) is nota
question operatoinsteadjt is a sentence adverbjavhere the meaning component
that we tentatively term IRREALISmay promotea question interpretation
pragmatically However, the same pragmatic function may be conveyedntey
‘not’ in the middle field, which isthe canonical position for sentence adverbials:

(18)Ni il inte ha lite  kaffe?
you want not have some coffee
’You don’t want some coffee, do you?’

MCEne is another Y/Nquestion operator candidate. The canonical position for
mEnnds clausefinally, or the middle field. For this reason, Teleman & al. (1999)



I"# $
$
classify ménne as a sentence adverbi@lTeleman & al. pointout, though, that
manne (though somewdit marginally) may occur sentenigtially too:

(19)MCEnne Srdet arbetarrsrelsen, som hon Sr fixerad till?.
MANNE isit labor movement.the, which she is attached to?
MOD\EH LOYOEZRUKPIRYHPHQW WKDW VKH LV DWWDF!
(Teleman & &(1999 4, 743)).

According to Teleman & al. (1999) 91 is a declarative clause. We need to
empasize that examples such a8)(are infrequent imodern Swedishthe use of
méanneis in many ways obsolete.

Teleman & al. (19993alsopoint out thatmanne is more frequently useith the
middlefield:

(20)€r det mEnne arbetarrsrelsen som hon Sr fixerad till?

Examples such a®@) showthat it is difficult to make a general statement about
the operator status @fidnne in Swedish. Onepossibility could be thathe Y/N-
question operator status ménneis unclear in Swedistanother that some speaker
have two lexical items in their mental grammamnnesperator aNd ManNNeapv. ,
whereas others have onlpannespy.. (Many speakers, especially young people,
probably l&k manne altogethein their mental lexion.) A third answer would be to
take a diachronic point of view and say th@&nne,peraroriS on its way out of the
language. We do not take any definite stand as to which of the padssaleptions
IS most adeque.

The fourth candidate foa Y/N-question operatois manntro. It seems that
manntro has the same properties ragnne, described above. Occasional examples
with manntro + finite verb can be foundn the Internet

1» u» l» I» I» 1» u» l» I» I» 1» u» l» I» G 1&_

SHEHESTHEHPEFESH TSP

19 The corresponding particle in Danishri®n. ErteshikShir caims thatmon + finite verb is
ungrammatical in Danish (Ertesh@hir 2010). Howeveron may combine with d@hat-clause
in Danish, which is a parallel to Swediskinneas anonverbalmatrix. See section 3 for more
discussion.
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(21)MEnntro Sr frsken hemma i VSrnam@
MeNNTRO IS miss home inVSrnamo
"R \RX PD\EH FRPH IURP 9IUQDPR PLVV"Y

The example in (B is one of the few examples afEnntrot finite verbfound on
Google. It is a quote from a folk song, which is probably not coincident&hntro

in this useis obsolete. Our conclusion is thatEnntrdhas the same operator status
as argued fomEnneabove, in other words that it is difficult to establisht is a
Y/N-question operator or nobhowever,it might be thatm@Enntrds an operatom
the mentalexicon of some speakers.

The discussion in this section shows that it can be difficult to tease apart cases
with a Y/N-question operator ira clause initial position from sentences with
armother element, primarily a sentence adverbial thms position, which
pragmatically may evoke a question interpretation. Nevertheless we have tried to
make a distinction; hence, according to the proposed an&itiERHUR, visst
andnog are Y/N-question operatorghen followed by the finite verlkkanske and
inte do nothave such operator status, am@Enneand mEnntrohave an unclear
status What confuses the picture is that there are other, homonymous instances of
visst andnog. From a diachronic point of view the operator statuSLAfERHUR is
due to a fairly recent lmuage development. In view of this it might be the case
thatkanske andinte are in the progress of developing towards an operator status, or
rather thakanske P D\ E HftdDTIR W § Z L OkanskeS-@ridWansk€) Rs
well asintegp andintespy,

3 ELLERHUR + that-dause +an example of a non-verbal

matri X

The purpose of this section is to show tBat ERHUR + att-sentences are best
analysed asionverbal matrices, i.e. elements that show up in ForceP, encoding
illocutionary forcewithout beingverbs.We start out by discussifg.LERHUR in

this configuration, and continue other instances of newerbal matrices, such as
visss {VXUHIKel QGBXUHY ZKLFKESBRHDROHO ZLWK



A sentence initiaELLERHUR is foundalsoin constructions wherELLERHUR
Is immediately followed by ahat-clause (henceforthwe will refer to such
constructions aELLERHUR att-sentences)Suchsentencesre differentfrom the
ELLERHUR-sentences discussed in section 2, wh#reERHUR is analyzed as
Y/N-question opeator We argue thatELLERHUR att-sentencesre declaratives,
not question; hence ELLER HUR is not a Y/Nquestion operator in these
sentences.

