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Introduction

0.1 The starting point: Word order variation in
embedded clauses

The unifying topic for all of the six papers in this disseidatis the position of
verbs in embedded clauses in Northern Norwegian. This tesargce for lin-
guistic theory because Northern Norwegian displays pagtethich have not
been discussed in detail before, and which under certailysesmare some-
what unexpected. The current study addresses varioustasgdbis topic.
For example, Northern Norwegian is shown to allow verbs gaetw adverbs
in so-called non-V2 contexts, that is clauses in which Vexbddd (V2) is not
available. Since the verb is separated from its complenisntise adverb, we
take the verb to have moved from its base position. This atd&that North-
ern Norwegian employs a sort of short verb movement whichdspendent
of the V2 operation found in main clauses. Such verb movemserdt found
in Standard Norwegian. Furthermore, this short verb mowenimeNorthern
Norwegian also differs from the verb movement found in ndhedntexts in
Icelandic.

The Scandinavian languages are typified by V2, which meaasthie
finite verb appears in the second position in main clausesveier, in em-
bedded clauses there is more variation among the Scandm&mnguages.
Within the generative linguistics literature it has getigraeen claimed that
only Icelandic and varieties of Faroese allowed verb movgininelependently
of V2 in embedded contexts, so-calledlependent V-to-I movemerih the
other Scandinavian languages, verbs were assumed to tooligaemain in
situ in non-V2 contexts (cf. Holmberg and Platzack 1995,n¢ik 1995b).
This can be illustrated with the following example, where finite verb ‘had’
precedes the adverb ‘often’ in Icelandic, but follows it ioMegian ((1a) is
taken from Vikner 1995b:139).

(1) a.  Egspurdi[af hverjuHelgi hefdi oft  lesidpessabok]. (Icelandic)
| asked why Helgihad oftenreadthis book

1
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b. Jegspurtdhvorfor Helgeofte haddelest dennéboka]. (Norwegian)
| asked why Helgeoftenhad readthis book.the

‘| asked why Helge often had read this book.’

This split with respect to verb movement in non-V2 contexas been
correlated with rich inflectional morphology (cf. among mathers Emonds
1978, Pollock 1989, Bobaljik 1995, Vikner 1995b, Thrains4896, Bobaljik
and Thrainsson 1998, Rohrbacher 1999, Bobaljik 2002b).oktng to the
Rich Agreement Hypothesis (RAHgnguages with ‘sufficiently rich’ agree-
ment morphology allow independent V-to-l movement in nah-dbntexts,
whereas languages with poor verbal morphology do not displech verb
movement. However, in recent years, the empirical basehisrdorrela-
tion has been challenged. Already when the RAH was introdiupeople
had pointed out the odd counter-examples of dialects tipairtedly allowed
this verb movement in the absence of rich morphology. Therwast fre-
guently cited counter-examples are probably those in (2jno&t 90 years
ago lversen (1918:83-84) pointed out that the Northern Ngran dialect
spoken in Tromsg allowed word orders such as those in (2a3.igktill ac-
ceptable in the present-day Tromsg dialect. Platzack atalbérg (1989:74)
also illustrate that the Swedish dialect spoken in Kronagbffinland allows
unexpected verb movement patterns, as shown in (2b).

(2 a. Viva baretre stgkkafardetat hanNilsenkom ikkje. (Tromsg)
wewereonly threepiecesfor it thathe Nilsencamenot
‘We were only three people because Nilsen didn’'t come.’
b. Heva bra et antsofft int bootsen. (Kronoby)
it wasgoodthat heboughtnot book.the
‘It was good that he didn’t buy the book.’

In both of these examples, the embedded clause displaysnvevement
across negation. It is interesting that precisely theseeles have been used
for years to illustrate that the Tromsg and Kronoby dialafitav this type of
verb movement. First of all, at least for the Tromsg examipig, not clear
that this really is a non-V2 context. As shown in Bentzen @8@9) it is
possible to topicalize a non-subject in (2a), suggestiagttiis is actually an
embedded V2 clause (which in general is the case for clansesluced by
subjunctions such aat ‘that’ or for det at‘because’). This is illustrated in

3).
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3 Vi va baretre stgkkafgrdetat igdr kom hanNilsenikkje. (Tromsg)
wewereonlythreepiecesforit thaty'daycamehe Nilsennot
‘We were only three people because yesterday, Nilsen didmite.’

Furthermore, it turns out that although these two dialeatséddoallow verb
movement in non-V2 contexts, such verb movement is geyemali able to
cross negation!

In this investigation of embedded verb placement, | havesglbed my
own native intuitions and compared them with those of numenther speak-
ers from different parts of Northern Norway. The disseotatiliscusses the
nature of the observed word order patterns in detail. Intamdia small sur-
vey of the dialects in the Kronoby area is also reported onhag@er 2. My
investigations support the claims Iversen (1918) and &tktand Holmberg
(1989) made about the Tromsg and Kronoby dialects: thesdlfarsurround-
ing dialects) do allow verbs preceding adverbs in non-VZexis. However,
as we will see, the issue of verb movement in embedded ceniexhuch
more nuanced than the question of allowing V-to-l movemenai. One
point is that the word order \X Adv is not always necessarily the result of
verb movement, but may reflect the order of merge. In thosescagat needs
to be explained is how to derive the order AgwV for those two elements.
This is addressed in Chapter 1. Moreover, those cases taathiguously in-
volve verb movement in non-V2 contexts in Northern Norwagi#fer from
the type of V-to-l movement found in Icelandic in variouspests. The na-
ture of the Northern Norwegian verb movement is discussedhapters 2
and 3, and in Chapter 4 this is compared to the verb movemested in Ice-
landic. As illustrated above, the short verb movement inthiEmn Norwegian
also differs from embedded V2. The driving forces behindghenomenon
of embedded V2 are discussed in a cross-Scandinavian pavepga Chapter
5. Finally, Chapter 6 addresses verb movement in embeddaded from the
point of view of language acquisition.

0.2 The bigger picture: Order and structure

Set in a wider perspective, this study addresses how wore amdd clausal
structure are derived. These are complex matters, anddhemany factors
involved in the derivation of word order. In this dissentatii make certain
background assumptions which influence my approach to synta

First of all | assume that the various constituents in a @dare merged
in a way that reflects their scope relations. As the surfacelwoder does
not always reflect such relations, displacement of coresiituis taken to be a
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central property of syntax. However, such displacemenotisinrestricted; |
assume a number of restrictions which are more or less s@irdeurrent lit-
erature. First of all, movementis assumed to target postilbat are higher in
the clause, that is, there is no movement downwards. Funthrermovement
must obey the Extension Condition (Chomsky 1993; 1995) kwinexjuires
that every movement operation targets the root of the claaiseé thereby
extends the projection. | therefore exclude operation$ sisc'tucking-in’
(cf. Richards 1998), which targets intermediate positionslause structure
that has already been built.

Another general assumption adopted here is that movemeniven by
Attract (Chomsky 1995) and proceeds the way outlined in tledbg-goal
model introduced in Chomsky (2000; 2001). Thus, movemettisected to
feature matching between two constituents. A probe P witbream feature
searches for a potential goal G, to enter into a feature aggeerelation with.
When agreement is established between P and G, featuraginaay either
be accomplished through Agree or through Move. In the foroase, the
goal may remain it its base position, whereas in the lattee gawill move to
the position of its probe. Both Attract and movement arehieminore subject
to Relativized Minimality (Rizzi 1990). This means that @pe necessarily
will have to attract the closest goal with the matching featdn most of the
chapters | also employ a phrasal movement account. A reierammality
condition in such approaches is tRiase Impenetrability Conditio(PIC)
(cf. Chomsky 2000; 2001). According to the PIC, only elersaatittheedge
of a phase (where the edge is taken to be the head and theepecdi avail-
able to operations outside of this phase. These conditidhlsendiscussed in
more detail in the relevant chapters.

Within generative linguistics one traditionally distirgies between head
movement and phrasal movement (Travis 1984, Chomsky 1988i, F990).
Whereas for example subjects, which constitute phrasdsasiDPs or CPs,
are displaced through phrasal movement, verbs, which arertals or clus-
ters of heads, are displaced through head movement. Forpdxaw?2 has
been analysed as head movement of the verb from V to C, whesdamove-
ment that is independent of the V2 operation involves headement from V
to | (cf. among many others den Besten 1977/1983, Pollock 198Imberg
and Platzack 1995, Vikner 1995b). Note however, that siraiék (1989)
and Rizzi (1997), both the IP and the CP are taken to be sphitnore fine-
grained structure, so the notions of V-to-l and V-to-C skidaé taken as broad
approximations of the target of verb movement.

In recent years, however, people have questioned the apekthead
movement. One of the issues raised against head movemédrat ig is an
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unusual type of movement because it violates the Extensioili@on. Since
head movement targets a head, it does not extend the pomjedtits root. An
alternative that has been investigated in the last decade isrto derive the
effects of head movement via phrasal movement (cf. Hinteki®97; 1999,
Mualler 1998, Koopman and Szabolcsi 2000, Mahajan 2000; R00his
direction is also pursued in this dissertation. In additiortheory-internal
problems with head movement such as the incompatibilith e Extension
Condition, | show that a head movement approach encoungetaic prob-
lems when faced with data from the various dialects of Scawian. Thus,
a central issue in this dissertation is to investigate thtermg@l of a phrasal
movement account of verb movement. To the extent that a phenon such
as verb movement can be handled by phrasal movement in fysafisay,
the role of head movement may be reduced.

| use adverbs as a diagnostic for the relative position ofrogements,
such as subjects and verbs. Cinque (1999) proposes a waliveesarchy
of adverbs, and Nilsen (2003) and @stbg (2003) have denabedtthat the
internal order of adverbs in Norwegian corresponds fairgi o this hierar-
chy, and | thus adopt the Cinque hierarchy in its broad oeslifConcerning
the merge position of adverbs, | follow Ernst (2002), Sveasrt2002), and
Nilsen (2003) in assuming that this is connected to scopioels. Nilsen
(2003) suggests that adverbs are merged immediately ahevprojection
which they modify, and this general idea is adopted heresTime movement
which results in the surface ordering of verbs and adverles dot generally
have any effect on their semantic scope.

Another important issue in the discussion of movement isoofse what
triggers it. As mentioned above, verb movement in non-Vaexs has been
related to rich inflectional morphology. However, as alstdssed above, re-
cent empirical observations have raised questions abeypurported close
correlation between rich morphology verb movement in néhééntexts.
The aim here is not to bluntly discard the possibility of sactendency, but
it is clear that in Northern Norwegian and Kronoby Swedishweell as in
Northern Norwegian child language, the driving force behiarb movement
cannot be rich morphology, as these varieties lack botlopeasd agreement
morphology on finite verbs in any tense. Rather | suggestrtiastement in
non-V2 contexts is triggered by an EPP feature which isedl&b predicate
licensing.

Norwegian clearly has an EPP feature which requires theepoesof an
overt subject or an expletive in the clause. However, thiB Eature does not

appear to be associated with any specific position in theselalthere propose
that the EPP may occur on any head in the clause. As mentitnsdeature
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is related to predicate licensing, and | assume that a @tis licensed by
having its specifier filled. In Norwegian non-V2 contexts gngral, this re-
quirement is met by moving the subject to the specifier of Wwnver head
carries the EPP feature. However, following Biberauer ainth&ds (2006) |
assume that subjects may optionally pied-pipe the whole v@wihey move
to license the EPP. This vP pied-piping is what gives thecefi€ short verb
movement in Northern Norwegian. Thus, verb movement isrtakde trig-

gered by predicate licensing in the sense that the subjéathws attracted
by the EPP to a specifier higher up in the clause, may take tloéewi? with

it in this movement.

A final central issue in this dissertation is syntactic micasiation and
optionality. The current study presents new data from ve&riScandinavian
dialects and much of the variation found between the disleppears to fol-
low from certain syntactic operations being optional ratti@n obligatory
in these dialects. One point of optionality that was alreadntioned above
is whether or not the subject pied-pipes the vP when movirigémse the
predicate. In Standard Norwegian and Standard Swedislsuthject always
moves on its own, whereas in Northern Norwegian and Kronolkgdssh, it
may optionally pied-pipe the whole vP, thus yielding theset§ of optional
verb movement. Another point of optionality concerns whhaete will call
verb ‘sinking’ (cf. Bentzen 2007a, Svenonius 2007). In 8tad Norwegian
and Standard Swedish all verbs have to follow all adverbsom-¥i2 con-
texts, regardless of the scope relations. In Chapter 1 leatigat this is the
result of obligatory verb sinking. However, Northern Nogian and Kro-
noby Swedish optionally allow verbs and adverbs to appe#nanorder of
merge. Thus the operation of verb sinking also appears tptienal in these
two dialects. One possibility is that the optional charactethese dialec-
tal features is the result of language contact, since onbkeofwo options is
the unmarked form in many dialects including the standanguage. Ulti-
mately, child language data such as that reported on in €néphay shed
light on such questions. The children in that study showedeéepence for
verb movement sharply distinct from the standard language.

0.3 Outline of the six chapters

0.3.1 What's the better move?

In this chapter | discuss the fact that Northern NorwegiaN)ptionally
allows verbs to precede adverbs in non-V2 contexts. Instn€ this word
order either reflect cases where the verb scopes over thebadwel is there-
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fore merged above it to begin with,;\x Advs,, or cases where the verb has
moved across the adverl, WK Adv;. In Standard Norwegian (StN), on the
other hand, verbs obligatorily have to follow adverbs, rd@gss of scope re-
lations, yielding the orders Adw V, and Ady < V. The word orders that
need to be accounted for are thus¥ Adv, and Ady; < V1, where the scope
orders have been reversed. These facts are discussed sp#ttéo three dif-
ferent approaches to clausal structure. NN is argued to did@ematic for a
head movement account (cf. Cinque 1999) because multiples veay pre-
cede a given adverb, leading to violations of the Head Mover@enstraint.
A ‘multiple adjunction points’ for adverbs account (cf. Btr2002, Sveno-
nius 2002) would assume that any adverb in StN and NN can lmnadj
to high positions, which may be problematic with respectdope relations.
A remnant movement approach (cf. Nilsen 2003) can accouridth StN
and much of the NN data by means of one generalisation. Thidves the
presence and absence of so-called ‘lifters’ (which leadetd winking). In
StN, lifters are obligatory, and this gives the order AdyV, where the verb
has sunk below an adverb that it takes scope over. In NN, oatttee hand,
lifters are optional, and when they are absent, we get ther@idmerge, V
< Adv,. However, a separate generalisation is needed for finitesuarNN,
as these verbs mayecedeadverbs that take scope over them, ¥ Adv;.
This phenomenon is addressed in the next chapter. Thubredl &pproaches
are faced with challenges with respect to the Norwegian. ddtavever, it is
argued that the remnant movement approach seems the mossipigof the
three approaches.

This chapter is published in th#ournal of Nordic LinguisticsVol. 28.2:
153-188, 2005.

0.3.2 V-to-T as vP-to-SpecTP

In this chapter | address the nature of verb movement in ndredntexts in
Regional Northern Norwegian (ReNN) and Northern Ostrobiatihh (NOD).
These two varieties allow patterns where a finite verb presa adverb that
scopes over it, and this is taken to imply verb movement. Hewehis verb
movement is different from the verb movement found in V2 eat#, and
it is labeledshort verb movement argue that short verb movement should
be analysed in terms of phrasal movement rather than headmemt. Two
variants of phrasal movement are explored: a remnant maveageount,
and a copying and partial deletion account. Both approachese used to
describe the verb movement patterns found in ReNN and NOweMer, it is
demonstrated that the remnant movement approach facek-atead issue,
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and thus the copying and partial deletion approach is stggdés be a more
promising alternative.

This chapter will be submitted to a suitable journal.

0.3.3 Subject positions and verb movement

This chapter discusses the position of subjects in embedded/2 clauses
and its interaction with verb movement. In embedded clausg®ut verb
movement, subjects may precede or follow practically ametgf adverb,
whereas in clausesith verb movement, the finite verb may precede or fol-
low the same types of adverbs. However, these two optionsotdne freely
combined, and verb movement puts certain restrictions endtbtribution
of subjects. Although subjects independently are allovnei@irly low posi-
tions in the clause, whenever there is verb movement they togerecede the
verb. Moreover, not only must subjects precede the verbthayt are actu-
ally forced into a very high position in the clause, precgdai adverbs. This
holds regardless of how high the verb has moved. Finallyjestbobliga-
torily receive a strong interpretation in embedded non-1&2ises with verb
movement. | propose an analysis for this in terms of preditiaensing.
A predicate is licensed by having an element in its specified in clauses
without verb movement this element is the subject. Howdveuggest that
in ReNN, the subject may optionally pied-pipe the whole vRewlt moves
to license the predicate. This gives the effect of verb mammFurthermore
| suggest that predicate licensing may be associated witbusaprojections
in the clause, and this therefore provides a unified accduiedlexible po-
sition of subjects in clauses without verb movement, andléxgle position
of verbs in clauses with verb movement.

This chapter will be submitted to a suitable journal.

0.3.4 Rethinking Scandinavian verb movement

Coauthored with Gunnar Hrafn Hrafnbjargarson, porbjérgassdéttir, and
Anna-Lena Wiklund.

This chapter reconsiders the distribution of verb movenre&candinavian
in light of new data from Norwegian and Icelandic. The maiair is that
Regional Northern Norwegian (ReNN) displays optional vedo/ement to a
position in the approximated region of T, sometimes labéhedlP domain,
whereas Icelandic has no independent verb movement at tlisalomain,
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contrary to standard assumptions: All verb movement inaloeic is to the
CP domain of the clause. This claim is based on the obsenitad the verb
movement found in non-V2 contexts in ReNN and in Icelandifeds in sev-
eral respects. For one thing, ReNN verb movement may interbetween
various adverbs, but may not cross negation, whereas Hielarrb move-
ment must cross all adverbs, including negation. Furthesn®eNN allows
verb movement in all types of infinitives, whereas Icelarahty allows it in
control infinitives, and not in ECM constructions. FinaReNN verb move-
ment is found to affect the interpretation of subjects, whsricelandic verb
movement does not. A remnant movement approach to verb nmeesex-
plored and itis proposed that movement to the CP domain aneément cor-
responding to V-to- movement differ in amount of materiegpiped. The
analysis presented captures the observed differenceg®etive two move-
ments.

The chapter will appear in thiournal of Comparative Germanic Linguistics
10, 2007.

0.3.5 On the Force behind V2

Coauthored with Gunnar Hrafn Hrafnbjargarson, Porbjoérdatsdottir, and
Anna-Lena Wiklund.

This chapter investigates the distribution of embedded second in Faroese,
Icelandic, Norwegian, and Swedish. We test the availgbiiftV2 word or-
ders (that is, the word orders V-Neg and XP-V-S) in complémehthe
five predicate classes introduced by Hooper and Thompsaf8j1€lass A
strongly assertive predicates, Class B weakly assertigdigates, Class C
non-assertive predicates, Class D factive predicatesCtass E semi-factive
predicates. Two main conclusions can be drawn from the stiidgt of all,
none of the Scandinavian languages can be said to displarajzed em-
bedded verb second. Contrary to standard belief, Icelagidfays restric-
tions of the kind found in the other Scandinavian languaffesomplements
embedded under Class C and D predicates all the four langsgesv re-
strictions with respect to V2: Norwegian and Swedish dsalboth V-Neg
and XP-V-S; Faroese and Icelandic, although allowing V~Nesgallow the
order XP-V-S. Thus, unrestricted embedded V2 (that iswalig both the
V2 orders) is only found in complements embedded under GlaBs and E
predicates in all the Scandinavian languages. Secondlse ik no clear def-
inition of assertionthat distinguishes V2. Clauses that support verb second
are clauses that form a potentmhin point of utterancea notion related to
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the illocutionary force ofassertion However, V2 may occur independently
of such a reading of the clause and vice versa.

The chapter is under review at a journal.

0.3.6 The acquisition of embedded word order

Coauthored with Marit Westergaard.

In this chapter we investigate how Norwegian children aaguerb place-
ment in embeddedh-questions and all types of embedded clauses containing
negation or an adverb. We also consider some data of chidtdid speech,
as we believe that it is important for studies in first languagquisition take
into account the role of input in language development. liatee effect of
input on the acquisition process has received consideadigetion. In much
recent work on language acquisition within the construstivamework (e.g.
Tomasello 2003, Theakston et al. 2004), it is argued thattiffequency is
vital to understanding both the order of acquisition of jgaiterr constructions
and children’s non-target-consistent production. Herewgee that input fre-
guency plays a role in the acquisition of word order, but anlgombination
with other factors. The children in this study are acquidngorthern dialect
of Norwegian spoken in the city of Tromsg@. Two constructiaiih similar
input frequencies are investigated: embedded questiah$adih) embedded
clauses containing negation or an adverb. Both constngtoe very infre-
guent in the input. Children make mistakes in embedded etawsth nega-
tion or an adverb, overgeneralizing the word order from nud@uises (pro-
ducing structures with verb movement across negation odeerh). On the
other hand, they do not overgeneralize main question wateronto embed-
ded questions (producing structures with verb movemeiwisadhe subject).
We argue that the lack of input cues for the target-condist®nd order in
itself is not the reason for children’s non-target-comsisproduction. How-
ever, low input frequency may be one of the contributingdextausing the
target word order in embedded clauses with negation or aerbde be ac-
quired relatively late. While children have to rely on inpaacquire the word
order in lower domains of the clause, UG provides them wighitifiormation
that embedded questions are different from main clausetiquneswith re-
spect to illocutionary force. Consequently children do piatject the same
functional architecture for the two constructions, andrgeeeralization of
features from main to embedded questions should thereéimossible.

This chapter will appear in the volunfeequency Effects in Language Acqui-
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sition: Defining the Limits of Frequency as an Explanatoryn€ept edited
by Insa Gulzow and Natalia Gagarina, Mouton de Gruyter, 2007
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Chapter 1

What's the better move? On verb
placement in Standard and

Northern Norwegianl
Kristine Bentzen

1.1 Introduction

The position of verbs with respect to adverbs has been usadte for the
architecture of clause structure. Emonds (1978), and Rddiock (1989)
discussed the alternations found in French and English aater concerning
verb placement. The examples in (1) illustrate this diffieee(from Pollock
1989:367):

(1) a. JearembrassesouventMarie. (Fr)
Johnkisses often Marie
‘John often kisses Matrie.
b.  John often kisses Mary. (Eng)

Emonds and Pollock assume that adverbs mark the edge of theoleck

explains the difference between French and English by stiggethat main
verbs in French must appear to the left of the adwnventoften’ because
of its rich agreement morphology. In English, on the otherdhauch move-

A previous version of this chapter was presented on the Workn dialect syntax
at MONS[Mgter om norsk sprak] in Kristiansand, 2003, and | thankheicipants there
for interesting feedback. Also thanks to two anonymousemweis, as well as to dystein
Vangsnes, @ystein Nilsen, and Madeleine Halmgy for usefiroents. And finally thanks
to Peter Svenonius for reading and discussing severalsdoéfthis paper. All remaining
shortcomings are of course my own.

15



16 CHAPTER 1. WHAT'S THE BETTER MOVE?

ment of the verb fails to occur because of the poverty of agesd morphol-
ogy on verbs. Thus, all English main verbs (exdegtremain to the right of
the adverb.

A corresponding difference has been noted for the Scanidinéanguages
(cf. Kosmeijer 1986; Holmberg and Platzack 1995). Icelanérbs show rich
inflectional morphology and also appear to the left of theegldvn embedded
clauses, as illustrated in (2a). In Mainland Scandinaviaithe other hand,
here represented by Standard Norwegian, there is no agnéemoephology
on the verb, and it remains to the right of the adverb in embdddauses
(2b):

(2 a. baderrétt [ad Jbnkyssiroft Mariul]. (Ice)
it istrue thatJonkissesoftenMaria

b. Detersantfat Jonofte kysserMaria]. (StN)
it istrue thatJonoftenkissesMaria

Within the last decade, several different analyses of tderasf verbs and ad-
verbs have been proposed. | will discuss three such recenbaghes. First,
Cinque (1999) and Alexiadou (1997) have both suggestecathadrbs give
a precise indication of the spine of the clause. Each advashts own fixed
position in the specifier of a functional projection, andréhés a universal
hierarchy determining the organization of these projetid/erbs may move
to the various head positions of these projections, yigldieveral different
V-Adv orders.

Second, Ernst (2002) and Svenonius (2002) suggest an abpvath
a somewhat less strict association of adverbs with funatibeads in the
clause, as well as less movement. They argue that adverbis &adljverbal
projections, and that there may be multiple adjunction {sdior each adverb.
The relative order of the verb and the adverb is determinedtigh projec-
tion the adverb has adjoined to, as well as (some) verb maveme

Third, Nilsen (2003) proposes yet a different account ferdarder of verbs
and adverbs. He assumes that adverbs are adjoined rigte #imverb they
take scope over, and that complex remnant movement opesadie respon-
sible for the various V-Adv orders found in languages.

In this paper | will discuss these three different approadbeclausal ar-
chitecture in the light of data from Standard Norwegian amthern Nor-
wegian (henceforth StN and NN, respectively). It will be whahat a head
movement account a la Cinque (1999) runs into problems WwéNN data. A
‘multiple positions’ approach and a ‘remnant movement'rapgph both have
advantages and disadvantages, and these will be evaluatedmpared.
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1.2 Verb placementin standard and Northern Nor-
wegian

The Scandinavian languages are all V2 languages, in wheehirtite main
verb moves to the second position in main clauses, (3). Hewdvis gen-
erally assumed that among the national standards, onlgride allows verb
movement in non-V2 subordinate clauses, as in (4a). In thialstad Scan-
dinavian languages there is no verb movement in these catisins, (4b)
(Icelandic examples are based on Vikner 1995b:139):

3) a. Afhverju hefdi Helgbft lesio pessa bok? (Ice)
b.  HvorforhaddeHelgeofte lest denneboken? (StN)

why  had Helgeoftenreadthis book
‘Why had Helge often read this book?’

4) a. Egspurdi[af hverjuHelgi hefdioft  lesid pessabok].
| asked why Helgihad oftenreadthis book
b.  Jegspurte[hvorfor Helgeofte haddelest denneboken].

| asked why Helgeoftenhad readthis book
‘I asked why Helge often had read this book.’

This movement of the finite verb to | has been correlated tb vier-
bal inflectional morphology (cf. Vikner 1995a, Vikner 1995hkner 1997,
Rohrbacher 1999, Bobaljik 1995, Thrainsson 1996, Bobaljid Thrainsson
1998). Based on Germanic VO-languages, Vikner (1995auggests that
‘[a]ln SVO-language has%to-I° movement if and only if ... person morphol-
ogy is found in all tenses.” Thus, he assumes a strong twoeaaglation be-
tween verbal morphology and independent verb movement toflectional
position. Bobaljik and Thrainsson (1998) argue that theeavveaker one-way
correlation between inflectional morphology and verb mosetmAccording
to their approach, the verb must have moved out of the VP iguages which
have two or more inflectional verbal morphemes.

Both these approaches can account for the standard vardtiee Scan-
dinavian languages. The Mainland Scandinavian languagéesck person
morphology (Vikner) and they also do not have more than ofiedtional
morpheme on the finite verb (Bobalijk and Thrainsson). Heheee is no in-
dependent V-to-l movement in these languages. Icelandith@other hand,
has person morphology and also has more than one inflectiooigdheme
on the finite verb. Thus, independent V-to-l movement is joted in this
language by both the above approaches.

However, recent studies have shown that independent \rtovement is
possible in languages which crucially lack the sufficiemith morphology.



18 CHAPTER 1. WHAT'S THE BETTER MOVE?

In Bentzen (2003) it was shown that Northern Norwegian (Néptionally
allows finite verbs to move past adverbs in several non-V2est® such as
relative clauses, subordinaté-questions, and subordinate adverbial clauses,
despite the fact that NN has a very impoverished verbal naqgly (see also
Alexiadou and Fanselow 2002 for similar facts in the Swedislkect of Kro-
noby). This is illustrated here with an NN embeddeldtquestion. Topical-
ization is not possible in NN embeddedhquestions, which suggests that
embedded V2 is not an option in examples like (5) (from Bem2@03:581):

(5) Vi lurte pa kemhanlantevanligvis pengatil. (NN)
wewonderedonwhohe lend usually moneyto
‘We wondered who he usually lent money to.’

In this paper | will show that NN allows verbs to appear in saldifferent
positions in subordinate clauses. Not only may finite verda=ioin front of
adverbs (as in (5)), but so may non-finite verbs. In additraltiple verbs
may precede a given adverb, making a straight-forward heackment ac-
count problematic.

NN thus differs from StN in that the former allows verbs to egpin
a much wider variety of positions in subordinate clauses tha latter. In
StN, all verbs always have to follow all adverbs in subortBnalauses, as
illustrated in Nilsen (2003:72):

(6) ...at detikke lenger  alltid helt kunneha blitt ordnet. (StN)
...thatit not any.longeralwayscompletelycould havebeenfixed

NN, however, allows several different permutations of theve example.
Keeping the relative internal order within the four verbstba one hand and
within the four adverbs on the other, but varying the positid the verbs
with respect to the adverbs, there are in all 70 possible pitions of (6).
NN allows 22 of these possible permutations. When tryingtioese various
permutations it is crucial to keep the internal order of geds well as of
adverbs, as NN like StN only allows a strict internal ordethase elements.
As can be seen in (7) the order of verbs cannot be altered. Xdrames in
(8) show that the same hierarchical order must be preseriththwadverbs:

2The informants for NN used in both Bentzen (2003) and thisspapme from various
places in Northern Norway, from the Salten region up to Alitawever, it should be pointed
out that speakers of the Tromsg city dialect (also a Norttedect) often have slightly dif-
ferent intuitions. In the current paper, NN therefore reterNorthern Norwegian, excluding
the Tromsg dialect.
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(7) a. De bordene burdekunneha blitt vasket.
thosetables.theoughtcould havebeencleaned
‘It ought to have been possible to have cleaned those tables.
b. *De bordene burde vasket kunne ha blitt.
*De bordene burde kunne vasket ha blitt.
d. *De bordene burde kunne ha vasket blitt.

o

(8) a. De bordene er uheldigvis vanligvisalltid opptatt.
thosetables.theare unfortunatelyusually alwaysoccupied
‘Those tables are unfortunately usually always occupied.’
b. *De bordene er vanligvis uheldigvis alltid opptatt.
c. *De bordene er alltid uheldigvis vanligvis opptatt.
d. *De bordene er alltid vanligvis uheldigvis opptatt.

Consequently the 22 different variants of (6) allowed in NiNalve only
changing the position of the verbs with respect to the aded few ex-
amples are given below:

9 a. ..at detikke lenger  kunnealltid helt ha blitt ordnet.
...thatit not any.longercould alwayscompletelyhavebeenfixed
b. ..at detikke kunnelenger alltid ha blitt helt ordnet.
...thatit not could any.longeralwayshavebeencompletelyfixed
c. ...at detikke kunnelenger alltid ha blitt ordnethelt.

..thatit not could any.longeralwayshavebeenfixed completely

Note that 35 of the 48 ungrammatical permutations involedfithite verb
kunn€could’ preceding negation. Although NN verbs are allowed variety
of positions in non-V2 contexts, they crucially cannot e negatiort:

(20) a. *..at detkunneikke lenger alltid helt ha blitt ordnet.
...thatit could not any.longeralwayscompletelhavebeenfixed
b. *..at detkunneikke ha lenger alltid blitt ordnethelt.
...thatit could not haveany.longeralwaysbeenfixed completely

However, in some non-V2 contexts finite verbs may precedbh hiyerbs
such asannsynligvisprobably’ (from Bentzen 2003:580):

3In the following, Norwegian examples not specified otheenase NN rather than StN.
Note furthermore that the NN examples are given in an apprate dialectal form. However,
the present tense endin@)r is included on verbs although it is actually absent on most NN
verbs. The reason for including this is to prevent any cdnfuas to the finiteness of the
verb, as the present tense form in this dialect most of the ndentical to the infinitive.

4The remaining 13 ungrammatical permutations of (6) all imedhe passive auxiliary
blitt ‘been’ or the passive participednet‘fixed’ preceding the adverdenger‘any longer’
or alltid ‘always.’
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(12) Hane mistenktsidenhantok sannsynligvismedsae  alle pengan.

he is suspect as he took probably with REFL all money.the
‘He is a suspect as he probably took with him all the money.’

There are restrictions on the kinds of verbs that are allowedposition
preceding such high adverbs; finite verbs are more easilgpaed in this
position than non-finite ones. This will be touched upon ie tbllowing
sections. In addition, there seem to be slightly differeattgrns for different
kinds of subordinate context. However, this latter issuléwat be explored
further in the present paper. Rather, | will focus on one tgpembedded
contexts here, namely clauses introducee@tigrsonias.’

In general, any finite verb may precede adverbs suctaadte‘'so often,
allerede‘already, som oftestusually,” andalltid ‘always’ (all assumed to
be positioned in the middle of Cinque’s 1999 hierarchy) in BiNbordinate
contexts. This is true for finite main verbs (12a), finite diaxies (12b), finite
modals (12c), and finite passive auxiliaries (12d):

(12) a. HoHeddakommertil & ruineresae  ettersomho kjgpersaofte
sheHeddacomes totoruin REFLas shebuys sooften
dyre designerkleer.
expensivalesigner-clothes
‘Hedda will drive herself to economic ruin as she so oftensoexpen-
sive designer clothes.’

b. Ho burde ikke kjgpe flere sko nu ettersomho har allerede
she should not buy more shoesnow as she has already
kijgpt tre par dennauka.
boughtthreepairsthis week.the
‘She shouldn’t buy any more shoes now as she has already bough
three pairs this week.’

c. Vileverte radioen til hanHarekettersomhankunnesomoftest
wedeliveredradio.theto he Harekas he could as often.est
repareresant.
fix such
‘We handed the radio over to Harek as he could usually fix sicigs.

d. Atrengtealdri & dekkefrokostbordet ettersormdetblei alltid
| needechevertoset breakfast-table.thas it wasalways
dektfor  aesto opp.
set beforel stoodup
‘| never needed to set the breakfast table as it was alwaylsystte
time | got up.’
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Similarly, the infinitive in small clauses may precede these adverbs:

(13) a. HarHarekmente & kunnesomoftest reparergadioa.
he Harekthoughtto could as often.esfix radios
‘Harek considered himself usually able to fix radios.’
b. Deterbaretull a mattealltid kjgreinnom sentrum.
it is only nonsensé¢o must alwaysdrive throughcentre
‘It is ridiculous to always have to drive through the city trex

Furthermore, non-finite verbs may precede adverbs in othwetiegts where
they are not the first verb. This is particularly the case fodal auxiliaries.

(14) illustrates that a modal auxiliary in the infinitive caasily precede an
adverb such asom oftestusually.’ In (15) a modal auxiliary in the participial
form precedes the same adverb. In both cases the adverbatsalthtervene
between the finite and the non-finite auxiliary:

(14) Vi stolte pahennedbedgmmelsattersomrho matte(somoftest) kunne
wetrustedonher  judgments as shemust (as often.estould
(somoftest) sies a ha rett.

(as often.estpe-saidto haveright
‘We trusted her judgments as it usually was the case that@lld be said

to be right.’

(15) Detgjordeikke na at hanikkeva blitt bedt pafesten ettersom
it did not anythingthathe not wasbeennvitedonparty.theas
han hadde (som oftest)  kunnet (som oftest)  bli lurt med inn
he had (as often.est)could (as often.est)be cheatedwith in
likevel.

anyway
‘It didn’t matter that he had not been invited to the partytasad usually

been possible to sneak him in anyway.’

However, the perfective auxiliarga ‘have’ is much more restricted in this
pre-adverb position:

5The b example was found on the Internet. A few similar exasplere found in a
Google search, and may not specifically be NN.
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(16) Detvar ikke uvanlig at flere avstudentan strgykpadettakurset
it wasnot uncommorthatseveralof students.théailed onthis course
ettersommanmatte(somoftest) ha (*somoftest) lest hele pensum
as one must (as often.esthave(as often.estjeadwholesyllabus
for & bestdeksamen.

for to pass exam
‘It was not uncommon that several students failed this @assone usually

had to have read the whole syllabus in order to pass the exam.’

7) Detvar ingenvits i a prevead skjulesee bak storesolbrilla
it wasno pointintotry tohide REFL behindbig sunglasses
lenger ettersonhanville (somoftest) ha (?somoftest) blitt
any.longeras he would(as often.esthave(as often.estpecome
gjenkjent meden ganguansett.
recognizedvith onetime anyway
‘There was no point in trying to hide behind big sunglassesrane as he
usually would be recognized at once anyway.’

Thus, it seems that non-finite modal auxiliaries more egsigcede mid ad-
verbs than do non-finite perfective auxiliarfes.

In the remaining sections | will discuss how the three apghnea to verb
placement introduced in section 1.1 would account for tiests.

1.3 Head movement

Following Emonds (1978) and Pollock (1989) it has commomlgrbassumed
that the verb’s position with respect to the adverb shouldrizdysed in terms
of head movement. As mentioned in the introduction Polld&8Q) argues
that the difference between the French and English examp(@sa) and (1b)
is due to the fact that in French the verb moves to an infleatibead above
VP while in English, it remains in situ.

