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A Note on the Rich Agreement Hypothesis

and Varieties of "Embedded V2"
Hans-Martin Géartner

Hungarian Academy of Sciences — Linguistics

Koeneman and Zeijlstra [K&Z] (2014) "rehabilitate” the "Rich Agreement Hypothesis" along with
its familiar diachronic prediction that loss of rich agreement triggers loss of V-to-I. In a critique of
this approach, Heycock and Sundquist [H&S] (2017) argue that K&Z fail to give a satisfactory
account of the protracted time lag between these two processes in the history of Danish. H&S
point out that reanalysis of "unexpected" putative V-to-I as V-to-C, i.e., "embedded V2" [EV2] —
the mechanism K&Z propose to deal with such cases — is in conflict with the seemingly frequent
occurrence of V-to-I in non-EV2-contexts during the critical historical stage(s) of Danish, as
documented by Sundquist (2002; 2003).

In this note, I argue that H&S's conclusion may be premature, given that characterizations
of the core diagnostic "EV2-hostile" environments differ where distinct varieties of EV2 are taken
into account. In particular, "narrow" EV2 [#EV2], as familiar from the modern Mainland
Scandinavian languages, confines EV2 to roughly speaking "assertion-friendly" contexts, while
"broad" EV2 [bEV2], reported for certain varieties of Modern Icelandic and for Old Norse, has a
wider distribution. A selective look at examples from Early Modern Danish that Sundquist (2002;
2003) categorizes as showing bona fide V-to-1 reveals complications with both non-restrictive
relatives and conditional clauses: The former arguably count as "EV2-friendly" environments even
within an #nEV2 system and the latter do so within JEV2, at least in Old Norse. Given evidence
that Middle Danish possesses bEV2 (Vikner 1995), this note must be taken as an appeal to revisit
the historical facts from Early Modern Danish with an eye on its "EV2-type." The larger agenda
promoted here concerns developing a better documentation and understanding of AEV2, which
will make it possible to assess proposals like K&Z's V-to-C reanalysis of V-to-I on firmer and
independent theoretical grounds.

1. Rich Agreement and V-to-I
Starting point for our discussion is the following statement of the "Rich Agreement
Hypothesis" (RAH) by Koeneman and Zeijlstra [K&Z] (2014: 576):'

(1)  The Rich Agreement Hypothesis
A language exhibits V-to-I movement if and only if the regular paradigm manifests
featural distinctions that are at least as rich as those featural distinctions manifested
in the smallest pronoun inventories universally possible.

The featural characterization of "smallest pronoun inventories universally possible" requires
three binary distinctions, as exemplified for Kuman personal pronouns in (2) (ibid., p.574):

"K&Z (2014: 605) formulate a generalization of the RAH to accommodate (I°-final) OV languages. The version
in (1) is sufficiently precise for the purposes of this paper.
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(2) Kuman (Papua New Guinea)

SG | PL na — [+SPEAKER],[-PLURAL]
Ist | na | no no — [+SPEAKER],[+PLURAL]
2nd ene ene —> [-SPEAKER],[+PARTICIPANT]
3rd ye ye — [-SPEAKER]|,[-PARTICIPANT]

The featural analysis of (the "regular paradigm" of') verbal agreement in Modern Icelandic,
(3), and Modern Swedish, (4), yields the result that the former language counts as richly
inflected while the latter counts as poorly inflected in the sense of the RAH (ibid., p.575).

(3) Modern Icelandic

seg-ja 'say' | SG PL i — [+SPEAKER],[-PLURAL]
Ist seg-i | seg-jum jum — [+SPEAKER],[+PLURAL]
2nd seg-ir | seg-i0 ir — [-SPEAKER],[—PLURAL]
3rd seg-ir | seg-ja i0 = [-SPEAKER],[+PARTICIPANT],[+PLURAL]
ja—> [-PARTICIPANT],[+PLURAL]

(4) Modern Swedish

sdg-a 'say' | SG PL
Ist sdg-er | sdag-er er — [+FINITE]
2nd sdg-er | sdg-er
3rd sdg-er | sdg-er

These inflectional differences correspond to the familiar well-established presence vs. absence
of V-to-I in Modern Icelandic, (5a), and Modern Swedish, (5b), respectively.”

(5) a.... hver stelpa [cp sem [1p Haraldur gaf; [vp ekki [vp ti bokina 1]]]
b. ... varje flicka [cp som [p Harald [vp inte [yp gav boken 1]]]
'each girl who Harald didn't give the book (to)'

2. The RAH and Diachrony

One of the main aims of the current discussion concerns contributing to a deeper
understanding of the "diachronic consequences" of the RAH. To begin with, K&Z (2014:
578) note that

[tlhe RAH also predicts that changes in the verbal syntax and changes in the verbal paradigm
should be closely related: morphological deflection should trigger the loss of V-to-I movement.
This prediction is borne out. Take, for instance, Old Swedish [...] and Middle English [...]. Both are
richly inflected [...]. Both display V-to-I movement, as expected [...].

? Pointers to the standard literature are provided by K&Z (2014).



At the same time, the authors address one of the major and most interesting challenges
to the RAH (ibid., p.606; cf. Vikner 1997: 4.3):

it has been observed, as a critique of the RAH, that there can be a significant time gap between the
loss of the relevant agreement inflection and the loss of V-to-I/Arg movement.

They (ibid.) suggest that

such time gaps are not at all problematic, however, since the input in those stages is still
paradoxical, containing both input for a poor agreement paradigm and evidence for V-to-Arg
movement.

More concretely, the idea is that the "paradox" will be resolved by standard mechanisms of
language acquisition, the one of interest here being based on the assumption that "[...] the
learner can [...] take the word order as primary" (ibid., p.607). K&Z claim that this is what
happened in Faroese, where, as a consequence, "learners reanalyzed V-to-Arg movement as
embedded V-to-C movement" (ibid.). This proposal, of course, rests on the well-known fact
(cf., e.g., Holmberg 1986: 112) that, in languages with "medial" I°, standard cases of bona
fide V-to-1, (6a), and subject-initial "embedded V2" (EV2) clauses,’ (6b), are string-identical.*

(6) a. ... [IP SU Vin [VP NEG/ADV [VP oty
b. .. [CP SU Viin [IP tsy ' [VP NEG/ADV [VP oty

In a recent critique of K&Z (2014), Heycock and Sundquist [H&S] (2017) rightly point
out that

the evidence for this reanalysis in Faroese is largely circumstantial, given the gap in the
documentary evidence for Faroese between the medieval period and the late 18th century.

Thus, to make a better case for a reanalysis of V-to-I as EV2, one has to tackle more
thoroughly documented cases, such as Danish and Swedish. The former is directly addressed
by H&S (2017):

Sundquist (2002; 2003) shows that while by 1350 there was at most a singular/plural distinction
encoded in the verbal morphology of Middle Danish, V-to-I is still evidenced robustly in the data
for more than two centuries after that date. In texts from the first half of the 16th century — two

> A more general term such as "dependent V2" may actually be more adequate, if one wants to explicitly avoid
prejudging the issue of how exactly V2-clauses attach to their host clauses (cf., e.g., Reis 1997; de Haan 2001).

* There are several ways of (potentially) teasing apart these structures. Suffice it here to mention three: (i)
Configuration (6b) triggers island effects for long extraction in Modern Swedish (Holmberg 1986: 111), so if
extractions from clauses showing the word order pattern in (6) exist, this could be counted as indirect evidence
for V-to-1, (6a). (ii) "Left-edge boundary tones" have been found to function as prosodic cues for main clause
status in Modern Swedish structures of type (6b) (Roll 2006; Roll, Horne and Lindgren 2009). (iii) Julien (2015:
140) has shown that in Modern Norwegian configurations like (6b), indexicals may behave as if the CP were
encoding direct speech.



hundred years after the morphology has become "poor" by the definition in K&Z — V-to-I appears
at a rate of 42%. In fact even in [...] the second half of the 17th century, it is still occurring at a rate
of above 10% (Sundquist 2003, p. 242).

And, importantly, H&S (2017) directly dismiss the option of V-to-C-reanalysis:

This explanation for the persistence of V-Neg/Adv orders in Danish was [...] already ruled out in
Sundquist (2002; 2003).

3. Varieties of EV2

Although I think that the point H&S (2017) make is largely valid, I will argue that certain
difficulties in teasing apart EV2 and V-to-I may blur their results and make arguments against
K&Z's proposal less conclusive.

To begin with, it is clear that in order to rule out V-to-C reanalysis one needs to find
instances of bona fide V-to-1. In the core case, this requires identifying environments where
pattern (6a) occurs but (6b) is blocked. Let us call such environments "EV2-hostile." The
latter are standardly characterized ex negativo, i.e., via providing criteria for "EV2-friendly"
environments. However, two things stand in the way of making this an easy task. First, there
is so far no fully satisfactory theory of the distribution of EV2. And, second, it is clear that the
boundary between EV2-hostile and EV2-friendly environments can shift both across
languages and diachronically. The interdependence of these issues makes it necessary to
address them together.

3.1. Narrow vs. Broad EV2
At least for the modern Mainland Scandinavian languages, a fairly solid characterization of
EV2-friendly environments can build on work by, among others, Andersson (1975) and
Wechsler (1991), and identify them — as long as we are dealing with declarative clauses —
with "assertion-friendly" environments. This means that the content of the V2-clause counts
as something the speaker commits to and as meant to enrich the common ground. In addition,
provisos have to be made to include "derivative" (or "shifted") uses of EV2 in speech and
thought representation.’

Now, as is well-known, there are varieties of Modern Icelandic where EV2 shows a
broader distribution, as exemplified in (7b) (Régnvaldsson and Thrainsson 1990: 23) and
contrasted with Modern Swedish, (7a) (cf. Hrafnbjargarson and Wiklund 2009: 33).

(7) a. *Johan tvivlar pd [cp att [cp | morgon skall [1p Maria ga upp tidigt 1]]
b. Jon efast um [cp ad [cp d morgun fari [\p Maria snemma a feetur ]|
'John doubts that Mary will get up early tomorrow'

> The strengths and weaknesses of the approach have recently been discussed by, among others, Julien (2015),
Girtner and Michaelis (2010), and Wiklund et al. (2009). It remains controversial (i) whether a weaker notion of
assertion is called for and can be formulated, and (ii) how the (frequent) function of V2-clauses of encoding the
"main point of utterance" (MPU) (Simons 2007) is to be captured.



Clearly, given the meaning of "to doubt," Mary's getting up early on the next day is nothing
the speaker commits to (via an utterance of (7)), nor does it correspond to the content of
John's thought (or speech). Yet, EV2 is possible in Icelandic here, instantiated by non-subject-
initial V2, the hallmark of bona fide V-to-C.° Let us call the distribution of EV2 where EV2-
friendly and "assertion-friendly" environments coincide "narrow EV2" [rEV2] and the
extended one displayed by certain varieties of Modern Icelandic "broad EV2" [bEV2].”

From these brief and sketchy considerations we can already see that assessing the
validity of K&Z-style V-to-C reanalysis of V-to-I depends on the EV2-type — nEV2 or bEV2
— of the language(s) in question. This is what will be addressed next.

4. V-to-C Reanalysis

Sundquist's crucial observation, on which H&S (2017) build their assessment that V-to-C
reanalysis of V-to-I is excluded for Danish, concerns the absence of any drop in "frequency of
V-Neg/Adv orders" in EV2-hostile environments. However, the method of identifying such
environments is neither very elaborate (cf. Garbacz, Hkansson and Rosenkvist 2007) nor
does it take into account the difference between nEV2 and bEV2. As summarized by H&S
(2017),

[i]n order to control for the possibility that the high position for the verb in his data was due to EV2
rather than V-to-I, Sundquist isolated the cases that did not occur in an embedded declarative
(operationalized as a clause introduced by the complementizer at 'that').

[EV2] is excluded — or at best highly disfavored — in relative clauses, indirect questions, and most
types of adverbial clauses [...].

Now, among the clause types actually presented by Sundquist (2002; 2003) as displaying
bona fide V-to-1, relatives and conditionals figure prominently. Let us discuss each type in
turn.

4.1. Relative Clauses

Quite strikingly, the two instances of relative clauses that Sundquist (2002:298) provides as
evidence for Early Modern Danish V-to-1 are both non-restrictive. They are given as the
underlined parts with their fuller contexts in (8) and (9).8

% As is well-known, stylistic fronting (cf., e.g., Holmberg 2006) may sometimes interfere with this diagnostic.
7 Vikner (1995: chapter 4) uses the terms "limited embedded V2" and "general embedded V2," where the latter
has led to some misunderstanding (cf., e.g., Hrafnbjargarson and Wiklund 2009: 22).

Although the variation in question has been further confirmed empirically (Angantysson 2011), it is
doubtful whether a simple dichotomy of two "dialects," one displaying PEV2, the other nEV2, as originally
suggested by Jonsson (1996: 39), is correct (Hrafnbjargarson and Wiklund 2009; Thrainsson 2011).
¥ The exact sources are specified by Sundquist (2002: Appendix A). I have sometimes provided fuller contexts
where missing, basing myself on the original sources cited.



(8) Jeg erindrer mig om de dejlige Lunde wed Ketting,
I  remember REF about the beautiful groves near Ketting
hwor jeg gich alltijd och spatzerede, hwor jeg brod min Arm och falt af Hesten |...]
where I  went always and walked wherel  broke my arm and fell from horse.the
'l remember the beautiful groves near Ketting, where I always went walking,
where I broke my arm and fell off the horse ...'

(9) Udj hindis lidet Cammer, som waar inden for dend Stue, hindis s. Moder laae i,
out.in her small chamber REL was inside of that living.roomher late mother lay in
och som Jomfiru Helle Lyche waar alltijd hof3, passerede jeg heele Efftermiddagene
and REL Miss Helle Lyche was always with spent I all afternoons.the
'In her small chamber, which was next to the living room her late mother lay in,

who Miss Helle Lyche was always with, I passed all afternoons.'

That the author always went for walks there, (8), and that Miss Helle Lyche always was with
her, (9), is additional information about independently established referents: the beautiful
groves near Ketting in (8), and Miss Helle Lyche's late mother in (9). Clearly, we are dealing
with "secondary" assertions (Chierchia and McConnell-Ginet 1990: 282), i.e., additional
speaker/author commitments coming about via utterances of (8)/(9). Consequently, non-
restrictive relative clauses must be considered EV2-friendly environments even in (the more
limited) nEV2 systems (Section 3.1).” This result is in line with the observation by Hooper
and Thompson (1973: 472) that English non-restrictive relatives allow "root transformations"
such as subject-auxiliary inversion [SAI]:

(10) Hal, who under no circumstances would I trust, asked for a key to the vault

Thus, further technicalities aside,'® a V-to-C analysis of the putative V-to-I cases in (8) and
(9) may have to be envisaged as a viable option:

(11) a. [cp hwory D [cpjeg; gich; [1p 4 ti' [ve alltijd [vp t; t 11111
b. [cp Opk som [cp Jomfru Helle Lyche; waari [1p t ti' [ve alltijd [ve ti hof3 t 1]1]]

? Reis (2006: 3.1) lists several criteria for considering canonical uses of German "appositive relatives" assertions.
The fact that they nevertheless resist V2 is problematic for approaches seeking strong (bidirectional) correlations
between V-to-C and illocutionary force, such as the one by Truckenbrodt (2006a; 2006b). Antomo (2012)
suggests that "non-at-issueness" may be the blocking factor.

' Locality conditions (cf., e.g., Rizzi 2001) have to be taken into consideration. These concern the status of
relative operators in non-restrictive relatives, the ability of fronted subjects to create "topic islands," and the
question of how the two interact. It should be borne in mind in this connection that subject-initial V2 allows
certain additional "non-standard" analytic options such as "co-projection" of CP and IP (cf. Haider 1988):

(i) [ce hwor @ [cew jeg gichi [ve alltijd [vp ti t 111

Note also that in German, which possesses weak demonstratives ("d-pronouns") as relativizers, the option for
relative-like V2 clauses without CP-recursion exists. Although these clauses clearly require "assertion-friendly"
environments, their distribution differs in striking ways from the one of standard non-restrictive relatives (cf.
Gartner 2001).



Therefore, the case against K&Z's proposal of V-to-C reanalysis would be strengthened by
minimizing reliance on non-restrictive relatives as evidence.

4.2. Conditional Clauses
Consider the underlined conditional (protasis) in (12), offered by Sundquist (2002: 297) as
another instance of V-to-I in Early Modern Danish.