Depending on the context in which they ocdtit] ERHUR att-sentences have
two basicuses In the first usethe speakeroldsthe propositional conterdf the
att-clauseto be true ancekxpectsthe hearer to confirnthis. In the seond usethe
speaker expresses lusherdisbelief regarding the propositional content of dtte
clause.We refer to thefirst use asthe sSQFHUH UHDGLQJ  &Qlie WR W]
ironic reading. (22) showsan authenticexampleof an ELLERHUR att-sentence
with the shcere reading

(22)A. Eller hur att photoshop Sr mammasgata f3r dig?
ELLERHUR that photoshop is moW K HslcestV for  you

B | vissa perioder sitterjag i Photoshop mer Sn jag sover,
insome periods sit | in Photoshop more thanl  Seep
det sSger nog en hel del

that says probablya  whole part

A 'Photoshop is right up your alley, isn't it?'
B 'In some periods, | spend more time wogkwith Photoshop than | do
sleeping, that probably says a lot.’

Although ELLERHUR att-sentences with a sincere readisgem to bequite
common theironic readimg, asexemplifiedin (23) below, appears to bmuchmore
frequent

(23)Sedan AleksanderLukasjenko valdes till  president 1994 har
since A L. was.electedto  presdent1994 has



I"# $

landet gatt  frdn  skakig  demokrati till en ren
country.the gone from shaky democracy to a pure

diktatur. I  sondagens wval fick han 82,6 procent av
dictatorsnip. in  Sunday’s  election got he 82.6 percent of

rosterna enligt de prelimindra resultaten
votes.the according.to the preliminary results

fran  valkommissionen.
from referendum.committee

— Eller hur att  han fick ?!
ELLERHUR that he got

'Since Aleksander Lukasjenko was elected president in 1994, the country has
gone from a shaky democracy to a pure dictatorship. In the elections last
Sunday, he received 82.6 percent of the votes, according to the preliminary
results from the elections committee.

— Sure he did/Yeah, right!'

(23) 1s an excerpt from a political blog. The author comments on an election held in
Belarus. She first cites the preliminary results from the elections committee and
then comments on them with the ELLERHUR att-sentence, dismissing them as
unreliable. The comment consists of ELLERHUR followed by an (elliptic) att-
clause. The propositional content of the att-clause is identical to that of the
preceding declarative sentence. However, it is quite clear that the author does not
consider this proposition to be true. Instead, by using the sentence introduced by
ELLERHUR, she expresses her strong disbelief. The meaning of ELLERHUR att-

sentences conveying the ironic reading can be formalized as “it is not the case that
s 11

p.”.

With the ironic reading, the question flavour is gone, which indicates that
ELLERHUR att-sentences are not questions, but declaratives. It is true that sincere
ELLERHUR att-sentences are easily construed as questions, which could be taken

NN T \\\\\\\\.‘

ll It should be mentioned that visst att can be used in more or less the same way as the ironic
ELLERHUR att.
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to indicate that ELLERIUR might be aY/N-question operator in these cases.
However,sincewe want to present a unified accountbdfL ERHUR att-sentences
we propose thaELLERHUR in ELLERHUR att-sentencess not a Y/N-question
operator.We argueinstea that ELLERHUR followed by a that-clauseis best
analyzed as non-verbal matrix. However, leforeelaboratingon this ideawe will
presenthe basic theoretical outset of our analysis.

Following a widely spread view, we assume that the main ckuwsadinate
clause asymmetry in Swedish relatedto V-to-C movementWe assumehat the
finite verb in a Swedish main clausmoves from V to Cj whereasCj, in a
subordinate clauseis occupied by a awoplementizer. The finite verlof a
subordinate claussaysin situ, (cf. among others, den Besten, 1983; Holmberg and
Platzack, 1995; Vikner, 1999prawing on Rizzi (199) we also assume thttere
Is aclosecorrelation between semantic integfation and syntactic structuysghich
can be described and explathina split CRmode| where illocutionary force and
clause typeare coded inForceP.In Swedish,illocutionary force istypically
associated with the finite vetimving movedo Forcej. We assume that only the
highest available ForceR a given syntaati structug, typically the ForceP of the
main clausecan be specified for an independent illocutionary fofte role of a
complementizer is to anchor a CP in a superordinate struttuavedish Forcej
in a subordinate clause, is typically occupied dgomplementizerconsequently,
the clause lacks an independent speech act velumain clauses the verb has
undergoneV-to-Force movementyhich renderghe clause an independent speech
act value.