Holmberg and Platzack (1995) have suggested a similar sisaty the
differences found within the Scandinavian languages. Trgye that in all
the Scandinavian languages, a finiteness operator [+F]rig@=rs movement
of the finite verb to C in all main clauses. However, in suboati clauses, C
is filled by the complementizer. The difference within thedinavian lan-
guages found in subordinate clauses is explained by théfaicin Icelandic,
| has strong Agr features attracting the finite verb theretttyenvhereas in

SHowever, as can be seen from the above examples, non-fimfecpee auxiliaries ap-
pear to be somewhat more acceptable in passive constrsitkian in active constructions.
This point will not be further discussed here.
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Mainland Scandinavian (here illustrated by Swedish), ydvds weak T fea-
tures, and thus does not trigger verb movement, as illestia¢low (adapted
from Holmberg and Platzack 1995:75):

(18)  [oplopr@d] [1p ION [1+1,44r Keypti;] [v p ekki[y p €; [v ;] bokina]]]]
that  Jon bought not bookDEF
(Ice)

(19)  ler [opr att] [rp U [;p1y ] [ve inte [vp € [v kopte] boken]]]]
that ulf not boughtbookDEF

(Swe)

Cinque (1999) also proposes a head movement account foele/e
order of verbs and adverbs. He has shown that adverbs seeolidw &
universal hierarchy. This universal order of functionaeénts is found both
in languages with independent adverbs as well as in languasigle aspectual
suffixes. Thus he assumes that adverbs have fixed positietespndned by
syntactic selection (c-selection) of functional projens. Every adverb is
in the specifier position of its own functional projectionhel hierarchy is
illustrated in (20):

(20) [frankly Mood speech act [ fortunaterMOOdevaluative [ a”egedlyMOOdevidential
[ probablyMod,;stemic [ onceT (Past) fhenT(Future) [perhapsMood;, ,cqis
[ necessar”yMOdnecessity [ pOSSinyMOdpossibility [ usuaIIy Asphabitual [
againASpP,.cperitive(1) [ OtENASP, o) [ INtentionallyMod,itionar [ quickly
Aspcelerative(l) [ alreadyT(Anterior) [nO IongerASpterminative [ still ASPeontinuative
[ alwaySASpperfect(?) [ jUSt Aspretrospective [ soonASpproximative [ brleﬂy
Aspdurative [ CharaCteriSticaIIy(?)ASpgeneric/progressive [ aImOStASpprospective
[ completelyAsPs ycompietive(r) [ tUOASPPicompictive [ WEllVOICE [fast/early
Aspcelerative(ll) [ again Asprepetitive([[) [ often Aspfreq(ll) [ Completely
Aspcompletive(ll)

For every Adv projection there is a head position, and thé veay move

upwards in the structure through these functional headssglinguistic dif-

ferences with respect to the relative order of a verb andengadverb would
then depend on how high up the verb has moved. Concerning thdath

this approach can account for the fact that the finite verb pragede most
adverbs in subordinate contexts. Assuming that the adwaeebm the spec-
ifier position and each have a head position which is a paaimding site
for the verb, the following NN options are predicted:
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(22) ...at detikke (kunne) lenger (kunne) alltid  (kunne) helt
... thatit not (could) any.longer(could) always(could) completely
(kunne) ha Dblitt ordnet.
(could) havebeenfixed

However, Bobaljik (1999), Ernst (2002), and Svenonius @dtave all
pointed out a potential problem with this analysis. In e.talidn both the
auxiliary and the participle may occur either precedingadlofving an ad-
verb such asnica‘not.” As both verbs can follow the adverb, Cinque would
assume that they are both base generated below the advars, tb order
Aux-Vp.+—AdvV is the result of both the auxiliary and the participlevimg
past the adverb. This leads to a violation of the Head Movér@enstraint
(HMC), as the participlenangiato‘eaten’ will have to move past the trace of
the auxiliaryhanno‘they have.’ ((22) is based on Bobaljik 1999:27):

(22)  [nonhanno p mangiatd,,icep Micatay x tparT [piup PU tpaArT [V P trarT]l]
NEGthey-have eaten not any.longer

‘They have not eaten any longer.’ (1)

NN examples like (14) and (15) above pose a similar problenmare than one verb
precede the adverdom oftestusually.’ Like the Italian example in (22), under this
approach the NN example leads to a violation of the Head Mevdr@onstraint as

the traces of the two verbal elements are crossing each(otfigrelevant projections

included):

(23) [... hadde kunnet [4prreq(ry SOMoftest [ t; t; bli lurt medinn
had could as often.est be cheatedwith in
likevel]]]

anyway

For a head movement account like the one proposed by Cin@29) 1o
work, one would assume that some adverbs can appear in kspusitions
in order to avoid HMC violations. And indeed, Cinque (2004gd suggest
that some adverbs may occur in (at least) two positions. ldpgsaes that
this is the case in examples like (24) below, where the ad\fezuentlyand
suddenlyat first glance seem to be freely ordered with respect to et 0
((24) is from Ernst 2002:120):

(24) a. She frequently was suddenly rejected by publishers.
b.  She suddenly was frequently rejected by publishers.

According to Cinque (2004), ‘frequentative’ adverbs likequentlyappear
in two distinct projections, one above adverbs suckudenlyand one be-
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low. Additional evidence for this comes from the fact thatsimme cases,
the ‘same’ adverb may occur twice in the same sentence (§2aken from
Cinque 1999:92):

(25) Gianni, saggiamentspess@sce con la stessa pers@messo
‘G., wisely, often dates the same person often.’

Similarly, Cinque (2004) also accounts for the fact thatadeerbfoolishly
may surface in several positions in (26) (from Svenoniu22®100) by postu-
lating two distinct positions for this adverb:

(26) Foolishly Howard may have been trying to impress you.
Howard foolishly may have been trying to impress you.
Howard may foolishly have been trying to impress you.
Howard may have foolishly been trying to impress you.

Howard may have been foolishly trying to impress you.

Q20T

For (26a) and (26b) Cinque (2004) suggests fbatishly has moved from
an IP-internal position to the specifier of a Modifier Phrasehie CP field
(cf. Rizzi 2004). In (26b) the subjeétoward has moved across the adverb,
resulting in the ordeHoward > foolishly. In (26¢)-(26d), on the other hand
the adverb remains in one out of the two possible merge pasiin the IP
field (from Cinque 2004:706):

(27) .<foolishly> may have<foolishly> been trying..

The modalmaycan remain to the right of the higher occurrencéaaflishly,

or move across it. In the latter case, the result is (26¢)il&ily, the auxiliary
beencan remain to the right of the lower occurrencdamlishly, as in (26d),

or move across it, as in (26e). Thus, assuming two separatequs for ad-
verbs such afoolishly, all the different orders in (26) can be derived without
violating the HMC.

However, to account for all the available orders of verbatret to ad-
verbs found in NN one would have to assume that many advenss (ah
least) two possible merge positions. This is the case foerddvsuch akelt
‘completely,” which on the surface may occur in five differ@ositions:

(28) ... ettersomdet (helt) matte (helt) kunne (helt) ha
... as it (completely)must (completely)could (completely)have
(helt) blitt (helt) ordnet.

(completelybeen(completely¥ixed

To account for all these five potential surface positiongigt ‘completely’
within Cinque’s system outlined above, one would assumettha adverb
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can occur in (at least) two different positions. Taking thyenhost position to
be the specifier of a Modifier Phrase in the CP field, the other positions
can be explained by assuming two base positions for the hdaed some
verb movement:

(29) .. matte<helt> kunne ha<helt> blitt ordnet..

The various orders in (28) can be accounted for along the $ae®as the
examples in (26). The mod&unne‘could’ may remain to the right of the
higher occurrence of the advehelt ‘completely, or move across it. The
passive auxilianplitt ‘been’ may likewise remain to the right of the lower
occurrence of the adverb, or it may move across it.

However, the two positions of the adverb do not correspomtifterences
in meaning in (28), so it is not obvious why this adverb shduwdde two
separate positions in Cinque’s hierarchy. In fact, thisoaot of the various
surface orders makes Cinque’s approach in many ways sitaitae multiple
adjunction points approach advocated by Ernst (2002) aed@uus (2002)
(this approach will be discussed in more detail in the nectice).

Thus, it seems that the head movement account in its pras¢assil has
some explanatory shortcomings. It also runs into somewsegmblems when
faced with the NN data. | therefore now move on to the two ofpgroaches
to clausal structure and movement introduced in section 1.1

1.4 Multiple adjunction points for adverbs

Ernst (2002) and Svenonius (2002) suggest a different atdouthe order
of verbs and adverbs. They take adverbs to be adjuncts rttaerspeci-
fiers. The internal order of adverbs is determined by semaefiection (s-
selection), rather than c-selection as assumed by Cind@89)1 According
to Ernst (2002), a hierarchy of Fact-Event objects (FEOgheines the order
in which adverbs are adjoined. Similarly, Svenonius arghasthe internal
order of e.g.evidentlyandprobablycan be accounted for in terms of what
kinds of objects they modify (Svenonius 2002:213):

(30) a. Alevidently will probably give up.
b. *Al probably will evidently give up.

Svenonius suggests thattobablymodifies a Proposition, and also creates a
Proposition when it is adjoined. Furthewidentlymodifies a Proposition as
well, but the result of adjoining this adverb is a Fact (imtsrof Vendler
1967). Accordingly,evidentlycan modify something already modified by
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probably, as this is a Proposition. Thusyidentlymay precederobably
However, assuming thagirobably cannot modify a Fact, it cannot modify
something that is already modified leyidently and hence the orderob-
ably > evidentlyis ruled out. Thus, this approach can account for the transi-
tivity violations pointed out in Nilsen (2003) with respdotinternal adverb
orders found in e.g. Norwegian. In Norwegian, the triplead¥erbsmuligens
‘possibly, ikke ‘not, and alltid ‘always’ may occur in the following orders:
muligens> ikke ikke > alltid. However,muligensdoes not have to precede
alltid; it can either precede or follow it.

Both Ernst (2002) and Svenonius (2002) argue that advemdeaad-
joined to several verbal projections. The ‘loose fit’ apmtoaf Ernst (2002)
allows adverbs to adjoin to any projection as long as themnasdic require-
ments are met, i.e. as long as they follow the hierarchy of ARGhort, this
means that different types of adverbs may modify differgpes of objects
(Events, Propositions, or Facts), and this determinesenvgiven adverb can
be adjoined. In a similar fashion, Svenonius argues thatrddvmay adjoin
to either VP or TP.

How does this approach fare with the data from NorwegianZalR&om
section 1.2 thatin StN the only possible position for theeall{s) is preceding
all the verbs. This is also always an option in NN. Thus, anyedd may
always precede any finite verb, regardless of the kind of dodaed the kind
of finite verb involved. Modified versions of (12a)-(12d) ajieen as (31a)-
(31d) below:

(31) a. ..ettersomho saofte kjgperdyre designerkleer.

...as shesooftenbuys expensivalesigner-clothes
‘... as she so often buys expensive designer clothes.’

b. ...ettersomho alleredeharkjgpt tre par dennauka.
...as shealready hasboughtthreepairsthis week.the
‘... as she has already bought three pairs this week.’

c. ...ettersomhansomoftest kunnerepareresant.
...as he as often.estould fix such
‘... as he could usually fix such things.’

d. ...ettersonmdetalltid blei dektfar aesto opp.
...as it alwayswasset beforel stoodup

.. as it was always set by the time | got up.’

A ‘multiple positions’ approach could account for this bysasing that
adverbs in this position in StN and NN are adjoined to a fuumal projec-
tion (FP) in which the finite verb is located in embedded adsuPperhaps a
projection carrying tense):

(32) a. [rp saofte p kjgper... ]]
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b. [rp allerede p har kjgpt... ]]
c. [rp som oftest Fp kunne reparere... ]]
d. [pp alltid [pp blei dekt... ]]

Now, what about the other options in NN? Recall from examfles)-
(12d) in section 1.2 that finite verbs generally may precetleedos such as
e.g. sa ofte‘so often,’ allerede‘already,’ som oftestusually, andalltid ‘al-
ways.” The relevant parts of (12a)-(12d) are repeated am){@E3d) below:

(33) a. ..ettersomho kjgpersaofte dyre designerkleer.
..as shebuys sooftenexpensivalesigner-clothes
.. as she so often buys expensive designer clothes.’
b. ...ettersomho har alleredekjgpt tre par dennauka.
..as shehasalready boughtthreepairsthis week.the
.. as she has already bought three pairs this week.’
c. ...ettersomhankunnesomoftest repareresant.

..as he could as often.esfix such
.. as he could usually fix such things.
d. ...ettersondetblei alltid dektfar sesto opp.

...as it wasalwaysset beforel stoodup

‘... as it was always set by the time | got up.’

This can be accounted for in a ‘multiple positions’ approaghallowing adverbs
to also be adjoined below FP. It is then also assumed thatrfte fierb moves to
a functional head F in NN subordinate clauses (which is nairaxontroversial as-
sumption). The order of the finite verb and the adverb in NNldépend on whether
the adverb is adjoined above or below FP. It thus appearsh@dt head is irrelevant
for adjunction of these kinds of adverbs in NN; the adverlsatjoin either above or
below it. In StN, on the contrary, this F head presumably timelevant for adjunc-
tion, and adverbs can only be adjoined above it. The stresttor (33b) and (33c)
are shown in (34):

F AUXp;, P F Modg;, P
h| /\ |
ar, kunn /\
AdvP Auxp;, P N AdvP Modg;, P
| /\ | <
allerede AUXps V perfpriP som oftest Mod,, VP
| PN | PN
t; VPerfPrt t; VInf
| T
kjopt |

reparere
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However, neither of the adjunction points above and belowdfPaccount
for the fact that certain non-finite auxiliaries may precadeerbs in NN. This
was illustrated in (14) and (15) in section 1.2. Here are sother examples
following the same pattern:

(35) Vi begynted bli spent nu ettersomvi ville kunneallerede vite
we began to be excitednow as we would could already know
resultatetpa fredag.

result.theon Friday
‘We started getting excited now as we would be able to knowréseilt

already on Friday.’

(36) Det er fa somplanleggera se  dennafiimen pakino ettersom
there are few who plan to watchthis film.theon cinemaas
mangehar kunnetalleredelasta denned til sin egendatamaskin.
many havecould already loadedit downto their own computer
‘Few people plan to go to the cinema to watch this film as mawoplechave
already been able to download it to their own computer.’

To account for this, a ‘multiple position’ approach couldspdate an ad-
ditional adjunction position for adverbs below non-finitedals. This is il-
lustrated for (36) in the tree below:

(37) FP
F Auxg;, P
|
har,
AUXFin MOdNonFinP

MOdNonFin VPrtP

|
kunnet  AdvP  Vp.P

P
allerede Vprt

lasta

This is presumably also the adjunction point for adverbfienNiN examples
like (13), where the infinitive in a small clause precedesatieerb ((13) is
repeated here as (38)). Only the relevant parts of the teemeluded:
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(38) HanHarekmente & kunnesomoftest reparergadioa.
he Harekthoughtto could as often.esfix radios
‘Harek considered himself usually able to fix radios.’

(39) Mody o Fin P

T

MOdNonFin VIan
|

kunne
AdvP VP

som oftest V¢ DP
| |

reparere radioa

As we recall, the non-finite perfective auxiliama ‘have’ cannot precede
the adverb in examples like (16) in section 1.2 and (40) bel®his is pre-
sumably so because this auxiliary is generated below thaetipn point for
adverbs such aallerede‘already.” The tree in (41) shows the only possible
order of such adverbs and the non-finite perfective auyiliar

(40)  *Vifant detbestd gai skjul ettersonpolitiet kunneha allerede
we foundit bestto gointo hidingas police.thecould havealready
avslgrt ossfor alt vi visste.
revealedus for all weknew
‘We found it best to go into hiding as the police could havenidwut about
us already for all we knew.’

(42) FP
F Modg;,,P
|
kunne
MOdFin AuxNonFin P
|
t;
AdvP AUX N onFinP
allerede
r AUXNonFm VPTt P
| P
ha VPrt

avslart
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As might be expected, adverbs which according to Cinquesahthy are
lower that ‘usually’ and ‘already,’ likbelt‘completely’ andgjen‘again’ may
in addition be adjoined to an even lower adjunction point M. Nhe fact that
such adverbs may follow both the non-finite perfective aarfland the non-
finite passive auxiliary, suggests that they may be adjobedw either of
these non-finite auxiliaries. This is illustrated in (43):

(42) Detvar bra at vi minte dempdom konserten...

it wasgoodthatweremindedthemon aboutconcert.the
‘It was a good thing that we reminded them about the concert..

a. ..ettersomde ville ha helt glemt denellers.
...as theywould havecompletelyforgottenit  otherwise
‘... as they would have completely forgotten it otherwise.’

b. .. ettersomdenville ha (helt) blitt (helt) glemt
... as it would have(completely)been(completely)orgotten
ellers.
otherwise

‘... as it would have completely been forgotten otherwise.’

(43)
F Auxp;, P
|
ville;
AUXFin AuxNoann
|
t;
AUXNonFm AUXPaS:NOTLF”L
|
ha
AdvP AuxPass . rinP
| /\
(helt)
AUXPass; o, rin Vp,P
blitt AdvP V p,+P
| A~
(helt) Vpr
|
glemt

On the other hand, adverbs which are assumed to be highex mdhar-
chy are restricted to the higher adjunction positions in NNs is the case for
alltid ‘always’ (although ‘always’ is actually positioned lowéran ‘usually’
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and ‘already’ in Cinque’s hierarchy), as well as even highpeaker-oriented)
adverbs such dseldigvis‘fortunately.’

(44) ?? Detgjorde ikke na at hanikke var blitt bedt pa festen
it did not anythingthat he not wasbeeninvited on party.the
ettersomhanhaddekunnetalltid/heldigvis bl lurt medinn likevel.

as he had could always/fortunatelpe cheatedwvithin anyway
‘It didn’t matter that he had not been invited to the partytabivays/fortunately

had been possible to sneak him in anyway.’

The fact that high adverbs likieeldigvis ‘fortunately’ are only marginally
accepted following non-finite modal auxiliaries suggebt tsuch adverbs
may only adjoin above or below the FP that finite verbs moveata are
prohibited in the adjunction point below non-finite modals.

Summing up the account of the NN data so far, the generalisageem
to be that NN adverbs like e.gom oftestusually’ andallerede‘already’ can
adjoin above or below the FP that the finite verb moves to in bifN\yelow
non-finite modals, but the adjunction points lower down ie #tructure are
not available to such adverb. Lower adverbs sudiedtscompletely’ may ap-
parently be adjoined lower down, below non-finite perfectuxiliaries and
non-finite passive auxiliaries. Finally, high adverbs sasheldigvis‘fortu-
nately’ seem to be restricted to the adjunction points alaoeebelow FP in
NN. According to this, the NN embedded clause with its vasiadjunction
points for adverbs will look something like (45). In the treedvP3 corre-
sponds to adverbs such hslt ‘completely, AdvP2 corresponds to adverbs
such assom oftestusually’ andallerede‘already, and AdvP1 corresponds
to adverbs such dseldigvis‘fortunately. Note however that these adjunc-
tion points will refer to the lowest possible adjunctionqudior each class of
adverbs. Any adverb in NN may optionally be adjoined to adjiom points
above its lowest adjunction point:
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(45)

/\

F VF'Ln
|

N

AdvP1 VrinP

/\

MOdNonFLn

tlv/\

AUXN on FinP

AdvP2 AUXN onFinP

TN

Aux AuxPassy on rin P

RS

AdvP3 AuxPassyonrinP

AuxPass VP

/\
AdvP3 VP

~

\%

Up to now, we have only looked at sentences with one adven. wimuld
this account deal with cases of multiple adverbs, as in (46)?

(46) a. ...ettersomhanhaddeheldigvis kunnetsom oftest ordnedet.
...as he had fortunatelycould as often.estix it
‘... as he fortunately had usually been able to fix it.’
b. ...ettersomhanhaddekunnetsom oftest helt ordnedet.
...as he had could as often.estompletelyfix it
‘... as he had usually been able to fix it completely.’
c. ...ettersomhanhaddeheldigvis som oftest kunnetordnedet.
...as he had fortunatelyas often.estould fix it

‘... as he fortunately had usually been able to fix it

For (46a) one could assume that each of the two adverbs amedljin sep-
arate positions. The higher adveibldigvis‘fortunately’ is adjoined below
FP, whereasom oftestusually’ is adjoined below the non-finite modal, as
shown in (47):
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47) FP
F AuXp;, P
|
hadde
AdvP Auxg;, P
|
heldigvis
AUXFm MOdNonFm
|
t;
MOdNonFm Vlnfp
|
kunnet — aAdvP VP

PN
som oftest Vinfs

ordne

In (46b) and (46¢), however, both adverbs appear to be ajoah the
same adjunction point. In (46b) both the adveslsn oftestusually’ and
helt ‘completely’ are adjoined below the non-finite modal, wiaerén (46c¢),
both the adverbkeldigvis‘fortunately’ andsom oftestusually’ are adjoined
below FP. The structure for (46c¢) is given in (48):

/\

F AuXg;, P

|

AdvP AuXg;, P

|
heldigvis /\

AdvP Auxg;, P

|
som oftest

AUXFin MOdNonFinP

|
t;

(48)

MOdNonFin Vlnfp
| o
kunnet  Viuy

ordne
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Here the question arises of how to order the two adverbs. As ddverbs
obviously can modify the same projection in each of theseexamples (i.e.
the V;,,/P in (46b) and the Aux;,P in (46c)), a ‘multiple positions’ account
would assume that the internal order of the adverbs is datedrby what
kinds of objects result from modification. Presumably, tlhgeot resulting
from modification by ‘usually’ in (46¢) can be modified furthiy ‘fortu-
nately, whereas the object resulting from modificationfoytunately’ cannot
be modified further by ‘usually.’

A ‘multiple positions’ account thus seems to be able to antéor much
of the NN data. By assuming various adjunction points foresds in NN,
combined with movement of the finite verb, the NN pattern®regul on here
are all covered for. There seem to be restrictions on whéfereint classes
of adverbs are allowed to be adjoined. Whereas low advertis ashelt
‘completely’ andigjen‘again’ apparently are allowed at all adjunction points,
the mid adverbsom oftestusually’ andallerede'already’ are restricted to the
middle and highest adjunction points. Even higher adveubh sasheldigvis
‘fortunately’ seem to only be allowed at the two highest adjion points in
NN. In StN, only adjunction above FP is available for any kaiddverb.

However, there are some remaining questions. First, wisaiices how
high an adverb can be adjoined? This might well be relateddpes such that
e.g. high adverbs such hsldigvisfortunately’ cannot be in the scope of non-
finite auxiliaries, and hence cannot be adjoined below th&his would be
a welcome result for the approach suggested by Ernst andBnex as they
assume that the adjunction points for adverbs are detedninéhe semantic
properties of the object the adverb modifies. However, asspmultiple ad-
junction points, it also follows that very low adverbs suslinalt‘completely’
can be adjoined very high (in fact, they have to be adjoingderhighest po-
sition in StN). These adverbs apparently modify the sameabibggardless of
where they are adjoined, which would not be expected unaeafproach.

This is related to another problematic issue for a ‘multipbsitions’ ac-
count, namely how to deal with the contrast between StN and Asin,
the question arises as to how an adverb adjoined in the higlsgion in
StN can modify an object in the same way as an adverb adjoaveet Idown
(and closer to the object it modifies) in NN. If adverbs in #héso varieties
of Norwegian indeed do modify their objects in the same wagardless of
where they are adjoined, this account might assume that ebthe interven-
ing projections are irrelevant for modification. Thus, anexth adjoined in a
high position may in fact modify something lower down, witlhanodifying
the intervening projections.
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Hence, although both StN and NN independently can be aceduot
within this approach, there are some problematic questonserning how
scope is related to adjunction both with respect to the amalyf NN, and
with respect to the contrast between StN and NN. So, turrarsgttion 1.5,
the question is, does a remnant movement account fare tétitethe data at
hand?

1.5 Remnant movement

Nilsen (2003) has proposed a remnant movement approachctmratcfor

verb—adverb orders in StN. Like Ernst and Svenonius he asstimat differ-

ent types of adverbs modify different types of objects. Havelike Cinque

(1999), Nilsen (2003) argues for a strict merge positionefach adverb. He
suggests that the internal order of adverbs is semanticaltgitioned, and
the relative underlying order between verbs and adverbsicslg related to

scope. Thus, rather than having all adverbs merge withreitReor TP, he

suggests that each adverb is merged immediately above ith@l yeojection

it takes scope over. In clauses with multiple verbs and dxdveve order of
merge will be Adv—V-Adv-V-Adv-V, etc., rather than Adv—Ad¥dv—\V-V-

V, where all the adverbs precede the verbs. When severatl@ipescede or
follow one or more verbs, Nilsen analyses this as a resukwinant move-
ment (cf. Hinterho6lzl 1997, Hinterh6lzl 1999, Koopman arz&olcsi 2000),
rather than head movement. According to his approach, gnererossing
scope dependencies between the verbs and the adverbs itNtlodaBse in

(6), repeated here as (49a). The merging order is as show#®io) (Nilsen

2003:72):

(49) a. ..at detikkelenger alltid helt kunneha blitt ordnet.
...thatit not any.longeralwayscompletelycould havebeerfixed
(StN)

b. *.. at detikke kunnelenger ha alltid blitt helt
that it not could any.longerhave always been completely
ordnet. (StN)
fixed

Nilsen (2003) argues that (49a) can be derived (from the imgayder shown
in (49b)) by scope-based merge and a number of remnant monsemas-
suming that the order in which adverbs and verbs are mergeetesmined
by scope relations, and that adverbs attract the closdsamerojection, and
verbs attract the closest adverb projection, (Nilsen ZD®)3yives the follow-
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ing derivation for (49a):

Derivation 1:
[completely [fixed]]

[fixed [completely]]
[been [fixed [completely]]]

[completely [been [fixed]]]

[always [completely [been [fixed]]]]

[[been [fixed]] [always [completely]]

[have [[been [fixed]] [always [completely]]]]

[[always [completely]] [have [been [fixed]]]]

[any.longer [[always [completely]] [have [been [fixed]]]
[[have [been [fixed]]] [any.longer [always [completely]]
[could [[have [been [fixed]]] [any.longer [always [compaé]]]]]
[[any.longer [always [completely]]] [could [have [beerdgd]]]]]

[not [any.longer [always [completely]]] [could [have [beffixed]]]]]

37

MOVE VP
MERGEDbeen
MOVE AdvP
MERGEalways
MOVE VP
MERGEhave
MOVE AdvP
MERGEany.longer
MOVE VP
MERGE could
MOVE AdvP

MERGENot

Reformulating Nilsen (2003)’s generalisations somewhat,might say
thatbelowevery auxiliary there is a functional projection lifting the closest
verbal projection. Let us call this functional projectiovVR lifter. In addi-
tion, aboveevery auxiliary, there is a functional projection liftiniget closest
adverb projection. Let us call this projection an AdvP liffEhis can be stated

as Generalisation 1:

Generalisation 1:
Every auxiliary has a VP lifter below it and an AdvP lifter afeat.
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How would the patterns found in NN be derived within this sys? As
in StN, NN always allows adverb(s) to precede all verbs. Was shown in
e.g. example (31c) above (repeated here as (50)):

(50) ...ettersomhansomoftest kunnerepareresant.
...as he as often.estould fix such
‘... as he could usually fix such things.’

Such examples indicate that Generalisation 1 may also hdltNi. The simpler sen-
tence in (31c) can be derived in the same way as the more coisgadence in (49a),
with a VP lifter below and an AdvP lifter above every auxiighere and in the fol-
lowing derivations auxiliaries and their lifters are matke bold face).

Derivation 2 (= (50)):

[reparere]

MERGE Adv
[som oftest [reparere]]

LIFT VP
[reparere [som oftest]]

MERGE V
[kunne [reparere [som oftest]]]

LIFT AdvP

[som oftest [kunne [reparere]]

Turning to the word orders specific for NN, we recall that NNoabenerally
allows finite verbs to precede adverbs, as in (12c) (repdaezias (51)) and (52):

(51) ...ettersomhankunnesomoftest repareresant.
... as he could as often.esfix such
‘... as he could usually fix such things.’

(52) ... ettersommangehar allerede kunnetlasta denned til sin egen
.. as many havealready could loadedit downto their own
datamaskin.
computer
‘... as many people have already been able to download itetiv twn
computer.

This word order can be derived by assuming that Generalisatimay be optional in
NN. In both Derivations 3 and 4 the finite auxiliary lacks ttermpf lifters above and
below it. However, as we see in Derivation 4, the non-finitgilary still has both

lifters:
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Derivation 3 (= (51)):
[reparere]

MERGE Adv
[som oftest [reparere]]

MERGE V
[kunne [som oftest [reparere]]]

Derivation 4 (= (52)):

[lasta]

MERGE Adv
[allerede [lasta]]

LIFT VP
[lasta [allerede]]

MERGE V
[kunnet [lasta [allerede]]]

LIFT AdvP
[allerede [kunnet [lasta]]]

MERGE V

[har [allerede [kunnet [lasta]]]]

The lack of a VP lifter below and an AdvP lifter above the firatexiliary prevents
the adverb(s) from preceding this auxiliary. However, &srtan-finite auxiliary still
has its lifters in (52), the adverb ends up preceding thidianxin Derivation 4.

The next word order allowed in NN are the cases where norefiitdal auxil-
iaries precede certain adverbs in sentences like (36)dtepdere as (53)) and (54):

(53) ... ettersommangehar kunnetallerede lasta denned til sin egen
.. as many havecould already loadedit downto their own
datamaskin.
computer
‘... as many people have already been able to download itetiv twn
computer.

(54) ... ettersomhanhaddekunnetsom oftest bli lurt medinn likevel.

... as he had could as often.esbe cheatedwithin anyway

‘... as it had most of the time been possible to sneak him imvagy

To arrive at this word order, both the finite and the non-fiaitiliaries
lack the lifters above and below them, preventing the adfrerb preceding
them. In fact, what we get in both Derivations 5 and 6 belowhes actual
order of merge:
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Derivation 5 (= (53)):

[lasta]
MERGEAdv
[allerede [lasta]]
MERGEV
[kunnet [allerede [lasta]]]
MERGEV
[har [kunnet [allerede [lasta]]]]
Derivation 6 (= (54)):
[lurt]
MERGEV
[bli [lurt]]
MERGEAdv
[som oftest [bli [lurt]]]
MERGEV
[kunnet [som oftest [bli [lurt]]]]
MERGEV

[hadde [kunnet [som oftest [bli [lurt]]]]]

Infinitives of small clauses preceding an adverb will folltve same pat-
tern as in Derivations 5 and 6:

(55) HanHarekmente & kunnesomoftest reparergadioa.
he Harekthoughtto could as often.esfix radios
‘Harek considered himself usually able to fix radios.’

Derivation 7 (= (55)):
[reparere]

MERGEAdv
[som oftest [reparere]]

MERGEV
[kunne [som oftest [reparere]]]

Higher adverbs such dseldigviswere only marginally accepted in the
position following the non-finite modals:

(56) ??..ettersomhanhaddekunnetheldigvis bl lurt medinnlikevel.
as he had could fortunatelypecomecheatedvithin anyway

‘... as it fortunately had been possible to sneak him in ayywa
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This, however, is not unexpected. Presumably, such highverbs are merged
above the non-finite modal. As the finite auxiliary lacks tifteds below and
above it, the resulting order corresponds to the order ofeer

Derivation 8 (= grammatical version of (56)):
[lurt]

MERGEV
[bli [lurt]]

MERGEV
[kunnet [bli [lurt]]]

MERGEAdv
[heldigvis [kunnet [bli [lurt]]]]

MERGEV

[hadde [heldigvis [kunnet [bli [lurt]]]]]

As pointed out in section 1.2, the non-finite perfective &ary ha‘have’
cannot precede adverbs suchadigerede‘already’ andsom oftestusually.
This was illustrated in (16) (repeated as (57)):

(57)  *...ettersonmanmatteha somoftest lest hele pensumfor & besta
.. as one must haveas often.esteadwholesyllabusfor to pass
eksamen.
exam
‘... as one most of the time had to have read the whole syllabasder to
pass the exam.’

As in the case of (56), this is not a problem if we assume thatfitote per-
fective auxiliaries are merged below the mentioned adveXgain, the finite
auxiliary lacks the lifters above and below it:

Derivation 9 (= grammatical version of (57)):

[lest]

MERGEV
[ha [lest]]

MERGEAdv
[som oftest [ha [lest]]]

MERGEV

[matte [som oftest [ha [lest]]]]

However, as would be expected, lower adverbs sudietiscompletely’
andigjen ‘again’ may follow the non-finite perfective auxiliary, dselse ad-
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verbs presumably are merged below this auxiliary (the egleparts of (42b)
are repeated here as (58)):

(58) ...ettersondenville hahelt blitt glemt ellers.
... as it wouldhacompletelybeenforgottenotherwise
‘... as it would have completely been forgotten otherwise.’

Derivation 10 (= (58)):

[glemt]

MERGEAdv
[helt [glemt]]

LIFT VP
[glemt [helt]]

MERGE V
[blitt [glemt [helt]]]

LIFT AdvP
[helt [blitt [glemt]]]

MERGEV
[ha [helt] [blitt [glemt]]]

MERGEV

[ville [ha [helt [blitt [glemt]]]]]

In Derivation 10, the adverhelt ‘completely’ is merged below even the
passive auxiliary, but as this auxiliary has the pair otli¢tbelow and above
it, the adverb ends up preceding it. However, neither thefimote perfective
auxiliary nor the finite modal have the lifters below and abdthem, resulting
in the adverb following both of them.

Finally, these lower adverbs may also follow non-finite pasauxiliaries
in NN, as in (42b) (the relevant parts are repeated here 3k (59

(59) ...ettersondenville hablitt helt glemt ellers.
... as it wouldhabeencompletelyforgottenotherwise
‘... as it would have completely been forgotten otherwise.’

This word order can be derived by assuming that also the mite-ppas-
sive auxiliary may optionally lack the lifters below and &bat:
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Derivation 11 (= (59)):

[glemt]

MERGEAdv
[helt [glemt]]

MERGEV
[blitt [helt [glemt]]]

MERGEV
[ha [blitt [helt [glemt]]]]

MERGEV

[ville [ha [blitt [helt [glemt]]]]]

Summing up so far, the remnant movement account given fowBigian
here involves the following generalisation (which is a sa/nat reformulated
version of Nilsen 2003’s system):

Generalisation 1:
Every auxiliary has a VP lifter below it and an AdvP lifter afeat.

In StN, this generalisation holds obligatorily for all alixiies. This yields
the order where all adverbs precede all verbs. In NN, on therdtand, Gen-
eralisation 1 may be optional for one or more of the auxiisriWhenever
an auxiliary lacks the pair of lifters, it ends up preceding &dverbs it takes
scope over. This option is available for both finite and naoiitdiauxiliaries.
As we have seen from the above examples, the lifters may kimtator one
of the auxiliaries, but not the others within one and the saergence. This
was the case in e.g. example (52), where the finite auxilaeidd the lifters,
but the non-finite auxiliary had them, resulting in the firateiliary preced-
ing the adverb, but the non-finite auxiliary following it (@erivation 4).

The system still holds if there are both multiple verbs andtiple ad-
verbs involved, as in (46c¢), here repeated as (60). Agam fitlite verb,
hadde‘had, which has the lifters below and above it, precedesatiheerb it
takes scope oveneldigvis'fortunately.” However, the non-finite verkunnet
‘could, lacking the lifters, follows the adverb it takesope oversom oftest
‘usually’:

(60) ... ettersomhanhaddeheldigvis som oftest kunnetordnedet.
... as he had fortunatelyas often.estould fix it
‘... as he fortunately usually had been able to fix it.'



44 CHAPTER 1. WHAT'S THE BETTER MOVE?

Derivation 12 (= (60)):

[ordne]

MERGEAdv
[som oftest [ordne]]

LIFT VP
[ordne [som oftest]]

MERGE V
[kunnet [ordne] [som oftest]]

LIFT AdvP
[som oftest [kunnet [ordne]]]

MERGEAdv
[heldigvis [som oftest] [kunnet [ordne]]]

MERGEV

[hadde [heldigvis [som oftest] [kunnet [ordne]]]]

Reversively, the lifters may be lacking for one of the noritdiauxiliaries
but be present for the finite auxiliary, the effect of whichyors visible in
sentences with multiple adverbs. The result, as illusdrat€61), is that the
non-finite auxiliary precedes the adverb it takes scope oxereas the finite
auxiliary follows the adverb it takes scope over:

(61) ...ettersomhanheldigvis haddekunnetsom oftest ordnedet.
... as he fortunatelyhad could as often.estix it
‘... as he fortunately usually had been able to fix it.’

Derivation 13 (= (61)):

[ordne]

MERGEAdv
[som oftest [ordne]]

MERGEV
[kunnet [som oftest [ordne]]]

MERGEAdv
[heldigvis [kunnet [som oftest [ordne]]]]

LIFT VP
[[kunnet [som oftest [ordne]]] [heldigvis]]

MERGE V
[hadde [kunnet [som oftest [ordne]]] [heldigvis]]

LIFT AdvP

[heldigvis [hadde [kunnet [som oftest [ordne]]]]]
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Finally, the lifters may be lacking in both the finite and thenrfinite
auxiliary, as in (62), in which case they both precede thesdulthey take
Scope over:

(62) ...ettersomhanhaddeheldigvis kunnetsom oftest ordnedet.
... as he had fortunatelycould as often.estix it
‘... as he fortunately usually had been able to fix it.’

Derivation 14 (= (62)):

[ordne]

MERGE Adv
[som oftest [ordne]]

MERGE V
[kunnet [som oftest [ordne]]]

MERGE Adv
[heldigvis [kunnet [som oftest [ordne]]]]

MERGE V

[hadde [heldigvis [kunnet [som oftest [ordne]]]]]

However, there are some remaining questions with respeletiemnant move-
ment account as well. The NN examples discussed above alvaauxiliaries end-
ing up in a position preceding an adverb that they take scoge ice. that it is merged
above. But what about cases where a verb (main verb or ay}ikads up preced-
ing an adverb that takes scope over that verb? A few exampldssowere given
in section 1.2, such as (12a) and (12b) (here repeated asd68463b)). Another
example is (64):

(63) a. ..ettersomho kjgpersaofte dyre designerkleer.
...as shebuys sooftenexpensivalesigner-clothes
‘... as she so often buys expensive designer clothes.’
b. ...ettersomho har alleredekjopt tre par dennauka.
...as shehasalready boughtthreepairsthis week.the

‘... as she has already bought three pairs this week.’

(64) ... ettersomhankunneheldigvis bli lurt medinn likevel.
...as he could fortunatelybe cheatedwith in anyway
‘... as he fortunately could be sneaked in anyway.’

In all of these latter cases, the adverb is merged above ik Virb, but still

this verb ends up preceding it. This cannot be derived sirhplassuming
that the finite verb lacks the VP lifter below it and the Advieli above it, as
in the previous cases of verbs preceding adverbs. As iditestrin the deriva-
tion below, a lack of lifters below and above the finite verli wot have any
effect on the order of the verb and the adverb:



46 CHAPTER 1. WHAT'S THE BETTER MOVE?

Derivation 15 (= unsuccessful derivation of (64)):

[lurt]

MERGEV
[bli [lurt]]

LIFT VP?
[bli [lurt]]

MERGE V
[kunne [bli [lurt]]]

LIFT AdvP?
[kunne [bli [lurt]]]

MERGEAdv

[heldigvis [kunne [bli [lurt]]]]

Thus, to account for this, we need an operation in NN whichooply
moves the finite verb to a high position:

Generalisation 2:
The finite verb optionally moves to a high position.