(12) her Pervell mett ted snareste selff drage tyl k.m.,
Mr. Per wants with the soonest himself go to Royal.Majesty
om vy for icke de __suar, oss behaffwer
if we get not those answersus please
'Mr. Per wants to go to His Royal Majesty as soon as possible himself,
if we don't receive the answers we desire.'

That the author and her husband receive the answers they desire is not asserted here. Nor is it
a "premise" in the sense of Haegeman (2003), who shows that "premise conditionals" may
host "main clause phenomena" in English.'' Thus, if Early Modern Danish possesses nEV2,
the conditional in (12) constitutes an EV2-hostile environment and a V-to-I analysis is called
for.

However, importantly, conditionals belong among the evidence in favor of taking older
stages of Scandinavian to possess bEV2. This is exemplified for Old Icelandic in (13)."

(13)  Dalla kvao mannamun mikinn og po eigivist ad til yndis  yroi
Dalla said difference.of.men great and evennot certain that to happiness would.become
ef betta vissi Porkell i Tungu
if that knew Thorkel in Tunga
'Dalla said there was a mighty great difference betwixt them,
and i1t was far from certain to end happily if Thorkel of Tunga got to know'

Again, this time supported by the subjunctive of vissi, we can assume to be dealing with a
standard "hypothetical" conditional, which renders this an EV2-hostile enviroment under
nEV2. The possibility of non-subject-initial EV2 in (13) thus indicates the kind of extension
of EV2-friendly environments characteristic of hPEV2. By contrast, the unacceptability of
counterparts of (13) in Modern Danish (Vikner 1995: 160) conforms with the standard
assumption that the modern Mainland Scandinavian languages have nEV2."

""" Such conditionals typically introduce temporary commitments, "for the sake of argument" (Haegeman 2003:
4.3), often signaled by features echoing previous utterances. At least in languages like German, "premise
conditionals" can also be used to signal full-fledged commitments (cf., e.g., Coniglio 2011: 4.2.4), with the
speech act involved here consisting in "ascertaining" (or conceding) a fact rather than asserting a proposition.

"2 This example, cited from Netatgifan (https://www.snerpa.is/net/isl/kormaks.htm), is from the early 13th
century Kormaks Saga (chapter 3), and the translation stems from Collingwood and Stefansson (1902). Thanks
to Eirikur Rognvaldsson for bringing the example to my attention.

" Vikner (1995: 160) uses the Old Norwegian example in (i), cited after Nygaard (1905: 376) to illustrate hEV2.

6)] Gjarna mundi hann hafa viljat drepa hann i fyrstu, ef _honum _veeri pat lofat
gladly would he have wanted kill ~ him atfirst, if himDAT were it allowed
'He would gladly have killed him right away, if he had been allowed to do so.'




We can infer from this brief look at conditionals that examples like (12) only constitute
evidence against K&Z's V-to-C reanalysis proposal for Danish if Early Modern Danish can be
assumed to be an nEV2 system like Modern Danish, rather than a hEV2 system. That this is
not really clear is suggested by observations about Middle Danish, the immediately preceding
historical stage, at which according to H&S (2017) agreement already counts as poor by the
standards of the RAH (see Section 2 above). Thus, the following Middle Danish counterpart
of (12), i.e., a hypothetical conditional displaying the critical pattern in (6) has been presented
by Bentzen and Hréarsdottir (2009: 128; citing Hrafnbjargarson 2004: 212). 14

(14) vm min man hafvir inkte reetfongit  gooz hwat skal iac ceda cellas drikkia
if my man has not rightly.received goods what shall I eat or drink

'If my husband doesn't have rightfully acquired goods, what shall I eat or drink?'

At the same time, on the basis of the som-equative in (15),"” Middle Danish has been argued
by Vikner (1995: 160) to display bEV2.

(15) hans low skal een suygce thom, saa som nu_gior loderne _ low
his law shall yet fail them so as nowdoes Jews.the.GEN law
"His [= Mohammed's] law shall fail them, as does the Jews' law now."

4.3. V-to-C Reanalysis and EV2-Types

Abstractly, the situation can — somewhat pedantically — be summarized as follows. Assume
that a language possesses V-to-I in all "embedded" clause types. As depicted in the following
table, V-to-C reanalysis, which in the core case means transition from structures like (6a) to
structures of type (6b) (Section 2), implies avoidance of EV2-hostile environments (here
marked as shaded areas).

V-to-l [ ]

V-to-C | || || |
nEV2  BEV2  fEV2

However, as pointed out to me by Johannes Gisli Jonsson (p.c.), the conditional in (i) can be analyzed as
involving a passive construction with sonum in Spec,IP and a VP that displays OV-order.

' Bentzen and Hroarsdottir (2009: 5.1) use (i) from footnote 13 as part of the evidence that "Old and Middle
MSc had [...] generalized embedded V2 with subject-verb inversion" (p.127), i.e., bEV2. Additionally, they
diagnose V-to-I, which they term "Long non-V2 verb movement" (p.128), for the same group of languages.
Curiously, however, offering (14) as evidence from Middle Danish, the authors maintain that this example is an
instance of "[v]erb movement across negation and adverbs [...] in non-V2 contexts" (p.128). Yet, for such an
assumption to make sense, i.c., for the conditional in (14) to constitute an EV2-hostile environment, a tacit and
illicit recategorization of Middle Danish from previously diagnosed bEV2 to nEV2 must have taken place.

5 A som-equative with fronted nu ("now") has also been used by Holmberg and Platzack (1995: 86f.) to
illustrate Old Swedish bEV2. Another instance is attested in Old Norse (Faarlund 2004: 251).



The distributional consequences of this avoidance, however, depend on the EV2-type of the
language at the stage of the reanalysis. If the language possesses "free EV2" [fEV2], i.e., a
(hypothetical) type where all environments are EV2-friendly, there would be no observable
consequences. The strings representing pattern (6) would continue to occur in all embedded
environments. If, by contrast, we are dealing with an nEV2 system, such strings will be
confined to "assertion-friendly" environments. Finally, under PEV2 we end up somewhere in
between. The EV2-friendly region is expanded without constituting an "anything goes." Thus,
to repeat, in order to settle the case for or against K&Z's V-to-C reanalysis of V-to-I, one
needs to establish the EV2-type of the language in question at the historical stage the
reanalysis is supposedly taking place.

5. Broad EV2

From the discussion so far we can conclude that an important step toward a defense of K&Z's
V-to-C reanalysis approach would consist in showing that Danish was a bDEV2 system at the
stage(s) where putative V-to-1 configurations continued to occur in the absence of rich verbal
agreement. If that were possible, a follow-up step would have to consist in arguing on
independent theoretical grounds that V-to-C is the correct analysis in all of the controversial
cases. However, given (i) the doubly negative characterization of bEV2 — broader than nEV2
but narrower than fEV2 — and (ii) the still only partially understood nature of nEV2 (Section
3.1), it may be difficult to make any further progress fast. Since it is impossible to do justice
to the intricacies of this within the confines of this note, I'll leave the topic for further
research. Instead, I'll conclude by briefly revisiting an approach to hEV2 that links it back to
the RAH.

5.1. Broad EV2 and Rich Agreement

Holmberg and Platzack (1995: 3.4.3.-3.4.6.) analyze EV2 in terms of "CP-recursion" (cf.,
e.g., Vikner 1995), where the difference between nEV2 in modern Mainland Scandinavian
and PEV2 in Modern Icelandic and Old Norse hinges on the absence vs. presence of an
additional finiteness feature [+F] on the outer C° (p.84). This is schematically shown in
(16a)/(16b), corresponding to the relevant parts of (7a)/(7b), respectively.

(16) a. CP b. CP
/\ /\
ce CP C°l+r) CP
| S | N
att c ad c
/\ /\
C°lm IP C°lr IP
| PN | PN

skall fari

Crucially, the additional [+F] is licensed "only in a language with nominative Agr" (p.84),
that is, a language with rich verbal agreement. Secondly, lexicalization of [+F] by the finite
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verb is assumed to trigger "main clause interpretation" (p.86), which confines the EV2-
clauses in question to "assertion-friendly" environments. This is what enforces nEV2 for
languages with poor agreement like Swedish, as exemplified in (16a)/(7a). Lexicalization of
[+F] by a complementizer results in a standard subordinate clause, compatible with whatever
semantics subordination requires. Where both types of lexicalization cooccur as in (16b), the
outer specification wins out and "main clause interpretation" triggered by V-to-C is suspended
(p.86). This allows EV2-clauses in languages with rich agreement like Icelandic, (16b)/(7b),
to behave like ordinary subordinate clauses, which is the basis for hPEV2.

Turning to the diachronic consequences of the above account, we can notice that the
RAH becomes part of a larger "conspiracy." Loss of rich agreement not only results in loss of
V-to-1I (cf. also Holmberg and Platzack 1995: 77) but in addition it comes with a switch from
bEV2 to nEV2, as summarized in (17).

(17) rich agreement & V-to-1 & bEV?2
U

poor agreement & V-in-situ & nEV?2

This immediately predicts that K&Z's V-to-C reanalysis of putative "late" V-to-I should occur
in an nEV2 context. Thus, the strategy of accounting for verb positioning in, for example,
conditionals like (12) by postulating the relevant historical stage of the language to display
bEV2 would no longer work.

However, the close link in (17) is dubious for the simple reason that — as already
pointed out (Section 3.1) — in Modern Icelandic hEV2 is found only in certain varieties. On
the whole, Modern Icelandic shows variation between bJEV2 and nEV2 (Jonsson 1996: 39).
At the same time, all varieties of Modern Icelandic continue to possess both rich agreement
and V-to-1.'® Likewise, the combination of poor agreement and AEV2 may exist in some
varieties of Modern Norwegian, where, according to the survey by Bentzen (2014),
counterparts of (7b) were found acceptable. Similarly, the combination seems to show up in
Middle Danish, as indicated at the end of Section 4.2. 17

6. Conclusion

As part of their "rehabilitation" of the "Rich Agreement Hypothesis" [RAH], Koeneman and
Zeijlstra [K&Z] (2014) subscribe to a close diachronic correlation between loss of rich
agreement and loss of V-to-I. They propose to meet the familiar challenge of a protracted time
lag between loss of agreement and loss of V-to-I (cf., e.g., Vikner 1997) by a number of
reanalysis mechanisms, reanalysis of V-to-I as V-to-C, i.e., as "embedded V2" [EV2], being
the one focused on here. In a critique of K&Z's approach, Heycock and Sundquist [H&S]
(2017) point out that V-to-C reanalysis is not an option in the case of Danish, for which

' For some prima facie counterexamples to V-to-I in Modern Icelandic and their treatment, see Sigurdsson
(1986), Angantysson (2007), and Thrainsson (2010). Information structure seems to play an important role in
licensing the configurations in question.

17 Hrafnbjargarson and Wiklund (2009: 37f.) present a promising approach to the nEV2 vs. bDEV2 distinction
built on an articulated split CP (cf. Rizzi 1997) and independent of matters of verbal agreement.
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Sundquist (2002; 2003) expressly sought to identify instances of V-to-I in non-EV2
environments at the relevant historical stage(s).

In this short note, I have argued that settling the case for or against V-to-C reanalysis
requires carefully taking into account the "EV2-type" of the languages under investigation. In
particular, the familiar "narrower" distribution of EV2 [#EV2] in modern Mainland
Scandinavian — confined to roughly speaking "assertion-friendly" environments — is known to
contrast with a "broader" distribution [PEV2] in certain varieties of Modern Icelandic and Old
Norse. As a consequence, the borderline between "EV2-hostile" and "EV2-friendly"
environments varies.

By way of illustration, I have raised concerns about some examples from Early Modern
Danish that Sundquist (2002; 2003) classifies as bona fide V-to-l. First, among relative
clauses, non-restrictives must be handled with care, since, encoding "secondary" assertions,
they would constitute EV2-friendly environments even within the more limited nEV2-type.'®
Second, "hypothetical" conditionals, which must be considered EV2-hostile under nEV2,
have been shown to constitute EV2-friendly environments in (Old Norse) bEV2. Thus,
putative V-to-I in such conditionals would resist K&Z-style V-to-C reanalysis only if the
historical stage of the language in question counts as nEV2. This may not hold for Middle
Danish, where evidence for PEV2 has been provided. The EV2-type of Early Modern Danish
needs to be investigated.

Let me stress that I've chosen to focus on cases problematic for H&S in order to make a
methodological point about the importance of distinguishing EV2-types.'® Thus, even if it can
be shown that both Middle Danish and Early Modern Danish possess bEV2, V-to-C
reanalysis of the entire set of putative V-to-I cases in those languages will have to be argued
to be the correct approach on independent theoretical grounds. What's more, given the doubly
negative characterization of AEV2 — broader than nEV2 but narrower than an entirely
unconstrained "free" EV2 [fEV2] — and the still only partially understood nature of
"assertion-friendly" environments as basis for nEV2 (Section 3.1), no firm conclusions about
the controversy can be drawn. Instead, a much more careful study of (varieties of) EV2 in the
history of Scandinavian seems to be called for.

'8 A related point can be made wrt the evidence for bona fide V-to-1 in Middle English offered by K&Z (2014:
578):

i) Bycause they come not up and offre

Such adjunct clauses providing reasons — (i) answering the question Why dryve men dogges out of the chyrche?
(Roberts 1993: 247, 250) — are known to constitute EV2-friendly environments (cf., e.g., Andersson 1975: 24).

' The same point can actually be made wrt the Yang-style grammar competition model (cf. Yang 2000) offered
by Heycock and Wallenberg (2013), where EV2-friendly environments confer a competitive advantage to V-in-
situ over V-to-I grammars (p.136f.). As far as I can see, the difference between determining these environments
within PEV2 as opposed to nEV2 lies in speeding up the loss of V-to-I. The exact consequences of this
observation remain to be explored.
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Enough already!
On directive modal particles in English and Swedish'

Verner Egerland and Dianne Jonas

Lund University and Goethe University Frankfurt

Abstract

In non-standard American English, an innovative usage of already has emerged as the result of a
translation borrowing from Yiddish. In this usage, already appears to have the properties of a
Modal Particle, despite the fact that such a category has been argued to be essentially absent from
English. It is shown that already and the Swedish Modal Particle ndngdng, share all of the relevant
properties of a Modal Particle: They are phonetically weak elements, homophonous with lexical
adverbial expressions, and strictly limited to the sentence final position. They scope over the entire
proposition, are implicational, and only compatible with one particular kind of illocutionary Force,
namely directive. Furthermore, they add expressive content, in particular that of impatience, and
convey the expectation of immediate compliance on behalf of the hearer.

1 Introduction

The Modal Particle (henceforth MP) is a phonetically weak element with clausal scope, which
adds expressive content to the clause without altering its truth conditions (e.g. Konig 1977;
Abraham 1980, 1991, 2000; Lobner 1989; Zimmermann 2011, 2016; Bross 2012; Degand,
Cornillie, & Pietrandea 2013). In the restrictive approach of Abraham (1980, 2000), MPs exist
in a very limited number of languages, including German, Dutch, West Frisian, Yiddish, and
Mainland Scandinavian.”? On the other hand, according to the more liberal view of, for
example, Zimmerman (2011), MPs represent a rather widespread phenomenon among the
languages of the world. However, both these approaches concur on the point that MPs are
quite restricted in a language such as English, where the equivalent “expressive functions” are
conveyed with different means, such as intonation patterns (Waltereit 2001, Zimmermann
2011).

Interestingly, however, in non-standard American English, the adverb already is
attested in contexts such as (1a-b):

' For comments and useful criticism, we are grateful to the audiences of the Grammatik i
Fokus Colloquium, Lund, February 2014, and the Budapest-Potsdam-Lund Linguistics
Colloquium, Budapest, June 2016.

% This follows from the criterion that MP’s are limited in distribution to the sentence midfield,
in a clause the edges of which are defined by V2 and OV word order.

Working Papers in Scandinavian Syntax 97 (2016), 14-22
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(1) a. this is so old, give it up already. try to remember bill clinton is NOT running for
president. (Washington Post, comment field, 2016-10-12)
b. Donald Trump Jr. offered some unsolicited career advice for women concerned

about sexual harassment in the workplace: Just quit, already.
(Huffington Post, 2016-10-14)

Not all English speakers accept the usage illustrated in (la-b), and to some it is not easily
interpretable. In the following, we argue that, for the speakers who do accept these examples,
already in (1a-b) is a Modal Particle (henceforth MP). The paper is organized as follows: In
section 2, we give a brief background to the MP analysis. The argument is built on
comparative data: It is shown that already has the same interpretation and distribution as
modal particle ndngdang in Swedish, which to our knowledge has not been thoroughly been
described in the literature. The striking parallelism between AmE already and Swedish
ndngdng will be shown in section 3. The analysis follows in section 4.