Let us nowreturn to the ELLERHUR att-sentences. It ilear that these
sentences aremplete independentandwell formed utterancesvhich means that
they express speech san their own. More specificallghey aredeclaratives,
which meansthat they typicallyfunction as statements or questions. Gioem
assumption that illocutionary force is coded in ForceP, we conclude that
ELL ERHUR att-sentences contain Rorce projection. The question is where and
how the illocutionary force of aBLLERHUR att-sentence is coded.

An ELLERHUR att-sentence consistd owo parts: the expressioBLLERHUR
andan att-clause. Given our basic theoretical assumpfitimes possibility that the
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illocutionary force of an ELLERHUR att-sentence is coded in the att-clause can
quite easily be ruled out. The att-clause is introduced by the complementizer aft,
which presumably occupies Force®. Since we assume, that the role of a
complementizer is to anchor a subordinate CP in a superordinate, matrix CP and
also that only the highest CP of a clause structure can carry an independent
specification for illocutionary force, we conclude that the aft-clause does not carry
the illocutionary force. This conclusion is also consistent with the observation that
an att-clause in general does not express a speech act.'

Since we have ruled out the possibility that the illocutionary force of an
ELL ERHUR att-sentence is coded syntactically in the att-clause, we conclude that
ELLERHURmust be the element that carries the illocutionary force. ELLERHURis
not verbal; it 1s what we term a non-verbal matrix, to which the att-clause is
subordinated. As illustrated in (24), ELLERHURis located in the topmost ForceP."

(24) ForceP

ELLERHUR CP

~
~
~
~
~

~

Spec -

att «

If our analysis is on the right track and ELLERHUR is a non-verbal matrix,
ELLERHUR att-sentences deviate considerably from the prototypical pattern of

'2 It should be pointed out that an aft-clause, in certain contexts, independently can express

speech acts in Swedish. An example is given in (i).
(1) Att han inte skdms!
that he  not isashamed
'He should be ashamed of himself!'
However, independent att-clauses, such as that in (i), are used to express exclamative speech
acts. An aft-clause can not express a declarative speech act on its own.

P According to standard assumptions a complementizer occupies the head of Force. It might be
the case that this holds for non-verbal matrix elements such as ELLERHUR too, but we will
leave the question open. In any case, we assume that the presence of ELLERHUR (as well as
other non-verbal matrix elements, see below) in ForceP excludes the presence of other
elements encoding illucutionary force in the ForceP.
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Swedish main clauses where illocutionary force is coded by the finite verb moving
from V to Forcej. For this reason, the idea of a nonalammatrix may come across
as somewhat odd. In recent literature, however, similar analyses have been
suggestedor other constructions in Swedish. Our analysis EifL ERHUR att-
sentencesesembleghat of Julien (2009, who discusse®lus(s)-at(t)-clauses ad
related constructions iMainland Scandinavian.(25) is one of theexampes
discussed by Julien

(25)Finns en del spafte som kanbli riktigt grymmai framtiden,
are a fewplayersthat can become really wicked in futuretthe

plusatt de har ebra trSnareocks@E

plusthat they have a good trainer too

‘There are a few players that can become really gooc ifuthre, and they
have a goodoach too.’

In short, Julien argues thplus att de har en bra trSnare ocks@&hould be analysed
as a declarativelause consisting of a regular subordinate clguede har en bra
trSnare ocksEwhich is subordinatetb plus, which iswhat she terma dminimal
matrix " (Julien, 2009, 132).

The idea of a onfinite, or minimal, matrix has also beesuggestedfor
exclamatives, such 426).

(26)Fan & du aldrig ISr  dig!
damn that you never learn REFL.
'‘Why don't youever learn!'

The att-clausein (26) looks justlike any othersubordinate clausdHowever,it is
often considered to benandependeninain clausesince itexpresssa speech act
and doesn't need a matr(¥he interjectionfan can be left out). According to
Magnusson (2007) and Strdkollin (2008) however, these exclamative clauses
aresubordinatedThey suggesthat the interjectionfan in an exclamative such as
(27) is a element that occupi¢rceP (Magnusson) or a non finite matrix (Stroh
Wollin), and that this elememdkes theatt-clause ags complement.
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The plug(s)-af(f) sentences discussed by Julien (2009) and the exclamative
clausediscussedby Magnusson (2007) and Strd\Vollin (2008)are very similar to
ELLERHUR aft sentences discussed in this papefther nonverbal matrix
canddatesare visst andsdkert |V X UH I

(27)a Visst att  du Sr Bill Gates
VISST that you are Bill Gates
HMEXUH \RXTfUH %LOO *DWHYV ¢

b SSkertatt du Sr Bill Gates.
sure that you are Bill Gates
HEXUH \RXJUH %LOO *DWHYV 1

Both (27a) and(27b) typically convey irony.
To conclude: We propose that L ERHURIn ELLERHUR att-sentences is a nen
verbal matrix, located in the topmost Force projectibbhl ERHUR patterns with
visst UV XU Hdkel QGXUHY ZKLFK PD\ EH XVHG LQ WKH VDP

4 Summary

In our paper we discus&€LLERHUR and other Y/Nquestion candidates in
Swedishas well as£LLERHURand similar elements followed by a thaause.