Note that this does not necessarily have to behilghestposition, as in
(65), where the finite verb precedakerede‘already’ but followsheldigvis
‘fortunately’ (where both adverbs are merged abbag‘has’):

(65) ...ettersomho heldigvis har alleredekjgpt tre par dennauka.
...as shefortunatelyhasalready boughtthreepairsthis week.the
‘... as she has fortunately already bought three pairs thekw

One possible analysis of the position of the finite verb isdsuane that this
verb moves to a higher position by head movement. If thisds#se, it would
allow the material within the projection of the finite verblde stranded below
the adverb:
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Derivation 16 (= potential derivation of (64) I):
[lurt]

MERGEV
[bli [lurt]]

MERGEV
[kunne [bli [lurt]]]

MERGEAdv
[heldigvis [kunne [bli [lurt]]]]

HEAD MOVE V g;,?
[kunne [heldigvis [bli [lurt]]]]

Alternatively, one might attempt to resolve this by remnaratvements,
for example by assuming that finite verbs have a lifter imratlly above
them lifting everything below it, & lifter, followed by a Vx;, lifter above
that again. This latter lifter must be indifferent to intenming projections as
it crucially seems to apply above the advedidigvis‘fortunately’ in the fol-
lowing derivation:

Derivation 17 (= potential derivation of (64) I1):
[lurt]

MERGEV
[bli [lurt]]

MERGEV
[kunne [bli [lurt]]]

LIFT V?
[[bli [lurt]] [kunne]]

MERGEAdv
[heldigvis [bli [lurt [kunne]]]]

LIFT Vp,?

[kunne [heldigvis [bli [lurt]]]]

As mentioned above, non-finite auxiliaries also sometimagmally may
precede adverbs that take scope over them, as in (56). ToxtaBetehat
such examples are possible, they seem to involve the nde-fierb being
moved/lifted above an outscoping adverb in a parallel wayhat is gener-
ally accepted for finite verbs. Whatever analysis assumethépossibility
of finite verbs preceding outscoping adverbs (whether ontheftwo sug-
gestions above, or some other mechanism), this might beeapi these
marginal cases of non-finite verbs preceding outscopingradvas well.
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It seems that a remnant movement approach a la Nilsen (2808 \vith
the modifications made here, can account for much of the NH idaduite
an elegant way. Within this account, the various NN word os@d@e mostly
assumed to depend on whether Generalisation 1 is obligatargtional for
the different auxiliaries, i.e. whether or not auxiliarieave the pair of a
VP lifter below them and an AdvP lifter above them. Howevike tases of
finite verbs preceding adverbs that take scope over thenreecpn additional
generalisation, Generalisation 2, optionally moving tinééiverb to a high
position. The nature of this operation is not quite clear.oTpossibilities
were suggested above, one involving head movement of the fiarb, the
other involving remnant movement. In either case, the dpergetting the
finite verb to this high position is distinct from the opecatresulting in verbs
preceding adverbs they take scope over. This seems anaatiairpoint in
the otherwise systematic remnant movement account.

1.6 Summary and concluding remarks

In this paper, three approaches to clausal structure wecasked, specifically
focussing on the order of verbs and adverbs in two varietidéoowegian,
Standard Norwegian (StN) and Northern Norwegian (NN). As slaown in
section 1.2, NN allows many more possible word orders wispeet to verbs
and adverbs, than StN does.

In section 1.3, a head movement account a la Cinque (1999 ovesd-
ered. Cinque (1999) suggests that there is a universalrbigraf adverbs,
and that each adverb sits in the specifier position of its onsjeption. Every
projection has a head position which the verb potentiallyl@¢snove to, and
languages may vary with respect to how high the verb may moveN, the
finite verb in general may precede any adverb in subordinateses, and this
could be accounted for within a head movement approach owizg NN fi-
nite verbs to optionally move to a very high position. Howetevas shown
that some of the NN data pose challenges to this account is parallel to
what has been pointed out for e.g. Italian by among othersalikl{1999).
That is, NN has cases where several verbs may precede ong®ache@rbs.
This will lead to Head Movement Constraint (HMC) violatioas at least one
of the verbs apparently will move across the trace of somerotérb. But,
as pointed out by an anonymous reviewer, it might be preradtudismiss a
head movement account solely on the basis of apparent HM@&twans. It is
of course possible that the HMC in its current version shbeldhodified, and
that the NN data reported on here may conform to a head movexneount
assuming a revised version of the HMC.
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Cinque (2004) suggests that some adverbs may occur in tvesagego-
sitions, and that this might remedy the HMC problems in etglidn. His
analysis of the problematic Italian examples may be traadfto the parallel
NN examples. But considering all the possible word ordetepas in NN,
it appears that quite a few NN adverbs need to have (at leasts¢parate
positions. In addition, it is not obvious that these diffégrpositions always
correspond to differences in the interpretation of the dolve

However, even if the apparent HMC violations are set aside,would
still need to account for the fact that the internal orderhaf verbs is fixed.
Something like shape conservation (cf. Williams 1999, Mfiis 2003) seems
to be necessary to ensure that verbs keep their internal euen they are
moved in NN.

It thus appears that a head movement account in its presesibrdaces
several challenges with respect to the NN data discussed her

In section 1.4, a ‘multiple positions’ account was evalddig the NN
data. This account seems to fare somewhat better with thaerdab NN than
a head movement account. Assuming that adverbs can adjsavéral posi-
tions, and that the finite verb moves to a Functional head ANrsdbordinate
clauses, most of the NN data could be accounted for. The gaggmthat the
finite verb moves to F was made here without much discussidmtiviously
this is not an uncontroversial issue and such movement dhommumotivated
independently.

The several adjunction points for adverbs assumed withigabcount
may be related to parametric variation in the sense thatiages/dialects may
vary with respect to how many of the adjunction points thekenase of. StN,
for example, apparently only allows the topmost adjuncpomt, above FP.
As was briefly mentioned, the Tromsg dialect seems to diliightty from the
rest of the Northern Norwegian dialects. More specificgdhgliminary data
indicate that only the two highest adjunction points (abawe below FP) are
available for any kind of adverb in this dialect. The NN datscdssed here
suggest that NN allows several more adjunction points fapua adverbs.

This account would also assume that there are some restisatvith re-
spect to where different kinds of adverbs may be adjoinedNh Nigh ad-
verbs such akeldigvis‘fortunately’ may for example not be adjoined below
non-finite auxiliaries (or lower). This was pointed out as@rresult for the
‘multiple positions’ account as Ernst (2002) and Svenorf22) suggest
that adjunction positions for adverbs are related to scoplevehich objects
the adverb modifies. Presumably, high adverbs hik&digvis‘fortunately’
cannot be within the scope of certain verbs, such as theiayxiia ‘have.’
This would then be the reason why they cannot be adjoined tsiign be-
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low such auxiliaries.

However, these multiple adjunction points also allow veay ladverbs
such aselt‘completely’ to be adjoined in high positions. This is nopexted
if scope should determine the adjunction point for advevidsen adverbs are
adjoined in the topmost position, a ‘multiple position’ apach might assume
that intervening projections may be irrelevant for modiimain the cases of
e.g. adverbs such dlt ‘completely.” This would generally be the case
for StN, as adverbs always are merged in the highest pogigoa. In NN,
this would be assumed for the cases when the option of higimatipn is
made use of for “lower" adverbs, unless the various adjangtoints in NN
correspond to different interpretations of an adverb. As glaown forhelt
‘completely,’ it is not obvious that such a correlation beem interpretation
and adjunction point holds.

Thus, although a ‘multiple positions’ approach can accdaninost of
the NN data, the consequences of making high adjunctiornigaimilable (or
even required, as in StN) for any kind of adverb seem to besquidblematic
for the assumption that adjunction of adverbs is determbyethe semantic
properties of the object the adverbs modify.

Finally, in section 1.5, a remnant movement approach wasigsed with
respect to the NN data. This approach was also able to acémumost of
the data. Reformulating Nilsen (2003)’s system somewhatas suggested
that StN auxiliaries have VP lifters below them, and Advieli$ above them
(Generalisation 1). This generalisation is obligatorytiN Sesulting in orders
where all adverbs precede all verbs. However, it was sugdédwre that this
generalisation might be optional for some or all auxiliarie NN sentences,
resulting in orders where verbs lacking the lifters will pgde adverbs.

This assumption worked well for all cases where verbs engeaoreced-
ing adverbs that they take scope over. However, finite veréag atso pre-
cede adverbs that take scope over them (i.e. that are mebge®e them).
Such patterns required an additional generalisation, aésation 2, which
stated that the finite verb may optionally be moved to a higéitipm. The
nature of exactly how this movement comes about was questjand two
possible suggestions were made, one involving head mowemr@hone in-
volving remnant movement. Both the suggestions requireapanation that
was distinct from the operations in Generalisation 1. Tloe tlaat a separate
stipulation had to be made for finite verbs could possibly blealenge to the
remnant movement account.

However, this approach may also make some predictions alaoametric
variation. Whereas Generalisation 1 holds obligatoril$iN, Generalisation
2 is not available in this variety. In NN, Generalisation 1swshown to be
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optional, and Generalisation 2 was available. The prelamyidata from the
Tromsg dialect indicate that Generalisation 1 is obligat@s in StN. But con-
trary to StN, this dialect presumably has Generalisationa@able, as finite
verbs appear to be accepted preceding adverbs, althougfiniterverbs are
prohibited from pre-adverb positions.

In conclusion, although none of the three appraoches tealauchitec-
ture discussed in this paper are able to account for the Nalwdlidhout mak-
ing certain additional stipulations, the remnant movenaeabunt seems the
most promising of the three. The head movement account iHeratic for
NN (but not for StN) if one assumes that the HMC in its curregrsion holds.
The suggested ways around the HMC violations involving sspgositions
for adverbs is hard to motivate as they do not directly cpoes to differ-
ences in interpretation. This latter point is also a prolagmissue for the
‘multiple positions’ account. Assuming that adjunctiorimge for adverbs is
determined by scope relations, it is hard to explain why d@llesbs have to
be adjoined in the topmost position in StN, and may optigniaél adjoined
in higher positions in NN. The remnant movement approachacaount for
both the StN data and most of the NN data within a fairly cdesissystem,
and despite the open questions with respect to the moverhénite verbs,
at this point, it seems that the remnant movement approasidas the more
plausible account for the variability found within NN andtlween StN and
NN with respect to verb movement.
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Chapter 2
V-to-T as vP-to-SpecTR

Kristine Bentzen

2.1 Verb movementin non-V2 contexts

All the Scandinavian languages are Verb Second (V2) langgagut only
Icelandic and some varieties of Faroese are generally asbtorhave verb
movement across adverbs in embedded non-V2 contexts, agherdor ex-
ample Norwegian, all verbs have to follow adverbs, as itatsd in (1) (where
the Icelandic example is taken from Vikner 1995b:139).

(1) a.  Egspurdi[af hverjuHelgi hefdi oft  lesidpessabok]. (Icelandic)
| asked why Helgihad oftenreadthis book

b.  Jegspurtghvorfor Helgeofte haddelest denneboka].  (Norwegian)
| asked why Helgeoftenhad readthis book.the

‘| asked why Helge often had read this book.’

However, recent studies have shown that some non-standeedies of the
Norwegian and Swedish also allow verb movement that islgleadependent
of the V2 operation found in main clauses. In Bentzen (200852 2007a)
such verb movement is attested in so-called Regional NortNerwegian

Thanks to Peter Svenonius for extensive discussion aneéattfack on previous drafts
of this chapter. Parts of this chapter have been presentbé #orkshop on Inversion and
Verb movemenin Tromsg, Norway, January 2006, at ttorkshop for PhD students and
young researchers at the ScanDiaSyn Grand Meeitin§olf, Finland, June 2006, and at
CGSW 22n Stuttgart, Germany, June 2007. | thank the participareset for useful com-
ments and questions. Thanks also to Klaus Abels, Gunnantttatfnbjargarson, borbjorg
Hréarsdottir, and Anna-Lena Wiklund for fruitful discusaiof various subparts of the is-
sues addressed in this chapter. Finally, | thank my infotsran Northern Norwegian and
Northern Ostrobothnian for their judgments and patience!
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(henceforth ReNN) (see also Iversen 191 8).this dialect, finite main verbs
and finite auxiliaries may optionally precede any type ofeativin non-V2
contexts. This is illustrated in (2), with a finite main veri(Ra), a finite per-
fective auxiliary in (2b), and a finite modal auxiliary in (2dMany speakers
also allow two auxiliaries preceding certain adverbs @gfly those that are
assumed to be fairly low in the adverb hierarchy proposedng@ 1999), as
illustrated in (2d). However, as shown in (3), verbs haveottmi negation. |
will call this short verb movement

(2) a. Horuinertesee ettersomho kjgpte saofte nye kleer. (ReNN)
sheruined REFL as sheboughtsooftennewclothes
‘She drove herself to economic ruin as she so often boughtiwhes.’

b. Ho far ikke kjgpeflere sko nu ettersomho har alleredekjgpt
shegetnot buy moreshoesnow as shehas already bought
tre par dennauka.
threepairsthis week.the
‘She doesn't get to buy more shoes now as she has alreadytiiboegn
pairs this week.’

c. Kjendisen slutta a ga medstoresolbrilla ettersomhanville
celebrity.thestoppedto go with big sunglassess he would
sannsynligvigli gjenkjent uansett.
probably becomeecognizedanyway
‘The celebrity stopped wearing big sunglasses as he woolohjty be
recognized anyway.’

d. Vi bynte & bli spent nu ettersonvi ville kunne alleredevite
we beganto getexcitednow as wewould could already know
resultatetpa fredag.
result.theon Friday
‘We started getting excited now, as we would already be ablaow
the result on Friday.

(3) *Vi kjgpte pizzaettersomhanGgranville ikke spisepglse.
weboughtpizzaas he Ggranwouldnot eat hot dogs

Platzack and Holmberg (1989) and Alexiadou and Fanselo@l(PBave
pointed out that the Swedish dialect spoken in the villagenéby in Finland
allows verb movement in non-V2 contexts, and the examplda) is often

2ReNN refers to several dialects spoken in Northern Norwaynfthe Salten region in
the South to Alta in the North. These dialects behave sityilarthe relevant respects, and
are thus for the current purposes treated as one dialeat, Novever, that the dialect spoken
in the city of Tromsg is not included in ReNN. As is shown in Bm 2007a, Tromsg
Northern Norwegian (TrNN) behaves slightly differentlyfn ReNN with respect to verb
movement in non-V2 contexts. Here and in the following, tleNR examples are rendered
in an approximation of a dialectal form.
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cited in the literature as evidence for non-V2 verb movenretttis dialect (cf.
also Bobaljik 2002b and Alexiadou and Fanselow 2002 foihkrrtiscussion
of this example). Note that (4a) involves verb movement ssnoegation.
Anders Holmberg has informed me that the informant whosgrjuehts are
reported in Platzack and Holmberg (1989) did not accept tte \erder V-
Neg in adverbial clauses and relative clauses. The word &tdelv was not
tested for adverbs other than negation in his fieldwork. Hss bften cited
example from Alexiadou and Fanselow (2001) in (4b), howeuaggests that
verb movement across (at least low) adverbs is possibldative clauses.

(4) a. Heva bra et antsofft int bootsen. (Kronoby)
it wasgoodthat he boughtnot book.the
‘It was good that he didn’t buy the book.’
b. foltsi somgar tykelti tsyrtson...
people.theghat go often to church.the
‘the people who often go to church’

Bentzen (to appear ) reports on the results of a small surergucted on

the Swedish dialects spoken in Kronoby and the surroundiegsan North-

ern Ostrobothnia, Finland (henceforth NOb). The pattefrverd movement

found in NOb in this survey are very similar to the patternsesied in ReNN.

Like ReNN, NOb allows both finite main verbs, (5a), finite etive aux-

iliaries, (5b), and finite modal auxiliaries, (5¢) preceglivarious types of
adverbs in non-V2 contexts such as embeddbduestions. And again, two
modals preceding certain types of adverbs is accepted bg speakers, as
in (5d). However, verbs may not precede negation in theseekts) as shown
in (6)3

(5) a. Jdostoo int fovaa antvattar satokaltbiln  sin. (NOb)
| understoochot for-whathe cleans sooften car.theREFL
‘I didn’t understand why he cleans his car so often.’
b. Jaminns fovaa on har alder drotsi mj6ltsen.
| remembefor-whatshehas neverdrunk milk.the
‘I remember why she has never been drinking milk.’
c. \eit du févaa anmastalltiamtlan  pengadvkompisa?
knowyoufor-whathe must always borrow moneyof friends.the
‘Do you know why he always has to borrow money from his frie¥ids
d. Anveit no vann esko konn tdklast finnsélga.
he knowsPRT whereit shouldcould often.esexist moose
‘He probably knows where there might be moose.’

3Thanks to Anna Saarukka, Jan-Ola Ostman, Lisa Sodergé&idZgstein Vangsnes for
assistance with the orthographic rendering of the NOb eXesnp
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(6) *Javeit fovaa Goranitar int korv.
| knowfor-what Géraneatsnot hot.dogs

It is clear that this type of verb movement is independenaond different
from, the V2 operation. First of all, non-subject topicatibn (with or with-
out subsequent subject-verb inversion) is impossible th bioee embedded
adverbial clauses in (2) and in the embedddequestions in (5). Thisis il-
lustrated here with examples from ReNN. In (7a) the dire@aidenna boka
‘this book’ has been topicalized in an embedaéddquestion, and in (7b) the
time adverbialfjor ‘last year’ has been topicalized in an embedded adverbial
clause. In both cases the result is ungrammatical. Howevan embedded
V2 context, such asthat-clause, non-subject topicalization is fine, as in (7c).

(7) a. */Espurtekofferdenher boka haddehanHelgelest ofte. (ReNN)
| askedwhy this herebook.thehad he Helgereadoften

b. *Ho ruinertesae ettersomifjor kjgpte ho ofte dyre kleer.
sheruined REFLas last-yearboughtsheoftenexpensivelothes
c. HanJonsa at denher boka likte ikke hanHelge.

he Jonsaidthatthis herebook.thdikednot he Helge
‘John said that this book, Helge didn't like.’

Secondly, as pointed out above, verb movement across argatnot
possible in these types of clauses. In (embedded) V2 caniextontrast,
verb movement is always able to precede negation. As (7c$uwsvedihat-
clause are unambiguous embedded V2 contexts, and asatedsin (8), verb
movement across negation is grammatical in such clauses.

(8) HanJonsa at hanHelgelikte ikke denher boka. (ReNN)
he Jonsaidthathe Helgeliked not thisherebook.the
‘John said that Helge didn't like this book.’

It is not obvious what constrains verb movement across reygat non-V2
contexts. Wiklund et al. (to appear) suggest that negasidociated in a very
high position in the clause, and that ReNN (and NOb) non-\B weovement
may only target positions lower than this. Note howevet, ¢eebs in fact may
move to a fairly high position, preceding even speakerrbei@ adverbs like
probably (which occupy the upper part of the hierarchy proposed irg@n
1999), as in (2c) above and (9) below. In combination withatieg, such
adverbs always have to precedepitpbably < not, suggesting that they may
in fact be merged above negation. In fact Nilsen (1997) glawgation in
Norwegian fairly low, below the adverbsually, but above adverbs such as
alreadyandalways In any case, if negation is taken to be merged in a position
lower than adverbs the short verb movement normally mays¢smsmething
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else must cause negation to block non-V2 verb movementadrod/hat is
relevant here, however, is that verb movement that is paheo¥/2 operation
is not sensitive to this blocking, whereas verb movemenbim-Y2 contexts
is, yielding another difference between the two types obveovement.

A third difference between V2 and short verb movement isW#2amove-
ment in subject-initial V2 clauses obligatorily crosssk the adverbs in a
clause (except, of course, adverbs that are topicalizedclawse-initial po-
sition). Short verb movement, on the other hand may intenmtween any
of the adverbs in clauses with multiple adverbs, as showB)in This sug-
gests that there are intermediate landing sites for the legrér down in the
structure than the positions normally targeted by V2 mowgthe

(9) Leereren bleiirritert ettersonman studentd misforstod} sannsynligvis
teacher.thgot annoyeds somestudentsnisunderstoogrobably
{misforstod} bestandid misforstod} helt oppgaven. (ReNN)
misunderstoo@dlways misunderstoodompletelyassignment.the
‘The teacher got annoyed as some students probably alwaysle®ly mis-
understood the assignment.’

Finally, there is a difference between verb movement in Vitexts and
short verb movement with respect to island effects. Adjemttaction is pos-
sible out of embedded clauses without verb movement in Ngiawe as illus-
trated in (10a). This example is ambiguous between readimghére what is
guestioned is why you said something (namely that you mettieeen) and
reading (ii) where what is questioned in the reason that yetithe queen.
However, Bentzen et al. (2007a:125) show that embedded MZas weak
islands for extraction in Norwegian. As can be seen from ),l@junct ex-
traction is unavailable, and only reading (i) is possibleehehen V2 verb
movement has taken place. In contrast, short verb movemd¢NN does
not induce island effects, and adjuncts can freely be edda@s illustrated
in (11), which is ambiguous between reading (i) and (ii).

(120) a. Hvorfofsa du t;at du ikke haddemgttdronningat;? (Norw.)
why saidyou thatyounot had met queen.the
‘Why did you say that you hadn’'t met the queen?’

4In contrast, Icelandic seems to employ the same type of vesement in non-V2 con-
texts and in subject-initial V2 contexts. The verb movemsmhore similar to the V2 type
both in that it must cross negation and in that it may not ireee between adverbs. See Wik-
lund et al. to appear for a detailed discussion of the diffees between verb movement in
non-V2 contexts in ReNN and Icelandic, where verb movenrestch contexts in Icelandic
is analysed as a V2 type of verb movement.
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b. Hvorfor, sa du t; at du haddeikke mgttdronningatt;?
why saidyou thatyouhad not met queen.the
‘Why did you say that you hadn’'t met the queen?”’

(12) Hvorfor, sa du t; at du haddeofte mgttdronningat;? (ReNN)
why saidyou thatyouhad oftenmet queen.the
‘Why did you say that you had met the queen often?’
‘What did you say was the reason you had met the queen often?’

Thus it seems clear that the short verb movement observeeNiNRAnd NOb
non-V2 contexts is different from the verb movement invdlve V2. The
differences between the two types of verb movements are suized in (12).

(12) V2 vs. Short verb movement:

\ \ V2 verb movement\ Short verb movement\

Bans non-subject topicalization No Yes
Sensitive to negation No Yes
May intervene between adverbs No Yes
Allows adjunct extraction No Yes

As discussed in Bentzen (2005; 2007a) it is not always chesdrthe word
order V-Adv is the result of verb movement. Nilsen (2003)gesgjs that ad-
verbs are merged immediately above the (verbal) projettien scope over.
On this assumption, in clauses where an epistemic moddianyxlike matte
‘must,’ precedes an aspectual adverb, suchli@sede‘already,” as in (13),
the order Mod-Adv does not (necessarily) involve any movetroéthe verb.
Rather, this word order then reflects the order of merge. Whats to be
explained in such cases is rather how to derive the pattemdfan Main-
land Scandinavian in general, where even such epistemi@haackiliaries
(which presumably are merged relatively high in the clausgcture) obli-
gatorily have to follow all kinds of adverbs, so-called vésimking’ (term
from Svenonius 2007; see also Nilsen 2003 and Bentzen 2@0K;a2for a
discussion of such patterns.)

(13) Detva ungdvendigd gjemmegaven, ettersomhammatte allerede

it wasunnecessaryo hide  present.theas he must already
ha sett den. (ReNN)
haveseenit

‘It was unnecessary to hide the present as he had to havelyakean it

In the following I will avoid cases where it is unclear thaetword order V-
Adv results from verb movement, and rather focus on unanaiginstances
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of verb movement across an adverb. On the assumption thad\arbs are
merged outside of vP (cf. Cinque 1999), all cases where & findin verb
precedes an adverb, as in (2a) and (5a) above, clearly tedieeb movement.
Furthermore, contexts like (14), where a deontic modal tfnu®cedes an
epistemic adverb ‘probably’ are also taken to involve verdivement of the
modal across the adverb.

(14) HanHelgeva veldig effektiv pajobb idag... (ReNN)
he Helgewasvery efficientonworktoday

... ettersomhanmatte sannsynligvisdrahjem tidligereenn vanlig.

as he must probably go homeearlier thanusual
‘Helge was very efficient at work today as he probably had toguoe earlier
than usual.’

Verb movement in non-V2 contexts has traditionally beenlysea as
head movement of the finite verb to some inflectional heady ascT or Agr
(cf. Pollock 1989, Bobaljik 1995, Vikner 1995b, Bobaljik gai hrainsson
1998, Rohrbacher 1999, Koeneman 2000, Bobaljik 2002b). dstrof these
analyses, verb movement that occurs independently of Vbéeas claimed
to be closely connected to rich verbal morphology. Howeawere are several
counter-examples to this assumed correlation. Neithe\Redl NOb have
any person or number agreement on finite verbs. Still as we $@en, these
varieties allow verb movement independently of V2. Funtmere, Wiklund
et al. (to appear) show that verb movement in such contestsigaloptional,
rather than obligatory, in certain varieties of Icelandithough these varieties
display rich verbal morphology. Thus, the correlation begw rich verbal
morphology and head movement from V to T/Agr appears to bderesd, at
least within the Scandinavian languages.

In the last decade, several studies have also questionedheperation
of head movement. From a theory-internal perspective itdessn pointed
out that it violates the Extension Condition and is coumigatic. The Exten-
sion Condition (Chomsky 1993; 1995) requires that every enzent opera-
tion targets the root of the clause, and thereby extendsrthegbion. Head
movement of course targets the head and not the specifiee tdpimost pro-
jection. Consequently it does not extend the projectidtong similar lines,
head movement may be said to be counter-cyclic as it occuhsna pro-
jection that has already been built. For among others thessons, several
people have tried to eliminate head movement as an operatgyntax (cf.
among others Muller 1998, Hinterhdlzl 1997; 2000, Koopmiaa &zabolcsi

SHowever see Matushansky 2006 for a proposal attempting ke imead movement com-
patible with the Extension Condition.
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2000, Mahajan 2000; 2003).

In this paper | will explore how verb movement in non-V2 cotisesuch
as those seen in (2) and (5) can be accounted for in an anelyssut head
movement. Rather than taking verb movement in these cantexte head
movement of the verb to inflectional heads like T, | will dissuwo alterna-
tive analyses in terms of phrasal movement of vP to SpecTiar8&ve go
into the phrasal movement analyses, some potentially enadatic issues with
a head movement account of verb movement in ReNN and NOb artegdo
out in section 2.2. Then in section 2.3 | outline some genasalimptions
about what might trigger vP movement. In sections 2.4 andl 2liscuss
two versions of a phrasal movement account of the ReNN and d&ddy a
remnant movement approach in section 2.4 and a pied-pipihgartial dele-
tion approach in section 2.5. Section 2.6 addresses sonsegoances of the
phrasal movement accounts. Both accounts rely on the assumtipat every
finite verb heads a phase. In subsection 2.6.1 independepbgdor this as-
sumption will be presented. In subsection 2.6.2, howet&,demonstrated
that the remnant movement account faces certain look-agmedidems that
seem to be avoided in the copying and partial deletion adc@saction 2.7 is
a summary with some concluding remarks.

2.2 Problems with a head movement account

| here use adverbs as a diagnostic for the position of verbscorling to
Cinque (1999), adverbs are ordered in a strict universahtghy, and they
are positioned in the specifiers of functional projectiddgsen (1998; 2003)
and Jstbg (2003) have shown that the internal order of adweridorwegian
in general corresponds well to the hierarchy Cinque propémeltalian ad-
verbs. For the position of verbs with respect to these adv&mque argues
that verbs may move to the intervening heads of the variousradprojec-
tions. A point of language variation concerns how high thdwaay move.
Applying this approach to the Scandinavian languages,daranNorwegian
and Standard Swedish would not allow any verb movement otheoi/P,
resulting in all verbs following all adverbs. ReNN and NOMbcbntrast, will
allow verbs to move to various head positions in between tlverds in the
structure, thus yielding orders where the verb precedegeagidverb:
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(15) Faren var forngyd... (ReNN)
father.thewaspleased

... ettersonsgnner| vaskg [ 4spFrequentativer Ofte [t; bilen hannes]]]
as son.the cleans often car.thehis
‘The father was pleased as his son often cleans his car.’

(16) Jafostaar  int... (NOb)
| understanchot
... fovaa  Anna[ har; [ aspanteriorp I€] [t; gaji heim]]]
for-whatAnna has already gonehome

‘I don’'t understand why Anna has already gone home.’

A challenge for a head movement approach is how to deal wihc#ses
where more than one verb precedes a given adverb in ReNN aibd N@s
type of problem has been pointed out for a head movement atseueral
times, and is known as Bobaljik's Paradox (cf. Bobaljik 198¥enonius
2002). As we saw from (2d) and (5d) ReNN and NOb allow more tas
auxiliary preceding an adverb in certain cases. Let us tdkelaat how to
derive this in the ReNN case, where bstle ‘would’ andkunne'could’ may
precedeallerede‘already.” Assuming that both auxiliaries are merged below
the adverb would force both of them to move past it, resuliimg violation

of the Head Movement Constraint:

a7 [...ville; kunne; [aspanteriorp alleredeft; t; vite resultatet]]] (ReNN)
wouldcould already knowresult.the

Similar patterns are found in Italian, and Cinque (2004uaggthat this
problem can be accounted for by assuming that certain aslwealy be merged
in more than one position. For cases like (17) one would tlssaorae that the
adverbalreadycan be merged either above or below the finite auxiliary. In
case both auxiliaries precede the adverb, the lower pasitiothe adverb
could be employed. Thus, only the non-finite auxiliary haveabacross the
adverb. At first glance, this seems to solve the problem vaghHMC viola-
tions. However, on closer inspection, this argument is ndtsaightforward.

First of all, Cinque (2004) suggests that the different fass of adverbs
are related to different interpretations of the adverbsweéier, in ReNN it is
not clear that this is the case. Sentences such as (2d) deoessarily get
different readings depending on the internal order of thbvand the adverb.
Furthermore, practically any of the adverbs in the mid to lawge of the
Cingue hierarchy may occur in the position whatgeadyoccurs in (17) in
ReNN, for exampl®ften, usually, agairandcompletely This would suggest
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that the majority of adverbs in this dialect may be merged ararthan one
position. Clearly, this is not a welcome consequence foatherb hierarchy,
as the internal order of adverbs no longer can be explainegsbyming a
strict universal order. Additional assumptions would bedex to prevent
the possibility that a lower adverb in the hierarchy is i in its higher
position, preceding the finite auxiliary, while a higher advis realized in
its lower position below the finite auxiliary, yielding utested orders such
asalways~< usually The Norwegian data thus present several problematic
issues for a head movement approach a la Cinque (1999; 2004).

Furthermore, Bentzen (2007b) shows that the type of verbemewt
found in ReNN non-V2 contexts affects the distribution objgats in vari-
ous ways. Among other things, the subject is forced to pretae verb when
there is verb movement. As illustrated in (18)-(19), thejsctomay follow
adverbs such asannsynligvisprobably,” whereas the verb may precede such
adverbs. However, combining these two options, that isritpthe verb pre-
cedeprobablyand the subject follow it, is impossible in non-V2 contexs,
shown in (20).

(18) ... ettersorsannsynligviman studentamisforstod  oppgaven. (ReNN)
as probably somestudents misunderstoodssign’t.the
‘As some students probably misunderstood the assignment.’
(29) ... ettersooman studentamisforstod ~ sannsynligvisoppgaven.
as somestudentamisunderstoogbrobably assign't.the

‘As some students probably misunderstood the assignment.’

(20)  *... ettersommisforstod  sannsynligviman studentaoppgaven.
as misunderstoogbrobably somestudents assign’t.the

If the verb has moved to some inflectional head through heagcment, the
subject has to be forced to move higher by some other operadind this

operation has to always make sure that the subject moveasitds high as
the finite verb. In Bentzen (2007b) verb movement in non-Vaterts is

analysed as vP movement where the whole vP, including thecunoves
to the specifier of some inflectional head. From this it willdw that the

subject always will precede the verb when there is verb mevemAs the

subject and the verb move together in the vP, their interraggrowill not be

altered through verb movement.
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2.3 Apreliminary note on verb movementas phrasal
movement

Bentzen (2007b) proposes that the Norwegian clause cengafnnctional
head with an EPP feature [Pred], but that feature does netdnfixed position
in the clause. Rather [Pred] may be associated with varieasl$in the
structure, as illustrated in (21).

(22) Potential positions for [Pred] in Norwegian:

a.  [mooar Mood [sannsynligvi§rp T [ofte[4spp ASPpyeq [NEIL[1p-..
b.  [amooar Mood [sannsynligvi§rp T pyeq) [Oft€[aspr Asp [helt[,p...
C.  [Mooar MoOd|p,..q [sannsynligvi§rp T [ofte[ s, Asp [helt[,p...

The predicate is licensed by having the specifier of the haagiog [Pred]
filled by an element with the feature [D]. The DP subject hasfémture, and
may thus be attracted to SpegxX.qP to license the predicate. In Norwegian
in general, predicate licensing is normally accomplisimeithis way, by mov-
ing the subject to the specifier of the head associated watlRted] feature,
as shown in (22). In Bentzen (2007b) it is argued that thishatwaccounts
for the various positions available to the subject in emledddauses.

(22) Predicate licensing by the subject:

a. [Pred] in AspP:
[Mooar Mood [ sannsynligvigrp T [ ofte[4s,p Subj; ASp(p,cq [ helt[,p t; ...

b. [Pred]in TP:
[7ooap Mood [ sannsynligvigrp Subj; T p,cq) [ Ofte[aspp ti Asp [helt[,p t; ...

C. [Pred] in MoodP:
[Mooap Subj; Mood|p,.q [ sannsynligvigrp t; T [ ofte[aspp ti Asp [helt[,p t; ...

Based on Biberauer and Richards (2006), Bentzen (2007theiunore
suggests that in ReNN the subject may optionally pied-pigevwhole vP
when it moves to license the predicate, as shown in (23).

(23) Predicate licensing by the vP:

a. [Pred] in AspP:
[7mooar Mood [sannsynligvi§rp T [ ofte[aspp [ VP 1i ASpip,eq [ heltY; ...

5The position of subjects with respect to adverbs was nogdeist the survey on verb
movementin NOb.
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b. [Pred]in TP:
[rooap Mood [ sannsynligvigrp [ VP ]; Tipyeq [ Ofte[aspp ti Asp [heltt; ...

C. [Pred] in MoodP:
[Mooap [ VP ]i M0Od p,cq [ sSaNNsynligvi§rp t; T [ ofte[45,p ti Asp [heltt; ...

This mode of predicate licensing is taken to account for #réous positions
available for finite verbs in ReNN. Furthermore, in this prsal, the flexible
positions of the subjects and the flexible positions of thdbsén ReNN are
given a unified account; both patterns are derived from pegélilicensing
driven by the feature [Pred] attracting the subject to iscdper. When the
pied-piping option is employed, the finite verb is moved glaiith the subject
(pied-piping the whole vP) to SpegX.4P. In the following, | will adopt
this general approach to verb movement. | assume that thecswarrying
the feature [D] may optionally pied-pipe the whole vP wheretising the
predicate in both ReNN and NOb.

However, as we have seen from examples like (2a), (5a), afdit(is
clear that although the whole vP has moved to some higheifigpgaosition
preceding various adverbs, the complements of the verbglsas/the non-
finite main verb in (14), do not surface in this position. Rathlthey have to
follow the adverbs. In the rest of the paper | will focus on vehthe com-
plements of the finite verb are spelled out when verb movemeaken to be
phrasal movement. In section 2.4 | explore a remnant moveamatysis, and
in section 2.5 | consider an approach involving copying aadial deletion.
Section 2.6 addresses some consequences of the two apgsoach

As the position of the subject will not be discussed in anylitiéere, let
me just make some brief remarks on this before we move onzBeit2007b)
suggests that Nominative Case on the subject may be licéread=inP ei-
ther through Move or through Agree (see also Wurmbrand 2086yvever,
there are various locality restrictions on Agree (cf. Chkyn2000; 2001).
What is relevant here is that the subject has to be locatezhst &at the edge
of the phase it is contained in in order to have NominativeeCasensed
through Agree from FinP. | assume here that all finite verlosioe phases,
and as a consequence, the subject will obligatorily movéé¢ospecifier of
the finite verb. Thus when the projection of the finite verb esthrough
phrasal movement to license the predicate, the subjecbweiilh the specifier
of the moving verb phrase.

7] refer you to Bentzen 2007b for a discussion of the positmirsubjects in ReNN em-
bedded clauses with and without verb movement.
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2.4 \erb movement as remnant movement

In recent years, several people have reanalyzed varialisaraal head move-
ment operations as phrasal movement. Such phrasal movéefesguently
taken to involve movement of a remnant category, that is meve of a
phrase from which certain elements have already been éadkaas illustrated
in (24) from Muller (1998:157) (see also Hinterhdlzl 199997, Koopman
and Szabolcsi 2000, and Mahajan 2000; 2003).

(24) [B...tl ...]2...0[1 ...t2

In such an approach, verb movement in the ReNN and NOb exanmp{2a)
and (5a) would be analysed as movement of a remnant vP frorwhvwhe
verb’s complements have been evacuated prior to vP frontoughly as il-
lustrated in (25). In this section we will take a closer lookhas analysis.

(25) v pp ... Verbt ]o ... Oby ... b

Remnant movement analyses employ various mechanisms én twranake
the moving category eemnant In many cases, what has left the phrase that
performs remnant movement is the complements of the headdsophrase.
This is also the case with respect to the current data, ankitherefore focus
on what drives the complements to leave the remnant movingsph Var-
ious types of triggers have been proposed for such compleevacuation,
and | will here consider two possibilities; either complensemove out of the
phrase they are merged in because of some (licensing) nettet @omple-
ments themselves, or they are thrown out because of somieaegunt on the
phrase that later will undergo remnant movement.

Suppose the complements leave the phrase they are contajriedex-
ample the vP, because they themselves have a feature thattode licensed.
An obvious candidate for such a feature is Case. One wouidabgume that
the complements of the verb move to a vP-external positicordier to get
Case licensefl Massam (2000; 2001) adopts this approach in her analysis of
the Oceanic VSO language Niuean (see also Otsuka 2005). r@esahat
verb movement in this language should be analysed as VRrigptat SpeclP.
Such VP movement is taken to be triggered by the EPP, whereia SjgeclP
may satisfy the EPP feature of I. As illustrated in (26), othig verb appears
in the position preceding the subject, whereas the objdaaibrily has to
follow the subject in such constructions (from Massam 2PP17; 230, where
(264a) is attributed to Seiter 1980, my emphasis).