2 Already and nangdng

The usage of already in (la-b) has been identified as a translation borrowing from Yiddish
shoyn, the earliest examples dating to the beginning of the 20™ century (Feinsilver 1958:232,
1962:204; Safire 1998*). Today, such a pattern may be spreading, given the frequency with
which it appears in AmE sitcoms and blogs.* The relevant usage of already, then, is an
interesting example of how an MP can be borrowed and integrated into a language which does
not otherwise make use of MP’s. In other words, MP already, as in (1a-b), does not originate
as a development of Standard English adverbial already illustrated in (2):

(2) He already gave it up.

It is not trivial to define the relevant variety of AmE, or to identify the native speakers. The
English variety attested in sitcoms, blogs, and comment fields may be very different from the
L2 or heritage varieties in which the MP usage of already presumably first appeared. For the
purposes of this paper, we argue on the basis of comparative evidence that MP already, as it is
attested in television and on the net, has the same distribution as Swedish MP ndngdng.
Before we proceed, consider that MP’s in continental Germanic are normally
homophonous with some other item (as for instance adverbs) which does have lexical content.
While the MP is unstressed, the homophonous item can carry stress. Such pairs “...will hardly

? “This use of already began to appear early in the century, (...) among immigrant Yiddish
speakers living in New York who were just starting to talk English. By the 1930's it had
become common usage among their children who no longer spoke Yiddish - a development
that enabled it to entrench itself in the American language.” (Safire 1988)

* However, the sociolinguistic dimension of this problem is not discussed here.
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ever enter into the consciousness of the speaker as having anything in common with one
another except their form” (Abraham 2000: 322).

Whereas adverbial already in English can be stressed and appear both sentence-
internally and sentence-finally (3a), MP already cannot carry stress and only appears in the
sentence final position (3b):

(3) a. Should we (ALREADY) get going (ALREADY)?
b. Should we (*already) get GOing (already)?

That is to say, the MP occurrence of already typically has the intonation contour of (3b), with
stress on the main verb. For the sake of clarity, we henceforth write the adverb in uppercase
letters and the MP in lowercase letters, as in (3a-b).

Swedish MP ndngdng is homophonous with the adverbial expression ndn gang ‘some
time’, ‘in some occasion’, ‘once’. While the lexical expression can carry stress and appear in
the sentence midfield, as in (4a), the MP is unstressed and obligatorily sentence-final (4b).°

(4) a. Kan vi (NAN ging) 4ka dit (NAN ging)?
can we some time go there some time
‘could we go there for once?’
b. Kan vi (*ninging)AKa  (ninging)?
can we nanging go ningéng

For expository reasons, we signal this difference by writing lexical NAN gdng as separate
words, even if such a choice does not follow Swedish orthographic conventions. Importantly,
whereas the MP ndngdng is obligatorily distressed, the lexical impression can carry stress and
be pronounced as two separate words. It does not have to be however; hence, the lexical NAN
gadng and the MP ndngdng are sometimes indistinguishable.

It is of some relevance that English is compared with a Germanic SVO language such as
Swedish, rather than German or indeed Yiddish, given that the choice between SOV and SVO
crucially changes certain premises. Also, the distribution and interpretation of already is
distinctly different from, for instance, its German cognate schon (Zimmerman 2016).

3 Distribution and Restrictions

English already and Swedish ndngdng are not acceptable in assertive clauses:

* Note, however, that Abraham argues for a “monogenetic” approach to the homophonous
pairs, since this “saves one assuming two separate and unrelated entries in the lexicon ...”
(Abraham 2000, p. 322). Such a hypothesis is difficult to maintain for standard English
already and MP already, if the latter is not actually a development from the first.

® MP ndngdng has no clear equivalent in Standard English and will not be translated in the

gloss.
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*He has arrived already.
*Han har kommit ndngéng.

That is to say that the surface structures of (5a-b) are acceptable only with the respective
lexical readings, not with the MP readings.
Instead, the prototypical context for already/nangdng is the imperative, as in (6a-b)-(8a-

b):
(6) a.
b.
(7) a.
b.
8) a.
b.

Just call him already! (Scrubs)
Bara ring honom ninging!

just call him ningéng

Just eat your dinner already! (Google)
Bara 4  upp néngéng!

just eat wup nanging

Get off the phone already! (Google)
Liagg pd luren ningéng!

put on handset.the ningéng

This observation extends to embedded imperatives (9a-b) and hortatives which may surface,
for instance, as a consecutive clause (11a-b):

9) a
b.
(10) a.

Y

®

I'm going to get tough and tell some of you to get going already! (Google)
Jag tinker sdga till er att komma ivig nangang.

I think say to you to  get away  nangang

‘I’'m going to tell you to leave’

You should just come out of the closet and be openly gay already. (Seinfeld)
Ni  borde bara vara Oppet gay nangang.

you should just be openly gay néngang

So just tell me what I should do and stop giving me sermons so that I can hang up
already! (Google)
Sdg bara vad jag ska gora sd att jag kan ldgga pa néngéng!
say just what I shall do  so that I can hang up ningéng

Furthermore, the modal usage of already/ndngdang is frequently found in yes/no-questions
(12a-b) and (13a-b), as well as in why-questions (14a-b) and (15a-b):

(12) a.

b.

(13) a.

Can you guys start caring already? (Google)
Kan ni  borja bry er nangang?

can you start  bother you nanging

‘can you start bother’

Can we go already? (According to Jim)
Kan vi gd nénging?

can we go ninging
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(14) a. It’s been five years. Why can’t we just move on already?
(How I met your mother)
b. Varfor kan vi inte bara ga vidare ninging?
why can we not just go ahead nangang
(15) a. Why can’t you do it already? (Google)
b. Varfor kan du inte gora det nénging?
why can you not do it  néngang

This may be taken to indicate that already/nangding are indeed compatible with the
interrogative, but that is a misleading impression. Already/ndngdng are always directive in the
sense of Searle (1975): In (12)-(15), the speaker expresses some wish with which the hearer is
expected to comply. In fact, such constructions are subject to syntactic restrictions indicating
that they do not have interrogative status. Already/ndngdng cannot combine with wh-
questions other than why. (16a-b) are unacceptable under the relevant reading of
already/ndngdng.

(16) a. *What are you doing already?
b. *Vad gor du nangang?

As is generally the case with MP’s, already/ndngang are strictly limited to one particular
illocutionary force. Moreover, consider that already/nangding scope over the entire
proposition and, hence, are incompatible with information focus on single arguments as in
(16a-b).

Furthermore, the apparent why-questions only appear in the negative: All of (17a-b) and
(18a-b) are unacceptable in the relevant readings.

(17) a. *Why are you doing it already?
b. *Varfor gor du det ndnging?

(18) a. *Why is he coming here already?
b. *Varfor kommer han nangang?

That is to say that, in (17a-b) and (18a-b), we can only access the lexical readings of
ALREADY and NAN gdng. It is licit to speculate that this restriction stems from the
presuppositional content of the directive (it is presupposed that the event has not taken place).

Lastly, what appears to be a difference between already and ndngang is the fact that
already can appear in elliptic utterances, i.e. in exclamations such as (19a-b). The equivalent
example (20) is not acceptable in Swedish:

(19) a. Enough already! Ted, that button’s mine! (How I met your mother)
b. Alright already! I didn’t have friends. (The Simpsons)
(20) *Nog ninging!
enough nanging
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Farrell Ackerman (p.c.) points out to us that under given circumstances an utterance such as
(20) is acceptable in his AmE variety:

(21) Who is coming already?

The relevant context of (21) is one in which the hearer is supposed to tell me who is coming
tonight but does not come to the point. I can express impatience by uttering (21), in which,
however, already does not scope over the wh-question: Just tell me already (who is coming).

4 Analysis

From the above examples, it is clear that already/ndngang add expressive content, that is, the
attitude of impatience and annoyance. The implication is that the eventuality, e, has not yet
taken place but should have done so, in the speaker’s opinion. Note, for instance, that
already/ndngdang are not compatible with the directive in a case in which the speaker
encourages the hearer to continue to do something. Imagine a context in which I ask the
hearer to continue to take a week off work now and then. Such a directive cannot be
expressed as in (22a-b) (even if I am impatient about it):

(22) a. *Continue to go on a holiday already.
b. *Fortsdtt att aka pad semester ningang.
continue to go on vacation ninging

Arguably, this is so because of the implication that e has not yet begun. We conclude that the
already/ndngdng construction is at the same time directive, expressive, and implicational.

The analysis, thus, needs to incorporate a couple of basic intuitions: First, the
illocutionary Force of the clause is specified DIRECTIVE. Second, it must be assumed that an
aspectual feature is projected in the structure, relating to the notion of immediacy. A salient
property of already/ndngdng, namely, is that such items imply that the speaker expects
immediate compliance from the hearer. This can be shown by putting already/ndangdng in
comparison to expressions such as English for one time’s sake/for once, and the Swedish
equivalent for en gdngs skull, which do not share such a property. A speaker who knows that
his or her child is having an exam next Monday, can say (23a-b) on Thursday:

(23) a. Do your homework over the weekend for once!
b. Gor din léxa over helgen foren  gangs  skull!
do your homework  over weekend.the for one time’s sake

Consider that already/ndngdang could not have been used in such a context:
(24) a. *Do your homework over the weekend already!

b. *Gor din léxa over helgen ningang!
do your homework  over weekend.the ningéng
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Arguably, this restriction stems from the fact that already/ndngdng are in conflict with a time
expression which does not imply that e immediately follows the time of the utterance. To be
more precise, we are comparing two different interpretations: On the one hand, there are
expressions describing that the speaker expects the immediate occurrence of e (or the
immediate beginning of it, if e has extension). On the other, there are expressions describing
that the speaker expects at least one occurrence of e, though not necessarily an immediate one.
In Swedish, the MP ndngdng corresponds to the former reading, while the second one can be
conveyed by the lexical expression NAN gdng.

Suppose, then, that the MP structure of such clauses hosts a Force Projection defined as
DIRECTIVE and an Aspect Projection corresponding to the feature of immediacy, dominating
the VP:

(25) [Forcer Directive [CP... [Aspectp tmmediate @lready [VP (XP)]]]]

For present purposes, the analysis disregards the TP, assuming that the directive clause is
tenseless, and does not define a subject position given that the subject is inherently 2" person.

In order to derive the word order, we assume that the VP containing the verb and
possible complements (XP in (25)) is raised above the AspectP, so as to make the MP’s
already/ndngang appear in final position.

(26) [ForceP Directive [CP .. [VP] [AspectP Immediate all”eady {J"LP_} ]]]

It is licit to speculate that such raising is focus-driven. Focal stress invariably falls on the VP
and, furthermore, the MP already/ndngdng co-occur with a preverbal focusing element,
typically English just and Swedish bara ‘only’, as in (27a-b) (also, see (1b), (6a-b), (7a-b),
(10a-b) for instance).

(27) a. Just hit me already! (Anger Management)
b. Bara klipp till mig néngang
only hit to me nangang

Considering that such elements impose a focus reading on the following constituent, suppose
that just/bara signal the presence of a Focus Phrase on top of the VP layer, following a line of
thought originating in Brody (1990:207). The lowest VP moves up to this Focus Phrase, thus
appearing to the left of the MP already/ndngdng:’®

7 Admittedly, given this analysis, there is an affinity between MP already and the adverbial
ALREADY. If the approach of Lee (2008) is assumed, adverbial ALREADY introduces
polarity focus, contrasting the described e with a possible alternative e. We will not enter into
that discussion here.

® One prediction of the structure in (28) is that it should not be possible to add MP already to a
directive in which a lexicalized 2™ person subject is focused. That is to say, in DO it already!,
the VP has raised to the pre-VP focus field, and therefore YOU do it already! should be ruled
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(28) [Forcer Directive [CP... [rocusp just [VP] [aspectr already FP3 1]1]

The structure in (28) captures the intuition that such derivations encode at least Force, Focus,
and Aspect.

5 Conclusion

In non standard American English an innovative usage of already has emerged as the result of
a translation borrowing from Yiddish. In this usage, already appears to have the properties of
a Modal Particle, despite the fact that such a category has been argued to be essentially absent
from English. It has been shown that already and the Swedish Modal Particle ndangdng, share
all of the relevant properties of a Modal Particle: They are phonetically weak elements,
homophonous with lexical adverbial expressions, and strictly limited to the sentence final
position. They scope over the entire proposition, are implicational, and only compatible with
one particular kind of illocutionary Force, namely directive. Furthermore, they add expressive
content, in particular that of impatience, and convey the expectation of immediate compliance
on behalf of the hearer.
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Exceptional Movement from/into the Criterial Position”
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Abstract

In this paper, I discuss exceptional movement from/into the Criterial Position within the
framework of Labeling Algorithm (Chomsky 2013, 2015). In Scandinavian Object Shift, the
object pronoun can exceptionally move out of [Spec,RP], the Criterial Position for objects in
the unmarked case in which they complete the valuation of their unvalued Case feature. In
Icelandic Stylistic Fronting, the categories that do not have any feature(s) in which they
should agree with T can exceptionally move to [Spec,TP], a typical Criterial Position claimed
in the literature (Rizzi 2015). Hosono (2013) argues that the object pronoun in the
Scandinavian languages moves to cause downstep. Holmberg (2000) argues that Icelandic
Stylistic Fronting occurs due to the requirement that something phonologically visible must
occupy [Spec,TP]. On the basis of their claims, I propose that exceptional movement
from/into the Criterial Position can occur only when it is required from phonology. It is
argued that though a raised category must have some unvalued feature(s) in which it should
agree with a head in a raised position in the system of Labeling Algorithm, a category can

move without any unvalued feature(s) in this exceptional syntactic movement.

1. Introduction

It has been argued that a sentential element cannot move up further from some
structural positions, the problem called the Halting Problem (Rizzi 2006, 2010,
2015; Chomsky 2013, 2015). In (1a), the wh-object which dog moves from its
original position to [Spec,(embedded)CP] and must stop there. It cannot move
up to [Spec,(matrix)CP]; see (1b). Such positions as [Spec,(embedded)CP] in
which a sentential element is frozen (and cannot move up further) are called the

Criterial Position (CriP).!

*Many thanks to Johan Brandtler for his helpful comments to improve this paper. Part of this
paper was presented at The 153rd Meeting of the Linguistic Society of Japan, Dec 3-4, 2016.
I would like to thank the audience for their helpful comments. I am responsible for any errors.
' See Rizzi (2006, 2010, 2015) for an account of the CriP in terms of Criterial Freezing.

Working Papers in Scandinavian Syntax 97 (2016) 23-39
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(1) a.  You wonder [cp [Which dog] C John likes fwhich-degl}].
b. *[cp [which dog] do you wonder [cp fwhich-dog} C John likes fwhich-dog]]]?

In this paper, I discuss exceptional movement from/into the CriP within the
framework of Labeling Algorithm (LA, Chomsky 2013, 2015), taking
Scandinavian Object Shift (OS, Holmberg 1986, 1999) and Icelandic Stylistic
Fronting (SF, Holmberg 2000) as example.” In Scandinavian OS, the object
pronoun can exceptionally move out of [Spec,RP], the CriP for objects in the
unmarked case in which they complete the valuation of their unvalued Case. In
Icelandic SF, the categories that do not have any feature(s) in which they should
agree with T can exceptionally move to [Spec,TP], a typical CriP claimed in the
literature (Rizzi 2015). According to Hosono (2013), the object pronoun in the
Scandinavian languages moves to cause downstep. According to Holmberg
(2000), Icelandic SF occurs due to the requirement that something
phonologically visible must occupy [Spec,TP]. On the basis of their claims, |
propose that exceptional movement from/into the CriP can occur only when it is
required from phonology. It is argued that though a raised category must have
some unvalued feature(s) in which it should agree with a head in a raised
position in the LA derivational system, a category can move without any
unvalued feature(s) in this exceptional syntactic movement.

The paper is organized as follows. In section 2, I briefly introduce the
basic idea of the LA framework and describe how to derive (1a-b) within this
framework. Section 3 and section 4 introduce the basic properties of
Scandinavian OS and Icelandic SF in that order. In each section, the way of
deriving relevant constructions on the basis of the LA system is presented, and
exceptional properties of these movement phenomena are discussed. Section 5

proposes that exceptional movement from/into the CriP can occur only when it

* In this paper, the term Object Shift refers to weak pronoun shift only.



25
is required from phonology. Section 6 briefly concludes this paper, suggesting

some problems on labeling.