We have suggested that L ERHUR whenfollowed by the finite verpis a Y/N-
question operatoidt tums the sentence into a question with a strong expectation
that thelistenerwill agreewith the speaker. This use BLLERHURIs very similar
to VISST and NOG, which alsoturn the sentencento a question. Hence, we argue
that VISST and NOG are Y/N-questbn operatas too. It is possible thaMANNE
and MANNTRO are Y/N-question operators of the same type. However, they are
bothobsolete, and it is difficult to estaghi their statugh modernSwedish

We have also argued thBt.LERHUR, when followed by dhat-clause, is not an
operator, but a newerbal matrix on a par with elements suchasst pyV XUHY DQG
sgkert pVXUHY | R Qfartlaks&THe elénents in question doeated in the
topmost Forceprojection, hencehey determinethe illocutionary Force of the
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whole projection. Elements such as ELLERHUR, visst, and sSkert + that-clauses
often acquire a question interpretation, but as opposed to ELLERHUR/VISST/NOG
+ finite verb, this interpretation is not obligatory. For this reason we assume that
ELLERHUR, visst, and sSkert are not question operators in this configuration, but
adverbials. The bias towards a question interpretation for such sentences is due to
pragmatic factors, probably factors of the same kind as those responsible for the
tendency for kanske- and inte-sentences to be interpreted pragmatically as
questions.
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Causers as derived Subjects — An unaccusative view from Finnish

Mikko Kupula
Massachusetts Institute of Technology

Abstract

This paper revisits causative morphosyntax in KinnA fine-
grained semantic investigation provides preliminewidence of
two types of predicates, which both qualify as etives from a
morphological perspective, but only one of whicimtuout to be
genuinely causative semantically. In light of thegseviously
unnoticed facts, the paper revisits, adopts angtadhe idea
that agentive and causative predications are fuedtaily
distinct. The differences are not captured by pagimultiple
semantic flavors fow, but by instead base-generating Agents
and Causers in different positions. This paper ides/prima
facie support for an unaccusative derivation of causativ

constructions, where the Causer is a derived Subjec

1. Introduction

Several studies posit that syntactic causativinat@oproductive word formation
process in many typologically unrelated languagesplves layered event
structure, i.e. biclausal syntax (Comrie 1976, Ais$979, Marantz 1984, Burzio
1986 and much subsequent non-lexicalist work; Mard®97, Hale & Keyser
2002, Ramchand 2008). Assuming that the causingitewdenoted as/P,

dominates VPs, Causers and Agents end up overigmoinfigurationally (and

Working Papers in Scandinavian Syntax 86 (2010), 199-219.
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conceptually), the general assumption being that Agents, too, are introduced by v
(see also Chomsky 1995, Kratzer 1996 and related work).

In this report, I present preliminary remarks which call the
configurational identity of Causers and Agents, typically referred to as “external
arguments”, into question, while at the same time defending the constructionalist
ideology where lexical conceptual structure does not monopolize argument
realization. Based on data from Finnish, an otherwise well-documented causative
language, I argue that a fundamental distinction needs to be established between
Causers and Agents. The idea is not new, but its implementation in the present
paper departs radically from previous accounts. Crucially, v is disambiguated
semantically: its putative agentive and causative properties (as recently discussed
in Folli & Harley 2005, among others) are teased apart and the causative
component is relocated to VP-internal structure. Under this view, V is always
agentive and only Agents can be external arguments. Causers, on the other hand,
are derived Subjects of (dyadic) unaccusative predicates subcategorizing for a
Small Clause complement (see also Alsina 1992 and Davis & Demirdache
2000). The syntactic derivation of causatives adopted in this paper mirrors the
one proposed in Pesetsky (1995), although the two analyses differ in details (see

also Belletti & Rizzi 1988 for the causative psych derivation).
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2. Finnish causatives b a morphological note
In languages like Finnish, causativization is adpiive morphosyntactic
process. The causative infix is realized as /tiAd @ is known to be compatible

with both unaccusative and agentive bases (Pylkk$889 and others):

(1) a. jSS sulaa
ice.NOM melts
Othe ice meltsO
b. Liisa sulattaa jSStS/jSSn
Liisa.NOM melt. CAUS ice.PART/GEN
OLiisa causes the ice to melt/Liisa me#sdeO
c. Liisa nauraa
Liisa.NOM laughs
d. Liisa naurattaa Maria
Liisa.NOM laugh-CAUS Mari.PART
OLiisa is making Mari laugh®

In this paper, | adhere to ShibataniOs (1976) adefinition of causative
constructions, according to which causativizatioimds about a new state and
that, consequently, denying a causative constmugtields a contradiction (e.g.
John opened the door, but the door didn’t open). ShibataniOs definition
adequately captures the telic nature of causataseswiell as the well-known fact
that causatives are typically VendlerOs accompdistsiin aspectual terms.