8See Roberts 1997 for an analysis in which the word order bbjeerb in OV languages
is derived from the underlying VO in this way.
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(26) a. Nekaihe pusiia e moa. (Niuean)
PSTeat ERG cat thatABS bird
‘That cat ate the chicken.’
b. *Ne [inu e kofe konala Mele.
pPsTdrink ABS coffeebitter ABS Mele
(‘Mele drank the bitter coffee.”)

To account for this, Massam (2000; 2001) suggests that ithar€ase licens-
ing position for the object right outside of the VP, and the &dfect moves
there in order to have its Absolutive Case licensed. Thisenwnt takes
place before the VP is fronted to SpeclP, as illustrated 1) (2dapted from
Massam 2000:108).

27)  Lplve V][ 1 [vp DP [y V[+ERG| [ apsp DP; [4ps [+ABS] t; 1]]11]

A potential problem with the Case-based evacuation arsiygshat not only
must DP complements leave the vP, but also PP and CP compkemien
seems harder to argue that PP and CP complements move folli€zase
ing reasons, as these constituents do not need case. Ko@nu&rabolcsi
(2000) point this out, and suggest that there are other tgpbsensing po-
sitions for such complements outside vP (cf. also Zwart 19Bikewise, in
ReNN examples like (14), presumably the whole vP has bearuated from
the projection of the deontic modal ‘must, again an evaomathat cannot
be driven by Case licensing. An alternative to this Attriaased approach
to evacuation is to assume that the complements evacuatggtihrepulsion
(cf. van Riemsdijk 1997, Ba§i2004). In such an approach the complements
are pushed out of their base position by something in thigiposrather than
being attracted from the outside.

Another way of looking at evacuation is to assume some soat fifer
which puts constraints on the moving (remnant) categorgh@mn approach is
pursued in for example Nilsen (2003) and Muller (2004). Theth propose
that V2 should be analysed as remnant movement of a congtitaataining
the verb and one specifier. In Muller's (2004) account, \Ctoaovement is
analysed as vP movement to SpecCP. v is attracted to C byahedd*v*],
and it pied-pipes the vP with it to the clause-initial pasiti Following Chom-
sky (2000; 2001), Muller assumes that both vP and CP cotesphasesThis
type of vP movement thus involves movement from one phasedthar, and
Muller points out that this is subject to tithase Impenetability Condition
as stated in (28) (from Chomsky 2000:122).

9Case licensing is also assumed to be responsible for vP @tiaietin for example the
analysis of verb cluster formation in Hungarian in Koopmad &zabolcsi 2000, and on the
derivation of VSO order in Quivavini Zapotec in Lee 2000.
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(28) Phase Impenetrability Condition (PIC)
In a phasex with head H, the domain of H is not accessible to operations
outsidec, but only H and its edge.

As a consequence of the PIC, only tedgeof vP can move to SpecCP.
Muller (2004) defines the edge as at least and at most onefisperid one
head. This means that all non-edge material has to be eeacpaor to vP
fronting. Muller introduces th&dge Domain Pied Piping ConditigiiePC),
which functions as a filter, making sure that a moving vP isiced to its
phase edge (from Muller 2004:186).

(29) Edge Domain Pied Piping Condition(EPC)
A moved VP contains only the edge domain of its head.

Thus, in a German subject-initial V2 clause like (30a), theplement of v,
that is the VHden Fritz gekiissthas been moved from within vP to a (itera-
tive) SpecTP position, and then the edge of the vP, now aaintaonlyMaria
andhat moves to SpecCP, as illustrated in (30b) (from Muller 2088)1

(30) a. DieMaria; hat denFritz, gekisst. (German)
the Maria,,,,, hasthe Fritz,.. kissed
b. [cp[vp, Die Marig [, t3 hat]] [c Ciux [TP [V P, den Fritz gekiisst]

[ Tty 10

Now let us turn to the data from ReNN and NOb. As we have seen in
the above, evacuation of the verb’s complements has bedysadas either
driven by a requirement on the complements themselves,aaiClase licens-
ing as in for example Massam (2000; 2001), or by some comdiio the
moving VP, such as the EPC suggested by Mdiller (2004). Howdnitis
work for the verb movement in ReNN and NOb? Consider agaimekas
(2a) and (5a), here repeated as (31a) and (31b).

(32) a. Horuinertesee ettersomho kjgpte saofte nye kleer. (ReNN)

sheruined REFL as sheboughtsooftennewclothes
‘She drove herself to economic ruin as she so often boughtiwes.’
b.  Jafdstoo int fovaa antvattar satokaltbiln  sin. (NOb)

| understoodhot for-whathe cleans sooften car.theREFL
‘| didn’t understand why he cleans his car so often.’

As suggested in section 2.3, such examples are assumeaheeimrovement
of the vP to the specifier of some higher projection in the staun both the
above examples, the verb ends up preceding the adverb o, ofthich is

positioned at a mid-level in the Cinque (1999) hierarchyBé&mtzen (2007b)
such adverbs are taken to be merged between AspP and TP. Tdeowo



68 CHAPTER 2. V-TO-T AS VP-TO-SPECTP

der in (31a) and (31b) would therefore be derived through @wement to
SpecTP. However, in these cases it is clear that the complsméthe finite
verb are not pronounced in the target position of verb movem€/ithin a
remnant movement account one would therefore assume t#sd tlements
have been evacuated prior to vP fronting. What would triggerh evacu-
ation in ReNN and NOb? It seems potentially problematic wuate that
the complements have moved out of the vP for reasons of Cesesing
as in the analysis of Niuean outlined in Massam (2000; 200he reason
for this is that the movement of complements does not apjpebe bbliga-
tory in ReNN and NOb. Recall from section 2.1 that verb mowveingeonly
optional in ReNN and NOb non-V2 contexts. Whereas the oligeetacu-
ated from the vP when there is vP movement, when no vP movetaiess
place, it presumably remains inside vP since it appears iosé/prbal posi-
tion. Of course it is possible that an object that has renthinside the vP
may get Case licensed through Agree, and thus mayistaju (cf. among
others Bobaljik and Wurmbrand 2005 and Wurmbrand 2006). éVvew if
this kind of Accusative Case licensing is an option, why d¢endbject not get
its Case licensed inside the vP from a vP-external licerasalthen remain in
vP when this projection moves to SpecTP? We would need sorabansm
which excludes the option of Accusative Case licensinguhoAgree pre-
cisely when the vP is going to move. A Case-based approaciaippears to
be an unattractive explanation for complement evacuati&telNN and NOb.

An analysis along the lines of Muller (2004) seems more psamgi for
the verb movement facts in ReNN and NOb. Recall that Mullgues that
only the edgeof the vP phase may move to SpecCP. This phase-based ap-
proach to vP movement could be adapted to the current datssiyrang that
vP movement to SpecTP in ReNN and NOb is also restricted tedge of
the vP. The complements would then be evacuated due to theaEBBove,
to ensure that only the edge domain of the vP is left at thetpoinen the
vP moves. (Note that this leads to a look-ahead situationwillgeturn to
this in section 2.6.) The derivation for (31b) within suchagproach is illus-
trated in (32). The objeditiln sin ‘his car’ has been evacuated to a position
immediately above vP, here labeled EP (for Evacuation Rhrdten the vP,
now containing only its edge, is moved to SpecTP. Thus theefugrbtvattar
‘cleans’ will precede the advera tokalt‘'so often, whereas the object will
follow this adverb.



2.4. VERB MOVEMENT AS REMNANT MOVEMENT 69

(32) TP
VPZ‘
/>\ T AdvP
DP
| \' VP
an | = s& tokalt EP
tvattar t; /B\
.
biln sin

Similarly, in (14), here repeated as (33), the complemenheffinite
modal auxiliary ‘must,’ that is the vP, has to be evacuatddreghe projection
of the modal moves to a projection above the epistemic adpeosbably.’

(33) HanHelgeva veldig effektiv pajobb idag... (ReNN)
he Helgewasvery efficientonworktoday

... ettersomhanmatte sannsynligvisdrahjem tidligereenn vanlig.

as he must probably go homeearlier thanusual
‘Helge was very efficient at work today as he probably had thguoe earlier
than usual.’

In Bentzen (2007b) high adverbs like ‘probably’ are taketéomerged be-
tween MoodP and TP. | here combine this with Cinque’s (1988umption
that root modality is lower than tense, which also in his apph is lower
than MoodP, yielding the order MoodP TP < Mod,.P° Consequently
the deontic modal ‘must’ will originate lower than the advgrrobably.” The
derivation for (33) is illustrated in (34).

10See Eide 2006 for a detailed discussion of the positions afaisan Norwegian.
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(34) MoodP
MOdrooth:
Mood AdvP
Dpi/>\
| Mod tj
han | sannsynligvis TP
matte 9\
T EP
VPj E f,
EEEVERRY/S
V  AdvP
| |
dra hjem

As in Muller (2004), the motivation for complement evacoatis here
assumed to be the EPC. However, it is not clear what the nafuhe land-
ing sites for these complements are. For one thing, the ER meus flexible
projection that is available (immediately) above everygghdn cases where
multiple elements have been evacuated, e.g. with ditigesierbs the evac-
uation must proceed cyclically in order to preserve therirgkorder of the
complements, as this cannot be altered. Thus, in all cadesther comple-
ments move out of the vP for their own needs or are thrown ocdlme of
some condition like the EPC, one needs to do this in an ordasddon, so
something like Order Preservation (Williams 2003, Fox aagd®sky 2005) is
needed. In the absence of independent motivation, the atianuprojection
EP in (32)-(34) remains a stipulation, despite (29). In thetrsection | will
therefore discuss an alternative way of analysing verb meve as phrasal
movement.

2.5 Verb movement as copying and partial dele-
tion
In the account outlined above, vP movement involves movérmoka ver-

bal projection from which the complements have already lee#macted, for
example a remnant vP. An alternative is that the projectioning, say the
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VP, has all its constituents intact, but that the word ordeens the comple-
ments follow the adverbs is the result of distributed spellof this vP. In this
section | will consider an analysis along these lines, megspby Hinterholzl
(2000; 2002), and Fanselow aGdvar (2002).

In the minimalist program (Chomsky 1993; 1995) movement cba-
stituent is assumed to involve an initial step of creatingppycof the con-
stituent in a higher position in the structure. In the negpsthe lower copy
of the constituent is deleted, and all its material will berpunced in the
higher copy, as shown in (35a). In such a chain one might adsect it to be
possible to spell out the lower copy, rather than the higimex, @as in (35b).
This has been argued to be the case for some types of coveenneon (cf.
Pesetsky 1998, Sabel 1998, and Bobaljik 2002a).

(35)

a. «o...e...
b. «..a..

The novelty of the approach in Hinterholzl (2000; 2002), &atselow and
Cavar (2002) is the suggestion that the subparts of a copybmapelled out

in separate instances of the copy. This is illustrated i), (@&ere the whole
constituent C is copied, but its elements X and Y are spellgdnoone copy
each. In this example, X is subject to so-calfedvard deletion(FWD), that

is, it is spelled out in théighercopy and deleted under identity in the lower
one. Y on the other hand, is subjecttackward deletiofBWD), that is, it is
spelled out in théower copy and deleted in the higher one. (From Hinterholzl
2002:141).

(36) Partial deletion:
[c X¥]...[¢%Y] FWD of X plus BWD of Y

Along similar lines, one could assume that the vP moving iNR&nd NOb
is subject to such distributed deletion and spell-out, &adl this can account
for the patterns observed. Before going into the detailsa¥ kthis would
work for the current data, let us take a closer look at the risoaecopying
and partial deletion that Fanselow a@dvar (2002) and Hinterhdlzl (2000;
2002) propose.

Fanselow an€avar (2002) point out that many languages allow so-called
(XP-) split constructionsn which the material of for example a DP or a PP
is distributed in the clause. This is illustrated with Gemaad Croatian in
(37), where the elements in the DR=ine interessante Blcher aus Indian
interesting books from India’ andanimljive knijge‘interesting books’ are
split apart and pronounced in separate parts of the clara ffanselow and
Cavar 2002:65-66).
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(37) InteressantBlcherhat sie mir keineaus Indienempfohlen.  (German)
interesting books hassheme none fromindia recommended
‘She has not recommended any interesting books from Indiaetd

(38) Knijgemi je Marija zanimljive preporuila. (Croatian)
books mehasMary interestingrecommended
‘Mary has recommended interesting books to me.’

According to Fanselow anBGavar (2002), these kinds of split construc-
tions occur when a single phrase contains two operatorresfa.g. {-focus]
and [+link-topic]) that are attracted by two different heads,saglustrated in
(39a). The head Hattracts the whole XP because of the closest feapune,

a. pis then checked, and the next head, kay now attract the featugon
the constituent [b c]. Thus, on this approach, split corsions will always
involve (at least) two movement steps, one for each of theifesa to be li-
censed. No material of the split may ever be pronounced ibdlse position.
(From Fanselow anGavar 2002:17-18).

B9 a [H..[H'..[xpe[bcl]]
b. [[xpa[bcld][H?... [[xp & fo-el? [H? ... fxra2 fo-el]]]

Furthermore, Fanselow ar@avar (2002) suggest that there are two kinds of
split constructionsjnverted splits where the internal order of the split ele-
ments is altered, anBull splits where the internal order of the split is pre-
served. Both (37) and (38) above are instances of invertgd.spn this ap-
proach, the Croatian constructionin (38) is derived in thg autlined in (40).
Here the whole DRanimljive knijgeis first copied into a higher position.
Then, one part of the DP in the higher copgnimljive is deleted, followed
by complementary deletion é&hijgein the lower copy. (From Fanselow and
Cavar 2002:2).

(40) mi je Marija zanimljive knijge preporgila — Complete copying
mehasMary interestingbooks recommended
zanimljive knijge mi je Marija zanimljive knijge preporuila

— Partial deletion in upper copy
zanimljive knijge mi je Marija zanimljive knijge preporila
— Complementary deletion in lower copy

zanimljive knijge mi je Marija zanimljive krijge preporila

The operation of pied-piping the whole phrase to a highejeptmn is as-
sumed to be restrained by c-command relations. Fanselowawar (2002)
propose that the feature which pied-pipes the whole phraseat do so if
it is c-commanded by the head of that phrase. In for exam@eDth [,
keine [Briefe [pp an Maria]]] (‘no letters to Mary’) the PP [an Maria] cannot
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pied-pipe the whole DP if itis attracted, as shown in (41)isThbecause this

PP is c-commanded by the heBdefe ‘letters’ (from Fanselow an€avar
2002:21).

(41) *[pp keineBriefe anMaria] habenmir [keine Briefe anMaria] gefallen.
no lettersto Mary have meno lettersto Mary pleased
‘No letters to Mary have pleased me.’ (German)

Only features in the prenominal domain are thus able to pipd-the whole
DP. As we will see, this seems to be an important propertyed-piping in a
copy and partial deletion account in general.

A similar approach is advocated in Hinterh6lzl (2000; 200§ argues
that for example constructions where PPs appear to haveex@etted out
of the DP, as in (42) should be analysed as copying and pdeiation (from
Hinterholzl 2000:317).

(42) weil HanseinBuchliest tUber Chomsky. (German)
sinceHansa book readsaboutChomsky

In (42) he argues that the Dén Buch'a book’ moves to a VP-external po-
sition in order to get Accusative Case licensed. In doingtsoay pied-pipe
the whole DP, including the PP complement. Presumably, teeGeature
on DP is only checked in the higher copy, and the lower copginfBuch
is therefore deleted. The pied-piped PP, on the other hardkleted in the
higher copy and spelled out in the lower position, as is show@3) (from
Hinterhdlzl 2000:317).

(43) weil Hans [ein Buclitber-Chomsky] liest [ein-Bueh iber Chomsky]

According to Hinterhdlzl (2000; 2002), material that hasveato check
a feature will be pronounced in the higher copy, whereas ma&tbat is pied-
piped in such movement optionally is pronounced in eitherttigher or the
lower copy. This is formulated as the condition in (44) (frédtmterholzl
2000:317):

(44) Free Deletion of Pied-piped Material (FDPM)

a. Material that is moved to check a feature is subject tododvadeletion.
b. Material that is pied-piped by such movement is subjeaiptional
backward deletion.

Recall that Fanselow andavar (2002) suggest that a feature can only
pied-pipe the whole phrase if itis not c-commanded by the loéthat phrase.
What Hinterhélzl (2000; 2002) proposes has the same effiactiagh it is not
stated in terms of c-command relations. He argues that dvelyhead and
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constituents that agree with the head, that is, the speaherpied-pipe the
whole phrase they are part of when they move. The elemeritaitbaied-
piped are usually the complements of the head.

| suggest here that the data from ReNN and NOb can be analieegl a
similar lines. Recall from section 2.3 that the subject mptiamally pied-
pipe the whole vP when it moves to license the predicate. iShighat gives
the effect of short vP movement. According to Hinterhol¢2900) FDPM,
backward deletion of pied-piped material is optional. Alagpthis to ReNN
and NODb, only the subject should be spelled out in the higbpy,cas the
rest of the vP is pied-piped. However, as we have seen, the verb is spelled
out here as well, whereas the complements of the verb arg/slsudject to
backward deletion and will be spelled out in the lower ctpy(Note that
contrary to Fanselow andavar 2002 | assume that some material of the split
phrase may be spelled out in the base position).

The spell-out of the various material is here connected ed’tiase Im-
penetrability Conditior{PIC). Recall from (28) that according to the PIC only
elements at the edge of the phase are visible to syntactiaiges outside
this phase. The implementation of this is to assume thatdhgptment of
the phase head is what spells out; a spelled-out constitseygaque, but
the head and the specifier remain visible to higher opersitiés mentioned
above, | assume all finite verbs to induce a phase. Thus, asasoibie phase
containing the finite verb is completed, the non-edge naltesuch as the
verb’s complements, is sent off to spell-out. Accordinglyany projection of
a finite verb, only the edge, that is the finite verb itself amel $ubject in its
specifier will be visible to outside operations. Likewisdnem such a phase is
copied in a higher specifier position, its non-edge matéwal already been
spelled out in the lower copy, leaving only the edge avaddbl pronuncia-
tion in the higher copy.

Let us now take a look at this analysis of ReNN and NOb exanies
(2a) and (5a), here repeated as (45a) and (45b).

(45) a. Horuinertesee ettersomho kjgpte saofte nye kleer. (ReNN)

sheruined REFL as sheboughtsooftennewclothes
‘She drove herself to economic ruin as she so often boughttwhes.’
b. Jaféstoo int fovaa antvattar satokaltbiln  sin. (NOb)

| understoodhot for-whathe cleans sooften car.theREFL
‘| didn’t understand why he cleans his car so often.’

In these examples, the subject has been attracted by the fieegdure in T,

1§ all movement for predicate licensing in ReNN and NOb involvegig®l-piping, this
could be what happens in those cases where the subject appéarve moved on its own.
2Modulo cases with object shift, which | will not go into here.
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and pied-pipes the whole vP to SpecTP. However, the compiesnoé the
verb are not spelled out in this position. In (45b), the obglo sin ‘his car,’
which is non-edge material in the vP, is sent off to spellvolien the vP itself
is completed. Thus, it will be pronounced in the base pasitibhe subject
and the finite verb, on the other hand, constitute the edgleeoi®, and they
may therefore be pronounced in the higher copy. The deoivasiillustrated
in (46).

(46) TP

T AdvP
DP/>\ [Pred)

| \' AVis}
an | s& tokalt vP
tvattar />\
v DBP />\
DR

—_—

: : VP
bila-sin | v
V DP
——
biln sin

The case where a finite modal auxiliary has moved across arladwuld
be analysed in the same way. On the assumption that finite abnays in-
duce phases, the complement of the modal ‘must’ in claukeq1i4), here
repeated as (47), belongs to the non-edge material of theepHha this ex-
ample, the complement of the finite verb is the vP, and thigeption will
therefore be spelled out in the lower copy. The finite modaileuy itself as
well as the subject constitute the edge of the phase, antaseavailable for
spell-out in the higher copy. The derivation is illustraied48).

47 HanHelgeva veldig effektiv pajobb idag... (ReNN)
he Helgewasvery efficientonwork today

... ettersomhanmatte sannsynligvisdrahjem tidligere enn vanlig.

as he must probably go homeearlier thanusual
‘Helge was very efficient at work today as he probably had thguoe earlier
than usual.’
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(48) MoodP
MOdrOOtP
Mood p;q) AdvP
DP;
h;n M|0d 2¥p>\ sannsynligvis TP
matte & 7 Up Q\
> T
_ T vP
sen o mies |
‘h'a'F] l t/>\
matte L v VP
vV  AdvP
| |
dra hjem

As we have seen, the copying and partial deletion approatlalsa ac-
count for the short verb movement found in ReNN and NODb. Isdipproach,
short verb movement of finite main verbs and finite auxilsaee dealt with
in exactly the same way. Only the phase edge of the copieditmd is
available for pronunciation in the higher copy. Thus, ondaesumption that
a finite verb induces a new phase, only the edge of a finite Vprbgection
will be spelled out in the higher copy.

2.6 Consequences

In the preceding two sections we have seen how two types esphmove-
ment approaches can account for the short verb movement foumon-Vv2
contexts in ReNN and NOb. In this section we will look at twamsequences
of these two approaches. First of all, both the accountsarlthe assump-
tion that every finite verb induce a phase. In subsectiori2.provide inde-
pendent support for this assumption from reconstructiotsfan Norwegian.
However, in subsection 2.6.2 we will see that the remnantament account
is also dependent on a look-ahead mechanism. This is notagefor the
copying and partial deletion account, and thus makes thusoagh the more
promising of the two.
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2.6.1 Reconstruction

A consequence for both the remnant movement approach apaitia dele-
tion approach is that every finite verb heads a phase. Cho(26K@; 2001)
suggests that CPs and transitive and unergative vPs areptasl Legate
(2003) presents arguments that passive and unaccusasvareRs well. In
this paper it has been assumed thlafinite verbal projections induce phases,
regardless of the type of verb and regardless of whetherdteyprojections
of main verbs or of auxiliaries. An empirical observatiomattsupports this
comes from scope reconstruction facts in Norwegian.

It is well known that for example quantifiers may be ambiguaith re-
spect to scope relations. In (49) (due to Fox 2000:145), thxeeich quantified
DP someone from NY¥hay either establish scope relations in its surface posi-
tion, thus scoping over the advelikely, or it may be reconstructed in some
lower position, marked byin (49), in which case the adverb will take scope
over the DP. In the former case, we get the interpretationttiexe is one
specific person from NY that is such that he or she is veryyikelwin the
lottery, as in (49a). In the latter case, (49) means thatvery likely that
some person or other from NY will win the lottery, as in (49b).

(49) Someone from NY is very likely t to win the lottery.

a. someone from NY> likely
b. likely > someone from NY

Based on pairs of examples like those in (50) (from LebeauB0}),9Fox
(2000) argues that reconstruction is also possible innm¢eiate landing sites.

In (50), the variabléehas to reconstruct somewhere in the scope of its binder
every studentln neither (50a) nor (50b) is the base position an availedle
construction site for this variable because the pronshec-commands this
position. However, in (50a) the variable may reconstrud¢haintermediate
landing sitet’, a position that is outside of the c-command domairsloé
Thus (50a) is grammatical. In (50b), on the other hand, disoihterme-
diate landing site is c-commanded blgeand this yields an ungrammatical
construction as the variable fails to be bound. (From Fox02D&R.)

(50) a. [Which (of the) paper(s) that hgave to Ms. Brown]
did every studenthope t that she would read t?
b. *[Which (of the) paper(s) that hegave to Ms. Browsp|
did she hope t that every studentwould revise t?

Both Abels (2003) and Svenonius (2004) connect reconstrudata like
those in (50) to the notion of phases. According to the PI€mneints that
move out of a phase have to do so via the edge of the phase. rigpaki
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the examples in (50) we see that it is precisely in such phdgesethat the
variable is able to reconstruct, namely in SpecCP or Spepkd¥ifled that
there are no binding violations). Thus, the suggestionas phase edges in
general should provide potential positions for scope rstantion. Abels
(2003) further argues that for the PIC to be a crucial faaoréconstruction
sites, it has to be shown that reconstructionasavailable in non-phase edge
positions. He provides the following examples as supporthis (adapted
from Abels 2003:30).

(51) [Which pictures of himself]did it seem to John{p t’; that Mary likedt;]?
(52) *[Which pictures of himself] did Mary, seem to Johny[p t5 tot’; like t;]?

In (51), thewh-phrase containing the anaphemself has moved through
SpecCP. This intermediate landing site,is outside of the scope dflary
but still a position which is bound byohn As the example is grammatical,
this indicates that SpecCP is a possible reconstructierf@ithewh-phrase.
In (52), on the other hand, theh-phrase with the anaphor has moved from
within SpecTP. The intermediate landing sitg,is here c-commanded by
Mary, and thus the anaphor cannot be boundlblgn Thus, in (52), where
there is no intermediate CP, there is also no intermediathrg site available
betweert’ andJohnwhere thevh-phrase can reconstruct.

In Norwegian, there are indications that reconstructitessare connected
to the position of the finite verb. Consider the examples 8){(%4).

(53) [Noengutter]vil t” sannsynligvig besgkeRomaiar. (Norwegian)
some boys will  probably visit Romethis.year
‘Some boys will probably visit Rome this year.’

(53) is ambiguous, and the quantified D&en guttersome boys’ may either
take scope above or below the adveannsynligvigprobably, yielding either
the reading that some specific boys are such that they ahg likeisit Rome

this year, or that it is likely that Rome will be visited by serhoys or other
this year. Thus, there must be a possible reconstructieriagithe DP below
‘probably,” as indicated by. Now consider (54).

(54) [Noengutter] vil t” sannsynligvistt’ i lgpet avlivet sitt; *t besgke

some boys will probably i courseof life.theREFL  visit
Roma. (Norwegian)
Rome

‘Some (specific) boys will probably visit Rome at some pointhieir life.

In this example, the only available reading is that theresam@e specific
boys who are likely to visit Rome. In (53), presumably thejsabis able to
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reconstruct in its thematic position. In (54), this is of c&@inot an option, as
that would leave the anaphor unbound. However, there doemoh $0 be any
reconstruction sites available between tha Ripet av livet sittduring their
life’ and ‘probably’ either; the subject can only reconstrat the position of
the finite verbvil ‘will." If reconstruction only is possible at phase edgesda
potentially in thematic positions), then there must be asplege at the finite
verb

It should be pointed out here that | take finite main verbs tadhtneir
phase. As can be seen from the derivations in (32) and (46)rite main
verb is assumed to be spelled out in v (cf. Larson 1988, winer® P projects
as many VP-shells as are necessary for the verbal eleméntah analysis
employing a vP/VP distinction, main verbs are generallyasd to be base-
generated in V, rather than v, so this deserves some jusibiicaVithin a head
movement approach this could of course easily be explaiyedsbuming
head movement of the verb from V to v. However, in an accouttties to
eliminate head movement, this option is unavailable.

Miller (2004:184) avoids this issue by proposing a lesststiefinition of
the phase edge, (55). According to (55a), V filled by a finitémwvarb would
qualify as part of the edge domain of vP, given that no othebalematerial
will be present higher in the vP in such contexts.

(55) Edge domain:
A categorya is in the edge domain of a head X iff (a) or (b) holds:
a. « s the higher overt head reflexively c-commanded by X.
b. «is a specifier that is not c-commanded by any other specifi¥Pin
and that precedes the head of the edge domain of X.

An alternative would be to assume a Mirror Theory analysisaod for-
mation like the one advocated in Brody (2000). Then V and etiogr would
form the morphological word that constitutes the actuabyand this may
be spelt out in any of the positions that are members of thigophwogical
word. For ReNN and NOb the verb can then be taken to be spelieith
rather than V, without having to assume head movement. Thiswse po-
tentially opens up the possibility that multiple heads mayrembers of the

3Note that it is not binding as such that is problematic hers.can be seen from (i), it
is possible to bind into a PP complement. Thanks to Klaus g\g#rsonal communication)
for drawing my attention to this point.

0] Noengutter; vil i sommemrapdhytta Si;. (Norwegian)
someboys will in summergo oncottage.theREFL
‘Some boys will go to their cottage this summer.’
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morphological word, and potentialbil the projections made use of here, al-
lowing a morphological word such as V-v-Asp-T-Mood-Fin.éemerb could
then potentially be spelled out in a whole range of the higlositions in the
clause, and this is of course not the case in the non-V2 ctntkscussed
here. However, suppose that the word must spell out in theestgposition
that its morphology realizes. Norwegian does not have ageeé morphol-
ogy on the verb, only a tense marker. Adapting Adger’'s (2G0&)lysis of
English tense marking to Norwegian, we may assume that tfe\get its
tense marked by Agree from T. Main verbs in Norwegian mayetoee re-
main as low as in v, but given that tense is spelled out in \sehesrbs will
always spell out V-v.

Up to now, | have remained more or less agnostic as to whicheofwo
phrasal movement accounts seems the more promising. Indltles paper
by discussing a final piece of data from ReNN which might makessible
to evaluate between the two approaches.

2.6.2 Look-ahead

As briefly mentioned in section 2.4, there is a look-aheadlera with the
remnant movement account. The EPC is responsible for etragual non-
edge material from a vP that is going to perform short verbenwent later on.
In ReNN and NOb this evacuation has to take place as soon a®thkase
is completed, as the complements have to be evacuated tatepdaelow
other elements in the clause, such as adverbs. This mearnbkelevacuation
is done at a point when the feature which eventually attrdnets/P has not
yet entered the derivation. Thus, it is not clear what mégisavacuation at
the point when it takes place. Note that vPs that wit move later on are
not evacuated in this way. In this final subsection we will $e this look-
ahead issue not only makes the remnant movement approackptoally
unattractive, but that it is also problematic empirically.

The current paper has focussed on how to derive non-V2 watdrer
where a verb has moved across an adverb that takes scope,og®ing
the order 4 < Adv; (where the subscript number indicate the hierarchical
order). In Nilsen (2003), Bentzen (2005; 2007a), and Sversof2007), the
opposite pattern, Adv< V1, is discussed. Here, a vefidilowsan adverb that
it takes scope over. This latter pattern is obligatory in StaghdNorwegian
and Standard Swedish non-V2 contexts, but as mentionediiose.1, only
optional in ReNN and NOb, where alsg ¥ Adv, (that is, order of merge)
is possible.

In Nilsen (2003), Bentzen (2005; 2007a), and Svenonius{R@be order
Adv, < V; is analysed as an operation of ‘verb sinking. Bentzen (2005
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introduces the concept of so-calléfiers, which are functional projections
associated with auxiliaries. These lifters come in paira ®P-lifter, which
attracts the verbal complement of the auxiliary, and an A&, which
attracts the adverbial projection in the immediate scopthefauxiliary. In
Standard Norwegian, all auxiliaries are assumed to hageptir of lifters; a
VP-lifter below the auxiliary, and an AdvP-lifter above This constellation
derives the order where an auxiliary ends up following anedodlthat it is
merged above, as in the clause in (56).

(56) Vi spranghjem ettersonmdetallerede, ville; blig mgrktom entime.
weran  homeas it already wouldbecomedark in anhour
‘We ran home as it would already be dark in an hour. (Norw.)

In (56), the auxiliaryville ‘would’ has the pair of a VP-lifter below it and
an AdvP-lifter above it. As illustrated in (57), the vP istdifl to a position
immediately below this auxiliary, as in (i). Then the auxil is merged, (ii),
and finally the adverbial projection is lifted above the &ary, (iii). This in

effect ‘sinks’ the relative position of the auxiliary witesgpect to the adverb.

(57) (i) Lift vP (i) Merge Aux
L,pP = AuxP =
vP AdvP Aux L,pP
/\
bli allerede ?\ Adv  Lp
|
b|Ii allerede
(iii) Lift AdvP
L AqvpP
AdvP AuxP
Adv  tp Aux  L,pP
| | P
allerede vile VP tagwp
>

v
|

bli
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Bentzen (2005; 2007a) suggests that such lifters are abfigtor all aux-
iliaries in Standard Norwegian. Hence, all verbs will fel@ll adverbs in
Standard Norwegian non-V2 contexts, regardless of the @fdaerge, as il-
lustrated in (58a). In ReNN, on the other hand, the liftery imaoptional for
one or more of the auxiliaries, yielding either of the ordaré&8b)-(58d). In
(58b) the finite auxiliary lacks the lifters but the non-fenguxiliary has them,
thus the finite auxiliary precedes the adverb it is merged/@bohereas the
non-finite auxiliary follows the adverb that it is merged aboln (58c), the
opposite is the case. The non-finite auxiliary lacks thergbut the finite aux-
iliary has them, thus the non-finite auxiliary precedes tivegb it is merged
above, whereas the finite auxiliary follows the adverb thtinerged above.
Finally, in (58d) both auxiliaries lack the lifters and thejyll both therefore
precede the adverb each of them are merged above.

(58) a AAiViV3Vs (both Aux have lifters)
b. ViAyA;V3V5 (non-finite Aux has lifters, finite Aux does not)
c. AyViV3A;V;5 (finite Aux has lifters, non-finite Aux does not)
d. Vi A3V3A; V5 (neither Aux has lifters)

In (58b)-(58d) the auxiliaries precede adverbs, but cilyc@nly those ad-
verbs that they are merged above to begin with. However, asave seen

in this paper, ReNN and NODb also allow finite verbs preceduhgeebs that
they are mergetelow A question now is how these various operations in-
teract. Consider (59), where the auxiliaries and adverpsapn the order of
merge!*

(59) Ungan holdtsee somregelfrisk,... (ReNN)
children.thekept REFLas rule healthy
... ettersontlemsannsynligvis matte, vanligviss ta, tran pavinteren
as theyprobably must usually takecod.liver.oilonwinter.the

‘The children mostly stayed healthy as they probably ugusd to take cod
liver oil in the winter.’

In clauses like (59), ReNN and NOb have three options. (i)fiftie auxiliary
matte‘must’ lacks the lifters above and below it, we get the ordiemerge,
as in (59). (ii) The finite auxiliary has the pair of lifterspcdawill end up
following both sannsynligvisprobably’ andvanligvis‘usually,” as in (60a).
(iif) The finite auxiliary undergoes short verb movementy gmecedes both

The order of merge is determined based on the scope reldtansen the adverbs and
the verbs. The epistemic adverb ‘probably’ scopes over gontic modal auxiliary ‘must,’
which in turn scopes over the habitual adverb ‘usually.’
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adverbs, as in (60Db).

(60) a. ... ettersodemsannsynligvig vanligvis; matte, ta, tran
as they probably usually must takecod.liver.oil

b. ... ettersondemmatte, sannsynligvis vanligviss ta, tran
as theymust probably usually takecod.liver.oil

The crucial example is (60b). In this clause, the verb willged-piped
along with the vP when the subject moves for predicate liogres discussed
above. However, this attraction occurs later in the deiovethan the sinking
operation accomplished by the lifters. Thus, at the poirgnvine auxiliary in
ReNN and NOb has the option of including or leaving out the palifters,
it does still not yet ‘know’ whether it will later perform shoserb movement
or not. Now, does this make any difference for the two phrasatement
accounts evaluated here? For the remnant movement acémuanswer is
yes. It turns out that it is difficult to apply remnant movernenthe way
outlined above to an auxiliary that has already gone thraegh sinking, and
again a look-ahead mechanism seems to be necessary. Fartiaégeletion
analysis, however this combination is not problematic. lesee how this
follows.

If the auxiliary has employed the option of not including thters, ap-
plying short verb movement is unproblematic for either & #malyses. The
derivations will run just like the ones in (34) and (48) aboMewever, if the
auxiliary has the lifters, the remnant movement analysis finto problems.
The initial steps of the derivation, that is, the verb sirgkiwill be the same in
either analysis. This part is illustrated in (61).

(61) L AdvPP
AdvP ModP
TN /\
Adv t.,r Mod L,pP
vanligvis matte VP tagp
N
v
|
ta

What if we now try to apply short verb movement using remnaovement?
The EPC forces the moving verbal projection to be reducets tedge. Thus,
the ModP must evacuate its complement, which is nguwH_However, where
does it evacuate the complement to? If we evacugt®lto an EP on top of
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L 44.pP, we get the wrong word orddg, < vanligvis. Rather, it seems that
the EP should be in a position below .. »P. However, this means breaking
up the pair of lifters, and we will have to add a stipulatioattauxiliaries that
will undergo short verb movement need an evacuation poditatween their
lifters. The dilemma is illustrated in (62).

(62) MoodP
ModP
matte tugp Mood AdvP
sannsynligvis ?EP?
Lop L Adur
P/\ /\
/V>\ tadop vanligvis ?EP?
\ /\
| Lvp tvrodp
ta? N
VP tagp
>
v
|
ta?

This is therefore another instance where the remnant mavieapproach
seems to have a look-ahead problem. Already at an early, stageeriva-
tion must know about the short verb movement which will taleee later on,
either to prevent lifters from applying, or to make sure tihatre is an EP in
between the pair of lifters.

In a copying and partial deletion account this problem dagsiise. As-
sume the sinking operation in (61) has already taken placenaw we again
are at the stage where the finite verb performs short verb ment As in
the partial deletion derivations above, the whole ModP & iopied into
SpecMoodP. However, this is a phase, so its complement lessspelled out
already, and only the phase edge will be available for spalin the higher

copy.
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(63) MoodP
ModP
/>\ Mood AdvP
Mod or
| /\
matte VP tagwp sannsynligvis L Aqup
>
> /\
| AdvP MeodP
vanligvis t,p
Mod L,p
| /\
matte VP tagup
>
v
|
ta

As (63) illustrates, within a copy and partial deletion aott the example
in (60b) is derived in exactly the same way as all the otha@amses of short
verb movement. The remnant movement account, on the otinel, had to
make some separate stipulations, relying on look-aheagkptain this word
order.

2.7 Summary and conclusion

In this paper | have discussed how to derive the verb movempaiterns
found in the Norwegian and Swedish varieties Regional NwrttNorwegian
(ReNN) and Northern Ostrobothnian (NOb). It was demonstrdhat this
verb movement, labeled short verb movement, differs fromveétb move-
ment. Furthermore, as a head movement account of short vevement
faces various problems, two types of phrasal movement appes were ex-
plored as an alternative. In both approaches, short verbement across
adverbs is analysed as movement of the whole vP to the spedifsome
higher projection. However, as the verb’s complements pedled out in a
position below the adverb(s) that the verb has crossedigtisismething any
phrasal movement approach needs to account for.

In section 2.4 | discussed a remnant movement approachéapy among
others Miiller (2004). Within a remnant movement analybis domplements
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of the verb have been evacuated from the vP prior to vP frgnfihis is taken
care of by a filter, th&dge Domain Pied Piping ConditigfiePC), which re-
quires that a moving VP is reduced to its phase edge. As &k fuagirbs are
assumed to head phases, complements of such verbs aretedaimua po-
sition immediately outside the vP before the vP moves to adrigpecifier
position. According to Muller (2004) such movement is fyeabailable, but
it is restricted by economy principles.