2. Labeling Algorithm and the Derivation of the Halting Problem

According to Chomsky (2013, 2015), a syntactic object does not inherently have
a phrasal label, but the label is determined in the course of derivation by LA, a
minimal search of computation. In the structure where a phase head, either v* or
C, merges to a maximal projection, XP, LA takes the label of that phase head.
When a non-phase head, either a verbal root R or T, which is weak by
assumption, merges to XP, a category inside XP needs to move to the Spec of
that non-phase head to strengthen it. The raised category and the non-phase
head agree in some feature(s), and LA takes the shared feature(s) as the label of
the projection.

In the structure in which two maximal projections, XP and YP, merge,
one way to label the projection is that one of them moves out. LA searches the
head of the remaining maximal projection, either X or Y, and takes it as the
label of the projection. The other way is to take the feature shared by XP and
YP as the label, i.e. by Agree between XP and YP. LA takes the shared feature,
e.g. ¢-features, and labels the projection <g,q>. When the latter strategy is
taken, neither XP nor YP can move up further: if one of them moved out, it
would be invisible in their agreeing position, e.g. as in (XP ...) [X2, YP], and
labeling of the construction [X2, YP], could not be done. This accounts for why
a category in the CriP cannot move up further, which is described below.

The Halting Problem, (1a-b), is derived as illustrated in (2a-b). Which
dog moves to the Spec of the embedded C that has Q. Agree occurs between the
unvalued [wh] of which dog and the valued [Q] of Cq, and the projection of Cg
is labeled QP (2a). If which dog moved out of [Spec,QP] as in (2b), it would be
invisible in [Spec,QP], and the embedded clause could not be labeled. Thus,
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which dog must stop in [Spec,QP], the CriP for that wh-phrase, and cannot

move up further.’

(2) a. You wonder [qp [ which dog] Cq John likes fo-which-dogd].
b.*[q which dog] do you wonder [op fo-whieh-dog} C John likes fo-whieh-deog}]?

Note that which dog completes the valuation of its unvalued [wh] in [Spec,QP]
and does not have any more unvalued feature(s),” which prevents it from
moving up to the matrix Spec. That is, the CriP is the position where a raised
category completes the valuation of all of its unvalued features. Without any
more unvalued feature(s), which dog cannot move up to the matrix Spec, since it
cannot agree with the matrix C head. Thus, in the LA system, a raised category
must have some unvalued feature(s) in which it agrees with a head in a raised
position. After it completes the valuation of all of its unvalued feature(s), it
cannot move up further. It must stop in that raised position, i.e. in the CriP for
that category.

Within the phase framework until Chomsky (2008), it was assumed that
syntactic movement is allowed to occur only when a new semantic effect is
produced. Movement that does not cause any semantic change was assumed to
occur in phonology. But a corollary of the LA derivational system is that any
category can move in narrow syntax regardless of whether a semantic change
occurs or not. Movement of any category would seem to be free. However, a
raised category must have some unvalued feature(s) in which it agrees with a
head in a raised position and which can be valued in that raised position only by

that head.” Thus, movement is actually not free in the LA system.

? Hereafter, projections are notated with the label of (phase or non-phase) heads in such a
way as TP, v*P, etc.

* The unvalued Case of the (wh-)object has already been valued in a lower Spec, which I turn
to soon below.

> Johan Brandtler (p.c.) raises the concern that a circularity might arise in the statement here:
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3. Exceptional Movement from the Criterial Position

— Scandinavian Object Shift

In the Scandinavian languages, weak pronominal objects can move across a
sentence adverb like a negation (3a), contrary to full NP objects that do not

move in the unmarked case (3b).

(3) a. Jagmadlade den inte. [Swe.]
[ painted it not
‘I didn’t paint it.’

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

OS in the Scandinavian languages is dependent on verb movement (Holmberg’s
Generalization, Holmberg 1986). Specifically, in simple tense forms (4a), the
main verb moves to the second position; the object pronoun can move too. OS is
obligatory in some of the Scandinavian varieties, but optional in others. On the
other hand, in complex tense forms (4b), the main verb does not move due to
the presence of the Aux(iliary verb). In embedded clauses (4c), main verb
movement does not occur. The object pronoun cannot move across the negation
in either of the cases.

(4) a. Jagmalade <®“den> inte malade <*“den>. [Swe.]
[ painted it  not it
‘I didn’t paint it

movement does not apply freely, since a raised item must have some unvalued feature to be
valued in a raised position; but it is only when it moves that we can see that it has an
unvalued feature. What is meant here is that a raised item must have some unvalued
feature(s), as long as it moves. Not only a raised item but also an item that does not move can
have unvalued features. T, for instance, has unvalued ¢-features inherited from C which are
valued by an item raised to [Spec,TP] as we see in detail soon below, but T itself does not
move (or will move in phonology, according to Chomsky 2013, 2015). However, an item that
moves must have some unvalued feature(s) in which it agrees with a head in a raised position
in the LA system.
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b. Jaghar <*den> inte malat <““den>.
I have it notpainted it
‘I haven’t painted it.’

c. Jagsa att jag <*honom>inte malade <°“honom>.
I said that I him not portrayed  him
‘I said that I didn’t portray him.’

No movement phenomenon other than OS in which movement of a sentential
element is dependent on that of another sentential element has been found. Due
to this property, OS has long been controversial in generative syntax (Diesing
1992, 1997; Holmberg and Platzack 1995; Holmberg 1999; Chomsky 2001;
Sells 2001; Vikner 2001; Josefsson 2003, 2010; Fox and Pesetsky 2005;
Erteschik-Shir 2005; Broekhuis 2008; Mikkelsen 2011; among others).

The derivation of (3a-b) based on the LA system is illustrated in (5a-b).

Let us consider the derivational process until when v*P is transferred.

(5) a. ...C [a(sz)jag [T [B inte [y(zv*P)j-a-g [mﬁlade(=R)+V*
[s=rp) den [métadet=R) [ den]]]]]1]] (=3a)

b. ... C[y=rp jag [T [p inte [y=+p) jag [kysste(=R)+v*
[s=rp) Marit [kysstet=R) [ Maxit]]]]]]]] (=3b)

The verbal root R, mdlade (5a)/kysste (5b), merges to the internal argument, den
(5a)/Marit (5b). Since madlade/kysste(=R) is a non-phase head and weak,
den/Marit moves to [Spec,R] to strengthen it. The phase head v* merges to 9.
Phasehood is inherited from v* to R, that 1s, functional features such as
¢-features that are located in v* are inherited to madlade/kysste(=R).
Maladelkysste(=R) and den/Marit in its Spec Obj(ect)-agree and the latter is
assigned an Acc(usative Case). 9 is labeled RP. Mdlade/kysste(=R) moves to v*
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to becomea verbal category.Phasehood is activated in the original position of
R.!, the complementf R (which is now vacuous)s transferred.

The external argument of yfag, merges to theyntactic objecthat has
alreadybeen built The negationinte andT also mergé. Since T is a nophase
head and weak, DP in its complement, jag.in [Spec!], moves tgd Spe¢#] to
strengthent. After jag moves outL A finds the phase head v* arids labeled
v*P. The phase head C mergegttd’hasehood is inherited from C tothat is,
functional features in @hcluding! -featuresare inherited to T. T angg in its
Spec Subj(ectagree and the latter is assigrsedom(inative Case} is labeled
TP. Phasehood is activated in TM=v*P), the complement of Tincluding
$=RP),is thentransferred.

Consider the properties dfie position where the object is located, i.e.
[Spec,RP]. The object, den (5a)Marit (5b), moves to that position and
Obj-agrees withmElad€5a)kysste(5b). The unvalued Case of the object is
valuedandassignedan Acc by the! -features itTmEladkyssté=R). The object
stopsthere.That is,[Spec,RP] in which the object completes the valuation of
all of its unvalued feature(ss the CriP forthe object Except when the object
still has other unvalued feature(s) that cannot be valued there and need to b
valued in a higher position, &s the case ofvh-objects that havan unvalued
[wh], the object stopand is frozen in [Spec,Ri] the unmarked case

Therefore, the object, whether it is an object pronoun suderaba) or
a full NP object such aMlarit (5b), could not moveup further with all the
unvalued featuresncluding Casevalued in [Spec,RP], the objecbuld not

move out of [Spec,RP] However, object pronounsn the Scandinavian

® It is assumed that aftenEladéyssté=R) moves to v* to become a verbal categoryis
deleted since v* is an affix and invisible to LAA question arises whether LA can find, v*
which has already been deletex$ the label leave aside the issue on the deletion of v* here.
’ Later, Iturn to some problems on labeling, e.g. how to l&béh which the negatiomte
merges td'.
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languagescan exceptionally move ouf thoughit does not have any more

unvalued feature($).

4, Exceptional Movementinto the Criterial Position

DPlcelandic Stylistic Fronting

In Icelandic, a sentential element can optionally move to the subject position
when it is empty(Holmberg 2000§. In (6a), the embeddedsubject position is
empty. Thesentence adverennilegacan optionally move to that positiofh).

In (7a), the subject position is occupied by the expletiw. When the
expletive is deleted, one of the clauskments, the past particigiekin moves

to the subject position7lh). As claimed in the literatutethe subject position,
[Spec,TP], is a typical CriP; see Rizzi (2006, 2010, 2015).

(6) a. Hversadir"ogal _ hefli sennilega skrifa" essa bk]? [Ice.]
who said youthat has probably written this book
QVho did you say has probably written this boOk?

b. Hver sadir "ce [& sennilega héf _ skrifd "essa b—K]?

(7) a. #a hefurverl tekin erfil  fkvsd un. [Ice.]
tperehas been takendifficult declsion
@ difficult decision has been také&h.

b. Tekin hefur veri __erfi! tkvsd un.

The embedded clause (Bb) would be derived within the LA framework as

illustrated in ). We consider the derivational process until v*P is transferred.

(8) E a! [g=rp)Sennilega [hefi+T [wsennilegdq-,r) pro [skrifal (=R)+v*
[ =rp) " €SS@ b—EHAFaH=R) [ ~essa-b-1{K]]I]

8 In Icelardic, full NPs can optionally move, which | leave aside here.
° The data of Icelandic SF is taken from Holmberg (2000). Holmberg refers to J—nsson
(1991) for some of his data.
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The verbal root R, skrifad, merges to the internal argument, pessa b6k.'® Since
skrifad(=R) 1s a non-phase head and weak, pessa bok moves to [Spec,R] to
strengthen it. The phase head v* merges to 6. Phasehood is inherited from v* to
R, that is, functional features in v* including ¢-features are inherited to
skrifad(=R). Skrifad(=R) and pessa bok in its Spec Obj-agree and the latter is
assigned an Acc. o is labeled RP. Skrifad(=R) moves to v* to become a verbal
category.'' Phasehood is activated in the original position of R. &, the
complement of R (which is now vacuous), is transferred.

The external argument of (skrifad(=R)+)v* merges to the syntactic object
that has already been built. Since it is phonetically empty as notated as pre, LA
cannot find it as the label of y. With the phase head v* taken, y is labeled v*P.
The sentence adverb sennilega merges to y(=v*P)."” T, to which the Aux hefdi
adjoins, merges to B."” Since T is a non-phase head and weak, the adverb
sennilega moves to [Spec,T] to strengthen it.'* The phase head C, i.e. ad,
merges to o. Phasehood is inherited from C to T, that is, functional features in C
including ¢-features are inherited to T. T and sennilega in its Spec agree, and o
is labeled TP. Phasehood is activated in T. y(=v*P), the complement of T,
including 6(=RP), is then transferred.

It is unclear whether the adverb has any unvalued features in which it
agrees with T in [Spec,TP]. As has been stated so far, in the LA derivational
system, a raised category must have some unvalued feature(s) that cannot be

valued in the original position but can be valued only in a raised position.

' T leave aside the internal structure of the object noun phrase pessa b6k “this book’.

" See footnote 6.

12 See footnote 7.

" Tt is plausible that the Aux hefdi merges as a verbal head in a lower position and moves to
T. For simplicity sake, I say here that the Aux adjoins to T.

' Later, I turn to the problem of how to label P after the sentence adverb sennilega moves
out.
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Contrary to nominals that have an unvalued Case, the adverb does not seem to
have any unvalued feature(s): being able to adjoin to syntactic objects freely and
stand alone, the adverb does not have any dependency relation with any
category at all. Thus, the adverb that does not have any unvalued feature(s) in
which it should agree with T in [Spec,TP] could not move at all."” But the

adverb can exceptionally move to [Spec,TP] in Icelandic SF.

3. Proposal

Regarding Scandinavian OS, Hosono (2013) argues that downstep (cf.
Gussenhoven 2004) occurs in simple tense forms in which the object pronoun
moves, whereas downstep does not occur in sentential forms in which the object
pronoun does not move. This observation is hypothesized in the way that the
object pronoun moves to cause downstep. Holmberg’s Generalization is
accounted for as follows. In (4a-c), the main verb carries the focus in the
unmarked case. In simple tense forms (4a), the object pronoun moves to cause
downstep and eliminate a focal effect on the negation located after the main
verb. In complex tense forms (4b) and embedded clauses (4c), the final pitch
peak occurs on the in-situ main verb located after the negation. Since the pitch
continues to rise up to the main verb, the object pronoun must not move and
cause downstep before the main verb (Hosono 2013:148-151)."¢

Hosono’s claim indicates that movement of the object pronoun occurs
when it is required from the phonological/phonetic component. As stated in

section 3, the object in general cannot move out of [Spec,RP], the CriP for the

"> The same argument applies to the question why it is always the external argument, not v*P,
that moves out; see Chomsky (2013, 2015). The external argument has an unvalued Case,
which is assigned a Nom by T, whereas v*P does not have any unvalued feature(s).

' Hosono’s account is owed to Bruce’s (1977) intonation theory of Swedish. Later, I turn to
the simple tense form in which the object pronoun does not move (see (4a)).
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object in the unmarked case, since it completes the valuation of all of its
unvalued features there. But only the object pronoun in the Scandinavian
languages can exceptionally move out of that position without any more
unvalued feature(s). The object pronoun moves only when it needs to cause
downstep.

Regarding Icelandic SF, Holmberg (2000) convincingly argues that it
occurs due to the requirement that something phonologically visible must
occupy [Spec,TP]. The categories that can be raised in Icelandic SF are sentence
adverbs including a negation, adjectives, past participles, verb particles, and
locative PPs, neither of which seems to have any unvalued feature(s) in which
they should agree with T in [Spec,TP]. According to Holmberg, Icelandic SF
does not produce any new semantic effects such as focus and topic, but it occurs
only to fill [Spec,TP] visibly. He claims that the finite T has a feature that
requires a phonologically visible sentential element to occupy [Spec,TP], which
he calls the EPP.

Holmberg’s claim indicates that Icelandic SF occurs due to a
phonological requirement. As has been stated so far, in the LA derivational
system, a raised category must have some unvalued feature(s) in which they
agree with a head in a raised position. The categories that do not have any
unvalued feature(s) could not move. But in Icelandic SF, the categories that do
not have any unvalued feature(s) move to fill [Spec,TP] in a phonetically visible
manner.

Based on Hosono’s (2013) claim on Scandinavian OS and Holmberg’s

(2000) claim on Icelandic SF, I propose the following formulation:

(9) Exceptional movement from/into the Criterial Position can occur only
when it is required from phonology. (First approximation)

It is predicted that when there is no requirement from phonology, movement
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from the CriP does not need to occur. This is confirmed by HosonoOs (2013)
statistical data on downstep in the constructions relevant to Scandinavian OS.
As stated in sectio3, OS is obligator in some of the Scandinavian varieties,
but optional in others; see (4a). According to Hosono, OS is optional in Swedish
as well as in far more Scandinavian varieties than considered so far, contrary to
the claimin the literature (e.g. Chomsky 2001)Hosono shows that the ratio
of downstep in the simple tense form in which the object pronoun moves, i.e.
jag mElade den infk painted it not), is significantly higher than the ratio of
downstepin the simple tense form in which the object pronoun does not move,
l.e. Jag mElade inte defh painted not it). This datandicates thatwhen
downstep needs to occur due to the requirement from phonology, the object
pronoun moves out of the CriP and aaaislownstep. When downstep does not
need to occur, the object pronoun does not need to mdve

For confirmation, this exceptional movement required from phonology
occurs in narrow syntax, not in the phonological component. Scandinavian OS
must ocar in narrow syntax, not in phonology as claimed by Chomsky (2001).
The object pronoun moves across the negants) which is located in [Spéed,
in (5a). After"(=v*P) including #(=RP) is transferred, the element(s) inside
"(=v*P) cannot move up furtheHence, the object pronoun must move across
the negation beford(=v*P) is transferred® Regarding movement into the
subject position, such movement as Icelandic SF has traditionally been the
operation of substitution in which a syntactic position hostsraential element
raised into it. No reason can be found to justify the assumption that such an

operation occurs in phonology.