On closer examination, it turns out that causasiffexes in Finnish

sporadically lack causative force under Shibatadéfisition. In other words,
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not all -ttA- affixed verbs qualify aBona fide causative predicates, misleading
morphological (and semantic) appearances notwitlsig. If this conclusion is
accurate, the Finnish data highlight that (morpysctic properties areot
uniformly semantically predictable (cf. Levin & Ragport Hovav 1995). The
semantics and the morphological form of a predickt@or necessarily reflect

(nor predict) its argument structure.

2.1. Agents are not Causers D the role of intentiality revisited

A striking property in a subclass of B seeminglysedivized D verbs is that they
are emphatically Agent-oriented. Consider the examm (2); as illustrated by

adverbial modification, these verbs only allow amentional and deliberate

interpretation on the Subject:

(2) a. Liisa rakennutti talon (tarkoituksella/*\afossa)
Liisa.NOM build-CAUS house.GEN (delibezigi*by accident)
OLiisa built a houseO
b. Liisa kasvatti tomaatteja/tomaatit (tatkksella/*vahingossa)
Liisa.NOM grow-CAUS tomatoes.PART/GEN l{derately/*by accident)
OLiisa grows tomatoesO
c. Liisa nauratti Maria (tarkoituksella/*valgossa)
Liisa laugh-CAUS Mari.PART (deliberatelipyf accident)
OLiisa made Mari laughO
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A relevant question to ask is whether the agenBubject OLiisaO in (2) also
could be interpreted as a Causer. While a spontsnanswer to this question
might be affirmative B JackendoffOs (1990) famaoOtestO and the
morphological makeup of the verb certainly encoarapis conclusion D
ShibataniOs definition of causatives (see abowggests otherwise. After all,
denying the constructions in (2) repeatedly faslptoduce a contradiction; the
typical Ochange of stateO associated with caissaivet implicated with this

particular set of OcausativeO verbs:

(3) a. Liisa rakennutti talon, mutta talo ei tulkatskaan valmiiksi
Liisa build. CAUS house.GEN but house NE#&e never ready
OLiisa built a house, but the house waesrrignshedO
b. Liisa kasvatti tomaatteja/tomaatit, muttmaatit eivSt kasvaneet
Liisa.NOM grow.CAUS tomatoes.ACC but tooet.NOM NEG grow
OLiisa grew tomatoes, but the tomatoedigrowO
c. Liisa nauratti Maria, mutta Mari ei naurénu
Liisa laugh-CAUS Mari.PART but Mari.NOM N&Elaugh
OLiisa made Mari laugh, but Mari didnOth&ug

The absence of contradiction in (3) appears toetate (negatively) with another
semantic property known to be of syntactic releeamamely affectedness of the
DO.! Observe that the Causee in (@) houseandthe tomatoésis not affected

in any clear sense. In (2cM&iO is affected only if interpreted as Experiencer.

! The notion of OaffectednessO has been given vegbogions in the literature and is here

intended in a non-aspectual sense (cf. Tenny 1884thers).
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If Liisa’s actions are agentive and deliberate, the most natural interpretation for
Mari is not that of Experiencer, but merely a Theme (I return to this below).

Assuming that affectedness is a typical “proto-Patient” property
associated with Causees (Dowty 1991, Alsina 1992, among others), the lack of
Patient-oriented affectedness suggests that the DOs in (2) are not Causees.
Consequently, the Subject would not be a Causer. Observe that the critical
distinction does not transpire with Jackendoff’s (1990) [+/- actor]| parameter (see
also Randall er al. 2004). In sum, absence of contradiction under negation and
lack of proto-Patient properties on the DO suggest that the constructions in (2)
are not well-behaved causatives, despite morphological appearances.