In section 2.5 | turned to a copying and partial deletion epph inspired
by Hinterhélzl (2000; 2002) and Fanselow adavar (2002). In this approach,
the whole vP is assumed to be copied into a higher specifiéiqgrosvith all
its complements intact. However, the constituents of thanespelled out in
separate positions, and this is regulated by phases; nasepddge material
is spelled out in the lower copy, whereas phase edge maitesgélled out in
the higher copy. As finite verbs head phases, their complerm@&on-phase
edge material. Thus, such material is sent off to spell-es@n as the phase
is completed, and will therefore not be available when thasplis copied in
a higher position. The finite verb, on the other hand, is pathi@phase edge,
and will consequently be spelled out in the higher copy.

As we have seen, both accounts rely on the assumption thizt vieibs
head phases. In subsection 2.6.1 independent supportigovds provided
from reconstruction facts in Norwegian. | demonstrated thaonstruction
is only possible at finite verbs, and as reconstruction has loennected to
phase edges, this suggests that finite verbs indeed do iptiases.

Finally, in subsection 2.6.2, | discussed the compatipdétween the two
phrasal movement approaches and the operation of verhirigingroposed
in Nilsen (2003), Bentzen (2005; 2007a), and Svenonius {R0blere we
saw that the remnant movement account had to rely on loo&eqtend ex-
tra stipulations concerning the position of the evacuatethents had to be
introduced. In contrast, the partial deletion accountddnd combined with
the verb sinking operation without any additional assuorsi | therefore
conclude that the copying and partial deletion accountegilore promising
candidate for a phrasal movement approach to short verbmavie



Chapter 3

Subject positions and their

interaction with verb movementt
Kristine Bentzen

3.1 Introduction

It is well-known that many languages allow subjects to odnweveral po-
sitions, and these positions are often correlated witlerdfit interpretations
(cf. among others Diesing 1992, Kiss 1996; 1998, Cinque ;1@a@dinaletti
2004, Mohr 2005). In for example the Scandinavian languagéss been
observed that subjects receive different interpretatitepending on their po-
sition with respect to adverbs (cf. Holmberg 1993, Bobadjild Jonas 1996,
Nilsen 1998, Svenonius 2002). In non-subject-initial V&udes, the postver-
bal subject may either precede or follow sentential adveMidlsen (1997:23)
points out that subjects preceding sentential adverbs @g#toag reading,
whereas subjects following such adverbs get a weak reattror(g’ and
‘weak’ in the sense of Milsark 1977). This is illustrated i) (vith an exam-
ple from Nilsen (1997). In (1a), the subject precedes thedzsannsynligvis
‘probably’ and gets a strong reading, that is, it is intetpdeasa specific stu-
dent In (1b), on the other hand, the subject follows this advert gets a

1Thanks to my informants Christine Bjerkan @stbg, Madelélaémay, Mai Tungseth,
and Merete Anderssen for their judgments on the Norwegiameies. Also thanks to Sjef
Barbiers and Hubert Haider, and especially Peter Svendmiuiscussions of previous ver-
sions of this paper. Finally thanks to the audiences aNlB&MS workshop on Subjects and
microcomparative variation in TrondhejmAugust 2006, at thelORMS workshop on North-
ern Norwegian dialectin Tromsg, October 2006, and @GSW 22n Stuttgart, June 2007
for comments and feedback on parts of this material.

87
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weak reading, that is, it is interpreted@se non-specific student or other

(1) a. Raykeforbudetbrat enstudentsannsynligvislleredegar. (Nor.)
smoking.ban.thbrokea studentprobably alreadyyesterday
‘A (specific) studenprobably violated the smoking ban as early as yes-
terday.
b. Ragykeforbudet brgt sannsynligvisen studentalleredeigar.
smoking.ban.theroke probably a studentalready yesterday
‘A studentprobably violated the smoking ban as early as yesterday.’

A similar pattern of subject positions is found in embeddiedises. Nor-
wegian in general does not have verb movement in embeddey2@on-
texts, which means that the verb follows all adverbs in suabses. How-
ever, the subject precedes the verb and the distributiomevepbal subjects
in embedded contexts corresponds to the pattern for sshijeltdwing the
finite verb in non-subject-initial main clauses like tholsesitrated in (1). As
illustrated in (2)-(3), subjects may either precede ordielladverbs, and in
parallel with the pattern in main clauses, subjects pregeddverbs such as
sannsynligvigprobably’ get a strong reading, (2), whereas subjectsfalhg
such adverbs get a weak reading, (3).

(2) ... ettersonenstudentsannsynligvisllerededrat rgykeforbudet igar. (Nor.)
as a studentprobably already brokesmoking.ban.thgesterday

. asa (specific) studenprobably violated the smoking ban as early as
yesterday.’

3) ... ettersonsannsynligvienstudentalleredebragt raykeforbudet igar.
as probably a studentalreadybrokesmoking.ban.thgesterday

. asone student or otheiprobably violated the smoking ban as early as
yesterday.’

However, certain dialects of Norwegian optionally allowlvenovement
across adverbs in embedded non-V2 contexts (cf. Bentzeh; 2007a;c).
This type of verb movement influences the distribution ofjscis both con-
cerning the positions available, and the interpretatia ghbject can get.
Whereas subjects may intervene between practically amg paadverbs in
Norwegian embedded clauses without verb movement, in Raghiorthern
Norwegian (henceforth ReNN) embedded non-V2 clauses vath move-
ment, the subject has to precede all adverbs. Furtherni@subject obliga-

2According to Nilsen 1997, (1b) is ambiguous between a steorha weak subject read-
ing, but four of my five informants (including myself) in geaéfind it very hard to get a
strong reading of the subject when it follows adverbs.
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torily receives a strong reading. This is illustrated in-(8).

(4) ... ettersonenstudentsannsynligvibreyt alleredegykeforbudet igar. (ReNN)
as a studentprobably brokealready smoking.ban.thgesterday

‘... asa specific studenprobably violated the smoking ban as early as yes-
terday.

(5) *... ettersonmsannsynligvienstudentbrgyt alleredergykeforbudet igar.
as probably a studentbrokealready smoking.ban.thgesterday

ReNN refers to several dialects spoken in Northern Norwaynfthe Salten
region in the South to Alta in the North. These dialects behsimilarly
in the relevant respects, and are thus for the current paspimsated as one
dialect. As ReNN allows both the patterns found in Norwegrageneral,
and the specific Northern Norwegian patterns, all Norwegiamples in the
following are from this dialect, unless otherwise indichte

The aim of this paper is threefold. In section 3.2 | outlin@gagraphy of
available subject positions in Norwegian embedded claus®n illustrate
how verb movement in ReNN non-V2 contexts constrains theilligion of
subjects. Section 3.3 provides a unified account of the flexibbject place-
ment in Norwegian in general and the flexible verb placemeRENN. | will
argue that both phenomena follow from predicate licensingection 3.4 |
discuss Nominative Case licensing, and | propose an asabyshis which
can account for the ways in which verb movement constraiasdthtribu-
tion of subjects in ReNN embedded clauses. Finally, se@iércontains a
summary and concluding remarks.

3.2 Subject positions in Northern Norwegian em-
bedded clauses

As | use adverbs as a diagnostic for the positions of bothestdopnd verbs,
a preliminary note on the position of these elements is ingleere. Cinque
(1999) studies the internal order of adverbs in a crossslsig perspective.
His surveys reveal very similar patterns across languaayes he thus sug-
gests that adverbs are strictly ordered in a universal tdleyaas in (6) (from

Cinque 1999:106).

3Here and in the following, the ReNN examples are renderechiapproximation of a
dialectal form.

“Note that the dialect spoken in the city of Tromsg is not ideftiin ReNN. As is shown
in Bentzen 2007a, Tromsg Northern Norwegian (TrNN) behalightly differently from
ReNN with respect to verb movement in non-V2 contexts.
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(6) [frankIyMOOd speech act [ fortunaterMOOdevaluative [ a”egedlyMOOdevidential
[ probablyMod;stemic [ OnceT (Past) fhenT(Future) [perhapsMood;,,cqyis

[ necessar”NOdnecessity [ pOSSinyMOdpossibility [ usua”yAsphabitual
[ againASprepetitive(I) [ OﬁenASpfreq(I) [ intentionalIyMOdvolitional [ quCkly
ASP.cicrative(r) [ @lreadyT(Anterior) [ no longerAspierminative [ Still

Aspcontinuative [ alwaySASpperfect(?) [jUStASpretrospective [ SoonASppromimative
[ briefly Aspaurative [ Characteristically(?) ASPyeneric/progressive [ @lMOSt

AS_F&)rospective [ CompleterASpSgCompl_etive(I) [ tutto ASpPlCompletive [ well
\oice [ faSt/earlyAspcelerative(II) [ again Asprepetitive(ll) [ OftenAspfreq([I)

[ com pletEIyASpcompletive(ll)

This hierarchical order of adverbs is attested for sevarajliages in Cinque
(1999), both when adverbs are independent elements, aaliemltand En-
glish, and when adverbial modification is expressed throaifjikes, as in
Korean and Turkish. Nilsen (1997) discusses Cinque’s tehyawith respect
to Norwegian adverbs, and his study shows that this hieyaatso is present
in Norwegian. Note however, that @stbg (2003) claims thathierarchy is
less strict in Norwegian that what Cinque proposes. Shetitites that al-
though the internal order of the four highest adverbs in 8)well as their
relative order with respect to “lower” adverbs is fairlyisty the internal order
of the other adverbs is in general more flexible than predibte Cinque’s
hierarchy. See also Nilsen (2003) for some discussion aofitigity effects
in Norwegian with respect to the adverb hierarchy.

An alternative to Cinque’s hierarchy of adverbs is to assthmeadverbs
may be adjoined to various verbal projections, for exampReand TP, as
suggested by Ernst (2002) and Svenonius (2002). Ernst J200@0oses a hi-
erarchy of Fact-Event objects (FEO) in which different tyjpé adverbs may
modify different types of objects (Events, Propositionsi-acts). According
to this proposal adverbs may basically adjoin to any pr@eds long as they
obey the FEO hierarchy. Thus, in such an approach the irterder of ad-
verbs is determined by semantic selection (s-selectiather than c-selection
as in Cinque (1999).

The approach to adverbs that | will assume here is compatiibleboth
the above approaches. As the internal order of adverbs th@otain issue in
the current paper, | here choose to use three types of adverbslearly are
strictly ordered with respect to each other: high advetesfbrtunatelyand
probably, mid-range adverbs likasually, often already, andstill, and low
adverbs likecompletelyandagain The relative order of these three adverb
types is shown in (7.

5See Bentzen 2005 for a more detailed discussion of the posifiadverbs.
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(7) a. Hanmisforstod sannsynligvisofte helt oppgaven.
he misunderstooghrobably oftencompletelyassignment.the

b. *Hanmisforstod sannsynligvishelt ofte oppgaven.
he misunderstooghrobably completelyoftenassignment.the

c. *Hanmisforstod ofte sannsynligvishelt oppgaven.
he misunderstoodftenprobably completelyassignment.the

d. *Hanmisforstod ofte helt sannsynligvisoppgaven.
he misunderstoodftencompletelyprobably assignment.the

e. *Hanmisforstod helt sannsynligvisofte oppgaven.
he misunderstoodompletelyprobably oftenassignment.the

f.  *Han misforstod helt ofte sannsynligvisoppgaven.

he misunderstoodompletelyoftenprobably assignment.the

Concerning the structural positions of adverbs | will exgiltsights both from
Cinque (1999) and from Ernst (2002) and Svenonius (2002pnélwith
Cinque (1999) | take adverbs to be specifiers of their owntfanal projec-
tions, but in parallel with Ernst (2002) and Svenonius (200&ill employ
certain “domains” for adverb projections. Based on Cingueérarchy of
functional projections | assume the following three magegories: MoodP
(epistemic), TP, and AspP.Adverbs that are taken to be low in the Cinque
hierarchy (e.gcompletely are merged between vP and AspP, mid-range ad-
verbs (e.g.often) are merged between AspP and TP, and high adverbs (e.g.
probably) are merged between TP and MoodP. This is illlustrated in (8)

(8) The structural positions of adverbs:

477/ (o0 U Zg U (A S U ow v LR
[FinP [MooaP [Advr AV High [TP [Adur AQVariq [Aspp [advp AV [oP
probably often completely

Of course this is a fairly coarse outline but it is sufficiemserve the current
purposes, namely help us identify the various positiongae for subjects
and verbs in embedded clauses.

3.2.1 The distribution of subjects in clauses without verb
movement
As mentioned in the introduction, subjects may either piteas follow sen-

tential adverbs such aannsynligvisprobably’ in ReNN (and Norwegian)
embedded clauses without verb movement, see (9). Suchbesdaes as-

Both Afarli 1995 and Eide 2006 argue that MoodP and AspP aegmt in Norwegian
and that they are realized by modal and aspectual auxgiafiee also Eide 2006 for a detailed
discussion of the relative ordering of these categoriesamiggian.
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sumed to be positioned high in the clause structure. Iniadisubjects may
also either precede or follow the mid-range adverbs of tme@ hierarchy
in embedded contexts. This is illustrated with the contiiveaadverldfremde-
les‘still’ in (10). However, subjects obligatorily have to pede low adverbs
such aselt‘completely, (11).

(9) ... ettersonfen student} sannsynligvigen student} brgyt raykeforbudet.
as {a student} probably {a student} brokesmoking.ban.the
‘... as a student probably violated the smoking ban.’
(20) ... ettersojnan gjesta} fremdelesnan gjesta} spistedessert.
as {someguests}still {someguestslate dessert

‘... as some guests were still eating dessert.’

(12) ... ettersonfenkeltebila} helt {*enkelte bila} bryt sammerpavinteren.
as {some cars}compKsome cars}breaktogetheronwinter.the

‘... as some cars completely break down during the winter.’

Holmberg (1993) argues that there are two subject positioridainland
Scandinavian, SpecTP below adverbs and SpecAgrP abovebadvdow-
ever, both Nilsen (1997) and Svenonius (2002) have showrhbee appear
to be more than just two positions for subjects in these laggs. In ReNN
(and Norwegian) clauses with multiple adverbs, the numbavailable sub-
ject positions increases with the number of adverbs. Thikistrated below
with an embedded clause containing three adverbs. As tme@&a show, the
subject can precede or follow each of these adverbs, ekedpptompletely,
which it obligatorily precedes.

(12) ... ettersoman studentasannsynligviofte helt misforstod oppgaven.
as somestudentsprobably oftencomplmisunderst’dassign’t.the

i. “... as some (specific) students probably often completgsunderstood
the assignment.’
ii. ‘... as some students or other probably often completeiyunderstood
the assignment.’

(13) ... ettersorsannsynligviman studentaofte helt misforstod oppgaven.
as probably  somestudentsoftencomplmisunderst'dassign’t.the
(14) ... ettersomsannsynligviofte nan studentahelt misforstod oppgaven.
as probably oftensomestudentscomplmisunderst'dassign’t.the

‘... as some students or other probably often completelyingisrstood the
assignment.’
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... ettersonsannsynligviofte helt nan studentamisforstod oppgaven.
15) *.. ett I fte helt tudent forstod
as probably oftencomplsomestudents misunderst'dassign’t.the

The position of the subject interacts with its interpretatiWwhen the sub-
ject is in a position preceding all the adverbs in a claus@& §52), it is am-
biguous between a strong and a weak reading, that is, thersentan either
mean that there wergome specific studentgho probably often completely
misunderstood the assignment, or that there \wemee students or otharho
probably often completely misunderstood the assignmdmit Aolds regard-
less of which type of adverbs are present in the clause. Hemvexhen the
subject intervenes between the adverbs, or when it followes ar more of
them, as in (13)-(14), only a weak readirspme students or othes possi-
ble. This can be further illustrated by placing the exampleontext. When
an indefinite subject occurs in an embedded clause whene ieaterpreted
as either specific or non-specific, the subject may eithergole or follow the
adverb, as in (16). However, when the subject occurs in aegomthere it is
most naturally interpreted with specific reference, ong/phbsition preceding
the adverb is available, see (17).

(16) Skolebussentok ofte langtid pamandagatterson{en avelevan}
school.bus.theokoftenlongtimeonMondaysas {oneof pupils.the}
typisk {en av elevan} forsov see dendagen.
typically {oneof students.thepversleptREFLthatday.the
‘The school bus often took a long time on Mondays, as one prpdther
typically overslept that day.’

a7 Leereren mattesnakkemed et foreldreparettersom{en av elevan}
teacherthemust talk  with a parent.pairas {one of pupils.the}
typisk  {*en av elevan} forsov see pamandaga.
typically {one of students.thepversleptREFLonMondays
‘The teacher had to talk to some parents as one (specific) pygically
overslept on Mondays.’

Thus, there are several subject positions in ReNN (and Ngiamg em-
bedded clauses, and the various positions and their atst&abject inter-
pretations can be summarized as follows:

(18) Subject positions in ReNN embedded clauses witholt mevement:

v Subj 4mpig SANNSYNligvis/ Subjyycq Ofte v Subjyyeqr helt *Subj
probably often completely

The combination of the structural positions of adverbs inai@d the place-
ment of subjects relative to adverbs in (18) now providesréogeaphy of
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the available structural subject positions in Norwegianbj&cts that occur

in a low position, precedingelt ‘completely’ but followingofte ‘often,” are

in SpecAspP. Subjects in a mid-range position, precediftegput following
sannsynligvisprobably’ are in SpecTP. In both SpecAspP and SpecTP the
subject is associated with a weak reading. Now recall fro) {iat subjects
precedingall the adverbs in a clause are ambiguous between a strong and a
weak reading. | will assume that weak subjects precedingdalérbs occur

in SpecMoodP. Strong subjects, on the other hand, | takev® maved to an
even higher projection. In Adger (1993), strong subjeatslacated in AgrP,
whereas Kiss (1996) argues that they raise to a projectatrstie locates be-
tween the IP and the CP domain, ReferentialP (RefP) (cf. Mislor 2005).
Cardinaletti (2004) also assumes a fairly high positiorstosng subjects. She
employs the projection SubjP, which on her cartographyasighest projec-
tion in the inflectional domain. In the current approach letake relevant
projection for strong subjects to be FinP (cf. Rizzi’'s 199HtsCP analysis

in which FinP is the lowest projection in his CP-domain)lhe structural
positions of subjects are illustrated in (19).

(29) The structural positions of subjects:

[FinP SUDjstrong [Moodr SUBJWwear [P SUBjweak [Aspp SUBjwear [vp* SUb]

3.2.2 Thedistribution of subjects in clauses with verb move
ment

As mentioned in the introduction, ReNN optionally allowslvenovement in
non-V2 contexts such as embedded clauses (cf. Bentzen 2003a;c). In
clauses like those in (20)-(22), the finite verb may precedellow any given
adverb, and it may also intervene between various adverbs.

(20) ... ettersoman studentaannsynligviefte misforstod helt oppgaven.
as somestudentgrobably oftenmisunderst'complassign’t.the
(22) ... ettersoman studentaannsynligvisnisforstod ofte helt oppgaven.
as somestudentgprobably misunderst'dftencomplassign’t.the
(22) ... ettersoman studentamisforstod sannsynligvi®fte helt oppgaven.
as somestudentsnisunderst'corobably  oftencomplassign’t.the

‘... assome specific studenfgobably often completely misunderstood the
assignment.’

"Whether one assumes AgrP, RefP, SubjP, FinP, or some othjection, the important
point is that this is a projection high in the clausal struetu
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This gives us the following potential positions for verbghwmiespect to ad-
verbs in embedded clausés:

(23) The possible positions for finite verbs in ReNN embeddadses:

v'Verb z;, sannsynligvis/ Verb g;,, ofte v'Verb g;,, helt v'Verb piy,
probably often completely

This type of verb movement affects the distribution of satgen embed-
ded clauses in three ways. First of all, the order S V is st cannot
be reversed in ReNN embedded clauses with verb movemens. pEnhaps
sounds obvious, given that ReNN (like Norwegian) is an SM@lege, and
that the relevant embedded clauses are non-V2 contextednéexts in which
topicalization of a non-subject followed by subsequenjesttbverb inversion
is impossible). However, when taking a closer look at theeptyal subject
positions outlined in (18) in the above section, and the makverb posi-
tions given in (23), the strict S V order turns out to be somavdurprising.
(18) is repeated here as (24) for convenience.

(24) Subject positions in ReNN embedded clauses witholt revement:

v Subj 4mpig SANNSYNligvis/ Subjyycq Ofte v Subjyyeqr helt *Subj
probably often completely

As we have seen from (13) and (14), the subject may follow dudvéke
probablyor often whereas in sentences like (21) and (22) the verb may pre-
cede these adverbs. Thus, one might expect to be able to firaractions

in which these two possibilities cooccur, that is where thigject follows for
examplesannsynligvisprobably,” whereas the verb precedes this adverb, as
in (25). This is of course possible in non-subject-initid ¥lauses, as in
(1b). However, as illustrated in the ReNN examples in (Z8)(in non-V2
contexts all instances of such combinations are impossible

(25) ... Verb i;,, sannsynligvisSubjecty ... ofte helt ...
probably oftencompletely

(26) *... ettersonsannsynligvisnisforstod ofte nan studentahelt oppgaven.
as probably misunderst’dftensomestudents complassign’t.the

(27) *... ettersonmisforstod sannsynligvi®fte nan studentahelt oppgaven.
as misunderst'dorobably oftensomestudentscomplassign’t.the

8See Cinque 1999 for similar patterns of verbs and adverlialiarn.
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(28) *... ettersonmisforstod sannsynligviman studentaofte helt oppgaven.
as misunderst'dorobably somestudentsoftencomplassign’t.the

The order of the subject and the verb may not be reversed bytytpe of
verb movement (cf. also Svenonius 2005). This is actualgxpected, given
that both the subject and the verb in the examples in (26)¢28ur in posi-
tions where they are allowed in similar embedded contextss 3trict linear
ordering of the subject and the verb thus has to be accouoted f

A second observation is that verb movement forces the sutgecvery
high position in the clause. Not only must the subject alwasecede the
verb, but it turns out that the only available position fobjets in embedded
clauses with verb movement is a very high position, preagdlhadverbs. It
is important to note that this holds regardless of how highvirb has moved,;
even if the verb only moves past a low or a mid adverb, the stisjdl has
to precedeall adverbs in the clause. This is illustrated in (29)-(31) telo
In (29) and (30), the verb has moved past the low adbelb‘completely,
and in (31) past both the mid advedfte ‘often’ and the low adverthelt
In all these examples, the subject always has to precedaeladrlas, even
those preceding the moved verb. Subjects occurring in amgr giositions
yield ungrammatical results, and the only possible woremdh embedded
clauses with verb movement that contain three adverbs ase tshown in
(20)-(22).

(29) *... ettersonsannsynligviofte nan studentamisforstod helt oppgaven.
as probably oftensomestudentsmisunderst’complassign’t.the

(30) *... ettersonsannsynligviman studentaofte misforstod helt oppgaven.
as probably somestudentsoftenmisunderst’ccomplassign’t.the

(32) *... ettersonsannsynligviman studentamisforstod ofte helt oppgaven.
as probably somestudents misunderst'dftencomplassign’t.the

Finally, subjects in ReNN embedded non-V2 contexts wittbv@aove-
ment obligatorily receive a strong interpretation. This ¢teeen seen when
applying verb movement to the examples in (16)-(17). Theeda in which
the subject is most naturally interpreted with a weak regqdésist verb move-
ment. In (16), the subject had a non-specific reading, antlegpdrallel in
(32) shows, verb movement is not possible with this readirnigeosubject. On
the other hand, in (17) the subject received a strong reathirgyuch contexts,
verb movement is allowed, as illustrated in (33).
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(32) *Skolebussertok ofte langtid pamandagaettersomen av elevan
school.bus.théook oftenlong time on Mondaysas oneof pupils.the
forsov see typisk dendagen.

oversleptREFLtypically that day.the
‘The school bus often took a long time on Mondays, as one prpither

typically overslept that day.’

(33) Leereren matte snakkemed et foreldrepar ettersomen av elevan
teacherthemust talk  with a parent.pair as one of pupils.the
forsov sae typisk pamandaga.

oversleptREFLtypically on Mondays
‘The teacher had to talk to some parents as one (specific) pugically

overslept on Mondays.’

This yields the following positions available for subjertfReNN embedded
clauses with verb movement:

(34) Subject positions in ReNN embedded clauses with venement:

v Subj 4mpig SANNsynligvis Subj ofte *Subj helt *Subj
probably often completely

In the next two sections | will propose an analysis of theaasisubject
and verb positions in ReNN embedded clauses (section 3i@pfavhy verb
movement restricts the distribution of subjects (secti@h.3

3.3 EPP satisfaction and predication

There are strong indications that Norwegian has an EPPréathich re-
quires an overt subject or expletive somewhere in the cldngsen-presentational
constructions the subject meets this requirement, as &) (3owever, when

the thematic subject has remained in a low (postverbal}ipasan overt ex-
pletive is needed, as shown in (35b)-(35c¢).

(35) a. Noenkatter har veertpakjgkkenet. (Nor.)

somecats havebeenonkitchen.the
‘Some cats have been in the kitchen.’

b. *(Det) har veertnoenkatterpakjgkkenet.

therehavebeensomecats onkitchen.the

‘There have been some cats in the kitchen.’

c. Idag har *(det) veertnoenkatterpakjokkenet.
todayhave therebeensomecats onkitchen.the
‘Today there have been some cats in the kitchen.’
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Several people have tried to eliminate the EPP altogetloeexample Boeckx
(2000), Grohmann et al. (2000), and BoSko{2002) all argue that the effects
generally attributed to the EPP can be explained throughatipas that take
place in the syntax independently. In particular, they ajgest that the EPP
is reducible to Nominative Case licensing and that it sheluld be excluded
as a separate principle. In clauses like (35b)-(35c), théetixe would then be
required in order to “transfer” Nominative Case to the theawubject. How-
ever, in Norwegian the requirement of an overt subject oletixe appears
to be independent of Nominative Case licensing. In for eXarmppersonal
passive constructions there is no thematic subject. &tilexpletive is always
required in such clauses, as illustrated in (36).

(36) a. *(Det) danses pafesten. (Nor.)
it dance.PASSn party.the
‘There is dancing at the party.’
b. Péfesten danses  *(det).
on party.thedance.PASS it
‘At the party there is dancing.’

Furthermore, expletives are necessary in small clause$3ika), where there
is no Nominative Case to be licensed, and there is also naecdhplgent.
Case-based approaches to the EPP treat such examples bgtaugthat the
verbhgre‘hear’ has Accusative Case that it needs to assign someydiae
that this is why the expletive is needed in (37a). Howevewasee in (37b),
the complement of ‘hear’ may be a PP, in which case the verb dodicense
Accusative Case anywhere. Thus, attributing the preseinite @xpletive in
(37a) to Case licensing (Nominative or Accusative) doessaem correct.

9Fretheim 1977 points out that referential pronai@but not expletivedetmay be right-
dislocated, as in (ia). If an extraposed pronoun is adde@7a)( as in (ib), we would have
to be referring to whatever it is that is coming down from tbefr Note that in (ib) what
is referred to has to be a neuter noun, li&enet ‘the tower.” However, (37a) could also be
uttered when for example talking about snow coming down fthenroof. Then it is clear
thatdetis used as an expletive. This is so because the Norwegianfaosthow,sng is a
masculine noun, and then the appropriate referential pnom@uld beden notdet which is
the neuter form of the pronoun. ((ia) is based on FretheinY 196)

(0 a. Deter ei katt somvil inn, *detggp.
it is a cat whowantsin it
b. Detrastefra taket, det.
thatfell fromroof.thethat
‘That (e.g. the tower) fell from the roof.
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(37) a. Jedharte *(det) rasefra taket. (Nor.)
| heard it fall fromroof.the
‘| heard something coming down from the roof!’
b. Jeghgrte pahan.
I heardonhim
| listened to him.

From the above examples it is clear that Norwegian has an EfRre-
ment independently of Nominative Case licensing. Howeternot obvious
that this EPP feature is associated with a specific projedti@ for exam-
ple TP. Recall from subsection 3.2.1 that subjects may appeafairly low
position in the clause in Norwegian. In particular, they ni@jow adverbs
that are merged below TP, suchdadte ‘often,’ as was illustrated in (14), here
repeated as (39). Haeberli (1999) argues that in langudgeSérman, Yid-
dish, Dutch, and Frisian there is an empty expletive presten the subject
occurs in a low position. Support for this comes from the thet these lan-
guages in general license null expletives, as in (38) (fraaebérli 1999:11).

(38) ... dasgro Uberall getanztwurde. (Germ.)
that everywheralancedwas
‘... that people danced everywhere.’

However, as we saw in examples like (35c) and (36b), Norwediees not li-
cense null expletives, so Haeberli’s (1999) analysis dflemges like German
does not seem to be compatible with Norwegian, as he alsdspoirt. Thus
SpecTP remains empty in clauses like (39).

(39) ... ettersorsannsynligviofte nan studentahelt misforstod oppgaven.
as probably oftensomestudents complmisunderst'dassign’t.the

‘... as some students or other probably often completelyingisrstood the
assignment.’

In this section | will argue that the EPP is linked to predichtensing.
The predicate is licensed by having its specifier positidedjland the ways
in which this may be accomplished in ReNN will provide an agador the
flexible positions of subjects and of verbs in embedded elswus

3.3.1 The EPP as predicate licensing

Several people have linked the EPP to various types of lisgmsquirements.
Heycock (1994) argues that certain projections need a cuijan expletive
in their specifier for predicate licensing. In her approdaré may be several
layers of predication in the clause. At each layer, the peadimust predicate
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over something in order to be licensed, and this is accomgi®y providing
the predicate with a subject. In particular, Heycock sutgydsat all j-V]
maximal projections may be predicates. Thus both VP and éRaken to
be predicates, and consequently both these projectiomsansebject in this
approach?

Along similar lines, both Afarli and Eide (2000) and Kiss () con-
nect the EPP and predication. Afarli and Eide (2000) intoeda predication
operator that turns syntactic elements into predicates Specifier of this
operator, SpecPredP, must be provided with a subject irr dod¢he predi-
cate to be saturated, or licensed. According to Kiss (2G@&2)ments express
predication and such statements must contain a subjeqtiorabpredication.
Kiss (2002) argues that the traditional EPP in fact corredpdo two require-
ments. In addition to the ‘topic of predication’ requirerhethere is also a
(separate) requirement for a grammatical subject. Theseréguirements
are often subsumed under one requirement. In subject-pesrhianguages
like English, the topic of predication is normally represehby the subject,
thus the subject will satisfy both requirements. HowevessK2002) shows
that for a topic-prominent language like Hungarian, the tlemot necessar-
ily coincide. In Hungarian, the topic of predication can hiner the most
prominent argument in the clause, which is not necessdrdystibject, or a
phonologically unexpressed event variable. Thus, theestibjay satisfy the
requirement for a grammatical subject, while another agnunsatisfies the
‘topic of predication’ requirement.

| here adopt the view that the EPP involves predicate licgnslLet us
assume that a predicate is headed by a head X carrying thedd&red].
This predicate needs to predicate over something, andgataah is licensed
by providing a ‘topic of predication’ in the specifier of X..4. Furthermore,
| suggest that the position of this [Pred] feature is flexildad it may be
associated with various projections in Norwegian, astitatsd in (40).

(40) Potential positions for [Pred] in Norwegian:
[7100ap MOO ([ pyeqpy [ SANNSYNliQVITP T (preq)) [ Oft€[aspr ASP{preapy [ NEIt[vp...

The specifier of the head carrying [Pred] will be filled in artie license the
predicate. However, there are various ways of accomplisthiis. Alexiadou
and Anagnostopoulou (1998) proposed that the EPP may ditheatisfied
by an XP moving to SpecTP, or by arf Xhoving to T. Expanding on this
proposal, Biberauer and Richards (2006) suggest a fourtypemjogy of EPP

Opotentially also CP is a predicate, which is relevant for \6atexts involving V-to-C
movement. The issue of CPs as predicates will not be disddise®er in the current paper.
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satisfaction. Focussing on the Germanic languages, thygyedhat the con-
stituent that values T's EPP feature may vary from languadartguage in
terms of both itssourceand itssize With respect to the source, they follow
Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (1998) in assuming that T prajpe either
the [D] feature on the subject in SpecvP, or the [D] featungressed on the
verb in languages with rich agreement morphology. In addjtihey suggest
the element being probed in some languages may pied-pipghbke vP to
SpecTP. This gives them a four-way typology of EPP-satigfa¢from Bib-
erauer and Richards 2006:42). | will adopt parts of this lygwin accounting
for the differences between Norwegian and ReNN verb plaoéme

(42) Typology of EPP(T)-satisfaction:

Probe [D]-on-Vf Probe [D] in outer SpecvP
—pied-pipe vP Head-raising Greel Spec-raisingEnglish MSg
+pied-pipe vP Head-pied-pipingGerman Icelandig Spec-pied-pipingAfrikaans Faroese¢

3.3.2 Aunified account of flexible subjects and flexible verbs

Based on Biberauer and Richards (2006) | suggest that @atétids licensed
by X(p,eq) attracting an element carrying the feature [D]. In Norwegihis
feature is present on the subject, and ReNN shows optignalit respect to
whether the subject moves alone to the specifier;pf, or whether it pied-
pipes the whole VP to this position. Optionality with redpiecpied-piping

is not uncommon. In for example Norwegiam-questions, thevh-element

is attracted by a [Q] feature in a projection high in the ckautn cases of
complexwh-constituents, thavh-element may either move on its own, as in
(42a), or pied-pipe the whole projection it is part of, as4l).

(42) a. Hvalikerdu [pp t; slagsbgker]? (Nor.)
whatlike you kind books

b. [pp Hva slagsbgker]; liker du t;?
whatkind books like you
‘What kind of books do you like’

As we will see in this section, assuming that the subjecomgatlily pied-pipes
the vP when it moves to license predication can account for the flexible
positions of subjects in clauses without verb movement hadléxible posi-
tions of verbs in clauses with verb movement. | argue hertetigavays both
subjects and verbs may intervene between various adveubddahow from

the same basic operation of predicate licensing.
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Let us first look at the cases without verb movement. Reaathfsection
3.2.1 that subjects may precede or follow almost any adwetbspt the very
low ones likecompletely which they obligatorily precede. This was illus-
trated in (12)-(15), here repeated as (43)-(46).

(43) ... ettersomoenstudentersannsynligviofte helt misforstod oppgaven.
as somestudents probably oftencomplmisunderst'cassign’t.the

I. ‘... as some (specific) students probably often compfet@sunderstood
the assignment.’
ii. ‘... as some students or other probably often completeilyunderstood
the assignment.’

(44) ... ettersorsannsynligvisioenstudenterofte helt misforstod oppgaven.
as probably somestudents oftencomplmisunderst’dassign’t.the
(45) ... ettersorsannsynligviofte noenstudenterhelt misforstod oppgaven.
as probably oftensomestudents complmisunderst'dassign't.the

‘... as some students or other probably often completelyntisrstood the
assignment.’

(46) *... ettersonsannsynligviofte helt noenstudentermisforstod oppgaven.
as probably  oftencomplsomestudents misunderst’dassign’t.the

In these clauses, predication is licensed throughsttex-raisingmode
introduced in Biberauer and Richards (2006). The head icayiye [Pred]
feature probes the categorial [D] feature on the subjecpat®P. The subject
then raises alone to the specifier of the relevant head. Tin@uggpossibili-
ties are illustrated in (47)-(49). In (47), predication ssaciated with a low
projection, AspP. The subject then moves to SpecAspP tade¢he predi-
cate. In this position it will precede adverbs likelt ‘completely, but follow
sannsynligvisprobably’ andofte ‘often,” as in (45). In (48), predication is
associated with TP, and the subject then moves to SpecTéetesk the pred-
icate. Here it will precede botbfte andhelt, but follow sannsynligvisas in
(44). Finally, in (49) predication is associated with Mopdid when the sub-
ject moves to SpecMoodP, it ends up in a position precediraglaérbs in the
clause, as in (43).

(47) [Pred] in AspP:
[7ooap Mood [sannsynligvigrp T [ ofte[4spp Subj; ASpp,cq) [ elt[vp t; ...

(48) [Pred]in TP:
[7ooar Mood [ sannsynligvigrp Subj; Tp,cq [ Ofte[aspp ti Asp [helt[,p t; ...
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(49) [Pred] in MoodP:
[Mooap Subj; Mood|p,.q [ sannsynligvigrp t; T [ ofte[aspp t; Asp [helt[,p t; ...

The tree in (50) illustrates the full derivation of prededicensing through
spec-raising when the [Pred] feature is associated withdvigelding the
word order in (43).

(50) MoodP

DP
nan

Mood p,. AdvP
studenta (Pred]

sannsynligvis TP

t
PPOF adve
PN
ofte  AspP
tDﬁ\
Agr AdvP
/\
helt vP
tDQ\
\Y VP

misforstdr ~ V oppgaven

Recall that (43) was ambiguous between a strong and a wedkgealn
section 3.3.1 | suggested that the weak reading occurs leesubject sits in
SpecMoodP whereas the strong reading is licensed on thecsuja higher
projection, FinP. Thus, specific subjects obligatorily mée SpecFinP to get
their strong reading licensed. In clauses without verb muam it is therefore
not entirely clear where the [Pred] feature in the IP domaitocated; in
any case predication will be licensed by the subject as teiment moves
through the various intermediate specifier positions omvéyg to SpecFinP.
(51) illustrates the derivation of (43) on the strong subjeading.

(51) Strong subjects always move to FinP:

[Finp SUbj; Fin [a00ap ti Mood [sannsynligvigrp t; T [ofte[aq,p t; Asp [helt[,p t; ...

Now let us turn to clauses with verb movement. In section23,& saw
that the finite verb may precede or follow any adverb in ReNNoedded
non-V2 contexts. This was illustrated in (20)-(22), hegeated as (52)-(54).