17 Josefsson (2003) has already claimed, with her experimental data, that OS is optional in
Swedish.

'8 Due to the same reasoning here, verb movement too must occur in narrow syntax, contra
Chomsky (2001). the complex verbal hea@EladeR)+v* couldnot move to T afte't(=v*P)

is transferred; it must move befdrgv*P) is transferred.
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Precisely how 1is exceptional movement required from phonology
syntactically formulated? As has been stated so far, in the LA system, a raised
category must have some unvalued feature(s) in which it should agree with a
head in a raised position. In Scandinavian OS, after the object pronoun has its
unvalued Case valued in [Spec,RP], it exceptionally moves out without any
more unvalued feature(s). In Icelandic SF, categories such as adverbs can
exceptionally move to [Spec,TP], though they do not have any unvalued
feature(s) in which they should agree with T in [Spec,TP]. Thus, exceptional
movement required from phonology is the syntactic movement in which a
category moves without any unvalued feature(s) (in which it should agree with a
head in a raised position). I propose the following final formulation on

exceptional movement from/into the CriP:

(10)  Exceptional movement from/into the Criterial Position in which a raised
category does not have any unvalued feature(s) (in which it should agree
with a head in a raised position) occurs in syntax only when it is
required from phonology. (Final)

A question arises how to label a in (8) if Agree does not occur between T and
the category raised to [Spec,TP], the latter of which does not have any unvalued
feature(s) in which it should agree with T. Note that Icelandic has quite a rich
inflectional system, e.g. like Italian. According to Chomsky (2013, 2015), such
languages as Italian have a strong T which can label itself without help of a
category raised to its Spec. It is not implausible that Icelandic too has a strong T
which can label itself TP, regardless of whether a sentential element moves to
[Spec.TP]. Thus, a sentential element that does not have any feature(s) in which

it should agree with T can move to [Spec,TP] in Icelandic SF.
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6. Conclusion

In this paper, I have discussed exceptional movement from/into the CriP within
the LA framework (Chomsky 2013, 2015). In Scandinavian OS, the object
pronoun can exceptionally move out of [Spec,RP], the CriP for objects in the
unmarked case in which they complete the valuation of their unvalued Case
feature. In Icelandic SF, the categories that do not have any feature(s) in which
they should agree with T can exceptionally move to [Spec,TP], a typical CriP
claimed in the literature. According to Hosono (2013), the object pronoun in the
Scandinavian languages moves to cause downstep. According to Holmberg
(2000), Icelandic SF occurs due to the requirement that something
phonologically visible must occupy [Spec,TP]. On the basis of their claims, |
have proposed that exceptional movement from/into the CriP can occur only
when it is required from phonology. It has been argued that though a raised
category must have some unvalued feature(s) in which it should agree with a
head in a raised position in the LA system, a category can move without any
unvalued feature(s) in this exceptional syntactic movement.

I turn to some problems on labeling. First, it was argued in section 5 that
the object pronoun must move across the negation before y(=v*P) is transferred.
It is most likely that in (5a), the object pronoun den moves and lands
somewhere above the negation infe and below T. It is not clear how to label the
projection in which the object pronoun is adjoined. The object pronoun does not
agree in any feature with any head in the raised position; in fact, no head with
which the object pronoun might agree is present. The same problem generally
occurs in the projection in which the adverb merges. In (5a), it is not clear how
to label B, the projection in which the negation inte merges to y. The adverb in

general does not agree in any feature with any head in the merged position; and
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no head with which the adverb might agree is present.'’

Secondly, it is unclear how to label B in (8) after the sentence adverb
sennilega moves out. A possible way would be to take the phase head v* and
label it v*P. But LA would have to look inside y(=v*P), crossing the external
argument, pre. The pronominal subject is phonetically empty in this case, but it
is not clear whether LA can search a candidate label across a category that is
normally a maximal projection. I leave these problems on labeling for future
research.

Finally, the argument in this paper suggests that there is no movement in
the phonological component. As stated at the end of section 2, within the phase
framework until Chomsky (2008), it was assumed that movement is allowed to
occur in syntax only when a new semantic effect is produced. The movement
that does not affect any semantic change was assumed to occur in phonology by
assumption. In the new LA system, any category can move in syntax regardless
of whether a semantic change occurs or not, though a raised category must have
some unvalued feature(s) in which it agrees with a head in a raised position. We
have argued that the kind of movement that does not affect any semantic change
such as Scandinavian OS and Icelandic SF 1is formulated as exceptional
syntactic movement required from phonology in which a category moves
without any unvalued feature(s) (in which it should agree with a head in a raised
position). Thus, there is no movement in phonology: any kind of movement

. 2
should occur in syntax.”’

" See Hornstein (2009) for an argument that adjuncts are blind to labeling. Chomsky (2013,
2015) claims that labels are necessary for the interpretation at the interfaces.

Y See also Hosono (2013:ch.5) for a convincing argument that movement in phonology
cannot be carried out in a principled way.
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The Voice-adjunction theory of agentive ObyO-phrases

and the Icelandic impersonal passive
Anton Karl Ingasort, Iris Edda Nowenstein Einar Freyr Sigur!ssof
lUniversity of Iceland andUniversity of Pennsylvania

Abstract

We investigate ObyO-phrases in the Icelandic impersonal passive and argue that
they are grammatical, contra previous reports in the literature. However, it is only
acceptable to use them when there are agent-specibc pressures to realize the agent
on the linear right, i.e., when the agent expresses new information or when it is
phonologically heavy. We develop a formal analysis in the spirit of the Voice-
adjunction theory of ObyO-phrases and consider facts from historical syntax.

1 Introduction

This paper investigates agentive ObyO-phrases in Icelandic impersonal passives and
it argues that such phrases are syntactically well-formed contra what previous re-
ports in the literature suggest. We show evidence that the acceptability of ObyO-
phrases in this environment is affected by the discourse status of the agent and
its phonological weight. When the agent expresses new information and/or if it is
phonologically heavy, there is an independent pressure to realize it to the linear
right and then a ObyO-phrase becomes a more natural syntactic strategy.

In recent work by Bruening (2013), it is argued that agentive ObyO-phrases
(as well as certain other types of adjuncts) syntactically select for a VoiceP adjunc-
tion site. According to this theory, the distribution of ObyO-phrases is crucially con-
strained by the syntactic distribution of the agent-introducing head Voice (Kratzer
1996). This accounts for the phenomena discussed by Bruening, but it raises ques-
tions about ObyO-phrases in languages like Icelandic that allow impersonal passives
of unergatives (1) and of agent-associated verbs with a PP complement (2). Here,

“Thanks to HI'f grnad—ttir, Julie Anne Legate, Joan Maling, Florian Schwarz, Halld—r ¢grmann
Sigur!sson, Sigr'lur Sigurj—nsd—ttir, and HSskuldur Thrinsson for helpful comments and discus-
sions. Thanks also to the editor, Johan Brandtler.

Working Papers in Scandinavian Syntax 97 (2016), 40D56.
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the agent is suppressed and there j@ssive participlavith passive morphology

but no theme can be raised to grammatical subject status. Note that the expletive
la" Iin these examples is a brst-position element, not overtly present when other
elements topicalize or when the verb moves to form a yes-no question.

(1) 'a" var dansa
therewasdanced
OSomebody danced.O

(2) 'a" var borga"undir konuna.
therewaspaid underthe.woman

OSomebody paid for the woman.O

Those verbs are associated withentsand therefore, in the absence of an inde-
pendent explanation, their impersonal passive should be compatible with a ObyO-
phrase under BrueningOs account. If OdanceO is syntactically compatible with agen-
tive VoiceP, which is uncontroversial, and if impersonal passives of unergatives
are available, as in Icelandic,l-phrase in that context should most obviously

be grammatical. Yet, the ObyO-phrase in (3) is reported as ungrammatical by H.c.
Sigur'sson (1989:322), a judgment conbrmed by other Icelandic speakers, at least
when the example is presented out of the blue (see also Maling 1987:7, Thrtinsson

2007:270, J—nsson 2009:294).

!In this paper, we focus on impersonal passives of unergatives, as in (1), and impersonal PP
passives, as in (2). However, similar restrictions on ObyO-phrases seem to hold in, e.g., transitive
expletive passives without DP movement; see (i).

() a. 'a" var gripinneinhvernemandi  (?*af kennaranum).
therewascaughtsome studentnom (?*by the.teacher)
OSome student was caught.O (Thriinsson 2007:272)
b. 1a" var laminnl'till strikur (??af—knyttadrengjum).
therewasbeatenlittle boyNowm (??bybullies).

OA little boy was beaten by bullies.O (Eyth—rsson 2008:179)

The grammaticality of ObyO-phrases in the New Impersonal Passive (NIP) as shown in (i) has
also been debated (see, e.g., Maling and Sigurj—nsd—ttir 2002; J—nsson 2009, E.F. Sigur"sson and
Steffnsd—ttir 2014). The acceptability of the NIP seems to be reduced if a ObyO-phrase is used
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(3) 'a" var dansa“"(*af Sllum).
therewasdanced*by everyong
OSomebody danced.O

Results from a survey conducted in 201002012 in the project Linguistic change in
real time in Icelandic phonology and syntax (HSskuldur Thrfinsson, PI) also cor-
roborate this. A vast majority of speakers rejected the sentence in (4): 160 (81%)
speakers rejected it, 28 (14%) found it questionable, and only 9 (5%) accepted it.

(4) Previous discourse: OThere was a lot of fun in the party.O

la" var dansa'"[af gestunurhfram Imorgun.
therewasdancedby the.guesfsuntil morning

OThere was dancing by the guests until morning.O

However, ObyO-phrases do sometimes appear in impersonal passives, including in
carefully crafted language, as in (5) by writer (and Nobel laureate) Halld—r Laxness
(here the subject gap of the impersonal licenses stylistic fronting of the passive
participle; see Maling 1980).

(5) ..borga"habveri" undir konuna [af morm—nupmn
...paid hadbeenunderthe.womariby Mormong
O... [that] some Mormons paid for the woman.O (Laxness 1957:8;
see also ¢rnad—ttir to appear)

(Maling and Sigurj—nsd—ttir 2002, J—nsson 2009).

(i) %'a" var sko"a" b’linn af bifvZlavirkjanum.
%therewasinspectedhe.caracc by the.car.mechanic
OThe car mechanic inspected the car.0 (Maling and Sigurj—nsd—ttir 2002:119)

The reason why ObyO-phrases are degraded in impersonal passives, transitive expletive passives and
the NIP may be connected with the lack of DP-movement (Eyth—rsson 2008 and J—nsson 2009).
We will not look further at the transitive expletive passive and the NIP in this paper but future
research should investigate whether the ideas that are developed here can be extended to these as
well. For further discussion on the NIP, see, e.g., Bar"dal and Molntr (2003), Eyth—rsson (2008),
H.¢. Sigur'sson (2011), E.F. Sigur"sson (2012), Ingason et al. (2013), Legate (2014), and Maling
and Sigurj—nsd—ttir (2015).

2Thanks to Hskuldur Thrtinsson for giving us access to the projectOs results.
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Icelandic speakers find examples like these acceptable as confirmed by Arna-
dottir’s (to appear) survey — which appears to contradict what the literature sug-
gests.

The main point of this paper is that the apparent contradictions in judgments
are explained if the active voice is the default mechanism to express an agent and
that an impersonal passive with a ‘by’-phrase is only available if there are agent-
specific pressures from discourse context and/or phonology to express the agent on
the linear right. The fact that ‘by’-phrases are more readily available in canonical
passives is then possibly related to theme-specific pressures from discourse and
phonology (or such pressures on other non-agentive arguments in general). Note
that no theme can be promoted to subject in unergatives or out of a PP complement

and such pressures are therefore irrelevant in impersonal passives.

2 Formal analysis

We will adopt the crucial Voice-adjunction ingredient in Bruening’s analysis of
‘by’-phrases with some technical adjustments. In this kind of an analysis, syntactic
selection for a certain category is crucial, not only for complements and specifiers,
but also for adjuncts. An unergative verb like ‘dance’ can combine with Voice and
in the active, the Voice head requires a specifier of category D as in (6). Notation-
ally, a subscript D in curly brackets indicates this requirement following Schéfer
(2008) and Wood (2015). Empty curly brackets express the absence of a specifier
requirement. We adopt standard event semantics. Important nodes in the tree are
annotated with semantic type. The type signature e is for an individual whereas

(s,t) is a function from events to truth values.
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(6) VoiceP

DPe/>\

_——~ Voicepy VP
AGENT T
danced

The Voice head yields the interpretation that the noun phrase in its specifier ex-
presses the agent of the event described by its complement. Its type signature is
((s,t),{e,(s,t))). A formal denotation is given in (7). The denotation abstracts away
from the Event Identification operation in Kratzer’s (1996) implementation; the
difference between using Functional Application and Event Identification is not

important for the present study.

(7)  [Voice] = NP, o.\x.\e.P(e) A agent(x,e)

In the passive, we assume a specifierless Voice, shown in (8). The semantics is
blind to the specifier requirement in our analysis and therefore the same denotation

is inserted for the passive Voice head.?

(8) VoiceP )

T

VoiceP PP,
/\ /\
Voice(; VP P DP
danced AGENT
The agent can be provided in the passive by merging a ‘by’-phrase adjunct with
VoiceP. For concreteness, ‘by’ is the realization of the morpheme (=head) in (9).
Like any other morpheme, Py is a partial function from feature keys to feature
values (based on the formal definition of a morpheme in Ingason 2016:17), its

label is P, it selects a D complement, and it selects an adjunction site of type Voice

SHere, we abstract away from the derivation of the passive morphology which is plausibly
associated with the Asp head (Embick 2004).
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for itself to attach to. We refer to this adjunction type of merge as Target Merge;

this is similar to how adjunction works for Bruening (2013).

(9) Py = {(LAB,P), (COMP,D), (TARG, Voice) }

Target Merge is characterized by the fact that the selectee projects rather than the
selector. We hypothesize that any other empirical properties of adjunction result
from the mechanics of Target Merge. For example, this operation may be best char-
acterized by a placeholder analysis — see (10) — the adjunct being constructed in a
separate workspace and not being retrieved for realization at the interfaces with LF
and PF until it is needed (Ingason 2016; Ingason and Sigurdsson 2017 [forthcom-
ing]). That would account for phenomena that are sometimes analyzed in terms of
Late Adjunction (Lebeaux 2000; Stepanov 2001); see also Ingason and Sigurdsson
(cited above) on adjunct invisibility in morphological suffixation phenomena. Such
empirical phenomena provide independent motivation for an operation like Target

Merge being fundamentally distinct from canonical Merge.

(10) VoiceP (PP;)
T |
VoiceP (PP;) PP
/\
P DP
AGENT

The ‘by’ morpheme is just syntactic glue in our analysis. It makes the agent noun
phrase available for semantic composition with Voice but the P itself is semanti-

cally vacuous.

(11)  [Ppy] =Xxx

In a passive without a ‘by’-phrase, the agent role is provided via existential clo-
sure. A dissociated LF morpheme ExCl is attached to VoiceP at the LF interface

— schematized in (12). This mechanism is parallel to the insertion of dissociated



46

AGR nodes at the PF interface (Embick 1997). The resulting LF is shown in (13)
and the denotation of ExCl in (14).

(12) [VoiceP] — [ExCI VoiceP]

(13) VoiceP s )

N

ExClI VoiceP

/\
Voice VP

T~
danced

(14)  [EXCI] = NP ;.- he. 3xX[P(x)(e)]

This analysis, which is inspired by important ingredients of Bruening’s (2013)
account, predicts that the syntactic distribution of ‘by’-phrases reflects the distri-
bution of agent-introducing Voice heads. To account for the fact that ‘by’-phrases
are often not very good in impersonal passives of unergatives and verbs that take
a PP complement, an independent explanation is needed. We propose that in such
cases, the speaker defaults to using the active variant, only resorting to an imper-
sonal with a ‘by’-phrase when there are independent agent-specific pressures to
realize the agent on the linear right. We hypothesize that the independent pres-
sures in question are the tendency to place new information to the right as well as

elements that are phonologically heavy.

3 New information and heaviness

In the introduction, we showed that ‘by’-phrases in impersonal passives are some-
times described as ungrammatical, even though there also seem to exist examples
where such phrases are well-formed. This section elaborates on the view that the
acceptable cases involve agents that express new information and/or are phonolog-

ically heavy. Consider first canonical passivization in the case of a transitive verb
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like OeatO, schematized in (15). The choice of a passive without a ObyO-phrase can
be motivated by a need to change the status of the agent relative to the theme, by
any theme-specibc pressures to place the theme in the brst position or by agent-
specibc pressures to place the agent at the end of the clause. The variant with the
ObyO-phrase is subject to more or less the same types of preferences. The agent
in the ObyO-phrase can be seen as somehow demoted to an adjunct relative to the
theme, and this allows the theme, of course, to raise to the subject position on the
left side of the sentence.