Another set of verbs, likewise affixed with -ttA-, exhibit markedly
different behavior in terms of contradiction and affectedness. Consider the

following examples:

(4) a. Liisa hajotti ikkunan

Liisa break-CAUS the window
‘Liisa broke the window’

b. Liisa sulatti jdan
Liisa melt-CAUS the ice
‘Liisa caused the ice to melt’

c. Liisa nauratti Mariagyperiencer (see also 2¢)
Liisa laugh-CAUS Mari.PART

‘Liisa made Mari laugh’
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It is uncontroversial that in (4), the DO (windowand ice) is an affected argument
and thus patterns with proto-Patients/Causees. The example in (4c) is particularly
interesting. Here, as opposed to (2c), Mari is an Experiencer and therefore
psychologically affected by Liisa’s actions, just like proto-Patients. Liisa’s
actions, however, could be non-intentional and it seems to me that it is precisely
potential non-intentionality that renders possible the Experiencer reading on
Mari.

The possibility of a non-intentional reading on the Subject turns out
to be a general property of (4), one that differentiates these constructions from
the ones in (2). All of the constructions in (4) above freely allow the presence of

non-intentional adverbs like ‘by accident’:

(5) a. Liisa hajotti ikkunan (tarkoituksella/vahingossa)
Liisa break-CAUS the window (deliberately/by accident)
‘Liisa broke the window’
b. Liisa sulatti jddn (tarkoituksella/vahingossa)
Liisa melt-CAUS the ice (deliberately/by accident)
‘Liisa caused the ice to melt’
c. Liisa nauratti Mariagyperiencer (tarkoituksella/vahingossa)
Liisa laugh-CAUS Mari.PART (deliberately/by accident)
‘Liisa made Mari laugh deliberately/by accident’
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Secondly, as the examples in (6) make clear, dgmyamstructions like (4dloes
result in a contradiction, a fact that confirms ith@elic) causative status.

Psychological causatives also fall into this catggas illustrated in (6¢):

(6) a. Lisa broke the window, but the window didn®ak (contradiction)
b. Lisa melted the ice, but the ice didnOt mel (contradiction)
c. Lisa made Mary laugh, but Mary didnOt laugh  (contradiction)

Assuming that telicity is also one of the centrabperties associated with
unaccusatives (Levin & Rappaport Hovav 1995, Rdnelabl 2004, Roberts
2010, among others), the data in (6) and the éiffees between (5) and (3)
implicate that predicates like (5) might be unaetwes (the relevant auxiliary
selection tests are inapplicable in Finnish). umetto discuss this issue in more
detail in the following section.

In sum, the facts illustrated in (5)-(6) suggest tthe Subject in (4) is

semantically distinct from intentional Agents:staCauser

2.2. Agentive nominalizations and passivization

Having established two different types of causafpredicates (only one of
which patterns with genuine causatives), it isregéng to note that the two verb
classes consistently differ also in terms of otinerphosyntactic phenomena. In
particular, the two types also differ regarding tf@mation of agentive

nominalizations and passivization. Agentive nomugadions, productively
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formed in Finnish with the affifja are expectedly only felicitous with the verbs

in (2).

(7) a. Liisa kasvattaa tomaattéjaLiisa on tomaattien kasvattaja

Liisa grows tomatoes Liisaamatoes.GEN grower
OLiisa grows tomatoesO OLiidarnsato-growerO
b. Liisa rakennutti taloh Liisa on talon rakennuttaja
Liisa built a house lish is house.GEN builder
OLiisa built a houseO G4 isshouse-builderO

The nominalizations in (8) are well-formed only endhe highly unnatural
reading where Liisa is interpreted as an intentidxgent (i.e. Liisa habitually

breaks windows knowingly):

(8) a. Liisa hajotti ikkunah 7?*Liisa on ikkunan hajottaja
Liisa broke the window Liisa is wind@®EN breaker
OLiisa broke the window® OlLiisa is a wibdeakerO

b. Liisa sulatti jSSn ?*Liisa on jSSn sulattaja
Liisa melt the ice Liisaice.GEN melter
OLiisa melted the ice® OLiisdds-amelter®

Secondly, while both types of verbs can undergaipastion, the examples in
(9) illustrate that the output is always implicithgentive. The non-intentional
interpretation associated with Causers is typicadlyyrecovered in passives (see

also Veenstra 2004):
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(9) a. ikkuna rikottiin tarkoituksella/?vahingossa
window.NOM break-CAUS.PASS deliberately/by accident
‘the window was broken on purpose/by accident’
b. jii sulatettiin tarkoituksella/?vahingossa
1ce.NOM melt-CAUS.PASS deliberately/by accident

‘the ice was melted on purpose/by accident’

Restrictions concerning causative passivization turn out to be typologically more
widespread. Alalou & Farrel (1993) report similar constraints regarding
passivization in Berber. Restrictions of similar sort are also attested in Modern
Greek and Romance (Aissen 1979). In fact, sometimes non-active morphology
1s used in the causative verb itself (see Guasti 1993:77 for discussion on the San
Nicola dialect of Italian). These restrictions are not universal, however. The
Swedish counterparts to (9) are impeccable also under the non-intentional

reading (Christer Platzack, p.c.):