(52) ... ettersoman studentaannsynligviofte misforstod helt oppgaven.
as somestudentprobably oftenmisunderst’ccomplassign’t.the
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(53) ... ettersoman studentaannsynligvisnisforstod ofte helt oppgaven.
as somestudentgrobably misunderst'dftencomplassign’t.the
(54) ... ettersoman studentamisforstod sannsynligviefte helt oppgaven.
as somestudentsnisunderst’drobably oftencomplassign’t.the

‘... assome specific studenfgobably often completely misunderstood the
assignment.’

| suggest here that these verb placement patterns are tie oEthe same
operation as the subject placement patterns just discusaattly predicate
licensing. However, in these cases, predicate licensiagiemplished in an
alternative way. In the spec-raising mode, the subject malene to the rele-
vant specifier position to license the predicate. OptignpHedicate licensing
in ReNN can occur through thepec-pied-pipingnode introduced in Biber-
auer and Richards (2006). Then, the subject in SpecvP pesd-the whole
vP when it moves to license [Pred], as illustrated in (5%)}5

(55) [Pred] in AspP:
[Mooar Mood [ sannsynligvigrp T [ ofte[aspp [ VP ]i ASpipreq [ hEItE; ...

(56) [Pred] in TP:
[7ooap Mood [ sannsynligvi§rp [ VP ]i T(pyeq) [ Ofte[aspp ti ASp [heltt; ...

(57) [Pred] in MoodP:
[Mooar [ VP ]i M0Od|p,.cq [ SaNNsynligvi§rp t; T [ ofte[4s,p t; Asp [heltt; ...

When the whole vP is pied-piped along to SpecAspP to licdpisl] in AspP,
as in (55), the verb will end up in a position preceding lowexths likehelt
‘completely,” but following higher adverbs likeannsynligvisprobably’ and
ofte ‘often.” This yields the word order in (52). In (56) the whol® has
been pied-piped to SpecTP to license predication there. thewerb will
precede botlofte andhelt but follow sannsynligvisas in (53). Finally, when
the [Pred] feature is associated with MoodP and the wholesyited-piped
along to SpecMoodP, the verb will precede all adverbs in thase, as in
(54).

Note that although the whole vP is pied-piped to a higherifpeonly the
subject and the verb are visible in this higher position.thartype of phrasal
movement | propose an operation of copying and partial belétspired by
Fanselow an€avar (2002) and Hinterhélzl (2002). In this approach, tRe v
is copied in the specifier of a higher projection. Followinigathsky (2000;
2001) I take vP to constitute a phase, but following Lega@®® | assume
that all main verbs project a phase. In phase-based ap@m®aciy theedge
of a phase is available to operations outside of this phdsie.ig stated in the
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Phase Impenetrability ConditiofPIC) where the highest specifier and head
constitute the edge of the phase (from Chomsky 2000:122):

(58) Phase Impenetrability Condition (PIC)
‘In a phasea with head H, the domain of H is not accessible to operations
outsideq, but only H and its edge.’

The effects of the PIC are derived if as soon as the vP phasanpleted,
its non-edge material is sent off to spell-out. This matewid therefore be
pronounced in the base position, and at the point when vPp®ddo the
higher specifier position, only its edge is visible. In th@abexamples, this
means that the objecppgaventhe assignment’ will be pronounced in the
lower copy, whereas the subject and the verb are availablgrémunciation
in the higher copy (as we will see in the next section, theesttbg actually
forced to move to an even higher projection for Case licapnsgasons; we
will return to this shortly). This is illustrated in (59), whe the [Pred] feature
is associated with TP and the subject pied-pipes the whote @pecTP.

(59) MoodP
ﬁ\Ava

sannsynl|gV|s

T[Pred AdvP
oP /\
AspP

nan
studenta

mlsfo rstar %Leﬁpgavm tup

Asp AdvP
helt vP
: P/>\
e v VP
| A

misferstar  V oppgaven

In this derivation the verb is thus pied-piped to SpecTP @loith the subject,
and will consequently precede adverbs ldfeen as in example (53) above.
Thus verb movement effects in ReNN are explained as theti@fdhle subject
pied-piping the whole vP when moving to license the predicébee Bentzen



106 CHAPTER 3. SUBJECT POSITIONS AND VERB MOVEMENT

2007c for a more detailed discussion of this approach togalhraovement}

As we have seen in this section, the flexibility with respecstbject
placement in Norwegian embedded clauses in general as svigledlexibil-
ity of verb placement in ReNN embedded clauses can be aadot by
the same operation, namely predicate licensing. | haveosexpthat predica-
tion may be associated with various projections, and thedipate licensing
can be accomplished in two ways in ReNN. The spec-raisingopivhere
the subject moves alone to the specifier of the projectioryicay [Pred], is
responsible for the various positions of subjects found amigian embed-
ded clauses without verb movement. In the spec-pied-pipitign the whole
VP is pied-piped to the relevant specifier position, andylekls the various
positions of the verb in ReNN clauses with verb movement.

Furthermore, this approach to predicate licensing prevadeaccount for
one of the three observations made in section 3.2.2, narmelfatt that the
subject always has to precede the verb when there is verbmemte even
though independently it may occur in a position lower thanttrget position
of this verb movement. This is now expected, as VP movemehD&move-
ment never will take place as two separate operations. Rakhenovement
is a variant of DP movement in which the DP pied-pipes the @&l Thus,
when there is verb movement, the subject and the verb mowthegand
consequently, their internal order will not be altered.

The two other observations made in section 3.2.2, nametyttibasubject
obligatorily precedes all adverbs and that it is obligdyastrong when there
is verb movement still need to be accounted for. This is tpectof the next
section.

3.4 Nominative Case licensing

In this section | discuss how Nominative Case is licensedutjests in Nor-
wegian. | will argue that this can be accomplished in two waytker through
Moveor throughAgree and that the latter operation is sensitive to certain lo-
cality conditions.

Note that the spelled-out material is not always left in.siar example, it is possible to
topicalize a DP containing a CP, bringing the CP along, a$).iriThus, the partial deletion
effect seen above might be a special property of movememt fiitase edges.

0] [pp Det[cp at datamaskinehkraesjet]lhaddehanikke hart. (Nor.)
that thatcomputer.thecrashed had he not heard
‘He hadn’t heard about the fact that the computer crashed.
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In Pesetsky and Torrego (2001), Nominative Case is takere tanbun-
interpretable tense featureT() on the subject (from Pesetsky and Torrego
2001:361):

(60) The nature of nominative case
Nominative case isT on D.

They furthermore suggest that in English the nominative ®Rtiracted to
SpecTP by T’s uninterpretabtefeatures. In SpecTP the DR may be
deleted. However, C also hasi@ feature, which needs to be deleted. This
is accomplished either by moving T to C (head movement) or bying the
nominative DP to SpecCP. Pesetsky and Torrego (2001) algiealéleted
features do not disappear until the end ofale(cf. a phase), and therefore a
nominative DP that has already hadufsfeature deleted in SpecTP is able to
deleteuT on C in SpecCP as well. Here, | will also relate nominative&im
an uninterpretable “verbal” feature on the DP subject, butlifollow Holm-
berg and Platzack (1995) in assuming that the relevantreauiniteness.
Holmberg and Platzack (1995) argue that finiteness (thef] [operator) is
associated with C rather than with | in V2 languages. Adaptins view to
the split CP approach assumed here, | propose that the méjenagection for
finiteness is FinP. | thus take subjects to have an uninteiple finiteness
feature, which is licensed by the matchiign in FinP, thereby providing the
subject with Nominative Case.

As we saw in section 3.2.1, the subject may remain in a verydosi-
tion in Norwegian. How is Nominative Case then licensed fifeimP to the
subject? | assume ChomskygireeModel (Chomsky 2000) and propose an
approach to Case licensing based on Wurmbrand (2006). draffproach,
Nominative Case licensing can be accomplished in two wayse @ption
is that the subject moves to SpecFinP, and thus Nominatige 3dicensed
directly through a spec-head relation in FinP, as illusttah (61). Alterna-
tively, the subject may enter into an Agree relation with i, and thus
receives Nominative Case without moving to SpecFinP, a2 (

(61) Move of Subj, i) to SpecFif g, P:

[Finp SUBLuFin] FiNirin) [M100ap ti [TP i [aspp i [P

(62) Agree between Finp;,,) and Subj, piy,):

[FinP FIn[sz} [J\/[oodP SUblqun] [TP SUquFm} [AspP SUquFm} [vP t;

Agree is subject to certain locality conditions (Chomsk@@0Chomsky
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2001). First of all, the subject needs to be in an appropteality domain

in order to receive Nominative Case from FinP. In Holmberd &tatzack
(1995), the subject has to be in a position in which it is goedrby C. In

the more recent approaches, the locality domain is oftemeifin terms of
phases (cf. Chomsky 2001). According to the PIC (cf. (58prabe cannot

see across a phase boundary when searching for an appeapoglt it can
only probe a goal that is located within its own phase, or atdtige of the
next phase dowi On the assumption that (at least) vP and CP are phases,
the subject consequently has to be (at least) at the edge oPHphase to be
able to enter into an Agree relation with Ejn,;.

Another locality condition for Agree concerns the effectimtiervening
elements (cf. Rizzi 1990). For an Agree relation to be esthbt between
Fin; i, @and the subject, nothing else that potentially could enteran Agree
relation with Fin; ;) may intervene between this projection and the subject.
In cases of such intervention, Agree is blocked and then Native Case
licensing through Move is the only option (cf. also Bobahikd Wurmbrand
2005 and Lidz and Williams 2002; 2005).

According to Holmberg and Platzack (199%)H], uFin here, is both an
abstract marker for Nominative Case and for finiteness. Agasted above,
uFin on subjects expresses Nominative Case. However, | asan@euFin
to be present on v. In Norwegian non-V2 contexts, where the dees
not move all the way to FinP, thaFin feature on v thus has to be licensed
through Agree. Adger (2003) proposes an analysis of Engdishe mark-
ing along these lines. In his approach T has an interpretehke featureT,
whereas v has an uninterpretable tense feailirén English, main verbs do
not move, and Adger (2003) argues tb&ton v is valued through agreement
and feature-sharing withl in TP. In Norwegian, verbs are not marked for
agreement, but they are marked for finiteness, with eitheesent or a past
tense morphem#®. In clauses without verb movement, the verb remains in a
low position but enters into an agreement relation Witim in FinP and thus
has its features valuad situin the same way that Adger (2003) outlines for
English. The featureFin on v is shared by v’s projection, that is the vP (cf.
among others Pesetsky and Torrego 2001). We then Wlaveon both vP
and on the subject in SpecvP. Thus, if the subject were toiremside the
VP, Agree between Fis;,,) and the subject is arguably blocked. This is so
because when Fjg;, probes down the structure for a potential goal, it will
see [uFin] on VP first, and then Kjn,, and VR, r;,,) will enter into Agree,

12See however Boskowito appear for an argument that Agree is not constrained dy th
PIC.

Bpresent tense igr in Standard Norwegian andor -() in ReNN; past tense for the major
verb classes isstand-te/-dein Standard Norwegian and and-te/-dein ReNN.
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leaving the subject without Case, as illustrated in (63).

(63) Agree between Finp;,,) and Subyj, r,,) blocked byuFin on vP:

[Fz'nP Fm[zen] [MoodP Mood [TP T [AspP Asp [UP[upm] SUblqun] V[qun]
*

The subject in SpecvP and v are of course in a spec-headorela one
might think that once VRr;,;, and thus y,z;,, has entered into an Agree rela-
tion with Fin;r;, to have finiteness licensed, the subject would haveFits
feature licensed through a spec-head relation with v. Hewdvhere take
spec-head relations to be relevant when the specifier isedergthe struc-
ture. At the point in the derivation when the subject and wrf@r spec-head
relation, Fin;p;, has not been merged yet, and when;frip is merged and
establishes Agree with vi;,,, the subject and v presumably cannot create a
new spec-head relation to hawin on the subject licensed from i, via
Viurin)- Thus, | propose that all nominative subjects have to mov@bthe
VP in order to get their case licensed. With these backgrassdmptions on
Nominative Case licensing laid out, let us return to the Naian examples,
starting with clauses without verb movement.

3.4.1 Spec-raising and Case licensing

As we saw in the previous section, the subject in such clagses through
spec-raising to either SpecAspP, SpecTP, or SpecMoodRlar tw license
predication. In either of these specifier positions, thgexibs able to enter
into an Agree relation with Fi);,,), and may thus receive Nominative Case
without moving to SpecFinP, as illustrated in (64).
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(64) FinpP

FiNirin MoodP

DP[H§>\
|

Mood AdvP

nan
studenta
sannsynligvis TP

DPW§>\
| T

| AdvP
nan
studenta
ofte AspP

DP[u/>\
|

AsP AdvP
nan
studenta helt VP Fin)

top

ViuFin] VP
| ——

misforstdr v oppgaven

As discussed above, Nominative Case licensing through Nékes place
(i) if the subject has independent reasons to move to Specaird/or (ii) if
Agree fails. In clauses without verb movement, Case licenirough Agree
is always available for weak subjects given that the suljjast moved out
of the vP for predicate licensing. Strong subjects, howelrave an inde-
pendent reason to move to SpecFinP. As mentioned aboves thakstrong
interpretation of subjects to be licensed by FinP, cf. (AEX us assume that
a strong reading is expressed by the featliop on the subject being licensed
by the matchingiTop on Fin. In clauses with strong subjects, Case licensing
will therefore be accomplished through Move as a consequehthie subject
moving to SpecFinP anyway, as shown in (65).
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(65) FinP

DP[uFim\

l Fin[ipin’uTop] MoodP
nan

studenta tpp

Mood AdvP

sannsynligvis TP

tDQ\

T AdvP

N

ofte AspP

tDP/>\

Asp AdvP

S

helt VP[’LLFi7L]

top
I —

ViuFin] VP

misforstar ~ V oppgaven

So, in clauses without verb movement, Nominative Case siognthrough
Agree is the default, and Move is only employed if the subfed indepen-
dent reasons to move, such as interpretable featuresTtipe

3.4.2 Spec-pied-piping blocks Case licensing through Agee

In clauses with verb movement, on the other hand, Nomin&ase licens-

ing through Agree is arguably not available. As mentionesdume that the
uFin feature on the v head projects onto the phrasal levelAsRvas illus-
trated in (63), a subject that has remained inside vP camiet ato Agree
with Finj;z;,,) because of this; theFin feature on vP will act as an intervener
between Fipg;, and the subject in SpecvP. In subsection 3.3.2 | outlined an
analysis of verb movement in terms of phrasal movement wthere/hole vP

is copied into a higher specifier projection. In such casessubject is in the
specifier of the moved vP, and again Agree betweenFinand the subject
will be blocked byuFin on vP, as indicated by the starred arrow in (66) below.
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(66) FinP

Finirin)  MoodP
Mood  AdvP

P

sannsynligvis TP

*
VP[uF’in]
T[P'l‘ed] AdvP
/\
DP[uF’in] ofte AspP

l ViuFin] VP
tndant . =/ p
studenta  misforstdr  V-eppgaven Asp AdvP
helt VP[’LLFi7L]
DP
Han ViuFin] VP
Studenta | _

misforstar  V oppgaven

Thus, Nominative Case licensing through Agree is not anoopth embed-
ded clauses with verb movement, and a subject inside a mdveddill/not
be able to get Case. Above | argued that Case licensing thrivioye only
occurs when the subject has independent reasons to moved&i8p. When
the subject pied-pipes the whole vP to license the preditatd be trapped
inside this vP unless it has independent reasons to move sonte higher
projection. In the position inside vP the subject will not @ase, and con-
squently, the derivation will crash, as in (66) above. Hosveif the subject
has a feature like for exampi&op, it will move to SpecFinP independently
of Case licensing, as shown in (67).
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(67) FinP

DP[uFin,iTop]
nan Fin[ipin’uTop] MoodP

studenta />\

Mood AdvP

sannsynl|gV|s

/>{r ed] AdVP
fte AspP

V['u,F'Ln] />\

mlsforstar *LGI&BQMW Asp AdvP
/\

helt VP[’LLFi7L]

A
misferstar  V oppgaven

Here again the subject has pied-piped the whole vP when iestavSpecTP

to license the predicate. As we saw in (66), when the subgeetins inside
the vP, the derivation crashes as the subject does not get Ca&7), how-
ever, the subject has the featiifep and therefore moves to SpecFinP anyway
to license the strong interpretation. Thus Nominative Gabeensed for free,

so to speak, because of the topic movement of the subject.

Assuming this analysis of Nominative Case licensing, we mawve a
way of accounting for the second and third observationsewraeg how verb
movement constrains the distribution of subjects. Thersgobservation was
the fact that subjects have to precedeadverbs in the clause when there is
verb movement, even if the verb only has moved across sonte@dverbs
in the clause. This now follows as Case licensing througheagds blocked
when the subject remains inside the moved VP. Instead, thiectuhas to
move all the way to SpecFinP to get Nominative Case. In thsstjom it will
naturally precede all adverbs in the clause. The third elasien concerned
the interpretation of the subject. When there is verb movenmethe clause,
only the strong reading of a subject is available. This atdlmds from the
Case licensing analysis outlined in this section. Givemh ¢imdy Case licens-
ing through Move is available in clauses with verb movemant that only
subjects with independent reasons to move can perform plesaton, only
strong subject will be able to get Case in such clauses.
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3.5 Concluding remarks

In this paper | have discussed the positions of subjects m\id contexts
in Norwegian. Using adverbs as a diagnostic, it was illusttahat subjects
may occur in several different positions in such claused,that the various
positions are linked to the interpretation of the subjecealsubjects may
precede or follow any adverb, whereas strong subjects ltapeecede all
the adverbs in the clause. Regional Northern Norwegian {Retlows verb
movement in these non-V2 contexts, and this kind of verb mmre was
shown to affect the distribution of subjects in three dgfarways: (i) the
subject has to precede the verb, although lower positianailable in the
absence of verb movement, (ii) the subject is forced to pleeamy adverb in
the clause, and (iii) the subject obligatorily receivesrargj interpretation.

The flexible positioning of both subjects and of verbs in ReM$ given
a unified account in terms of predicate licensing. | have pseg that Norwe-
gian has an EPP feature, [Pred], which may be associatedsaiiibhus heads
in the structure. A predicate with the feature [Pred] isi®&ed by having its
specifier filled by an element carrying the feature [D]. Thiejsat carries this
feature, and may thus be attracted thro&grec-raisingo the specifier po-
sition of X;p,.qP. This is what happens in clauses without verb movement.
Based on Biberauer and Richards (2006), | furthermore sigd¢hat predi-
cate licensing in ReNN optionally could be accomplishedtighSpec-pied-
piping, where the subject would pied-pipe the whole VP to the sgeaifi
XipreqP. This yields the effect of verb movement. The fact that \radve-
ment cannot cross the subject now follows because verb maviasmanalysed
as pied-piping, where the subject pied-pipes the vP, coinigithe verb, when
it moves for predicate licensing.

The other two ways in which verb movement influences suhjémtsing
them to a high position, and forcing them to be strong, are @ssequences
of verb movement being analysed as vP pied-piping. | sugdekat subjects
in general cannot get Nominative Case from iy, through Agree if they
have remained inside the vP. The reason for this is that hetlsubject and
the verb carry the feature [uFin]. As the features of the wdhae shared
by its projection, [uFin] on vP will block Agree between Ej»,; and a sub-
ject inside vP. When the subject has moved to some higheifigpgmsition
through Spec-raising, it may enter into Agree withif;, and thus receive
Nominative Case without moving all the way to SpecFinP. Hmvevhen the
subject has pied-piped the whole vP to some higher spectstipn, Agree
between Fipg;,) and the subject is again blocked by [uFin] on vP. Thus, the
subject is forced to move out of the vP in order to get its Ceeemsed. This
explains why the subject occurs in a very high position, edany all ad-
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verbs, when there is verb movement: it has to move to get Gdeeiever,
only subjects that have some independent feature that neep licensed
can perform this movement. Here it was shown that subjedtstive feature
[iTop] needed to move to SpecFinP to get a strong readingdieg. Conse-
guently, these are the only types of subjects that are alglettGase in clauses
with verb movement. Weak subjects will be stuck in the vP tizat moved to
some specifier position, and inside the vP they cannot getihadive Case.
Hence, the derivation will crash.

Thus, we have seen that predicate licensing provides a drafieount
for the flexibility of the position of subjects in Norwegiam general, and of
the position of verbs in ReNN. Furthermore, the restrictigarb movement
imposes on the distribution of subjects follow from the camation of verb
movement analysed as vP pied-piping and the approach tordine Case
licensing outlined here.
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Chapter 4

Rethinking Scandinavian verb

movement

Anna-Lena Wiklund, Gunnar Hrafn
Hrafnbjargarson, Kristine Bentzen, and borbjorg
Hroarsdottir

4.1 Introduction

The standard assumption in studies of Scandinavian syasbohg been that
Icelandic exhibits obligatory verb movement to the inflentil domain (V-

to-1 movement) independently of verb second (V2), whereasmMdgian and

the other Mainland Scandinavian languages do not allow gexdhmovement
(see e.g. Roberts 1985, Kosmeijer 1986, Vikner 1995b, Biélzadd Thrains-

son 1998, Rohrbacher 1999, Bobaljik 2002b, and referentagtherein):

(1) a. Jegret [hvorforHedda{*kjgper} ofte {kjgper}sko]. (No.)
| know why Hedda buys often buys shoes
b. Egveit [af hverjuHedda{kaupir} oft {*kaupir} skd]. (lc.)
I know why Hedda buys often buys shoes
‘I know why Hedda often buys shoes.’

1For comments and discussion, we would like to thank Klaud#\esgrimur Angantys-
son, @ystein Nilsen, Maire Noonan, Christer Platzack, iP&tenonius, Jystein Alexander
Vangsnes, Susi Wurmbrand, three reviewers for JCGL, antkaces at the CASTL collo-
quium (University of Tromsg, May 2006), the ScanDiaSyn @risleeting (Solf, June 2006),
and Grammatikseminariet (Lunds Universitet, October 2006

119
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New data, however, challenge the traditional view. BentZ805; 2007a)
demonstrates that verb movement in non-V2 contexts, suh) as possible
rather than impossible in Regional Northern Norwegianetied (henceforth
ReNN), see (2a), and Angantysson (2001) shows that verb mmavieisop-

tional rather than obligatory in the same contexts in varietieselandic, cf.
(2b)2

(2) a. /Avet [kofferho Hedda{kjope} ofte {kjgpe}sko]. (ReNN)
I know why sheHedda buys often buys shoes

b. Egveit [af hverjuHedda{kaupir} oft {kaupir} sk6]. (IC.var)
| know why  Hedda buys often buys shoes
‘I know why Hedda often buys shoes.’

Taking these data into consideration, one could proposgeRibEN and (va-
rieties of) Icelandic both display optional independertbM-movement. In

this paper, however, we present facts suggesting that thgdvib movements
are not of the same type. Whereas there is ample evidenc&é&NiXl dis-

plays optional verb movement to the inflectional domain, eliglence for
such movement in Icelandic turns out to be weaker than puslyassumed.
We are led to claim that Icelandic has no independent vertemewt to the
inflectional domain. Rather, all verb movement targets tRed@main of the
clause.

(3)  Hypothesis 1:
Regional Northern Norwegian displays optional indepehdéto-I
movement.

4) Hypothesis 2:
Icelandic does not display independent V-to- movemehveab move-
ment is to the CP domain.

2Regional Northern Norwegian (ReNN) refers to various NemthNorwegian dialects,
from the Salten region in the South to Alta in the North. Theéisdects behave in a similar
way with respect to the phenomena discussed here. Note yvboviieat ReNN does not in-
clude the dialect spoken in the city of Tromsg, which diffdightly from the other Northern
dialects with respect to verb placement in embedded nonévizexts, see Bentzen 2007a.
The ReNN data, based on a survey, are rendered in an apptexitiaéectal orthography
throughout the paper. One of the authors (KB) is a nativelsread this dialect. lg/gr refers
to a variety spoken by the two Icelandic authors of this pg@étH and PH). Note that all
of the Icelandic data presented here (except the data aingehe correlation between verb
movement an@d ‘that/to’ in section 2.2) are in accordance with data prasly discussed
in the literature (see e.g. Hrafnbjargarson 2004) and datected by Porbjérg Hréarsdottir
and Halldér Armann Sigurdsson in 1992.
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We will explore a remnant movement approach to verb movenvéhenever
the verb appears displaced from its base position, thisisabult of phrasal
movement rather than head movement, see among others KoaomlaSz-
abolcsi (2000), Mahajan (2003), Nilsen (2003), and MUIg04). We argue
that movement corresponding to V-to-1 and V-to-C in tramhtl frameworks
differ not only regarding the target domain of movement bsib aegarding
the amount of material pied-piped. Verb movement to the IRala of the
clause involves movement of a remnant vP containing only#ére. Verb
movement to the CP domain, in contrast, involves movemeiat @mnant
XP containing the verb and exactly one specifier (see Nil<g82Mduller
2004). It will become clear that the specifier is always th@est in non-V2
clauses and that our analysis correctly predicts diffexsrietween the two
verb movements. Below, we present the basic structure weres$or the
Scandinavian clause.

4.2 The basic structure of the Scandinavian clause

We adopt the split-CP domain in (5), based on Rizzi (1997),H6lmberg
and Platzack (2005) and Hrafnbjargarson (2004; 2006).

(5) The Scandinavian CP domain®

ForceP

Force TopP

| /\
ad/at

specific Top/
subject

Top FinP

Fin IP domain

In addition to ForceP, the projection which we assume hbstedmplemen-
tizer @din Icelandic andat in Norwegian), the CP domain contains (at least)
two other projections: A Topic Phrase and a Finiteness Rhréke former,
we assume, is responsible for a specific reading of the diiljaereas a non-
specific reading of the subject is assigned in Spec, TP (efstilong and weak
readings of Milsark 1977).

3Throughoutthe paper, non-overt specifier positions arénehided in the tree structures
for reasons of space.

4See Nilsen 1997 and Svenonius 2002 on the distribution ohgtand weak subjects
with respect to adverbs.
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In order for the subject to receive an interpretation, it ttasove to (or
through) one of these two positions: Spec, TP (non-speafickpec, TopP
(specific). A non-specific subject may move further to Spgchrand Spec,FinP.
In these positions, it retains the non-specific readingloahg standard as-
sumptions, higher adverbs are located above TP, where&s bmverbs are
located between TP and vP (cf. Cinque 1999).

(6) The Scandinavian IP domain:

NegP

NEG AgrP
Agr AdvP
probably
non-specific
subject /////“\\\\\
T AdvP
usually

subject
/////\\\\\

In certain varieties of Scandinavian (including ReNN),bsgmay precede
higher adverbs but not negation in non-V2 contexts. The dagmest that
negation acts as a blocker for verb movement within the IPalorof the
clause. Although not crucial for the main claims made here,therefore
propose that negation is merged above AgrP, leaving thelplityopen that
its location may not be as fixed as we assume, cf. Cinque (1988en
(2003), and Svenonius (2007):

(7) NegP > AgrP > High Adv(s) > TP > Low Adv(s)

We will elaborate on the predictions that we make by assurthiegabove
clause structure as we proceed. Before introducing theaetedata, we
present the contexts which allow us to identify verb movernetependently
of V2, namely non-V2 contexts.
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4.3 Verb placement in non-V2 contexts

In the introduction, we put forward the rather controvdrgigposal that
ReNN displays optional independent verb movement to theiRain, whereas
Icelandic does not. Our claim is that all verb movement iridiodic is to the
CP domain. Note first that the order where the verb precedesrlasl and
negation cannot as such be taken as an indication of indepéwmdrb move-
ment to the IP domain. This is so because all Scandinaviagukges are
V2 languages, meaning that the finite verb always sits inéicersd position
in main clauses, preceding all adverbs and negation. Meredavwill not
suffice to look at embedded clauses in general to identifgpeddent V-to-|
movement, since V2 is allowed in some of these (see e.g. Vik9@5b). This
is typically the case fothat-clauses embedded under so-called bridge verbs
(say, believe, see, knoetc.), see (8a). Such clauses also allow topicaliza-
tion of a non-subject, accompanied by subject-verb inearss in (8b). This
means that verb movement to the CP domain is possible in thesses, and
therefore that they cannot be used as diagostics for indiepeverb move-
ment to the IP domain.

(8) a. Jegret [at Perhar ikke sagtdettil noen]. (No.)
| know thatPerhasnot saidit to anyone
‘| know that Per hasn't told anyone.’
b. Hansa [at slikebgkerville barna hansneppelese].
he said thatsuchbookswouldchildrenhis hardlyread
‘He said that such books would his children hardly read.

In order to identify independent V-to-| movement, we therefneed to look
at non-V2 contexts, i.e. contexts in which topicalizatidracnon-subject is
impossible. Such environments include embeddbajuestions, (9a), rela-
tive clauses, (9b), and certain embedded adverbial cldesgsconditionals,
concessions, and clauses of purpose and reason?, (9c).

(9) a. *Jegvet [hvorforsko kjgperHeddaofte]. (No.)
|  know why shoesuys Heddaoften

b. *De [sompakino garregelmessigirengerikke TV.
those thaton cinemago regularly need not TV

5See Julien 2006 and Bentzen et al. 2007b on the distribufiembedded V2 in Scandi-
navian.

60ther contexts that resist V2 are e.g. complements to nouththat-clauses in initial
position.
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c. *...[ettersonoppgaven leverte noenstudentesannsynligvis].
as assignment.thieanded.irsomestudentsprobably

As the above examples show, topicalization of a non-subjetis an un-
grammatical result, excluding an analysis of such clausderms of tradi-
tional V2. This means that if we still find the word order in whithe verb
precedes adverbs and negation in such clauses, we haviéiédiesn instance
of verb movement that is independent of V2. Below, we willeak closer
look at the availability of verb movement in non-V2 contextsReNN and
Icelandic.

4.3.1 Regional Northern Norwegian

Norwegian, along with the other Mainland Scandinavian legygs, is gen-
erally assumed not to allow verb movement across adverbsiegation in
non-V2 contexts. This is indeed the case for many Norwegiaecs. How-
ever, Bentzen (2005; 2007a) has shown that in ReNN, finite maibs and
auxiliaries may either precede or follow adverbs in non-\¢atexts, regard-
less of whether the adverb is high or low in the structure ¢émmts of the
Cinque 1999 hierarchy):

(20) a. /vet kofferho Hedda{kjope} ofte {kjgpe}sko. (ReNN)
I knowwhy sheHedda buys often buys shoes
‘I know why Hedda often buys shoes.’
b. Demsom{gar} regelmessiggar} pakino trengikke TV.
thosethat go regularly go oncinemaneednot TV
‘Those who regularly go to the cinema, don't need a TV.

c. ... ettersorman studenta{levere} sannsynligvis {levere}
as somestudents hand.in probably hand.in
oppgaven.

assignment.the
‘... as some students probably hand in the assignment.’

What is crucial in the above examples is that the verb mayeplethe ad-
verbs. However, verbs may not occur in front of negation:

(11) ... ettersoman studentd*leverte} ikke {leverte} oppgaven. (ReNN)
as somestudents handed.imot handed.irassignment.the
‘... as some students didn’t hand in the assignment.’

The verb movement pattern found in the finite non-V2 contektsve is also
observed in non-finite clauses. In control infinitives, tiegbymay either pre-
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cede or follow adverbs, (12a), but has to follow negatio@pi1

(12) a. Hopregvdea {komme}oftere {komme}tidsnokpaskolen.
shetried to come often.er come in.timeonschool.the

‘She tried to be in time for school more often.’ (ReNN)
b. Hopravdea {*komme} ikke {komme} farrseintpaskolen.
shetried to come not come too late onschool.the

‘She tried to not be to late for school.

Similarly, the verb may either precede or follow adverbs @MEinfinitives
but again it obligatorily follows negatioh:

(13) a. Amistenktenanfarrd {ha} allerede{ha} sett denfilmen.
| suspectetlimfor to havealready haveseerthatfilm.the
‘| suspected him of already having seen that film. (ReNN)
b. Amistenktehanfarrd {*ha} ikke {ha} sett denfilmen.
| suspectethimfor to havenot haveseenthatfilm.the
‘| suspected him of not having seen that film.’

On the standard assumption that adverbs sucbftasoften’, allerede‘al-
ready’,regelmessi¢regularly’, andsannsynligvisprobably’ are merged out-
side of vP, the order where the verb precedes these advexbtfies verb
movement out of the vP domain. The ban on verb movement aceggdion
in ReNN non-V2 contexts indicates that the relevant verb enmant is not
to the CP domain of the clause. Further evidence comes frenfatit that
the verb may intervene between higher and lower adverbg1€@e In this
position, the verb is undoubtedly within the IP domain.

(24) ... ettersondem {levere} sannsynligvis{levere} ofte {levere}
as they hand.inprobably hand.inoften hand.in
oppgava. (ReNN)

assignments
‘... as they probably often hand in assignments.’

Thus, our hypothesis 1, repeated below, is supported byrtipgrieal find-
ings:

"The fact that the subject of an infinitive embedded undistenkesuspect’ can be an
expletive shows that we are dealing with an ECM infinitive:

0] / mistenkedet  farra regneofte her. (ReNN)
| suspect EXPLfor torain oftenhere
‘| suspect that it often rains here.’
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(15) Hypothesis 1 supported
Regional Northern Norwegian displays optional independéto-|
movement.

4.3.2 Icelandic

We now turn to Icelandic, which on standard assumptions ssirasd to
have obligatory verb movement in non-V2 contexts. This deid true for
some embedded clauses, as exemplified by the embaddgdestion in (16),
where the verb obligatorily precedes the advalttaf ‘always’. The verb is
therefore assumed to have moved out of vP. Since it may ncegecthe
subject and since topicalization of a non-subject is imjdes e this environ-
ment, verb movement has been claimed to target the IP domairer than
the CP domain of the clause.

(16) Hanrspurdihvort ad hun{hefdi} alltaf {*hefdi} sungidfalskt.
he askedwhethethatshe had always had sung out.of.tune

‘He asked whether she had always sung out of tune.’ (Ic.)

Recently however, the standard view has been challengeghrysson (2001)
has shown that varieties of Icelandic haysionalverb movement in non-Vv2

contexts similar to those illustrated for ReNN in the premicection (see
also Hrafnbjargarson 2004). Some relevant examples imglvegation are

shown in (17§

a7 a. Egveit hvadamyndJon{hefur} ekki {hefur} séd. (IC.var)

I  knowwhichfilm Jén has not has seen
‘I know which film J6n has not seen.’

b. Egveit umeinabok semJon{hefur} ekki {hefur} lesid.
| knowof one bookthatJén has not has read
‘I know of one book that Jén has not read.’

c. ... fyrsteinhverjirstidentafskiludu} ekki{skiludu} verkefnum.

as some students handed.imot handed.irassignments

‘... as some students did not hand in the assignments.’

8The examples in (17a-b) are based on Angantysson 2001. hattthe verb type (main
or auxiliary) does not influence grammaticality judgmemtghe Icelandic data discussed
here. However, for certain speakers of Icelandic the leagththe type of subject affect the
verb movement pattern. These speakers allow the absenedgxafvovement when the subject
is a pronoun or more than disyllabic. We will not discuss fhigher, but see Angantysson
2001.
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As illustrated in (17), verb movement is optional in embetidaestions, rel-
ative clauses, and adverbial clauses in varieties of ldetamhe word order
where the verb follows sentential adverbs and negation Waady noticed
in Smari (1920).

Taking the above data into consideration one could progagddelandic
displays optional rather than obligatory independent V-toovement just
like ReNN. As we will show there are reasons to believe thistiginot the
case. We will be led to propose that all verb movement in haditais to
the CP domain. We present two main pieces of evidence focthisi. The
first concerns the relative order of verbs and adverbs/iegafhe second
concerns the position of the verb in non-finite clauses.

If verb movement is all the way to the CP domain, we predidtttmaverb
must precede all adverbs and negation. When the verb doesavet, on the
other hand, it must follow all adverbs and negation. Thigljmtéon is borne
out?

(18) a. Hannspurdihvort hun hefdi sennilegaekki oft  sungid
he asked whethershe had probably not often sung
falskt. (|C.Var)
out.of.tune

b. *Hann spurdihvort  hun sennilegahefdi ekki oft  sungid
he asked whethershe probably had not often sung
falskt.
out.of.tune

c. *Hann spurdihvort  han sennilegaekki hefdi oft  sungid
he asked whethershe probably not had often sung
falskt.
out.of.tune

d. Hannspurdihvort hun sennilegaekki oft hefdi sungid
he asked whethershe probably not oftenhad sung
falskt.

out.of.tune
‘He asked whether she hadn’t probably often sung out of tune.

The verb may move to the left of all adverbs and negation,)(1&at may

stay in situ and thereby follow all adverbs and negationd}18hese are the
only two options for the verb in Icelandic, cf. (18b, c). Indkense Icelandic
differs from ReNN, where, as noted above, the verb can iaten\between

9Note that the word order in (18a) is the only option in staddaelandic.
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higher and lower adverbs.

The second piece of evidence concerns non-finite clausastingtwith
ECM infinitives, we assume that these lack a CP domain, as é&s jro-
posed for other languages (see e.g. Hiroyuki 2001, AdgeB,280d ref-
erences included there). As shown in (19), topicalizat®nat possible in
these clauses, nor is the complementegithat/to’, see (20).

(29) a. Hannaldi  hanasyngjai sturtunni medhéarri raust. (Ic.)
he believedher sing inshower.thavith high voice

b. *Hanntaldi  medharri raust syngjahanai sturtunni.
he Dbelievedwith high voicesing her in shower.the
‘He believed her to be singing in the shower in a loud voice.’

(20) Hanntaldi  {* ad} hana{* ad} syngjai sturtunni. (Ic.)
he believed to her to sing inshower.the

Note that adverbs and negation are possible in Icelandic Ef@fiMtives, see
Hrafnbjargarson (2004) and Christensen (2005). Hence|Rh#omain is
present in these (for the same conclusion about Swediskyigfund 2007).
Crucially, however, the verb has to follow adverbs and riegath ECM in-
finitives, see (21) and (22.

(21) Egtaldi  hann{*hafa} ekki {hafa} sungidi sturtunni. (Ic.)
| believechim  have not have sung in shower.the
‘| believed him not to have sung in the shower.’

(22) Hanntaldi  hana{*syngja} alltaf {syngja}i sturtunni. (Ic.)
he believedher sing always sing in shower.the
‘He believed her to always sing in the shower.’

°That the negation is within the embedded clause is evidem fihe relative order of
indefinite objects and the negation. As can be seen in (idgfiimite objects do not undergo
Object Shift. Thus, the order where negation follows theobin (ib) cannot be the result of
Object Shift in the main clause. Therefore, the negatioarms to the embedded clause.

() a.  Vio sjaum{*pingmenn} ekki {pingmenn}hjélai vinnunaa hverjumdegi.
we see  MPs not MPs bike towork oneach day
(Ic.)
‘We don’t see MPs bike to work every day.’
b. Vidoteljum pingmenrekki lesa baekura hverjumdegi.
we consideMPs not readbooksoneach day
‘We consider MPs to not read books every day.
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Note that the verb has to follow even very low adverbs (loviemntalltaf
‘always’). While this lack of verb movement is predicted amr @roposal, it
is unexpected on the standard V-to-I analysis of Icelandic.