(15) a. AGENT ate THEME.
b. THEME waseaten(by AGENT).

Contrast the above with a schematized alternation between an active of an unerga-
tive and an impersonal passive variant in (16).

(16) a. AGENT walked.
b. There wasvalked(by AGENT).

The choice of an impersonal without the ObyO-phrase can of course be motivated
by a need to suppress the agent. However, what might motivate the use of an im-
personal passive with a ObyO-phrase? Theme-specibc pressures are irrelevant and
SO are any reasons one might want to demote the agent relative to the theme b
because there is no theme in the sentence. One plausible reason for choosing the
construction in (16b) is the presence of some agent-specibc pressures to realize the
agent on the linear rightLet us see how this is borne out.

Turning to constructed examples which illustrate factors which infuence the
availability of a ObyO-phrase in an impersonal passive in Icelandic, it is very odd to
use a ObyO-phrase to express an agent in an impersonal passive if the agent is an
established discourse referent as in (17a). Here, it is much more natural to use the

4Another potential way of thinking about the motivation for using an impersonal passive in-
volves analyzing the event denoted by the main verb as the information-structural topic (see ¢rna-
d—ttir to appear). We will not discuss such an analysis here.
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active voice variant (170.

(17) Context: What did the central bank @dnen inf3ation went up?

a. ??!1a" var stigi' T bremsurnafppaf Se"labankanur
??therevassteppednthe.breaks[ppby the.central.barjk

OThe Central Bank hit the breaks.O

b. [ppSe"labanking steig * bremsurnar.
[ppthe.central.barjksteppedn the.breaks

OThe Central Bank hit the breaks.O
However, as predicted by our analysis, (17a) is improved if the preceding discourse
does not mention the agent and if it cannot be easily recovered from the context;
see (18a). This is compatible with the tendency of new information to appear to
the right, an effect that has in fact been associated with ObyO-phrases in canoni-
cal passives (Seoane 2012) so it is unsurprising to bPnd signs of it in impersonal
passives.

(18) Context: What happeneaghen inl3ation went up?
a. (?)a" var stigi" I bremsurnafppaf Se"labankanur
(?)therewassteppedn the.breaks [ppby the.central.barjk
OThe Central Bank hit the breaks.O

b. [ppSe"labanking steig * bremsurnar.
[ppthe.central.barjksteppedn the.breaks

OThe Central Bank hit the breaks.O

Furthermore, if we still have a new agent and also make it super-heavy, the prefer-
ence between an impersonal passive and an active is reversed; (19a) is more natural
than (19b). This is consistent with the view that when a choice can be made (here

°In those examples, it is also a prominent option to use a pronoun to refer back to the old
information Ocentral bankO. If we do that, the ObyO-phrase is completely unacceptable and that is
consistent with our analysis. Thanks to HSskuldur Thrfinsson for discussions on this issue.

6As shown by Sigurj—nsd—ttir and Nowenstein (2016), discourse status can inRuence the choice
between a Canonical Passive and a truth-conditionally equivalent New Impersonal Passive, which
Is therefore another case where structural optionality in passive-like constructions is to some extent
arbitrated by discourse context.
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between an active/passive), there is a tendency to place long phrases at the end of
clauses (e.g., Wasow 1997, Stallings et al. 1998).

(19) Context: What happenemhen the inf3ation went up after the wall fell?

a. la" wvar stigi" I bremsurnafppaf sameinu“unse"labanka
therewassteppedn the.breaks [ppby united central.bank
Austur-og Vestur-!#skalandg.

East- andWest- Germany
OThe united Central Bank of East- and West Germany hit the breaks.O

b. ?[pp Sameina"urse"labanki Austur-og Vestur-!#skalandg
?[pp United central.banleast andwest Germany
steig 1 bremsurnar.
steppednthe.breaks
OThe united Central Bank of East- and West Germany hit the breaks.O

The only relevant difference between (18a)/(18b) and (19a)/(19b) is the phono-
logical weight of the agent.Therefore, it appears that phonological weight is an
independent type of pressure to prefer the variant with a ObyO-phrase, in addition
to the agent expressing new information. This contrast is based on our own intu-
itions. Because it is complicated to simultaneously control weight and discourse
status, it should of course be noted that further empirical work is needed to test
the robustness of these patterns. We believe that the proper avenue of such inves-
tigation involves experimental methods and we plan to undertake such studies in
future work. In any case, the current proposal makes clear falsibable predictions.

Before concluding, let us consider the alternative possibility, to be rejected,
that the attested variability in judgments has an historical explanation.

Different views exist in the literature on the appropriate way to characterize and measure heav-
iness for the purpose of placing elements on the right. Heaviness is sometimes associated with
grammatical complexity and sometimes with the phonological length of a phrase. This is not a core
issue in the present context but we describe heaviness in terms of phonological weight rather than
complexity because long and syntactically simple elements generally count as heavy in the relevant
type of phenomena. For exampteipercalifragilisticexpialidociouss heavy rather than light; see
Ingason (2015) for further discussion.
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4 Against a historical explanation

We have considered examples that are compatible with our view that discourse
status of the agent and its phonological weight are important factors in making
ObyO-phrases available in the Icelandic impersonal passive. Let us rule out the alter-
native that the variation in judgments is in fact related to ongoing historical change.
Looking at the IcePaHC corpus (Wallenberg et al. 2011), which spans the history
of Icelandic writing, we Pnd examples of ObyO-phrases in impersonal passives from
all periods, including the 13th century example in (20) frmmitks saga helga®

Such examples are sporadic but they appear to be genuine. For more discussion
and similar examples from IcePaHC, see ¢rnad—ttir et al. (2011:73, note 40).

(20) En gu!s Kkristni hebrlengi el3st 0g magnast og
butgodOghristianityhas long become strongaandintensibedand
vaxil! vandi  [34ar'ra mannafyrir bolorla  sakiraf v’ a! "t
growndifbculty learnedmen for ordinancesake becausehatthen
var eigium "a! mjSgvanda! [ppaf yPrbolum] "—tt  prestar
wasnot aboutthatvery moralized[ppby authoritie althoughpriests
fengiekkna en nce er"a! fyrirbo!il.
got widowsbutnowis it forbidden
OBut GodOs Church has long grown strong and increased in might, and
the obligations of learned men have also grown in terms of ordinances,
because then not much fault was found by the authorities even if priests
married widows, but now that is forbiddefl.O

Let us mention one methodological note: Although the corpus, a parsed phrase
structure treebank, is based on modernized spelling, it should be noted that once

8The orthography in the example is based on the edition by ¢sd's Egilsd—ttir (1989:121) of
the so-called A-version of #orltks saga helga. This saga is believed to be from the early 13th
century. We refer to the edition and related philological work cited there for further discussion of
the relevant manuscripts and their dating. We believe the notion of new information is important
for this particular example although we are hesitant to draw strong conclusions from our modern
Icelandic intuitions about this old example. We understand the words but the 3avor of the prose is
quite archaic.

9The translation of the example is taken from Jakobsson and ClarkOs translatibime sega
of Bishop ThorlaK2013:4)
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an example is found in the treebank, it is not difbcult to trace it back to its source.
For example, the example in (20) appears as in (21) in the manuscript.

Although there is no period where ObyO-phrases with impersonal passives are com-
mon in the corpus, sporadic examples are found during all periods of written Ice-
landic. Thus we believe that historical change is not a likely explanation for the
judgment differences reported above. The pattern seems to be diachronically sta-
ble which makes it less likely that there are sharp differences between speakers.

5 Conclusion

At the outset of this paper we noted that examples like (3), repeated as (22), have
been taken as evidence that ObyO-phrases are not compatible with impersonal pas-
sives in Icelandic. However, we have shown that the use of such ObyO-phrases is
in fact acceptable under certain conditions which depend on discourse context and
phonological weight.

(22) !'a" var dansa'(*af Sllum).
therewasdanced*by everyong
OSomebody danced.O

Our Pndings suggest it might be wise to revisit empirical differences that have
been reported between languages; ObyO-phrases in impersonal passives are reported
as grammatical in Dutch (Perlmutter 1978:168) and German (SchSfer 2012:230)
whereas reports for Norwegian are mixed. Hovdhaugen (1977), cited in efarli
(1992), believes that ObyO-phrases in Norwegian impersonal passives tend to be
quite bad whereas according to «farli (1992:28, note 11) they cannot be considered



52

ungrammatical. Phrases of this type are considered ungrammatical in the Swedish
s-passive (Engdahl 2006:38). Perhaps the factors that we have discussed in the con-
text of Icelandic will also prove to be relevant for some other languages. We have
focused on the role of new information and phonological weight but it is of course
also possible that other interpretive factors will turn out to be important, including
the semantic type of the agentive noun phrase (Sigur!sson 2017 [forthcoming]));
see also Roberts (1985:546D547, note 10) on the notion of plurality in the context
of ObyO-phrase acceptability in impersonal passives in German and Dutch.

The bPndings are also interesting because the role of discourse and phonology
in these data looks like the psychological factors that often condition intra-speaker
variability in individuals (Op-conditioningO in the sense of Tamminga et al. 2016).
We might expect discourse status and heaviness to shift the probability of using a
particular construction ® perhaps due to cognitive restrictions on the processing of
sentences in context b yet they seem to arbitrate facts that the literature reports as
grammaticality contrasts.
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Testing agreement with nominative objects

Johannes Gisli Jonsson
University of Iceland

Abstract

This paper reports on the results of two large-scale surveys of syntactic variation in Icelandic where
number agreement with nominative objects was tested among many other syntactic phenomena. The
surveys included altogether 16 sentences with two choices and 15 individual examples relating to number
agreement with nominative objects. The surveys had a total of 1486 (772 + 714) participants, making
them by far the biggest studies of number agreement with nominative objects in Icelandic that have ever
been carried out. Both nominative objects in the strict sense (mono-clausal nominatives) were tested as
well as high nominatives in infinitival clauses or small clauses (embedded nominatives). Although most
speakers allow both agreement and non-agreement with nominative objects, the results show that number
agreement is more common with mono-clausal nominatives than embedded nominatives. It is also shown
that a dative plural subject between the finite verb and the nominative object in expletive sentences does
not have a negative effect on number agreement. Another important result is that number agreement
improves if (a) the plural form of the verb is common, or (b) the nominative argument also controls
agreement on a predicative adjective. On the other hand, number agreement is degraded if the plural form
is very different from the corresponding singular form.

1 Introduction

Number agreement with nominative objects in Icelandic has been a lively topic of discussion
for the past 15 years or so (see Sigur! sson 1990-1991, 1996, Taraldsen 1995, Boeckx 2000,
Hrafnbjargarson 2001, Holmberg and Hroarsdottir 2003, Schiitze 2003, Sigur! sson and
Holmberg 2008, Bobaljik 2008, Ussery 2009, 2013, to appear, Keine 2010, Arnadéttir and
Sigur! sson 2013, and Kucerova 2016). However, with the exception of Ussery (2009), all of
these studies have been based on the judgments of a small number of native speakers. In this
paper, I will report on the results of a large-scale study of syntactic variation in Icelandic
where number agreement with nominative objects was tested among many other phenomena
(see Thrainsson et al. 2013). The study was part of the research project, Variation in Icelandic
Syntax (2005-2007), led by Hoskuldur Thrainsson. The objective was to get an overview of
syntactic variation in Icelandic and provide concrete information about particular
constructions and spark ideas for future research. I will focus here on the grammatical aspects
of number agreement with nominative objects but see Thrainsson et al. (2015) for a discussion
of the sociolinguistic aspects. As discussed in more detail below, number agreement with
nominative objects is sensitive to a number of factors, in particular the presence or absence of
a clause boundary between the finite verb and the nominative object (see below).

Nominative objects are more or less restricted to clauses with a dative subject in
Icelandic. Therefore, verbs that take a nominative object will be referred to here as DAT-
NOM verbs. I will use the term nominative object to include not only examples where the
nominative argument is a true object within the same clause as the dative subject, as in (1a-b),
but also where the nominative is the highest argument of an infinitival clause or a small
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clause, as itflc-d).* When a distinction needs to be madeill use the termsnonoclausal
nominative for the first type and embedded nominative for the second one.

(1) a. Henni leilist erfil isvinna
sheDAT bores physical.worknom
"She findgphysical work boringt

b. Siguri hefli sfrnd svonaframkoma
Sigud urpAT had hurt  such behavioumom
"Sigurt ur would have been hurt by sulsbhaviour#

c. MZr s$nist allur maturinn vera boeinn
|.DAT seem all.NoM.MASC the.foodNOM.MASC be finishedNOM.MASC.SG
"It seems to me that all the food has been gaten

d. Sumum finnst %&ssi hugmynd alveg vonlaus
someDAT find thiSNOM.FEM ideaNOM.FEM completely hopelessiOM.FEM.SG
"Sone people thinkhat this idea is completely hopeldgss

The syntactic contrast between merlausal and embedded nominatives correlates with a
semantic difference. Mordausal nominatives are arguments of the verb selecting a dative
subject §frnaandlei! astin (1ab)), whereas embedded nominatives are arguments of the
main predicate in the infinitival clause or small clausesihrand vonlausin (1c¢d)). Note

also thatthe embedded clauses in {dcare arguments ofhe matrix verbs (s'nast and
finnas).

The paper is organized as follows. Sectionse®s the background for the following
sections by reviewingome basic facts abotihe syntactic distribution and behavior of
nomnative objects in IcelandicSection 3 presents thesuls of the aforeanentoned surveys
of syntactic variationvith respect tagreement with nominative objects. Some remarks about
the comparison with previous studies are offered in section 4. Finally, the main points of the
paper are summarized in section 5.

2 Background
2.1 DAT-NOM verbs

DAT-NOM verbs an be divided into two classebose thatake monoclausal hominatives
andthose that take embedded nominativessswn by the following lists, the first class is
muchbigger than the second ohe:

! Embedded nominativeseem to behave like subjects of the embedded clause but objects of the matrix clause
an ambiguityreflected by the fadhis constriction issometimes refeed to as Subjedb-Object Raising.

2 One could add to these lists a small classesbswhere either the dative or the nominative argunuemt be

the subject. For a recent discussion of saltdrnatingverbs, see Badal, Eyth—rsson, aridewey (2014).
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(2) a. Verbs withmonoclaisal nominatives:

tskotnastOget (by accidefipatna Oget betterBerast Ogetdj—Ltast Obe invited
bisskra Obe outraged bylddag ast Otaste@lla OlikeOfyrirgefast Obe forgiven
%1 ast Obe borno0,gefast Obe given@remjast Obe angry at@;¥4 ast Ogain
heppnasOsucceediotnastOreceive@ugkvysmasDget the idea offignastOlike(
ltnast Guccee® leil ast Obe bored(@yfast Obe allowed®! a cer minniGorged
I't ast ObeallowedOl'’ka OlikeQ3arast Olearn from experiencefisheppnastOfail(
misl’ka Odislike@nistakasOfail(yfbjLta Obe outragedipnastOopen for€@rnaOb
offended@sjtst yfirOoverlook®v! a Obe huttyO

b. Verbs withembedded nominatives:

finnast Ofind, thinkGheyrastOhear, gather®nast @ppea® vir! ast Osee® #ykja
Othink,ihd®

Most of the verbsaking monoclausal nominativésve the middle suffifst but these verbs
form a ratheheterogeneous clags many other respect$hus they fall intothree semantic
groups: (a)experiencerverbs (blSskra lei! ast ofbjta, sfrna etc.), (b) verbs denoting
success or failuréheppnasthugkv¥mastinast mistakastetc.),and (c) verbs withiecipient
subjecs (berast hlotnast opnastetc.). Moreover, some of the verbdisted in (2a)take
nomnative objects quite regularly but otelo soonly rarely.