(10) fonstret krossades av misstag
window break.PASS by mistake

‘the window was broken by mistake’

Based on the data presented in this section, I now proceed to a syntactic analysis
of Finnish causatives, which I assume to be constructions lacking external

arguments. Causers, as opposed to Agents, are treated as derived Subjects.
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3. The syntactic structure of causative vs. agentive predication

A central aspect in the syntactic analysis proposetbw is the semantic
disambiguation ofv: the analysis departs from recent views where )non
intentional properties of Subjects are captureghdstulating different semantic
flavors for v (see Folli & Harley 2005 for recent discussion)erél v is
consistently underspecified semantically and exeélg introduces Agents.
Non-intentional Subjects (here: Causers) are ntbdaced by semantically
different vs; they are not introduced g at all, but rather VP-internally. In
other words, as | mentioned above, Causers areextetnal arguments, but
derived Subjects of configurationally unaccusapvedicates. The unaccusative
approach to causatives also provides an immediaamation for the
restrictions on passivization discussed in 2.2: stoctions with derived
Subjects generally resist passivization (PerimustePostal 1984, PylkkSnen
2002, Kupula 2010, among others).

Following Den Dikken (1995), Kupula (2008), amonthears, |
assume that affectedness can be represented syaltg@nd that it is a property
of Small Clause Specifiers. Under this assumptiGausees b as affected
arguments D are base-generated as Small Clauséespechis view is also in
line with MarantzOs (1989) observations on cawsatwstructions in Georgian,
specifically the idea that Causees might be Smiusg Subjects (see also

Guasti 1993:42). The proposal differs from Marasitdproach in that | assume
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that also the Causer originates internally to the Small Clause (cf. Pesetsky
1995:202-210).

Following Marantz (1993), Pylkkédnen (1999, 2002), among others, I
assume that causatives are applicative constructions. This assumption is
supported by the functional similarity of applicative and causative morphemes,
as well as the typological fact that these morphemes are frequently syncretic (see
Baker 1988 and, more recently, Peterson 2007).2 In Finnish causatives, APPL
must be ‘“high” in Pylkkinen’s (2002) sense, if the Mirror Principle on
morphological linearizarion is valid (see the derivation in 12). The high
applicative approach is also fully compatible with the generally accepted idea
that causatives denote a relationship between Causers and the caused event
(Pustejovsky 1995, Pylkkdnen 2002, among many others). The Causer is
projected as the complement of an acategorial root and the applicative phrase is

topped with an unaccusative VP.

* In fact, Kemmer & Verhagen (1994) point out the verb “give” is a causative form of a
possessive predicate (kor-e) in Ainu. They also point out that in some languages the causative

marker is synchronically or diachronically the word “give” (see also Peterson 2007).
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(11) vP

N

APPLP

N

Causee APPL’

N

APPL P
v Causer

The high applicative structure is equally compatible with Alsina’s (1992) insight
regarding causative morphemes as three-place predicates, which not only
establish a relation between Causers and the caused event, but also Causers and
Causees (the Patient), i.e. two individuals. While the relationship between two
individuals could be mediated by a different type of APPL (Pylkkinen’s “low”
APPL), it can also be assumed that high APPL mediates a relationship between
two individuals (here: the Causer and the Causee) because the acategorial root
has no argument structure of its own. As a result of being category-neutral and
void of argument structure, I also assume that bare roots lack Case assigning
properties. The Causer therefore needs to undergo Case-driven movement to
Spec-TP (see also Pesetsky 1995:202-210 who proposes a virtually identical
movement dependency for Causers). Prominence relations (Grimshaw 1990) are

satisfied in the post-movement configuration:
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(12) TP

"
(R

% APPLP

N

Causee APPLO

N

- IP

! Causer

|

In this view, Causers are derived Subjects. Whelachological causatives have
been analyzed along similar lines, (Belletti & Ri2288, Pesetsky 1995 among
many others), the idea has not, to my knowledgen lexplored in the realm of
non-psych causatives. The data in (5)-(6), howeweicate that psychological
causatives behave on a par with non-psych causdquiePesetsky 1995).
Observe that the derivation in (12) also explaihe familiar

backward binding effects in languages like Engasid Finnish which are both
negative in terms of the V2 parameter (Platzack82@dgues, based on
Germanic, that backward binding of this sort migatrestricted to V2-negative

languages):
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(13) a. each otherOs remarks made John and Mayy(Regetsky 1995:218)
b. toistensa huonot arvosanat huolestutiivkkaa ja Mattia
each other.GEN bad grades preoccupyalBIAKRT and Matti.PART
Oeach otherOs bad grades preoccupiadadkiattiO

The problematic aspects regarding the derivatio(iLir) are evident, however.
First of all, the movement of the Causer violates MLC; intervention effects
are therefore expected. Additional problems arisetarms of the Phase
Impenetrability Condition (PIC), if the applicatiyghrase (or Small Clauses in
general) is treated as a phase (for argumentittAPPL heads a phase, see
McGinnis 2001).