Turning to control infinitives, these include a CP domainjclihcan be
seen from the obligatory presenceadf'that/to’ in (23). As seenin (24), verb
movement is required past all sentential adverbs and regati

(23) Hunreyndi*(ad) komaekki alltaf & réttumtimai skoélann.
she tried to comenot alwaysonright timein school.the
‘She tried to not always be on time in school. (Ic)

(24) Hunreyndiad {koma} ekki {*koma} alltaf {*koma} a réttum
she tried to come not come always come on right
timai skoélann. (Ic.)
timein school.the
‘She tried to not always be on time in school.

Again, note that the Icelandic verb movement differs froat found in ReNN
in that it does not occur in ECM infinitives. Furthermore,l&elic but not
ReNN verb movement crosses negation in control infinitiiégse data con-
stitute strong support in favor of taking verb movement igldadic to always
involve movement to the CP domain rather than to the infleelidomain of
the clause. Let us make the logic of the argument explicitMEGfinitives
contain an inflectional domain, as is evident from the polsitof includ-
ing adverbs and negation in such clauses. Still, verb mouemeot avail-
able. This indicates that Icelandic does not have indep#nd¢o-1 move-
ment. When the CP domain is missing, the verb must stay in aiguably
because verb movement, when it occurs, always targets ¢inisid of the
clause. Thus, the Icelandic verb movement in traditionalx@ contexts is
not the same as the verb movement we find in similar conteXReMN.

An additional piece of evidence is relatedad ‘that/to’. A closer look at
some varieties of Icelandic shows that the overt realimadi@dis contingent
on verb movement. When there is verb movemaadis optional; when there
is no verb movemengdis impossible'!

(25) a. Hanrspurdihvort (ad) hanhefdialltaf sungidfalskt.
he askedwhether thatshehad alwayssung out.of.tune

This turns out to be the opposite of the pattern found in Gerwlaere verb movement
into the CP domain and the presence of the complementisstthat’ are in complementary
distribution.
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b. Hannspurdihvort (*ad) hunalltaf hefdisungidfalskt.
he askedwhether thatshealwayshad sung out.of.tune
‘He asked whether she always had sung out of tune.’ (Ic.)

(26) a. Pbadar i sturtunni sem(ad) hunhafdialltaf sungidfalskt.
it wasinshower.the¢hat thatshehad alwayssung out.of.tune
b. Padvar i sturtunni sem(*ad) huan alltaf hafdi sungid
it wasin showerthethat that she alwayshad sung
falskt.

out.of.tune
‘It was in the shower that she had always sung out of tune.’

Examples (25a) and (26a) show tlakis optional when there is verb move-
ment in embedded questions and relative clauses, resplgctiVhen there is
no verb movemengdis obligatorily absent, see (25b) and (26b).

This fact again undermines the standard analysis of vertement in Ice-
landic as targeting the IP domain of the clause but favorptésent proposal.
Given that verb movement is to the CP domain, it is an expegotagibility
that it interacts with the spell-out of the complementiz@n the basis of the
above facts, we consider hypothesis 2 supported:

(27)  Hypothesis 2 supported
Icelandic does not display independent V-to-l movemerityaib
movement is to the CP domain.

Before we present more detailed analyses of verb movemdreMN and
Icelandic that capture the facts presented above, we bdesityss the conse-
guences of these facts for the Rich Agreement Hypothesis.

4.3.3 The Rich Agreement Hypothesis

The new data presented here weaken the Rich Agreement Hgie{RAH),
which proposes a correlation between the absense/presénah verbal
morphology and independent V-to-I movement (cf. Vikner 3199Bobaljik
and Thrainsson 1998, Rohrbacher 1999, Koeneman 2000, jioba02b).
There are two versions of the RAH. According to the strongdfbectional)
version of this hypothesis, a language has independeniweviement to the
inflectional domain if and only if there is sufficiently ‘rickierbal morphol-
ogy (Vikner 1995b and Rohrbacher 1999). This version ctiy@ccounts for
the standard languages as well as the Swedish dialect obf&rdLevander
1909) and the Norwegian dialect of Hallingdalen (Venas 18&7d Trosterud
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1989)1? Norwegian does not have sufficiently rich morphology andefoe

not independent V-to- movement. Icelandic has sufficienth morphology
and therefore independent V-to-l movement (in traditicaadlyses of this
verb movement):

(28) a. Jeget [hvorforHedda{*kjgper} ofte {kjgper}sko]. (No.)
|  know why Hedda buys often buys shoes

b. Egveit [af hverjuHedda{kaupir} oft {*kaupir} sko]. (Ic.)
|  know why Hedda buys often buys shoes
‘I know why Hedda often buys shoes.’

The strong version, however, does not account for the ReN&L dBhis is
so because ReNN, like standard Norwegian, displays ‘paatial morphol-
ogy, but still allows independent verb movement to the itiibe@l domain,
(29a). Faroese, the Norwegian dialect of Tromsg, and theliStvelialect of
Kronoby have also often been referred to in this connecser, Lockwood
(1977), Jonas (1996), Petersen (2000), Heycock et al. 2608 Thrainsson
et al. (2004) on Faroese, Iversen (1918) on the Tromsg tiaed Bobaljik
(2002b), Platzack and Holmberg (1989), Vikner (1995b), Alexiadou and
Fanselow (2002) on the Kronoby dialéét.In fact, our data are also prob-

12The dialect of Hallingdalen has distinctive number agrestmeut not person agree-
ment. The dialect does not have verb movement. Alvdalsmialebntrast, has distinctive
number/person agreement and has been claimed to displigygtay verb movement. Re-
cent investigations, however, show that verb movementti®bligatory in present day Alv-
dalsmalet, see (i) exemplifying a relative clause (from Miiki 2007). The dialect therefore
seems to pose a problem for the RAH. On verb movement andioegatlvdalsmalet, see
Garbacz 2006.

(0 An sagdnodh so an(add)older (add)sagdfor. (Alvdalsmaélet-Sw.)
he said somethinghathehad neverhad said before
‘He said something that he had never said before.’

3Note that the Kronoby example which is used in the literafiatzack and Holmberg
1989) involves dhat-clause with verb movement across negation:

(@ Heva bra et hantsofft int bootsen. (Kronoby-Sw.)
it wasgoodthathe boughtnotbook.the
‘It was good that he didn’t buy the book’

The example does not show unambiguous V-to-1 movement. hyr8aandinavian dialects,
topicalization as well as verb movement across negationssiple in exactly this context,
suggesting that it may involve embedded V2. Support for¢bimes from recent fieldwork,
where Kristine Bentzen has established that the Kronobgaiaoes not have verb move-
ment across negation in unambiguous non-V2 contexts, ssi@dmdedded questions, see
(iia). Nevertheless, verb movement across adverbs iskdessi such contexts, in parallel
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lematic for the weak (uni-directional) version of the cdaten proposed by
Bobaljik and Thrainsson (1998) and Bobaljik (2002b). Ors thérsion, rich
inflectional morphology implies verb movement to the infl@eal domain,
but not necessarily the other way around. This includes #gNRdata, but
it does not capture the optionality of verb movement foundaneties of
Icelandic, (29b).

(29) a. /et [kofferho Hedda{kjgpe} ofte {kjgpe}sko]. (ReNN.)
I know why sheHedda buys often buys shoes

b. Egveit [af hverjuHedda{kaupir} oft {kaupir} sk6]. (IC.var)
| know why  Hedda buys often buys shoes
‘I know why Hedda often buys shoes.’

Although we have shown that the original formulations of tberelation be-
tween rich inflection and verb movement cannot be maintaioeddata do
not exclude the possibility that there is such a correlati@mcially, however,
it seems to involve the CP domain, instead of the IP domaihetlause. We
will not elaborate on this in the current paper.

4.4 \erb movement as remnant movement

Traditionally, verb movement out of vP has been analysedeasl Imove-
ment of the verb to | (in case of V-to-l movement) or C (in case/a),
see e.g. Pollock (1989), Holmberg and Platzack (1995), akwky (1995b).
Recently, howevenremnant movemeritas been explored as an alternative
to head movement, see e.g. Hinterhdlzl (1997; 2006), Hdédtis (2001),
Koopman and Szabolcsi (2000), and Mahajan (2003). Remnaxément
refers to phrasal movement of a constituent from which nedtéias been
extracted prior to movement. Below, we propose that the fypes of verb

with ReNN, see (iib). We are indebted to Jan-Ola Ostman feoitthographic rendering of
the Kronoby-Swedish examples.

(i) a. On fostoo int fovaa an (*vila) int (vila) tjodp nyy
she understood not why he  wanted not wanted buy new
biil. (Kronoby-Sw.)
car

b. Onfdstoo int fovaaan(vila) satokalt (vila)  tjoopnyy biil.

sheunderstoodhotwhy he wantedsooften wantedbuy newcar
‘She did not understand why he wanted to by a new car so often.

These data do not change the problematic status of the Kyodiakect with regard to the
strong version of the RAH.
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movement encountered in ReNN and Icelandic translatewddypes of XP
movement which differ in amount of material pied-piped. tieh we propose
that the verb movement targeting the CP domain of the clauwseys pied-
pipes a specifier, whereas verb movement targeting the IRaidoimvolves
only one overt element, namely the verb.

Although an in-depth discussion of the potential advargagferemnant
movement over head movement approaches to verb movemeratdanpro-
vided here, we want to mention two issues. First, head morgmadich in
standard minimalism is viewed as a head-head adjunctioratpe, is coun-
tercyclic and therefore does not respect the Extension iGondoperations
must apply to the root of the tree), see Chomsky (1995; 20@&)jous pro-
posals have been made to solve this problem, e.g. the profhadehead
movement takes place in the PF component (Chomsky 2000hanefore is
not subject to conditions on cyclicity. Attempts have alset made to keep
head movement in “narrow syntax” by defining the operatiosunh a way
that it does extend the tree, see e.g. Matushansky (2006, e explore
remnant movement to derive the effects of verb movementalsEeremnant
movement is phrasal, it always applies at the root of the tree

Second, and more relevant for the current discussion, headment ap-
proaches to verb movement have been shown to run into preldeocounting
for cases where more than one verb have moved past sentahte&rbs, see
Bobaljik (1999), Svenonius (2002), Nilsen (2003), and Qiea(004) for dis-
cussion. The problem arises also for ReNN data, see Ber2@5):

(30) a. ... ettersorhanofte harspilt piano. (ReNN)
as he oftenhasplayedpiano
b. ... ettersonimanhar ofte spilt piano.
as he hasoftenplayedpiano
c. ... ettersoninanharspilt ofte piano.
as he hasplayedoftenpiano

‘... as he has often played the piano.

On the assumption that the adverb is merged above the peefectxiliary,
examples such as (30c) suggest that both verbs have crbssadverb. Ap-
plying head movement to both verbs would involve two stejrst,Rhe main
verb would have to cross the auxiliary and the adverb. Thenatixiliary
would have to move across the adverb and the main verb. Bdtiesé steps
are violations of the Head Movement Constraint (see Tra®81) as they in-
volve movement of one head across another. One alternatieassume that
the adverb is merged below the perfective auxiliary. Theg tive participle
has to move to derive (30c), but (30a) would have to involverentent of
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the adverb. In a tentative solution to this problem, Cincg@04) employs
multiple merging sites for adverbs depending on their prgation. Such a
solutionis problematic for the ReNN data since we would Ivedd to assume
at least two merging positions for each adverb. Furthermbignot imme-
diately clear that different surface positions of adverbReNN contribute to
different interpretations. We therefore propose that wadkrs like the one
in (30c) are derived via movement of a constituent contgibioth verbs. For
proposals along these lines, see Nilsen (2003) and Ber2o@a )24 We will
not return to cases of multiple verb movement. Although wenca exclude
that some version of head movement can account for the desamted here,
we explore remnant movement as an alternative to head mamieme

Before presenting our analyses, we provide some backgrassdmp-
tions. Starting with verb movement to the IP domain, our peab is partly
inspired by Mahajan (2003) and Biberauer and Richards (2008 suggest
that there are two ways of satisfying the EPP-feature of Eidies the option
of having the subject moving on its own to Spec, TP, we assinakesome
languages allow EPP-satisfaction by a vP in Spec, TP. Oneocg of the ar-
guments may have left vP prior to the relevant movement t@ 3> Both
ways of satisfying the EPP, we propose, are available in RahtNicelandic,
as well as in the other Scandinavian languages:

(31)  Satisfying EPP.

TP TP
S
subject T vP T
TN T
T vP T typ
—_
tsubject- -

Turning to verb movement to the CP domain, we follow Nilse@02) and
Madller (2004) in assuming that V2 is derived by fronting ajpation (labelled
Y P in Nilsen 2003) containing the finite verb and exactly orecgjer to the

40n our proposal, the derivation of (30b) does not involvecality violation for the fol-
lowing reason. Prior to movement of the vP containing thediauxiliary, the VP containing
the participle and the object has evacuated vP. We assumevtiauated constituents do not
induce locality effects because evacuation is not triggjesefeatures (cf. Miller 2004).

Swe acknowledge that evacuation of the kind applied in rerhmavement approaches
raises questions concerning triggers, targets, and orésegvation. These are left unan-
swered here, see Koopman and Szabolcsi 2000, Nilsen 200&ame 2005 for some dis-
cussion.
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CP domain of the clause:

(32)  Verb movement to the CP domain

CP

T

XP (04
R
specifier verb C

txp

Our analysis differs from that proposed by Nilsen (2003)hreé ways: (i)
Nilsen assumes thaiP attracts the topic (the element carrying a topic feature)
to its specifier position prior to movement in all V2 claus@s our analysis,
the precence oEP is restricted to cases involving fronting of non-subjects
In subject initial V2, a vP containing the subject and theovsrifronted to the
initial position. (ii) Rather than assumirigP to always be merged immedi-
ately above vP, we propose thaP is merged right above the element car-
rying [+Topic], attracting the [+Topic] element to its sjféer position. This
assumption immediately takes care of a problem for suchyaes] noted in
Biberauer and Roberts (2004). The problem concerns topatain of ad-
verbs merged in positions above the XP that is fronted inetlaggproaches,
where XP originates in a fixed position. (iii) Nilsen assurtiest the finite
verb is attracted t&.. This head movement is not necessary in our analysis.
Instead, we propose that the verb stays within vP and th&t m&vement
involves phrasal movement at all stages of the derivation.

4.4.1 An analysis of ReNN verb movement

On our proposal, the EPP-feature of T may be checked off relipenov-

ing the subject to Spec, TP or by moving a (remnant) vP to tbstion. In

clauses with no verb movement, the subject will move to Spgecheck-

ing the EPP-feature. It may either remain in this positionmmve on to

Spec,AgrP, Spec,FinP, or Spec,TopP, see (33). As we wilirsége next

section, Icelandic clauses without verb movement are aedlyn the same
way.
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(33) Embeddedwh-question without verb movement:

ForceP

T

koffer Forcé

T

Force TopP

{ho Heddg} .5, Top/

{ho Heddg} ,,,;; Fir’

/\

AgrP

/\

{ho Heddd} ,

gr
{ho Hed@\
/\

AdvP

/\
ofte vP

tsup; Kigpe sko

In clauses with independent verb movement to the inflectidamain, it is
the vP that moves to Spec, TP, checking the EPP-feature. Waduapt a
proposal made by Bentzen (2007a;c) that this involves mewtof a remnant
VP containingonly the verb in ReNN. All other material apart from the verb
must have been evacuated from the vP before it méves:

®In case of multiple verb movement, see (30c) above, we assbatearticiples may
pied-pipe along with the vP. Likewise, Object Shift is assdno be a result of pied-piping,
see section 4.4.3. Crucially, specifiers cannot be piedepighen XP movement targets the

IP domain of the clause.
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(34) ReNN embeddedvh-question with verb movement:
ForceP

koffer Forcé

Force TopP
{ho Heddg} ;. Top
/\
Top FinP
/\
toub; Fin’
/\
Fin  AgrP
/\
tsubj Agrl
Agr TP
VPi T
T~ TN
tsubj Kigpeton; T AdvP
ofte XP
tsubj YP
/\
Skoyp ti

Assuming that the relevant movement is relatively free iwithe boundaries
of IP, the analysis correctly predicts at least three ptssibsitions for the
verb in ReNN non-V2 contexts:

(35)  lagrp [vp ---V...] Adr[agyp sannsynligvistp [yp ..V..] T [agvp
ofte [yp ...V...]IlI

If the vP does not move, the verb will occur in its base positi@. following
lower adverbs\anligvis ‘usually’, ofte ‘often’, etc.). If the vP moves into
the IP domain of the clause, it targets Spec,TP. In this jposithe verb will
precede lower adverbs but follow higher adverksnsynligvisprobably’).
From Spec,TP, the vP may successively move on to Spec,Adr&ewthe
verb will precede higher adverbs:
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(36) ... ettersondem {levere} sannsynligvis{levere} ofte {levere}
as they hand.inprobably hand.inoften hand.in
oppgava. (ReNN)

assignments
‘... as they probably often hand in assignments.’

Crucially, the remnant vP may not move all the way up to the GRain
in ReNN non-V2 contexts, as such movement would entail veoliement
across negation:

(37) ... ettersordem{*levere} ikke {levere} ofte {levere} oppgava.
as they hand.innot hand.inoften hand.inassignments

‘... as they do not often hand in assignments.’ (ReNN)

This analysis makes the prediction that verb movement shiatgract with

subject interpretation, see Bentzen (2007c). Recall freatien 4.2 that we
assume two positions for subject interpretation: SpecgdrRafhon-specific
reading, and Spec, TopP for a specific reading. The subjsdibhaove to or
through one of these positions in order to get an interpogtatn embedded
clauses where there is no verb movement, both positionsvaitalale to the
subject, see (33). The subject first moves to Spec, TP, wheteecks the
EPP-feature and is assigned a non-specific reading. Fram, ihenay move
on to the higher projections Spec,AgrP and Spec,FinP. ketpesitions, the
subject retains its non-specific reading. If it moves allway to Spec, TopP,
however, it will receive a specific reading. In other wordsieg that both

Spec, TP and Spec,TopP are available to the subject, wetesget clauses
to be ambiguous with respect to subject interpretation. llastrated by the
two possible readings of (38), this expectation is met.

(38) ... ettersoman studentasannsynligvisevere oppgaven. (ReNN)
as somestudentsprobably hand.inassignment.the

I. ‘... as some specific students probably hand in the assghm

il. ‘... as some students or other probably hand in the assgg.’

In contrast, when there is verb movement, it is the remnanfceRtaining
only the verb) that moves to Spec,TP, checking the EPP+eailiT, see
(34). In this case, the subject is prohibited from moving pe STP:’ Con-
sequently, a non-specific reading is unavailable, and thgsuis forced to
move to Spec,TopP for assignment of interpretation. Inghistion, the sub-
ject receives a specific reading. Our prediction is thusith&eNN non-V2

"\We crucially assume that multiple specifiers are not avklab
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contexts with verb movement, the subject should be unambigly specific.
As shown in (39), this is borne out. The structure is giverdin) £

(39) ... ettersoman studentalevere sannsynligvisoppgaven. (ReNN)
as somestudentshand.inprobably assignment.the

I. ‘... as some specific students probably hand in the assghim

il. *'... as some students or other probably hand in the ass&nt.’

(40) ReNN vP movement to IP and subject interpretation:

ForceP
Force TopP
|
ettersom
nan studentay,;; Top
(specific) TN
Top FinP
Fin AgrP
VP Agr’
—_—
toun; leverety,; Agr AdvP
sannsynligvis TP
4 T
/\
T XP
/\
tsubj YP
/\

oppgaveny; ti

Next, we turn to our analysis of Icelandic verb movement in-M2 contexts.

4.4.2 An analysis of Icelandic verb movement

We have argued that verb movement to the IP domain is moveohantem-
nant vP containing only the verb; an analysis that capturesReNN data.
In contrast, we suggest that verb movement to the CP domamow@ment

BN ote that elements which generally refrain from being tepstich as negative quantifiers
and existential subjects, cannot co-occur with verb moveénihis again indicates that verb
movement requires strong subjects.
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of a remnant vP containing the verb and at least and at mosspeafier.
This analysis is based on the account of verb movement in M2 otauses
proposed by Nilsen (2003) and Miller (2004). In other worgspnant vP
movement to the CP domain always pied-pipes a specifier. nGhag topi-
calization is impossible in non-V2 contexts, as shown itieact.3, the pied-
piped element is always the subject in these contexts. Henazur proposal,
there are two types of remnant vP movement, differing ingapgsition and
in the amount of material pied-piped along with the verb:

(41)  Two types of remnant vP movement
Remnant vP movement to thié domain [yp tgyp; Verb]
Remnant vP movement to ti&P domain [,p Specifier Verb]

The first one corresponds to the verb movement identified MNR& he sec-
ond one corresponds to the verb movement identified in Idetaand as we
will see extends to subject initial V2 clauses in general.

Before proceeding with the details of Icelandic verb moveteote that
this proposal derives one more difference between ReNN ealdridic. In
case of verb movement, adjacency between the subject anérihés oblig-
atory in Icelandic but not required in ReNN, see e.g. (18) é&). The
relevant parts of the former are repeated below:

(42) ... hvort han{hefdi} sennilegd* hefdi} ekki{* hefdi} oft {hefdi}
whethershe had probably had not had often had
sungio ... (Ic.var)
sung

‘... whether she had not probably often had sung ...

Since there is no independent verb movement to the IP domdaoelandic
on our proposal, the vP (containing the verb and the subjesilbject initial
clauses) has to move all the way to the CP domain. On its waygthnant vP
moves through Spec, TP, checking the EPP-feature of T. Taitahle target
positions for the remnant vP in the CP domain are Spec,FidFSaec, TopP.
Therefore, Icelandic should differ from ReNN in not allogithe verb to
intervene between adverbs, nor between adverbs and negétsowe have
seen, this is correct.

Our analysis also makes the crucial prediction that Icetaskould dif-
fer from ReNN regarding available subject readings. Givet temnant vP
movement to the CP domain always pied-pipes the subjectrvicon-
texts, verb movement in Icelandic embedded clauses shotltbrce a spe-
cific subject reading. That is, since the vP containing bb#hgubject and
the verb moves through Spec,TP to check the EPP-featursutiject may



4.4. VERB MOVEMENT AS REMNANT MOVEMENT 141

receive a non-specific reading. Moving into the CP domamyt may move
either to Spec,FinP, or to Spec, TopP. In the former caseubject will retain
its non-specific reading. In the latter case, it will receavepecific interpre-
tation. Thus, non-V2 clauses with verb movement are preditd be am-
biguous with respect to subject interpretation in Icelandontrary to similar
clauses in ReNN, which only allow the specific subject intet@tion. This is
borne out:

(43) ... fyrsteinhverjir stadentarskiludu ekki svooft verkefnum. (Ioyar)
as some students handed.imot so oftenassignments
I. ‘... as some students or other probably usually handedssiga-
ments.’

il. ... as some specific students probably usually handedssign-
ments.’

The derivations for the different interpretations of (483 dlustrated in (44)
and (45), respectively.

(44) Icelandic vP movement to CP and non-specific subjects:
ForceP

Force TopP
[
fyrst
Top FinP

einhverjir stidentar skiludu t,y; /\

(non-specific) ekki AgrP

verkefnum, ; ti
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(45) Icelandic vP movement to CP and specific subjects:

ForceP

Force TopP
|
fyrst
vPi Top/
Top FinP
einhverjir stadentar skiludu t,,; /\
(specific) g NegP
ekki AgrP
ti Agr’
Agr TP
/\
ti T
/\
T AdvP
svo oft YP

verkefnumg,;  t;

To sum up, in ReNN, verb movement of the remnant vP to Spec dikesna
non-specific reading unavailable to the subject, since dibgest is not con-
tained within the remnant vP. In order to receive an integtien, the subject
is required to move to Spec, TopP, where a specific readirgsigreed. In Ice-
landic, there is no such requirement on the subject sinsgitid-piped along
with the verb through Spec, TP. Therefore, a non-specifidingas available
in Icelandic, also in non-V2 clauses with verb movement.

4.4.3 Two types of movement

We have provided an analysis of two types of verb movemeihowitany ref-
erence to head movement. Problems associated with headmaotéhere-
fore do not arise. In this sense, our analysis differs fropra@ches such as
the ones suggested in e.g. Nilsen (2003) and Biberauer ardlis (2006),
which make use of both remnant movement and head movemeaotooirat
for verb placement.

If our proposal is correct, verb movement to the CP domairagbain-
volves pied-piping of a specifier in contrast to verb moventerthe IP do-
main which never does. Although we will have to leave thisiiesting conse-
guence for future research and leave the many questiorartbatinanswered
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here, we believe that this difference between the two mowsmaay have to
do with the discourse related function of the CP domain, dsdx (2003).

Our proposal that verb movement is remnant movement opetieyjos-
sibility that other elements may be part of the same movenegt weak
pronouns. See Hroarsdaottir (2001) and Nilsen (2003) fotyaea of Object
Shift along these lines. This means that weak pronoun sbétadot exist.
The relevant elements cannot cross the verb because whatviagns vP
or a larger constituent, deriving Holmberg's Generalmat(see Holmberg
1986)1°

(46) a. [Hanlestetyy; ]j ikke bokayp; t (No.)
he read not book.the
‘He did not read the book.’
b. [Hanlesteden]; ikket;
he readit not
‘He did not read it

4.5 Verb second

The modified picture presented here calls for a rethinkinglieiged differ-
ences between V2 and non-V2 contexts. Under our analyssy embedded
clause in Icelandic is a potential V2 clause in accordantle what has pre-
viously been claimed for Icelandic (see e.g. RdgnvaldsswhThrainsson
1990, Johnson and Vikner 1994, and Vikner 1995b). In faetpiesent pro-
posal takes one further step in assuming that every embethlesk involving
verb movemenis a V2 clause in Icelandic (which has also been proposed by
Hrafnbjargarson 2004). This is so because the verb movetmanive find in
traditional non-V2 clauses in Icelandic is of the same tygptha one found in
V2 clauses, namely fronting of a remnant XP containing thie amd exactly
one specifier to the CP domain of the clause.

At this point, an obvious question is how our analysis cagsuhe differ-
ence between V2 and traditional non-V2 clauses. We will $omol Icelandic
in what follows but we believe that our analysis extends todluses in
Scandinavian in general (and possibly to all cases of V2gaRthat whereas
topicalization of objects and adjuncts is possible in V2teats, (47a) and
(47b), this is impossible in traditional non-V2 contexts,(@7c).

190bject Shift is impossible across any phonologically Mesibon-adjunct category c-
commanding the object position in the verb phrase, see Haignh999.
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47 a. Svonaské kaupirHeidasennilega. (Ic.)

such shoesuys Heidaprobably
‘Such shoes, Heida probably buys.’

b. Egveit [ad svonaské kaupirHeidasennilegal.
I know thatsuch shoeshuys Heidaprobably
‘I know that Heida probably buys such shoes.’

c. *Egspurdi[af hverjusvonasko kaupirHeidasennilegal.
| asked why such shoeshuys Heidaprobably

We propose that V2 clauses differ from traditional non-V@ugles in contain-
ing an additional TopP, i.e. OuterTopP, making topicai@abf constituents
other than the subject possiBfeThe crucial difference between OuterTopP,
on the one hand, and TopP and FinP, on the other hand, corberigpe
of remnant constituent licensed in these projections. TapiPFinP license
a remnant vP containing the verb along with the subject, 45) and (44),
whereas OuterTopP licenses a remnaRtcontaining the verb and one non-
subject specifier:

20A similar analysis has been argued for independently by Atygason 2006.
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(48)  Non-subject initial V2 clauses:

ForceP

Force OuterTopP
|
(ad)
EPJ- OuterTop
DP vP OuterTop TopP
svona skd, A
bj toup; Kaupir top; Heiday,,b; Top
(specific)
Top FinP
tsubj Fin’
Fin AgrP
tsubj Agrl
Agr AdvP
sennilega TP

supj T

T t

]

Importantly, our analysis predicts that both subject negslishould be
available in the presence of a topicalized object. This iémut in both
Norwegian and Icelandic:

(49) a. Pennandraug sau vist einhver bérn  oft. (Ic.)
this ghost sawapparentlysome childrenoften
‘Some [non-specific] children apparently saw this ghostroft
b. Pennandraug sau einhverbdrn  vist oft.
this ghost sawsome childrenapparentlyoften
I ‘Some [non-specific] children apparently saw this ghost
often.
ii.  ‘Some [specific] children apparently saw this ghost ofte

As the translations indicate, the examples in (49) may hédferent interpre-
tations, depending on the position of the subject. In (4@&agre the subject
follows the adverlvist‘apparently’, it must be situated in Spec, TP. In this po-
sition, it receives a non-specific reading. In (49b), whaeedubject precedes
this adverb, it is either in Spec,FinP (retaining its noeesfic reading) or in
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Spec,TopP where it receives a specific reading.

4.6 Summary

In this paper, we have put forth two hypotheses about verbemewt in Re-
gional Northern Norwegian (ReNN) and Icelandic:

(50)  Hypothesis 1
Regional Northern Norwegian displays optional independéto-|
movement.

(51) Hypothesis 2
Icelandic does not display independent V-to-l movemerityaib
movement is to the CP domain.

We have provided the following evidence in favor of these.RENN non-

V2 clauses (finite as well as non-finite), verbs may not cresgation, but
they may cross both higher and lower adverbs, as well asverterbetween
these. In Icelandic non-V2 clauses, the verb must precegatioa and all
adverbs if it moves. This movement is obligatory in contrdinitives (which

involve the CP domain) but impossible in ECM infinitives (wfilack the

CP domain). Moreover, verb movement interacts with the dempntizer in

some varieties.

Table 4.1:VVerb movement

ReNN Icelandicyar
NoN-VZ;,ite | (*V) Neg (V) Advy (V) Advy (V) | (V) Neg (*V) Advy (*V) Adv f, (V)
ECM (*V) Neg (V) Advy (V) Advy, (V) | (*V) Neg (*V) Adv 5 (*V) Adv , (V)
Control (*V) Neg (V) Advy (V) Advy (V) | (V) Neg (*V) Advy (*V) Adv  (*V)
C-Interaction No Yes

We have presented an analysis of these data in terms of re{Ramove-

ment. On our proposal, verb movement to the IP domain differs verb

movement to the CP domain in amount of material pied-pipgdfetb move-

ment to the IP domain involves movement of a remnant vP thigtaomtains
the verb. This is an option in ReNN but not in Icelandic. (igr¥ movement
to the CP domain always pied-pipes a specifier. This is aroogidth in

Icelandic and ReNN:
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(52)  Two types of remnant vP movement
Remnant vP movement to thié domain [yp tgypj Verb]
Remnant vP movement to ti&P domain [xp Specifier Verb]

The proposal correctly predicts an adjacency requirememiden the subject
and the verb in the latter type of verb movement. Moreoveriffardnce
between the two movements regarding interaction with slojéerpretation
becomes an expected possibility. Given that the subjedichegacuate from
a vP that targets the IP domain of the clause, it may compeketiag verb for
the same position(s).

Table 4.2:\erb movement and subjects in non-V2

ReNN Icelandicyar
Subject interpretation interaction | no interaction
Adjacency Subject - Verbnot required|  required

The difference between traditional non-V2 and V2 context®ants to the
presence of OuterTopP in the latter, making pied-pipingomi-subjects avail-
able.

The observation that Scandinavian non-V2 verb movementsdm (at
least) two types raises the question of how other languaigesagting verb
movement behave in this respect. The current trend of stgdyicrovaria-
tion will hopefully lead to answers to this question.
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Chapter 5
On the Force behind V2

Kristine Bentzen, Gunnar Hrafn
Hrafnbjargarson, Porbjérg Hroarsdottir, and
Anna-Lena Wiklund

5.1 Introduction

The common view of the Scandinavian languages has long besrte
Mainland Scandinavian languages and Faroese have limibedded verb
second (henceforth V2), while Icelandic has generalizeldezided V2, in the
sense that the V>Neg word order and non-subject topicalizas possible
under all kinds of predicates, see e.g. Vikner (1995b). O \tlew thus,
Icelandic constitutes an exception to the pattern obsearvéte other Scan-
dinavian languages, where the applicability of V2 seemsoiwetate with
illocutionary force. We will demonstrate that Icelandimémrms to the gen-
eral pattern. Clauses that are generally not compatible reitt phenomena
display restrictions on V2 also in Icelandic; topicalimatis either impossible
or marked in these environments.

Q) None of the Scandinavian languages display generaépeioedded
V2.

LAuthors are in alphabetical order. We are indebted to Viatabsalonsen, Kirsti Hansen,
and Zakaris Hansen for providing us with data from FaroesktarAsgrimur Angantys-
son, Halldér Armann Sigurdsson, and Theédora Anna Torfadot judgments of Icelandic
data. For comments and discussion we would like to thankl@arbleycock, Marit Julien,
Bjorn Lundquist, Christer Platzack, Ur Shlonsky, partaigs in the Left Periphery Seminar
(Tromsg), audiences at the NORMS workshop on verb moverReykfavik, January 2007),
and the CASTL colloquium (Tromsg, March 2007).

149
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Since Hooper and Thompson (1973), it has been known that thex con-

nection between the application of root phenomena in endxediduses and
assertion This has been discussed extensively for V2 in the Germanic |
guages, see e.g. Andersson (1975), Green (1976), den B&S(Er/1983),

Wechsler (1991), Holmberg and Platzack (1995), HeycocR§20and Julien

(2006). The relevant hypothesis may be loosely formulaseid §2)?2

(2)  The Assertion Hypothesis:
The more asserted (the less presupposed) the complemiat mspre
compatible it is with V2 (and other root phenomena).

The notion ofassertionhas been left vague in much of the relevant litera-
ture but may roughly be described as that illocutionarydondich has the
effect of making the addressee accept the content of arantterand take it
as part of the “common ground”. In this connection, two negidnave been
referred to in attempts to define contexts that support roenpmena: (i)
proposition(content of the assertion that may be questioned or denretl) a
(i) main assertior{the proposition whose truth is at stake in the discourse),
see e.g. Hooper and Thompson (1973). We will show that onlafant

of) the latter appears to correlate with the option of apmy2 in Faroese,
Icelandic, Norwegian, and Swedish; clauses that may sertleeamain point

of utterance (Simons 2007) are clauses where V2 is unrestriic all four of
the languages investigated.

3) Possibility of being main point of utteranee Possibility of display-
ing unrestricted V2

However, V2 may occur independently of such a reading of these and
vice versa. One important contribution of the present pap#ius the con-
clusion that there is no clear definition adsertiorthat discerns V2.

5.2 Embedded verb second

We apply two tests to identify embedded V2: Availability 6etword order
verbynite > Negationin subject-initial clauses, as in (4a), and availability of
non-subject topicalization, as in (4b). A corpus basediagpbn of the first

2The availability of embedded verb second has also beerdittkeridge verbsoriginally
referring to verbs that allow extraction from their compkmh At least for Scandinavian,
this description is incorrect on the original definition, ¥fkner 1995b:fn.7 and Julien 2006;
many verbs that allow extraction do not allow V2. “Bridgesieand its relation to V2 will
therefore not be discussed here.
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test has been carried out for Norwegian and Swettiahclauses, see Julien
(2006). The two options are illustrated by Swedish in (5)arrttie vertsaga

‘say’.

(4) a. He said that [Subje®tgj, Ned (Subject initial V2)
b. He said thatNlon-SubjectVE;j, Subject (Neg) _] (Non-subject
initial V2)
(5) a. Hansa att Lisahadeinte last boken. (Sw.)

he saidthatLisahad not readbook-the
b. Hansa att denhar boken hadeLisalast.
he saidthatthis herebook-thehad Lisaread

Example (6) shows the corresponding (standard) non-V2 watel in Swedish,
where the finite verb follows sentential negation in embeddauses.

(6) Hansa att Lisainte hadelast boken. (non-V2)
he saidthatLisanot had readbook-the

In Icelandic, the word order V>Neg is found also in contexkeve the same
word order is impossible in the Mainland Scandinavian laugs, e.g. Iin
embeddedvh-questions, see (7). Faroese has been noted to displayioaria
in this respect (Jonas 1996, Petersen 2000, Thrainsson 200 hrainsson
et al. 2004).

(7 a. Egveit [af hverjuHedda{les} ekki {*les} baekur]. (Ic.)
I know why Hedda readsnot  readsbooks

b. Jegvet [hvorforHedda{*leser} ikke {leser} bgker]. (No.)
I  know why Hedda reads not reads books

Since topicalization is impossible in these clauses (tbezecalled non-V2
clauses) across Scandinavian, Icelandic and varietiegmfeBe have been
claimed to display independent verb movement to the IP dowfdhe clause
(see e.g. Holmberg and Platzack 1995 and Vikner 1995b). ddmslusion
rests on the assumption that verb movement targets the CRidahthe
clause only in clauses where non-subject topicalizati@gsssibility. Thus,
on this view, the V>Neg word order is not necessarily a diagjodor verb
movement to the CP domain of the clause in Icelandic and Bar@nce this
word order is found also in non-V2 clauses), consequenttyneoessarily a
candidate for embedded root phenomena.

Recently, this background assumption has been questioeaiguments
have been provided against the traditional analysis oatat non-V2 verb
movement as being to the IP domain of the clause, see Wikluadl ¢o
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appear). A strong argument against the verb-to-IP anatysiserns ECM-
clauses. In these, verb movement is impossible in Icelaralien though
an inflectional domain is present (evidenced by the podsilaf inserting
adverbs):

(8)  Verbmatrix [EcM-infinitival (*verb) NEG (*verb) ADVverb]  (Ic.)

In this sense, ECM infinitives contrast with control infinés where verb
movement is obligatory. If control but not ECM infinitivesrdain the CP
domain of the clause, we capture the data by assuming thantte verb
movement always targets the CP domain of the clause:

(9)  Verbmatrix [control infinitival Verb NEG (*verb) ADV (*verb)]  (Ic.)

Likewise in finite non-V2 clauses, the verb can never inteeeetween nega-
tion and sentential adverbs. Thus, there is an adjacencyremgent between
the subject and the verb in non-V2 clauses with verb moverhent

(10)  VerBmatrix [non-v2 clausesubject (*XP) verb] (Ic.)