All the verbs listed in (2b) havke suffixBst, except for#ykja, but theydiffer from one
another wih respect to the optionalitgf the dative experiencer, and the positib of
selectinga finite complement claus@és discussed in sectiod below, these factors may
influence the acceptaliyi of number agreement wigmbedded nominatigeThe optionality
of the dativesubject mayalso affectagreement with monolausal nominatives but thigas
not tested in theariation surveys because they gninade use oferbswith an obligatory
dative. The relevance of lexical semantics was not tested aglh#rthe verbgaking mone
clausal nominativesereexperiencer verhexcept fortskotnastyet (by acciden

2.2  Agreement

One of the mst intriguing facts abouDAT-NOM verbsin Icelandicis that the nominative
argumentmay trigger number agreement with the finite verb. Since singular is the tdefaul
value for numbemumberagreement canny be detecteavith plural objects:

(3) a. MZr leiddist/leiddust¥fingarnar
|.DAT bored3s&3pL the.exercisesom
Il was bored by these exercises

b. Henni vir#ist/vir#ast skilyr#in vera g—#
sheDAT seem3sG/3pL the.conditionsvoM.FEM be goodNOM.FEM.PL
llt seems to her that the conditions are gbod
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Nominative objectsrigger agreemerdnly in number As is wellknown, persa agreement is
excluded agsan be seem examples wherthe object is first or second pergoinral

(4 a. *Honum lei! umst vi! Sl
hebAT borelpL weNOM all.NOM
"He finds all of us boringt

b. Honum leilist  vil! Sli
hebDAT bore3sc weNoMm all.NOM

c. Honum leil ast vil! Sli
hebAT bore3prL weNoOM all.NOM

As shown in (4a), the finite verb cannot agree in first person with the plural nominative
object. Using a third person singular or plural instead is mdlgiaeceptable, as shown in
(4b-c). This means thaDAT-NOM verbs likelei! ast have only two forms in each tense
(present and pastpne in the singular and another in the plural. These forms will be glossed
hereasthird person singular and third persdargl since third person is the default form for
person Note that the pluraform has amore limited distributionthan the singular form
because ibnly occurs optionally when@ominative object is plural.

Number agreement with a nominative objéstusially optional® However, it is
obligatory in various fied expressions, especialfythere is no auxiliary as in \below:

(5) a. MZr duttu/*datt allar dad ar I$s cer hsfli
|.DAT fell.3PL/3sG all.NOM.FEM.PL deadNoMm.FEM.PL lice.NOM.FEM off head
"I was completely stunnet

b. Honumsttu/*st+ $msar leilir tii bola
heDAT stood3pL/3sG variousNOM.FEM.PL waysNOM.FEM for offer
"He had various optiors

c. Y%ss vegnfZllust/*fZllst &im  hreinlegehendur
therefore fell.3PL/3sG theyDAT simply handsnom
"Therefore, they jusjave up#

Note thatnumber agreement is obligatory (Bc) even though the dative subjentervenes
between the finite verb and the nominative objés discussed furtheloelow, the variation
surveys did notshow any suchntervention effects despite claims to the contrary in the
literature.

% This is true of active sentences. Agreement with a nominative object is obligatory in passives but this was not
tested in theyntactic variation surveys
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Variation in number agreememtth a nominative objectvas ateady found in Old
Icelandic. This is exemplifiedor monoclausal nominative in (6) and for embedded
nomiratives in(7):*

(6) a. Honuml'kadi st—rilla  adgemwir peirra
heDAT liked.3sG very.badlyactionsnowm their

OHe strongly disliked their actidBs
(Svarfd¥%la saga, 17¢

b. Bfoum konungununl’kudu pessi andsvsr
bothDAT kingsDAT  liked.3PL theseNOM.NEUT.PL replieSNOM.NEUT

OBoth kings liked these repli@s
(Hr—Ifs saga, 4

(7) a. beim p—tti pau t'oindi mikil vera
theyDAT thought3sG theseNOM.NEUT.PL NeWSNOM.NEUT big.NOM NEUT.PL be

OThey thought that this was big néws
(F—stbrétia saga, 77¢

b. Gretti p—ttu illar spir hans
GrettirDAT thought3pL badNoM.FEM.PL predictionsNOoM.FEM his

OGrettir thought that his predictions were omifdus
(Grettis saga, 100

Since number agreement has been optitmalughout the recorded history oficelandt,
there is no clear sense that eitvariantis the standardone My intuition is that number
agreement is slightly more formal than no agnent Thus it is likely that the participants
the two surveys to be digsseddid not have any prescriptive bias todseither of the two
optionswith nominative objects.

3 The two surveys of syntactic variation

With respect tanominative objects he two variationsurveys were primarily intended to test
if there is any dference between mormausal an&embedded nominative$he results show
that thisis indeedthe caseThe surveyswere also meartb checkvarious othefactorsthat
were believed to influence number agreementhaat not been properly explored in earlier
work, e.g.contrasts between individual verbs or verb fgror the effects of predicative
adjective agreement with a nominative ohje&s discussedn more detail below these
expectatbns were borne out

* The page numbers in these examples refer to the editions of these texts that are listsiblingraphy.
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3.1  The first survey of syntactic variation

In this survey of 772 native speakers, agreement with nominative objects was tested in 15
written sentences which included two options for the form of the finite verb, singular or
plural. The participants were asked to mark the form they liked the best or mark both forms if
they found them equally good. Very few selected the last option, or less than 10% in all cases.
Nevertheless, the judgments of native speakers of individual sentences in variation survey 3
strongly indicate that a vast majority of them accept both number agreement as well as no
agreement with nominative objects (see further in 3.2 and 3.3 below).

3.1.1 Monoclausal nominatives

Table 1 displays the results for agreement with mono-clausal nominatives. The numbers are
arranged from highest to lowest percentage for non-agreement. Since the number of speakers
who selected both options was very low in all cases, there is generally an inverse relationship
between singular and plural, i.e. the higher the singular is, the lower the plural is.’

Table 1: No agreement (singular) vs. agreement (plural) with mono-clausal nominatives in
survey 1

Example Singular Plural Both  Verb forms

13 80,1%  17,7%  2,2%  hafli—hofl u (lei! st)

17 63,6%  299%  6,5% likali—likulu

8 62,4%  299%  7,7% likali-likulu

19 62,0%  31,5%  6,5% leiddist — leiddust

14 58,9%  34,6%  6,5% likali—likulu

11 54,3% 40,5% 5,2%  leiddist — leiddust

12 48,5% 43,3% 8,2%  askotnal ist — askotnu! ust

As can be seen from this table, the singular was the favored option in all the examples,
although the difference between singular and plural varied significantly between examples.
To some extent, the superiority of the singular might be due to the fact that singular was
always shown above the plural in the test sentences in the first variation survey. There may
also be a bias towards non-agreement when the two options are compared because singular
forms of DAT-NOM verbs are clearly more common than plural forms. As discussed in 3.2.1
below, singular and plural are more balanced with mono-clausal nominatives when native
speakers judge individual sentences without any comparison between the two forms.

Turning to the actual test sentences in the survey, we can start by looking at the three
examples with the verb I'ka "like#°

> The example numbers given in this paper correspond to the actual numbers of the test sentences in the two
variation surveys.

 TCI is an abbreviation for examples with two choices in the first variation survey. For convenience, the
percentage of speakers that selected the singular form of the finite verb is given in square brackets (here and
elsewhere).
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(TC1.17) Ef henni I'ka!i/lku!u ekkij—Ilagjafirnar f—r hcera grenja
if sheDAT liked.3s&3rLnot the.Christmas.presemi&m startedshe to cry
OIf she didnlike the Christmas presents, she started t®$@,6%

(TC1.8) Honum I’kali/’ku!u myndirnar en var feell yfir ~ b—kunum
heDAT liked.3sG/3pL the.picturesiom but wasunhappyabout the.books
OHe liked the pictures but was unhappy about the Kb§h2,4%4

(TC1.14) Ef #eim lkali/lku!u ekki boltaleikirnir f—ru#¥r’  f3u
if theyDAT liked.3s&3rL not the.ball.gamesom went they into bad.mood
Olf they didt like the ball games, they became upgé8,9%

The score fothe singular is very similar in all these examplpsesumably because thaxe
grammaticallyalike in all relevant respects. fiey all have a dative pronoun before the finite
verb, which is followed by the nominative object, with negation in between in (TC1.17) and
(TC1.14).There is a contrasthough,in that (TC1.14) has a plural subjeaes opposed to a
singular subject in (TC1.17) and (TC1(8ge further in 4.2)

There wee three examples witlei! ast %e bored by in the survey. One of them,
(TC1.13), featured a finitauxiliary andit received the highest score for no agreenoérail
the moneclausal nominative

(TC1.13) Henni hafli/hsflu v’st lei! st svo f—tbolta¥fingarnar
sheDAT had3sG/3pL apparently bored so football.exercisesiom
OApparently, she had found football practice so h&rig,1%

(TC1.19) Hann hafli gaman af dSnsku en honum leiddist/leiddust
he had fun from Danish but heDAT bored3sd3pL
el lisfr¥d itmarnir
the.physts.classesom
®e enjoyed Danish but found the physics classes h&fb®#)0%

(TC1.11) Leiddist/Leiddushenni ekki t—nleikarnir?
bored3s&3pL  sheDAT not the.conceriom.pL
ODidn't she find the concert boriG{f4,3%

It seemghatthe auxiiary hafa&ave' is less likely to show number agreement witimenc
clausal nominativéhan main verhsA possibleexplanations that the plurabf hafais hsfl u
(in the past tense) which has a different root vowel than the singular fafn)( As
discussed in 3.1.2 below, similar considerations also apply to thdimeastOfind, think®

" Note that—nleikaféoncert is a plural word in Icelandic as shown by the glosses in (TC1.11).
8 There is another fact abohafathat should workin the opposite directioand makenumber agreement more
acceptable, the fathat the plural form of this verb is very common (see discussion on example (T73.085)). The
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Note that he dative subjedhenn) between the finite verb and the nominative object in
(TC1.11)does not have a negative effect on number aggaein fact, as shown in Table 1,
the score forthe plural in (TC1.11) washigher than in (TC1.19here the dativesubject
precedes the finite veri\s discussedn 4.3 below, exampleswith an intervening dative in
expletivesentencepoint to the same conclusion.

The examplethat received the lowegercentagéor singular andhe highestor plural
was thefollowing sentence with theerb fskotnasOget (by accidef)

(TC1.12) Honum tskotnaist/fskotntiust n"legaskautar sem br-Hr hans
heDAT acquired3sG/3pL lately skatesnom which brother his
hafl i aldreinotd
had neverused
OHe recently got laypair ofskates that his brother had never uépB,5%

The high score for plural may be due to the fact fiskiotnasthas arecipientsubject, in
contrastto the experiencer verb&a and lei! ast Thus, ¢crnad—ttir ad Sigut sson (2013)

claim that number agreement with a nominative object is more acceptable if the dative is a
recipient or a beneficiary (with alternating verbs).

In addition to choosing betweetwo options in the sentences illustrated above,
participants in variation survey 1 werskad to evaluate twexamples with monalausal
nominatives, one with number agreement and another with no agreement. These examples are
shown below The numbers ibrackets showhe percentage of those who accepted each
example.

(T1.032) Henni leiddist samtb—kmenntat'marnir
sheDAT bored3sc still the.literature.classegm (63,3%)

(T1.092) #eim leiddust samt k—r¥fingarnar
theyDAT bored3pL still the.choirrehearsalsiom (67,5%)

The results here are very different from the results for two choices shown in Table 1 in that
the singular and plural are fairly even. Still, this is consistent with the findings in variation
survey 3 in that there is a much srmaaltontrast between singular and plural when native
speakers are asked to evaluate individual examalbsr than contrast singular wiptural.

3.1.2 Embedded nominatives

The results foembedded nominatives innation survey 1 are shown the folowing table:

numbers for (TC1.13) suggest that this factor is rather weak in theepesst ofhafa, which is clearly less
common that the plural of the present tense.
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Table 2 No agreement (singular) vs. agreement (plural) with embeddeadnatives in
survey 1

Example Singular Plural Both Verb forms

4 955% 3,3% 1,3% fannstbfundust
21 87,0% 10,8% 2,2% fannstbfundust
16 86,4% 10,7% 2,9% fanmstbfundust
22 845% 11,4% 3,1% !—ttb!—ttu

18 68,6% 25,1% 6,3% s'ndistbs'ndust
9 63,2% 295% 7,3% !|—ttb!—ttu

24 59,7% 36,1% 4,2% vir#ist Dvir#ast
6 52,1% 39,9% 8,0% virtist Dvirtust

The scores for number agreement here are clearly Ioaerih Table 1, especially in the first
four examples in each table. For these examples, the selection rate for number agreement with
monoclausal nominatives ranges from 17,7% to 31¢e¥hpared to3,3% to 11,4% with
embedded nominatives.

As shown in Tabl&, number agreement lisast acceptable with the past ten$ethe
verbfinnastOfind, thikQ. The examplese shown below:

(TC1.4) Honumfannst/fundust ! eir geraof miki# cer milinu
heDAT thought3sa/3pL theyNoM do  too much from the.case
OHe thaght that they overracted the cas@[95,5%]

(TC1.21) Henni fannst/fundust !eir skemmitilegir
sheDAT thought3sG/3pPL theyNOM.MASC amusSingNOM.MASC.PL
OShe found them amusifig0%4

(TC1.16) Henni fannst/fundust ! %ar vera snitugar
sheDAT thoudht.3sG/3PL theyNOM.FEM be cleverNOM.FEM.PL
OShe thought they welleverd86,4%

The reason for thikigh score in the singulaf finnastmay be that the plural forfandust(in
the past tensaj very different from the singuldannstas theformer is bisyllabic and has a
different shapeof the root (i.efund vs. fann). In all the other examples in Table 2, the
singular and the plural form have an equal number of syllables in singular and plural.

Both (TC1.21) and (TC1.16) got a higher petege for plural and lower for singular
than (TC1.4) This is probably due to the fact that the formexamples contained a
predicative adjective agreeing with the esdted nominative. Thus, it appears that if an
embedded nominativeontrols adjective agre®ent it is more likely tarigger agreement with
the finite veb in the matrix claus@ This effect is also quite evideirt the examples with
l ykja Othink,ihdO:

° The presence or absencevefa $oe¥makes no difference here as the figures for (TC1.21) (withens) and
(TC1.16) (withvera) are virtually the sam@&hus, there is no contrast here between itifiai clauses and small
clauses. Note also that adjective agreement is obligatorgse taxamples.
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(TC1.22) Honum ! —tt¥/—ttu l'eir hafa fari" yfir striki"
heDAT thought3sa/3pL theyNoM have gone over the.limit
OHe felt that they had overstepped the.(iigit,5%

(TC1.9) Henni !—ttV—ttu samt gl¥passgur skemmtilegastar
sheDAT thought3sd3pL still  crime.stories\oM.FEM mostfun.NOM.FEM.PL
Oshe still found criraestories to béhe most entertaining[63,2%

As shown in Table 2, onl¥1,4%of the participants selected plural (TC1.22),whereas the
corresponding figure for (TC1.9) was 29,5¥his contrast is most plausibly explained by the
presence of theuperlativeadjective skemmtilegastaragreeing with the nominative object
gl¥apassguin gender, number and casg TC1.9)

The following tvo examples witlvir! astOseefwere tested in variation survey 1:

(TC1.24) #a' vir"ist/vir*ast samtmsSrgum ! essir b’lar
there seem3sG/3pL still manyDAT theSeNOM.MASC.PL CarsNOM.MASC
vera mjSg eftirs—knarveir
be very attractiveNoM.MASC.PL
OThese cars seem to manlyewery attractived $9,7%

(TC1.6) Honumvirtist/virtust  allar Sj—nvarpsstgarnar vera
heDAT seeme®dsd3prL all.NOM.FEM.PL the.TV.stationSNOM.FEM be
IZlegar

badNOM.FEM.PL
OAll the TV stations seemed to him to be®&a,1%4

Theseexamplediffer in thatthe dative subject in (TC1.6) is clatisgal whereagqTC1.24)
has a low dative subjectetween the finite verb and the nominative object. Still, these
examplegeceiva the highest score for plural (and lowest for singudérall the embedded
nominatives in variation survey The reason may be that! astis very oftenused without a
dative experiener, in which case the nominative argument undergoes raising to the matrix
subject position(cf. Allar sj—nvarpsst¥arnar virtust vera IZlegaAll the TV stations
seemed to be b&sand triggers nuimer agreement obligatorily. As a restitte plural form of
the verbis very frequenaind far more common e.g. than the plural forrfirofast¥ind%

The surveyfeatured one example with the vestnast Qppea® This example had
agreement with a predicative adjective:

(TC1.18) Honum s&ndist/fndug ! %ar frekar djoepar
heDAT seemed®s&/3PL theyNOM.FEM rather deepNOM.FEM.PL
Olt seemed to him that they were rather.Gegf 6%

As shown in Table 2g'nastoccupies a intermediatgosition betweeriinnastand vir! ast
with respect to number agmment.This is expected sincg'nasthas a minimal difference
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betweenthe singular and pluralorm, unlike finnast butit is less commorthanvir! astas a
raising verb wih a nominative subject think the same line of reasoning applies to the
example wih "ykjain (TC1.9).Note, however, that the dative experiencer is obligatory with
finnast (cf. *#%r fundust vera shugar !They were considered clever Arguably, this is
another reason why number agreement fimhastis so strongly dispreferred.