As a solution to the first problem, | adopt Bell&tRizziOs (1988)
original argument based on lItalian: the CausertapdCausee are not equally
good candidates for Case-driven movement in (14¢abse the Causee bears
inherent Case and therefore cannot enter into Q@dexking operations.
McFadden (2006) presents convincing additional evig for this view from a
Germanic perspective. This way of reasoning alslvesothe well-known
dilemma regarding the compatibility of BurzioOs ealization with
unaccusative syntax. Alternatively, it can be assdithat the Causee checks its
Case features under agreement witifhe Causer, on the other hand, can only
check its features via movement (irrespective azixds Generalization), under
the assumption that roots are not proper CaseskenThe displacement of the

Causer is also required for EPP-reasons.
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As for the related concern, i.e. the potential Ri@ation mentioned
above, | propose a phase extension analysis dstaoaqsee Den Dikken 2006,
2007; Kupula 2008 an appeaj. This solution also contributes beneficially to
the locality issue discussed above. First of abrphological causativization in
Finnish reflects left-adjoining of the root to APPRAPPLP being a phase,
further head movement of theAPPL compound triggers phase extension in
Den DikkenOs (2006, 2007) sense. Phase extensinlobality-relaxing
consequences for the domain of the phase (loctiseo€Causer). The syntactic
consequences of phase extension are thus veryasitoilChomskyOs (1995)
OequidistanceO, here due to phase restructuringeaslt of, arguably narrow-
syntactic, head movement (see also a re-applicatiothe mechanism in

Modern Greek in Kupula 2008, 2010 andappea):®

¥ As a matter of fact, the overtness of applicatiaasative morphology in Finnish causatives
might provide an additional piece of support fag thaccusative approach suggested above. |
have argued extensively in Kupula (2010), basetModern Greek and other languages, that
overt applicative morphology is systematically geged in the absence of external arguments
(SpecyP) due to the generalized Doubly Filled Comp Filtarsimilar line of reasoning
would be compatible also in Finnish OgenuineO thzesa
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V-tt- VP
A /\
— t  Causer
(movement’)

In sum, the difference between agentive and caugsatiedications is that only
Agents are projected as external arguments. Alduleva OCauserO can be
interpreted as intentional, the OCauserO becon@agentO, when this reading
obtains. The distinction | propose is that Causees always non-intentional
while Agents are always intentional. As a resulegpressing this distinction by
base-generating the arguments in different postior which Finnish provides
good motivation, the possible semantic flavorsvafre sharply constrained:
only comes with agentive properties (cf. Folli &rdgy 2005).

As for the syntactic structure agentivepredication, these structures
have a monoclausal base without Small Clause congpits (here: applicative
phrases). The external argument (Agent) is mergethé familiar designated

position for these arguments (Spetor Voice). Lack of affectedness observed
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in connection with (2) is clearly consistent with lack of Small Clause

complements.

4. Summary and conclusion

In this paper, I have discussed causative affixation in Finnish and concluded that
causative morphemes sporadically lack causative force, a fact that gives rise to a
misleading sort of a “pseudo-causative”, assuming that Shibatani’s definition of
causatives 1s appropriate. The pseudo-causative variant seems to resist
contradiction under negation and appears not to be associated with affectedness
of the DO. The issue evidently awaits further research, but these facts, combined
with diverging data regarding agentive nominalizations and passivization,
provide initial plausibility for the existence of two verb groups, only one of
which is genuinely causative, despite morphological appearances.

More specifically, the Finnish data clearly illustrates that a verb can
be morphologically (and semantically) causative without introducing a Causer
argument. Therefore, assuming that morphological properties are part of the
lexical semantic representation of a predicate, the interaction between lexical
semantic structure and syntax appears to be constrained and argument
realization appears not to be fully ‘“semantically determined” (as argued in
lexicalist frameworks like Levin & Rappaport 1995).

I have treated causatives as dyadic unaccusatives, assuming that

Causers and Patients originate in a Small Clause structure headed by a (high)
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applicative head. Under this view, causative constructions are basically very
similar to double object constructions (see also Baker 1988 among others).
Spec,APPL is thematically underspecified and can be associated with various

thematic labels, Causees being one of them.
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