3.2 The third survey of syntactic variation

In this survey 714 native speakersvere presented with4 sentences withominative objects
which theywere asked to judgeas acceptable, dubious or impossible® make it easier to
compareagreement with neagreenent, the test sentences were constructed in pelrsre
singular contrastedith plural but other known factors were kept constdifte results sbw
that noragreement is stronglpreferredto agreementith embedded nominativeshereas
the two options & roughly equal with monolausal nominativesThis is different from the
results of variation survey 1 where nagreement dominated @gmentin all contexts.
Presumably, this differencg&tems from the fact thdahe participants in survey 3 were not
askel to comparetwo options When such a comparison is involveas insurvey 1,native
speakers have sirongbiasfor non-agreementwhich doesiot seem tanatchtheir grammar
Thus the methodology of survey 3 obablybeter suited for the study afgreement with
nominativeobjects

3.2.1 Monoclausal nominatives

The results fothe moro-clausal nominativegre shownn the following tableln all the
sentencgairsbelow, the singular is shown before the pldfal

Table 3 No agreement (singular) vagreement (plural) with mordausal nominatives if
survey 3

Example Yes ? No Verb forms

L21 63,4% 18,80 17,86 leiddistBsingular

L7 74,6% 15,6860 9,86 leiddustbplural

21 73,2% 12,30 14,36 hefur (le#st)Dsingular

4 65,3% 16,% 18,846 hafa (le#st)Dplural

30 415% 22,2 36,30 hefur (blSskr#&) Dsingular

74 51,7% 22,1% 26,26 hafa (blSskr#) Dplural

The acceptance rate in all these exampesove 50% except for (T3.030)This suggests
that many speakers freely allow both agreement andageement with monalausal
nominatives.

The examples withei! ast as the finite verlshowed a relatively smadifference in
favor of theplural:

19| is an abbreviation for listening, i.e. examples that were played on tape to the participants.
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(L3.21) Henni leiddist samip’an—t'marnir alvegrosalega
sheDAT bored3saG still the.piano.lessongom quite terribly
Gtill, she was bored to death byetpiano lesson§ [63,%]

(L3.7) Henni leiddust t—nleikarnir mjSg miki!
sheDAT bored3pL the.concertom.pL very much
&he was really bored by the cond@rf4,6%)]

With the addition of the auxilig hafa "haveéfthe factsare reversed. The singular is a little
higher than the plural

(T3.021) Honum hefur  alltaf lei! st langir sti—rnarfundir
heDAT have3sG always bored longNOM.MASC.PL board.meetingsOM.MASC
(e has always found long board meetingsiibg.([73,2%]

(T3.004) Henni hafa alltaf lei! st langar b'—myndir
sheDpAT have.3pL always bored longNOM.FEM.PL MOVIESNOM.FEM
OShe has always found long movies baBif§5,%]

The examples withlSskra$he outragetifeatureda low dative subjecbetween the finiteerb
and the nominative object:

(T3.030) %& hefur  sumum blISskrd &essir samningar
there have.3sG SOMeDAT outragectheSeNoOM.MASC.PL CONtractsNOM.MASC
G ame people have been outraged by these contéagts5%]

(T3.074) % hda msrgum blSskrd &essi umm4li
therehave3pL manyDAT outragedtheseNOoM.NEUT.PL remarksSNOM.NEUT
OManyeople havéeen outraged by these rensatk[51,%]

The acceptance rate for the agreeman{T3.074)is higher than for the neagreementn
(T3.030) despitethe low dative subjectin both example (see 4.3 below)l think that he
acceptability ofboth examples is reduced by tifiact thatthe expletive sentenceare often
rejectedin judgment tasks but the problem is more aautér3.030) becasethe quantifier
sumir $omet is less naturahs alow subjectthan margir $many# This is probablybecause
sumironly has apresuppositional readinge. it can only denotsomemembersof a speific
group whereasmargir is ambiguous between an existential reading (a highbedrmand a
presuppositionaeading (many from a specifgroup).

The participantsn variation survey 3vere asked to compare singular and plural in the
following example:

(TC3.10) Honumsitrndi/strnd u &essar athugasemdir
heDAT hurt3sd3prL  theseNOM.FEM.PL commentSNOM.FEM.PL
OHe was hurt by these comméhts
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The singular was selected by 67,7%, the plural by 28,4% and both options by 3,9% of the
participants.These numbers areery similar to the numbeilis Table 1 as one would expect
since thg stem from same methodolagy

3.2.2 Embedded nominatives

The results for the embedded nominatives in survey 3 are illustrated in the following table. As
in Table 3, the singular is ordered before the plural in all the sentence pairs.

Table 4 No agrement (singularys. agreement (plural) with embedded nominative
survey 3

Example Yes ? No Verb forms

69 89,0% 6,1% 4,9% fannstbsingular

57 43,0% 17,3% 39,7% fundustbplural

16 82,7% 7,5% 9,8% hefur (fundist)Psingular
85 63,3% 14,8% 21,9% hafa (fundist)Pplural
112 81,7% 9,5% 8,8% d nistbsingular

100 48,7% 17,6% 33,7% sl nastbplural

35 52,4% 24,5% 23,1% heyr'istDsingular

47 61,6% 19,7% 18,7% <! ndustbplural

As in variation survey 1, number agreement is generally less acceptdblemiedded
nominatives than monrodausal nominatives. Thus, in contrast tbe moneclausal
nominatives shown ifable 3, thesingularhas a much higher acceptance rate than the plural
in the first threesentencepairs. In the last pairthe plural outsaes the unexpectedly low
singular(see further below).

Just as in the first variation survey, the biggest difference between singular and plural is
with the past tense @innast:

(T3.069) Henni fannst H#Yar mjSg skemmtilegar
sheDAT thought3sG theyNoM.FEM very joyful.NOM.FEM.PL
OsShe thought that they were a lot ofGui89,%]

(T3.057) Henni fundust  #%r frekar lei"inlegar
sheDAT thought3prL theyNoOM.FEM rather boringNOM.FEM.PL
OsShe thought that they were rather ba®{ag,0%]

Adding theauxiliary hafa $raveto examples withfinnast makesnumber agreememhore
acceptablghan in (T3.057)presumably because the plural/ifa (in third person present
tense) is a very common inflectional form:

(T3.016) &eim hefur  alltaf fundistspurning&%attir skemmtilegir
theyDAT have3sc alwaysfound quiz.showsioM.MASC fun.NOM.MASC.PL
OThey have always found quiz shows to be entert&injsg,%o]
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(T3.085) Peim hafa alltaf fundist ovissuferdir skemmtilegar
they.DAT have.3PL always found surprise.trips.NOM.FEM fun.NOM.FEM.PL
‘They have always found surprise trips to be entertaining.’ [63,3%]

With the verb synast, there is a very clear difference between singular and plural, although it
is smaller than with finnast:

(T3.112) Mér synist starfsmennirnir hafa stadio sig vel
LL.DAT seem.3SG the.workers.NOM have performed well
‘It seems to me that the staff has done a great job.” [81,7%]

(T3.100) Mér synast nemendurnir hafa rétt fyrir sér
L.DAT seem.3PL the.students.NOM have right for themselves
‘It seems to me that the students are right.” [48,7%]

As discussed in 3.1.2, the verb form fundust (of finnast) has the lowest score for plural
agreement because it is quite different from the corresponding singular (fannst) and also
because finnast is never used as a raising verb with a nominative subject. These two factors
separate finnast very clearly from synast. Thus, the relatively small difference between the
plural in (T3.100) and (T3.057) is probably due to the fact that the embedded nominative in
the latter example controls agreement on a predicative adjective. As shown by the contrast
between (TC1.22) and (TC1.9) in Table 2, this has a positive effect on the acceptability of
number agreement with an embedded nominative.

The highest score for number agreement was in (T3.047), which is contrasted here with
(T3.035) below due to the syntactic similarity between the two examples even though two
different verbs are involved:

(T3.035) Henni heyrdist vera gangtruflanir i bilnum
she.DAT heard.3SG be startup.problems.NOM in the.car
‘She thought she heard that the car had startup problems.’ [52,4%]

(T3.047) Honum syndust vera jeppaslodir i snjonum
he.DAT seemed.3PL be jeep.tracks.NOM in the.snow
‘It seemed to him that there were jeep tracks in the snow.’ [61,6%]

The acceptance rate for (T3.035) is very low compared to other examples of non-agreement in
Table 4. I suspect that some of the participants in the survey had difficulty imagining a
scenario where they would be able to utter (T3.035), since it is usually fairly clear if a car has
startup problems.

The difference between (T3.047) and (T3.100) is interesting but it may relate to the fact
that the former example describes visual evidence but the latter does not. Thus, it would be
more natural in (T3.100) to use a finite complement clause (Mér synist ad nemendurnir hafi
rétt fyrir sér ‘It seems to me that the students are right’) instead of an infinitival clause.
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3.3  Individual speakers

Although the main objective of the variation surveys was to get an overview of syntactic
variation in Icelandic, the data collected on individual speakers can be inspected to check if
they fall into different classes with respect to number agreement with nominative objects.
Data from variation survey 3 indicate that an overwhelming majority of speakers accepts both
agreement and non-agreement. Of all the participants in survey 3, only three never accept
number agreement with a nominative object and only nine never accept non-agreement. These
numbers suggest that most native speakers have intra-speakers variation between agreement
and non-agreement with nominative objects. This is unsurprising as intra-speaker variation is
clearly the norm with morphosyntactic variation in Icelandic as well as in Faroese (Jonsson
and Eythorsson 2005, Thrainsson 2013). Still, native speakers differ in how much they prefer
agreement or non-agreement with nominative objects.

The same picture emerges if speakers who exhibit uniformity in the test sentences they
accept are examined. A total of 52 speakers in variation survey 3 accepted all examples with
number agreement; despite this, half of them selected singular rather than plural in example
(TC3.10). On the other hand, 91 speakers accepted all the examples with non-agreement but
none of them rejected all the plurals. Of those 91 speakers, 69 choose singular in (TC3.10), 16
picked plural and 6 selected both options.

4 Comparison with other studies

The data discussed in 3.3 above indicate that very few native speakers have obligatory
number agreement with nominative objects or do not allow it at all. This is at odds with the
results of Sigurdsson and Holmberg (2008) who claim that speakers of one variety of
Icelandic (“dialect C”) generally disallow agreement with a nominative object, although they
admit that their classification is something of an idealization. Inevitably, this discrepancy
raises the question how our results compare to the results of other studies of agreement with
nominative objects in Icelandic. As discussed in more detail below, it turns out that the results
do not always match.

This section divides into three subsections, each of which focuses on one grammatical
factor that in other studies has been argued to affect number agreement with a nominative
object. Note, however, that these factors need not be very strong since they are often claimed
to hold only for some native speakers.

4.1 Singular vs. plural datives

Ussery (to appear) maintains that number agreement with a nominative object is degraded for
some speakers if the dative subject is singular.'' The variation surveys include only one
sentence pair or triplet with number agreement where a plural subject can be contrasted with a
singular subject within the same survey, i.e. (TC1.14) vs. (TC1.8) or (TC1.17) (see Table 1).

" Holmberg and Hroéarsdottir (2003) make a weaker claim as they restrict this number effect to datives in
expletive sentences (see 4.3 below).
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As shown in Table 1, the number agreement in (TC1.14) with a dative plural subject got a
slightly higher score than the number agreement in (TC1.8) and (TC1.17), hosting a dative
singular subject. On the other hand, the preferences are reversed if (T1.092) and (L3.7) are
compared. Both examples feature the past plural of leidast ‘be bored’ agreeing with a
nominative object but they differ in that the former has a plural subject whereas the latter has
a singular subject. Still, the acceptance rate for (T1.092) is 67,5% but 74,6% for (L3.7). It
should also be noted that examples with a plural subject in the variation surveys do not stand
out in comparison to examples with a singular subject. Hence, number of the dative subject
does not seem to a factor for number agreement between the finite verb and a nominative
object to judge by the data we have examined.

4.2 Mono-clausal vs. embedded nominatives

Ussery (2009) is the best study for comparison concerning the contrast between mono-clausal
and embedded nominatives. This study was based on a test administered to 61 students at the
University of Iceland who were asked to examine various examples with nominative objects
and select the form of the finite verb they would most likely use in everyday speech. The most
interesting result of Ussery (2009) is that seven speakers accept number agreement with
mono-clausal nominatives but not with embedded nominatives but no speaker allows
agreement only with embedded nominatives. Thus, there seems to be a dialect of Icelandic
where number agreement is only acceptable with mono-clausal nominatives.

The results from the variation surveys 1 and 3 show that number agreement is more
common with mono-clausal nominatives than embedded nominatives. Hence, the existence of
such a dialect should not be surprising. In fact, data from individual speakers in variation
survey 3 show that 24 participants reject all the examples of number agreement with
embedded nominatives but accept at least one example of number agreement with a mono-
clausal nominative. In other words, these speakers reject examples (T3.057), (T3.085),
(T3.100), and (T3.047) (see Table 4) but accept at least one of the following examples:
(L3.7), (T3.004), and (T3.074) (see Table 3). These speakers are only 3,4% of the 714
participants in survey 3 but they can still be characterized as allowing number agreement with
mono-clausal nominatives exclusively. Note that only three participants in this survey exhibit
the opposite pattern, i.e. reject all the examples of number agreement with a mono-clausal
nominative but accept at least one example of number agreement with an embedded
nominative.

4.3 Dative intervention in expletive sentences

Holmberg and Hroéarsdottir (2003) claim that number agreement with a nominative object is
blocked by a low dative subject coming between the finite verb and the nominative object in
expletive sentences, provided the dative is singular. This is shown by the contrast between
(8a) and (8b) (from Sigurdsson and Holmberg 2008:256-257):

(8) a. Einum malfredingi likadi/likudu pessar hugmyndir
one.DAT linguist.DAT liked.3SG/3PL these.NOM ideas.NOM
‘One linguist liked these ideas.’
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b. Pad likadi/*likudu einum malfredingi pessar hugmyndir
there liked.3SG/3PL one.DAT linguist.DAT these.NOM ideas.NOM

In contrast to Holmberg and Hréarsdoéttir (2003), Sigurdsson and Holmberg (2008) and
Ussery (2009) do not make a crucial distinction between singular and plural datives with
respect to these intervention effects although they do not argue explicitly against it.

The variation surveys included two examples of number agreement in the presence of a
dative plural intervening between the finite verb and the nominative object in expletive
sentences. The first example, (TC1.24), scored the second highest selection rate for agreement
of all the embedded nominatives in survey 1 (see Table 2). The other example, (T3.074),
received the lowest acceptance rate for agreement among mono-clausal nominatives in survey
3 (see Table 3). However, as discussed in 3.2.1, this is not due to number agreement since the
comparable expletive sentence in (T3.030) got an even lower acceptance rate than (T3.074),
even though it had no agreement. Hence, the conclusion is that the variation surveys provide
no evidence for dative intervention effects, at least with plural datives.

5 Conclusion

This paper has discussed the results of two surveys of syntactic variation in Icelandic where
number agreement with nominative objects was tested along with many other syntactic
phenomena. The surveys contained altogether 16 sentences with two choices and 15
individual examples relating to number agreement with nominative objects. A total of 1486
(772 + 714) speakers participated in the surveys and this makes them by far the biggest
studies of number agreement with nominative objects in Icelandic that have ever been
undertaken.

The results show that number agreement is more widely accepted with mono-clausal
nominatives than embedded nominatives. There is even some evidence for a dialect where
number agreement is restricted to mono-clausal nominatives. Still, it is clear that a vast
majority of native speakers of Icelandic allow both agreement and non-agreement in their
grammar. It was also shown that a dative plural between the finite verb and a nominative
object in expletive sentences does not have a negative effect on number agrement. In addition
to the contrast between mono-clausal and embedded nominatives, a number of factors seem to
play a role in number agreement with nominative objects in Icelandic. Thus, agreement is
more likely to be accepted if (a) the plural form of the verb is common (e.g. because it occurs
in raising structures with a nominative subject), or (b) the nominative also controls agreement
on a predicative adjective. On the other hand, number agreement is dispreferred if the plural
form of the finite verb is very different from the corresponding singular form. I think that all
of these results are important but further studies are required to firmly establish the relevance
of the various factors discussed here and to determine if they are a matter of grammar or
language use.
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