These are therefore suspiciously similar to subjectahi2 clauses. The
latter have convincingly been argued to involve verb disphaent to the CP
domain rather than the IP domain of the clause, see van Grbsyexk and
Haegeman (2007):

(11)  Verbmatrix [v2 clausesubject (*XP) verb]

Summing up, whenever there is verb movement in Icelandeyérb must
move to a position above all elements in the IP domain. Ewiddor verb
movement targeting the IP domain of the clause is therefassiny. On the
basis of the above facts, we take the V>Neg word order to bagndstic for
displacement of the verb to the CP domain of the clause, thrusmbedded
V2, also in Icelandié.

30n the possibility of leaving the verb low/in situ in Icelaadon-V2 environments, see
Wiklund et al. to appear.

“4In the spirit of Wiklund et al. to appeanpn-V2clause is a misnomer for e.g. embedded
wh-questions in Icelandic. These are clauses that do not sujgmicalization across Scan-
dinavian, however, they are compatible with subject@hiti2 in Icelandic and varieties of
Faroese.
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5.3 The distribution of embedded V2

Following many of our predecessors (Andersson 1975, Mgau004; 2006,
Julien 2006), we will make use of the verb classification jputhf in Hooper
and Thompson (1973) for the purpose of studying the didiohwf embed-
ded V2 (see also Hooper 1975). The predicate classes arenfivevid be
introduced in turn below: Class A (strongly assertiveay), Class B (weakly
assertive -believg, Class C (non-assertivedeny), Class D (factive +egred,
and Class E (semi-factivediscove}. The relevant classes are defined mainly
in terms of the semantic notions agsertionand presuppositionwhich we
will discuss in some detail as we proceed. We have testedstt teo pred-
icates from each class for each language with regard to ciiloiljpg with
embedded V2. For reasons of space, only one of these is uslkd @xam-
ples:

(12)  Predicate classes

Class A Class B Class C Class D Class E
say believe doubt regret discover
claim think deny be sad about understand

5.3.1 Class A: Strongly assertive predicates

Class A predicates embed complements that are cited ortegjassertions in
the discoursefidirect assertiongn Hooper and Thompson 1973). These have
been noted to allow root phenomena, including V2. The claskidessay,
claim, report, andassert The (a)-examples below show compatibility with
V>Neg word order, the (b)-examples compatibility with ngubject topical-
ization:

(23) a. Hannsegdiat hannfekk ikki sungidhettalagio.
he said thathe couldnot sung in this song-the
(Fa.)
b. Hannsegdiat hettalagid fekk hannikki sungid.
he said thatthis song-thecouldhe not sung

(24) a. Hanrsagdiad hanngeeti ekki sungidi brudkaupinu. (Ic.)
he said thathe couldnot sung inwedding-the
b. Hannsagdiad pettalag geeti hannekkisungidi brudkaupinu.
he said thatthis songcouldhe not sung inwedding-the

(15) a. Harsa at hankunneikke syngei bryllupet. (No.)
he saidthathe could not sing in wedding-the
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b. Hansa at dennesangen kunnehansyngei bryllupet.
he saidthatthis song-thecould he sing in wedding-the

(16) a. Harsa att hankunde inte sjungapabrollopet. (Sw.)
he saidthathe could not sing onwedding-the
b. Hansa att denhar sangen kundehansjungapabrollopet.
he saidthatthis heresong-theould he sing onwedding-the

As can be seen from the examples, there are no restrictions&2ounder
Class A predicates. The relevant varieties of Faroesearidat, Norwe-
gian, and Swedish all allow both the V>Neg word order anddalmation
of non-subjects under these verbs. Note that in German hDEttsian, and
Afrikaans, embedded V2 and overt complementizers tend tim lsemple-
mentary distribution (see e.g. de Haan 2001 and Biberau#)2h contrast,
the Scandinavian languages allow V2 to cooccur with a Iéxiceplemen-
tizer (cf. the study of Teleman 1967, summarized in Andersk®/5). In
fact, the complementizer is obligatory in non-subjecti@hivV2 clauses and
preferred in subject-initial V2 clauses (disregardingdiassertions).

5.3.2 Class B: Weakly assertive predicates

Class B verbs includeelieve think, andmean Like Class A predicates, these
embed assertions and have been noted to be compatible withhhenomena
in the embedded clause. They can be said to differ from Clageedicates
in that they indicate a weaker commitment to the truth of théedded state-
ment on the part of the speaker:

a7 a. Hanrheldur at hannsyngur ekki veel. (Fa.)
he Dbelieveghathe sings not well
b. Hannheldur at hettalagido syngurhannveel.
he believeghatthis song-thesings he well

(18) a. Hanrhélt ad Vvio hefdum ekki séd pessanynd.  (Ic.)
he believeahatwe had not seerthis film
b. Hannhélt ad pessamynd hefdumvio ekki séd.
he believeahatthis film had we not seen

5As noted by Simons 2007, it is not clear that an embeddedeiaws/er asserted. With
a few exceptions, the function of the matrix verb is to intkdde weakness of the speaker’s
commitment to the truth of the complement. Also Class A pratdis may be used to qualify
assertions in this sense. For our purpose, Class A and B fusilds well be collapsed into
one class of assertive predicates, but see Hooper and Tlhomp33 and Hooper 1975 for
further differences between the two.



5.3. THE DISTRIBUTION OF EMBEDDED V2 155

(29) a. Hartrodde at vi haddeikke sett dennefilmen. (No.)
he believedhatwehad not seerthis film-the
b. Hantrodde at dennefiimen haddevi ikke sett.
he believedhatthis film-thehad wenot seen

(20) a. Hartrodde att vi hadeinte sett denhar filmen. (Sw.)
he believedhatwehad not seenthe herefilm-the
b. Hantrodde att dendar filmen hadevi intesett.
he believedhatthattherefilm-thehad wenot seen

We may conclude that Class B behaves like Class A with regau2t V2 is
unrestricted in all four languages under predicates ofdiaiss.

5.3.3 Class C: Non-assertive predicates

Class C predicates embed complements that are neithetemkser presup-
posed. Some of these predicates serve to deny the truth abthplement.
Root phenomena are normally not possible in complementsesktverbs:

(21) a. Hanrivast um at honsynguraltid veel. (Fa.)
he doubtsaboutthatshesings alwayswell

b. *Hannivast um at hettalagio syngurhonaltid veel.

he doubtsaboutthatthis song-thesings shealwayswell

(22) a. Hanrefast um ad hunhafi ekki hitt pennarmann. (Ic.)
he doubtsaboutthatshe has not metthis man
b. *Hannefast um ad pennanmann hafihunekki hitt.
he doubtsaboutthatthis man hasshenot met

(23) a. *Hantvilte paat hunhaddeikke mgttdennemannen. (No.)
he doubtedbnthatshehad not met this man-the
b. *Hantvilte paat dennemannenhaddehunikke matt.
he doubtedonthatthis man-thehad shenot met

(24) a. *Hantvivlar pdatt honhar inte traffatdenhar mannen. (Sw.)
he doubtsonthatshehasnot met thishereman-the
b. *Hantvivlar paatt denhar mannenhar honintetraffat.
he doubtsonthatthis hereman-thehasshe not met

As can be seen from the above examples, Swedish and Norweigaiow
both the V>Neg word order and topicalization of non-sulgestder Class C
predicates. Icelandic and Faroese allow V>Neg, as expettdtat is sur-
prising is that topicalization of non-subjects under peatis of this class is
either disallowed or marked in Icelandic, as well as in FaeoeAs we will
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see below, this is true also for the next class.

5.3.4 Class D: Factives

Class D predicates embed facts. They express some emotgubjarctive

attitude about an event, the existence of which is preswggboJhe class
includesbe proud of be ashamete annoyedandregret Root phenomena
are normally not possible in complements of these vérbs:

(25) a. Hanrangradi at hannhevdiikki sungid. (Fa.)
he regrettedthathe had not sung
b. *Hannangradi at hendasangin hevdihannikki sungid.
he regrettedthatthis song-théhad he not sung

(26) a. Hanrsaeftir ad hannhafdi ekki sungid. (Ic.)
he regrettedthathe had not sung
b. *Hannsaeftir ad pettalag hafdihannekkisungid.
he regrettedthatthis songhad he not sung

(27) a. *Hanangret paat hanhaddeikke sungebursdagssangen
he regrettedonthathe had not sung birthday.song-the
til henne. (No.)
to her

b. *Hanangret paat dennesangen haddehanikke sungetil
he regrettedonthatthis song-thehad he not sung to
henne.
her

(28) a. *Hanangradeatt hanhadeinte sjungit. (Sw.)
he regrettedthathe had not sung
b. *Hanangradeatt denhar sangen hadehaninte sjungit.
he regrettedthatthis heresong-théhad he not sung

By and large, Class D patterns with Class C. In all four laggsa Class C
and D contrast with A and B in displaying restrictions on i2;Norwegian
and Swedish on both V2 word orders; in Faroese and Icelamdion-subject
topicalization.

5Not all speakers of Icelandic allogja eftir ‘regret’ to embed finite clauses. For those
who allow this, non-subject topicalization is not possiblen the problematic aspects of
Icelandicharma‘regret’, see §85.4 below.
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5.3.5 Class E: Semi-factives

Class E predicates are verbs of perception and knowledgeénahdle dis-
cover, understandrealize andknow These pattern with the D predicates
just described in embedding complements that are facts eMemthey differ
from truly factive predicates in that they may lose theitifaty in questions,

if embedded in the antecedent of a conditional, and undd¢ainemodals
(Karttunen 1971). This class has been noted to pattern waksCA and

B in more than one respect. We will return to this shortly. &atrthy here is
the fact that root phenomena, including V2, have been obddo/be possible
under these predicates:

(29) a. Egvarnadist at eghevaiikki lisido hana. (Fa.)
| discoveredhatl had not readit

b. Egvarnadist at hesabokina hevdiegikki lisio.
| discoveredhatthis book-thehad | not read

(30) a. Eguppgotvadad éghafdi ekki lesidhana. (Ic.)
| discoveredthatl had not readit
b. Eguppgotvadad pessabok hafdiégekkilesid.
| discoveredthatthis bookhad | not read

(31) a. Jewppdaget at jeghaddeikke lest den. (No.)
| discoveredhatl had not readit
b. Jegoppdaget at denneboka haddegegikke lest.
| discoveredhatthis book-thehad | not read
(32) a. Jagipptackte att jaghadeinte last den. (Sw.)

| discoveredhat] had not readit
b. Jagupptackte att denhar boken hadejagintelast.
| discoveredhatthis herebook-thehad | not read

As can be seen from the above examples, this is also true édatiguages
investigated here. All four languages allow both V>Neg aldalization of

non-subjects under Class E predicates. Class E thus matt@énClass A and
B.

5.3.6 Summary

Summing up, all four languages conform to the well-knowrtgrat V2 is
unrestricted under assertive predicates and semi-fadf@ass A, B, and E)
but restricted under non-assertive and truly factive aeis (Class C and D).
Nevertheless, our data yield two classes of languageslidg/ivith regard to
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restrictions on V2 word orders under Class C and D predicdteswegian

and Swedish, on the one hand, disallow both V>Neg and nojecitopi-

calization under these predicates. Faroese and Icelamdithie other hand,
allow the V>Neg word order under these predicates but cityaiisprefer

non-subject topicalization, just like Norwegian and Swveédi

(33)  The distribution of embedded V2:

Swedish Norwegian Faroese Icelandic

Class A V>Neg v v v v
Top v v v v
ClassB V>Neg v v v v
Top v v v v
ClassC V>Neg * * v v
TOp * * * *
Class D V>Neg * * v v
TOp * * * *
Class E V>Neg v v v v
Top v v v v

5.4 No generalized embedded V2

Our investigation reveals that Icelandic is subject torretsdns on V2 word

order of the kind seen in the other Scandinavian languagese Nf the Scan-
dinavian languages can therefore be said to display geredladmbedded V2
in the sense that V>Neg word order and non-subject topai#a are pos-
sible across the relevant environments in any of the vagetkamined. Our
observations, therefore, expose a pattern quite différent that reported in
Rognvaldsson and Thrainsson (1990), Vikner (1995b), abdexquent works
on Icelandic, where it is claimed that topicalization is gibke under both
Class C and Class D predicates. The examples below are frgmvRidlsson
and Thrainsson (1990:23), their example (32):

(34) a. Jon efastumad a morgunfari Mariasnemmaa faetur. (Ic.)
Johndoubts thattomorrowget Mary early up
b. Jon harmarad pessabdk skuliéghafa lesio.
Johnregretsthatthis bookshalll haveread

There are two options. Either there is variation among sgrsadf Icelandic
in this respect or independent factors are involved in tdgguents of the rel-
evant examples. Starting with the latter possibility, ivsrth noting that the
factive verbharma‘regret’, often cited as evidence that Icelandic has génera
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ized V2, does not appear to be a true factive (Class D) pregittaus differing
from the corresponding Swedish and Norwegian versionsgrét (angraand
angre respectively). For the Icelandic informants that we hawestilted, the
embedded clause in (34b) above need not be presupposedsinithasense,
even though factive; the content may be new informationecattidressee, in-
dicating a weaker kind of presupposition. In this semsgmashares at least
this property with semi-factive verbs (Class E), which weéast confirmed
support V2 in the embedded clause. Our observatidraofaappears to be
in line with that of Thrainsson (forthcoming), who notestttias verb is about
to lose its factivity’

Turning to the possibility of language variation, we dedide consult
additional Icelandic informants and add a couple of prade&rom Class D.
The facts still hold. For all speakers consulted, non-stkiggicalization is
marked or disallowed under most verbs from Class C afid D:

(35)  Topicalization of non-subjects in Icelandic

1 2 3 4
Class A segja‘say’ v v v Y
Class B halda‘believe’ v v v Y
Class C efast umdoubt’ * 2?2 7 ??
neita‘deny’ ? ?7? v oV
Class D sja eftir‘regret’ 9?2 ??
pirra sig ‘be irritated’ R A
furda sig‘be surprised’ U
vera stoltur yfir'be proud of’ v v Y
skammast sitbe ashamed’ 7?7 ? ?
vera anaegour mede content with” ?2? v ?  ?
vera leidur yfir'be sad about’ * 2 ? 7
Class E uppgo6tvadiscover’ v v v Y
"Thrainsson forthcoming:299, fn. 2 provides the followingeple:
() Forseetisradherrartrarmadi ao folkiod skyldi hafafarist.  (lc.)

prime.minister-theexpressed.regreéhat people-theshould.subhaveperished
‘The prime minister expressed regret that the people hadhpsst.

The factive implication is not absent. The crucial factothat the embedded clause need
not be presupposed in the sense of being known to or takenmdateyl by both speaker and
hearer.

8For one of the informants consulted, topicalization is galiemarked or ungrammatical
in clauses embedded under all five predicate types. We tireréd not include the judgments
of this informant in the table.
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If we disregard the evident language variation that we fintth wwome of the
verbs, there is a rather clear contrast between Class A, Brdflicates on
the one hand, and Class C and D predicates, on the othernalselandic.

The latter display restrictions on non-subject topicdla The correct de-
scription of Icelandic verb movement thus seems to be tledahclic has gen-
eralized subject-initial V2, rather than generalized V2bj8ct-initial V2 is

possible or obligatory across embedded clauses that coat@iP domain,
non-subject topicalization is not. Thus, while the V>Negavorder is a root
phenomenon in Norwegian and Swedish, it is not necessarily Faroese
and Icelandic.

5.5 Assertion and V2

Consider the Assertion Hypothesis again, repeated below:

(36)  The Assertion Hypothesis:
The more asserted (the less presupposed) the complemeéheis,
more compatible it is with V2 (and other root phenomena).

Looking at the first four classes of predicates, the hypastsesems to be sup-
ported by our data. Complements under Class A and B prediaageasserted
and allow both the V>Neg word order and topicalization of1soibjects in the
four varieties of Scandinavian investigated here. Complaswunder Class C
and D predicates are not asserted and although V>Neg iselowFaroese
and Icelandic, topicalization of non-subjects is impokesdr marked in all
four varieties.

Complements under semi-factives (Class E), however, agpealem-
atic. These are well-known for sharing properties both \agkerted comple-
ments (Class A and B) and with complements of factive predgcéClass D),
which are presupposed (e.g. Hooper and Thompson 1973, H&636). If
the existence of the event referred to by the complementesupposed, it
should not be possible that it is also asserted. We have Baten tlespite this
— V2 is unrestricted under semi-factive verbs, a fact noted lay our prede-
cessors. In all four languages, the V>Neg word order anccédigation of
non-subjects is unproblematic under predicates of ClagsIbe with Class
A and Class B complements.

Recall that one characteristic of semi-factives is thay tinay lose their
factivity in certain contexts. In questions, under certaiadals, and if em-
bedded in the antecedent of a conditional, semi-factivesaarbiguous be-
tween a factive and non-factive reading. One importangthinnvestigate is
thus whether or not these predicates are indeed used fgdtiihe contexts
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where V2 is a possibility. For this purpose, we adoptehéilment preser-
vation under negatiotest from Kiparsky and Kiparsky (1970). Consider the
Swedish sentences in (37). (37a) exemplifies a clause witiM2oword or-
der embedded under semi-factigisscover (37b) a V2 clause (non-subject
topicalization) under the same verb. Both sentences €@ta).

(37) a. Viupptackte att hanintelastedenboken varje dag.
wediscoveredhathe not readthatbook-theeveryday
b. Vi upptackte att denboken lastehanintevarje dag.
wediscoveredhatthatbook-theread he not everyday

c. Hanlasteintedenboken varje dag.

he readnot thatbook-theeveryday

If the matrix predicate presupposes the existence of th&t @véhe embedded
clause, the entailment relations above should not be diteyehe presence
of sentential negation in the matrix clause. And they are (83a) and (38b)
below both entail (37c), repeated in (38c).

(38) a. Vi upptackte faktiskt inte att haninte lasteden boken
we discoveredactually not that he not read that book-the
varje dag.
everyday

b. Vi upptackte faktiskt inte att den boken lastehaninte
we discoveredactually not that that book-theread he not
varje dag.
everyday

c. Hanlasteintedenboken varje dag.
he readnot thatbook-theeveryday

In this senseypptackadiscover’ (Class E) behaves likngra‘regret’ (Class
D) for which the same pattern can be replicated. Both pressgphe exis-
tence of the event referred to by the embedded clause. Tieeatite between
them is that the latter predicates do so under all conditiwhsreas the former
are ambiguous under certain conditions (Karttunen 1971hatis relevant
to us is the fact that Class E predicates may select V2 clauises they are
used factively, as shown above. Thus, factivity is irrefeva V2. For this
reason, the assertion hypothesis seems to need some aqiialific

Note that an old observation is that matrix negation blocRsn/the em-
bedded clause (Blimel 1914, see also Meinunger 2006). Adfih¢his is true
for many contexts also in Scandinavian, it is not true for iskctives, as can
be seen in (38b) above. We disregard the possibility of pmé¢ing the matrix
negation in (38) and similar examples as presuppositionetimg negation.
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This is a use of negation that we take to involve rejectionrofitierance on
any grounds, even style or phonetic realization, see H@AXpfor discus-
sion.

Since the selected clause is a fact under the relevant ptedijave expect
it to be impossible to deny the truth of the embedded clauseeal This
expectation is met. Adding the tag corresponding to Endfligthe did noto
sentences of the kinthey discovered that he read that book everyylajds
a rather odd resuft:

(39) a. De upptackte att hanlasteden boken varje dag,#men
they discoveredthat he read that book-theeveryday but
det gjordehaninte.
thatdid he not

b. De upptackte att den boken lastehanvarje dag,#men
they discoveredthat that book-theread he everyday but
det gjordehaninte.
thatdid he not

In other words, something which is presupposed cannot alss$erted. Note
the clear contrast between (semi-)factives and assediwgsas e.gsayfrom
Class A. The latter embed statements, which can be denibduwtiproducing
the oddity seen above:

(40) a. Desa att hanlastedenboken varje dag,mendet gjorde
theysaidthathe readthatbook-theeveryday but thatdid
haninte.
he not

b. De sa att denbokenlastehanvarje dag,mendet gjorde
theysaidthatthat book readhe everyday but thatdid
haninte.
he not

Recall from the introduction that two senses of assertior eeen referred
to in attempts to define contexts that support root phenomela@per and
Thompson (1973:473) define thssertionof a sentence roughly as:

(41) a. That part which can be questioned and denied.
b. The core meaning anain assertiorof a sentence.

SHooper and Thompson 1973 note that there is some variatiorecning the possibility
to negate or question the complement of semi-factive verliEnglish. The informants con-
sulted here all agree that this is not possible in their retbgevarieties of Scandinavian with
verbs likediscover
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We take (41a) to mean that an assertion must be a propogiib) is usually

taken to mean that proposition whose truth is at stake inideodrse. We take
the strict sense of assertion to make reference to both gregeFrom (39),

we may conclude that semi-factives do not embed assertiotisei former

sense and from (39b) that this sense is not relevant to V2:

(42) V2 clause» Proposition

Turning to the latter sense of assertion, consider a conggletence involving
a Class A predicate:

(43) Hansa att honhadekommithem.
he saidthatshehad come home

The sentence has two readings. Either the whole sentdaaid Xis the
main assertion, or the complemestie had come honiethe main assertion.
The latter reading oay has been called parentheticalreading (Urmson
1952)1% Hooper and Thompson (1973) observed that semi-factives§E)
behave like assertive predicates (Class A and B) in thatttheg parenthetical
uses; their complement may be the main assertion of thersmnténticipat-
ing conclusions to be drawn shortly, it is the availabilifysoparenthetical
reading of this kind that appears to correlate with V2.

5.6 Main point of utterance and V2

The notion ofmain assertionn Hooper and Thompson (1973) seems to cor-
respond closely to what Simons (2007) labels th&n point of utterance
(henceforth MPU). We adopt this label rather tmaain assertiorfior two rea-
sons. First, complements of semi-factives may be “mainrasag” but are
still not assertions in the strict sense, as we have showreiabove section.
For this reasonmain assertions a misnomer. Second, Simons (2007) offers
a diagnostic for MPU that we find useful: “[T]he main point of atterance

U given in answer to a question is that part of the content ofHitivconsti-
tutes the proffered answer to the question.” (Simons 2Q0@:2). Question-
answer exchanges may thus be used to identify MPU. For oyooparthis
means that whenever the content of an embedded clause alomewmstitute
the answer to a question, the embedded clause has the piyssitiieing the
MPU.

ONote that the possibility of interpreting a verb parenttaty does not always correlate
with the possibility of using the verb in a syntactic parestital of the kindShe had come
home he said We refer the reader to Simons 2007 for examples showing this
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Applying this diagnostic to the five classes of predicateshaee been
using, we find that those classes of predicates which may @mlpotential
MPU in the above sense are exactly those that are compatitheM& in
the embedded clause (Class A, B, and E). Those classes a¢qtesdwhich
may not embed an MPU are exactly those that impose restrictom V2
in the embedded clause (Class C and D). In other words, MRupatble
environments correspond to environments where V2 is umeest in all four
varieties of Scandinavian investigated here:

(44 Possibility of being Main Point of Utterance Possibility of dis-
playing unrestricted V2

Starting with semi-factives (Class E), the problems of uhi@ left unsolved
in the preceding section, it is possible to formulate a qoastuch that the
clause embedded under a semi-factive constitutes the atstirat question.
The exchange below is exemplified by Norwegian:

(45) Q: Hvorforkom hanikke pd matet igar? (Class E)

why  camehe not onmeeting-thgesterday

A1: Vi oppdaget at han ikke hadde fatt pa vinterdekkene
we discoveredthat he not had got on winter.tires-the
enna (non-V2)
yet

A,: Vi oppdaget at ennahaddehanikke fatt pavinterdekkene.
wediscoveredhatyet had he not got onwinter.tires-the
(V2)

Agz: Han haddeikke fatt pa vinterdekkene enné
he had not got onwinter.tires-theyet

A4, Ay, and Ag are all possible responses to the question in (45). {n A
and A, the answer is contained in the embedded clause; that isewther
main information of the whole clause is (MPU). The reasonidendt come

to the meeting yesterday was not the fact that we discovenegthing, but
that he had not changed to winter tires on his car yet. In #8pect, Class
E predicates pattern with Class A and B predicates. Theseafsayembed
complements that constitute the MPU:

(46) Q: Hvorforkom hanikke pafesten? (Class A)
why  camehe not onparty-the
Aq1: Hunsa at hanikke haddetid.
she saidthathe not had time
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Ao: Han haddeikke tid.
he had not time

47) Q: Hvorforavbestiltehunflybilletten? (Class B)
why  cancelledshe flight.ticket-the
A1: Hantrodde at hun ikke haddetid til & dra likevel.
he believedhatshe not had timeto togo after.all
A: Hun haddeikke tid til & dra likevel.
she had not timeto togo after.all

In (46), the reason he did not come to the party was eitherstiataid that
he did not have time or that he did not have time. Likewise if) (the reason
she cancelled her flight ticket was either because of higtiblat she did not
have time to go or because she did not have time to go. Theahildjy of the
second readings shows that both Class A and B complementoaatitute
the MPU.

In contrast, complements of Class C and D predicates maymtieir
own constitute MPUs. The Aanswers below are thus not appropriate ways
of responding to the relevant questions:

(48) Q: Hvorformattehani fengsel? (Class C)
why  must he injail
Aq:#Hanbenekteat han ikke hadde betalt skatt.
he denied thathe not had paid tax
Ao: Han haddeikke betalt skatt.
he had not paid tax

(49) Q: Hvorforkjgpte du ikke noe pasalget? (Class D)

why  boughtyounot anythingon sale-the

Aq:#Jegangret pdat jeghaddebrukt oppalle pengene mine
| regrettedonthatl had wused up all money-theny
far  jul.
beforeChristmas

A, Jeghaddebrukt opp alle pengene minefar  jul.
| had wused up all money-thany beforeChristmas

In (48), the reason he had to go to jail is that he did not pagdamot that he
denied this. In (49) the reason | did not buy anything on the isathat | had
spent all my money before Christmas, not that | regrettesl fhiihe expected
answers to the relevant questions are not accessible whestitating the
content of a clause embedded under Class C and D predicates.

Before drawing conclusions, it is worth noting that both &avPU
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seem independent of mood selection in Icelandic. This ikeel.g. Romance
where there is a correlation between selection of the sebuenmood and
non-root environments, see Meinunger (2004) for discussiothe exchange
below, we see that non-subject topicalization is possiblbdth indicative
(A4) and subjunctive (A) environments. Moreover, it is the embedded clause
that constitutes the MPU in both answers. The reason nooseatvevork
yesterday was that all Norwegians go skiing in such weather:

(50) Q: Afhverjuvar enginni vinnunnii geer?
why wasnoone inwork  yesterday
Aq: Egfrétti ad i svonavedri fara allir Nordmenn &
| heardthatin such weathergo.indall Norwegianson
skidi.
skis
Ao Egfrétti ad i svonavedri fari  allir Nordmenn &
| heardthatin such weathergo.subjall Norwegianson
skidi.
skis
Having said this, we may confidently conclude that the pagyilof being
MPU goes hand in hand with unrestricted V2 in the environsémiesti-
gated. Clauses selected by Class A, B, and E predicates majitate the
MPU and display both V2 word orders. Clauses selected bys@asnd D
predicates may not constitute the MPU and are incompatiliteame of the
two V2 word orders in Faroese and Icelandic (non-subjedt&bgation) and
both V2 word orders in Norwegian and Swedish.

A natural question to ask at this point is whether V2 is a preiste for
an MPU-reading of the clause, given its purported relatiahé illocutionary
force of assertion. The answer is no. The embedded clause af fhe
exchange given in (45) constitutes the MPU but does notalysyP.

The next question is whether the property of being a MPU iseagpui-
site for V2. That is, do all V2 clauses yield an unambiguouduMBading?
Again, the answer is no. Consider the following exchangenfidorwegian,
the answer involving embedded V>Neg word order:

(51) Q: Hvorforkom hanikke pafesten?

why  camehe not onparty-the

A: Kristinesa at hanfikk ikke lov.
Kristine saidthathe got not permission

In the above answer, either the whole sentence or the embhethlese alone
may constitute the MPU. That is, the reason why he did not dorttee party
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is either because Kristine said something (that he did ne¢ fpermission
to go there) or because he did not have permission to go thepeee of
information that we got from Kristine). Given that the embed clause in
the answer above displays V2 and given that a non-MPU reaslianpilable
for that clause, MPU is not a necessary condition for V2. Imeotwords,
V2 does not yield an unambiguous MPU reading of the embedtirde.
Somewhat surprisingly, the same seems to be true of clamgelsing non-
subject topicalization:

(52) Q: Hvorforkjgpte ikke JonStorenorske  leksikon?
why  boughtnot Jonbig Norwegianencyclopedia
A: Faren hansmente at slike bgkerhaddeikke Jonrad
father-thehis thoughtthat suchbookshad not Jonmeans
til & kjape.
to to buy

On one reading of the above answer, the reason why Jon diduyothle
encyclopedia was because his father thought he could rataff Thus, the
embedded clause does not necessarily constitute the MRpitelévolving
topicalization. At this point we know the following:

(53) MPU-» V2
(54) V2-» MPU

MPUs do not necessarily display V2. The crucial finding id4 thach clauses
have the possibility of displaying any of the two V2 word aislev2, in turn,
does not yield an unambiguous MPU reading. The crucial fopndsrthat a
clause where both V2 word orders are possible is a clauseidnatonstitute
the MPU. Although neither of the two root phenomena implyghesence of
the other, they are selected by the same set of predicates.

(55) Possibility of being Main Point of Utteranee Possibility of dis-
playing unrestricted V2

Returning to the illocutionary force of assertion, we mak abat is left of
the Assertion Hypothesis in (36) given our findings. We hasensthat V2
clauses are not necessarily assertions in the strict sétise erm. We have
also seen that even if we would restrict the teagsertionto main point of
utterance(or main assertiop V2 may occur independently of assertion and
vice versa. The only thing unrestricted V2 and assertjoa MPU have in
common is that both are root phenomena and therefore corthribe same
environment. Semantically speaking, the environment sderorrespond to
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something that can constitute new information to the list§and therefore
can constitute the MPU), a conclusion that bears simiégito the conclu-
sion drawn in Meinunger (20083. Even though we have not settled issues
concerning the Force behind V2 in this paper, we have shoatrthlere is no
clear definition of assertion that identifies V2. Rather,abailability of MPU
correlates with unrestricted V2.

5.7 Analysis

In the preceding sections we have identified the distriloutibembedded V2
in Faroese, Icelandic, Swedish, and Norwegian. We haverskizat comple-
ments of Class A (strongly assertive) predicates, Classdakly assertive)
predicates, and Class E (semi-factive) predicates patigether in that they
allow both the word order V>Neg and topicalization of nomjsgts. Comple-
ments of Class C (non-assertive) predicates and Class fivéfppredicates,
on the other hand, display restrictions with respect todhest phenom-
ena. In all the languages investigated here, topicaliraifa non-subject is
not available (or very marked) in complements of Class C anddicates.
Furthermore, the word order V>Neg is also banned in thestegtmin Nor-
wegian and Swedish. Our investigations of the Scandindaiaguages thus
replicates the findings concerning the distribution of edusel root phenom-
ena reported in e.g. Hooper and Thompson (1973) and Juld€6)2

In this section, we will take a look at how Class A, B, and Edliffrom
Class C and D with respect to the structural makeup of thenptements.

5.7.1 More vs. less structure

Following (among many others) Hooper and Thompson (1978)Heege-
man (2006), we assume that the difference between embetiexsts allow-
ing V2 and those that do not lies in the size of the structused¢man (2006)
discusses the differences between two types of adverlaiates in English,
centraladverbial clauses angeripheraladverbial clauses. Peripheral adver-
bial clauses display several phenomena associated witlcleases, whereas
such phenomena are not found in central adverbial clauses.

1That new information may be found under Class E predicatgsseam paradoxical at
first. Note however that complements of semi-factives atepnesupposed in the sense of
being common ground/known to both speaker and addrességthi@rspeaker is commited
to the truth of the embedded clause, cf. the observationrabB8$ 2007 that factivity and
presuppositionality comes apart in semi-factives.
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Haegeman (2006) accounts for this by assuming that peapadverbial
clauses (as well as root clauses) contain a functional giojein the CP do-
main which anchors the proposition to the speaker. Thisptmn is labeled
ForceP, and it is argued to be responsible for the licensirijooutionary
force and non-subject topicalization. In central advdrbliauses, ForceP is
crucially absent.

We adopt the analysis in Haegeman (2006) and apply it to tbeiqgate
classes discussed in this paper. It is clear that complentértlass A, B,
and E pattern with peripheral adverbial clauses in allowow phenomena:
They allow non-subject topicalization and MPU-readinghefefore, these
must contain ForceP.

Complements of Class C and D predicates, on the other hatterpaith
the central embedded clauses in not allowing these rootgshena. There-
fore these complements must lack the ForceP projection.

Following Haegeman (2006), we propose the structures b&lowom-
plements of Class A, B, and E predicates and of Class C and dicptes,
respectively:

(56) Class A, B, and E: Class C and D:
SubP SubP
Sub  TopicP />\
Sub FinP
Topic ForceP /}\
/>\ [E=Factive]
Force FinP
[+Propositional] />\
Fin
[+Factive]

ForceP encodes the illocutionary force of a clause and warasshat this is
a prerequisite for the possibility of being MPU. ForceP liermore licenses
the presence of TopicP, which is the target projection feicalized non-
subjects. Finally, recall that both propositional clausedected by A, B) and
non-propositional clauses (selected by E) may constittdébl. In order to
account for this, we postulate a feature [PropositionalfamceP. A conse-
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guence of our analysis is thus that only clauses specifiefPfopositional]
may have their own illocutionary force, and thereby the fmkty of being
MPU. FinP, which is present in all finite embedded clausespeified for
the feature [Factive].

These features yield six logical combinations. The contimnd+Propositional]
[+Factive] is impossible for semantic reasons, as a clausetae both pre-
supposed and asserted (in the strict sense). Furthermerassume that a
clause cannot be specified asHropositional] and-fFactive]. This leaves
the following combinations:

(57) () Class A and B complementstPropositional], fFactive]
(i) Class E complements—{Propositional], fFactive]
(iif) Class C complements-{Factive]
(iv) Class D complements:{Factive]

We assume that Class A and B complements-aRrppositional] and| Factive].
This analysis correctly predicts these complements to §ertesl in the strict
sense of this term. The presence of ForceP makes an MPUigeavhilable.
Since they are{Propositional], the content of the clause may be questioned
and denied and is therefore not presupposed. The structucermplements

of Class A and B predicates is illustrated below:

(58) Class A and Class B:

RN

say/believe />\
Sub TopicP

Topic ForceP

>

Force FinP
[+Propositional] /B\
Fin

[—Factive]

On the assumption that complements of Class E predicatgs Brepositional]
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and p-Factive], we capture the fact that these clauses are facssiboapable
of supporting root phenomena. They share with Class A andnBptements
the presence of ForceP, yielding the possibility of MPU aod-subject top-
icalization. However, they differ from Class A and B compkants in being
[+Factive], i.e. presupposed. Beingfactive] forces a negative specifica-
tion for propositionality which means that the content & thause cannot be
guestioned and denied:

(59) Class E:

VP
T

V matrix SubP

|
discover

Sub TopicP

Topic ForceP

- >

Force FinP
[—Propositional] />\
Fin

[+Factive]

Complements of Class C and D predicates differ from Class Aarigl E
predicates in not containing ForceP, correctly predicthrggimpossibility of
MPU-readings and non-subject topicalization. Class C dements differ
from Class D complements in not being factive. This is enddzlea negative
specification for the feature [Factive]. The structuresGtass C and Class D
complements are shown below:
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(60) Class C:
VP
doubt
Sub FinP
Fin
[—Factive]
(61) Class D:
VP
regret
Sub FinP
Fin
[+Factive]

5.7.2 Further support

In her discussion of peripheral and central adverbial dapdaegeman (2006)
observes an additional difference between the two. Thedobut not the lat-
ter are compatible with epistemic modality. She arguesdhetemic modal-
ity is licensed by ForceP and shows that this is availablesniipberal adver-
bial clauses, but not in central adverbial clauses. Heryamapredicts this
difference since peripheral adverbial clauses containd®rwhereas central
adverbial clauses do not. If the presence or absence ofF@ceucial for the
availability of expressions of epistemic modality, we wibekpect this to be
reflected in the embedded complements discussed in this papeell. Be-
low, we investigate the availability of epistemic expressi: epistemic modal
auxiliaries and epistemic adverbs.

The following examples show that epistemic modal auxiigrare re-
stricted to Class A, B, and E complements. Note that modaliatigs are
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possible in the complements of Class C and D predicates &sowebnly on
the deontic reading.

Class A: Strongly assertive predicates

(62) Hansa at de matteveereder. (epistemic / deontic)
he saidthattheymust be there

(63) a. Hanrsagdiad pau hlytuadverapar. (epistemic)
he said thattheymustto be there

b. Hannsagdiad pau meettuverapar. (deontic)
he said thattheymust be there

Class B: Weakly assertive predicates

(64) Hantrodde at de matteveereder. (epistemic / deontic)
he believedthattheymust be there

(65) a. Hanrhélt ad pau hlytuadverapar. (epistemic)
he thoughtthattheymustto be there

b. Hannhélt ad pau meettuverapar. (deontic)
he thoughtthattheymust be there.

Class E: Semi-factives

(66) Hanoppdaget at de mattevaereder. (epistemic/deontic)
he discoveredhattheymust be there

(67) a. Hanruppgotvadad pau hlytu adverapar. (epistemic)
he discoveredthattheymustto be there

b. Hannuppgotvadad pau meettuverapar. (deontic)
he discoveredthattheymust be there

Class C: Non-assertive predicates

(68) Hanbenektetit de matteveereder. (*epistemic / deontic)
he denied thattheymust be there

(69) a. *Hannneitadiad pau hlytu adverapar. (*epistemic)
he deniedthattheymustto be there
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b. Hannneitadiad pau meettuverapar. (deontic)
he deniedthattheymust be there

Class D: Factives

(70) Hanskjemtes overat de matteveereder. (*epistemic
he was.ashamedverthattheymust be there
/ deontic)

(71) a. *Hannvar ansegdumedad pau hlytu adverapar. (*epis-
he waspleased with thattheymustto be there
temic)

b. Hannvar anaegdumedad pau meettuverapar. (deontic)
he waspleased with thattheymust be there

Turning to epistemic adverbs, these are also restrictedass@\, B, and E
complements. In complements of Class C and D predicatels,alwerbs are
impossible, or at least degraded:

Class A: Strongly assertive predicates

(72) a. Harsier at de sannsynligvidarkjgpt enToyota.
he saysthattheyprobably hasboughta Toyota

b. Hannsegirad pau hafi sennileg&keyptToyotu.

he saysthattheyhaveprobably buy Toyota

Class B: Weakly assertive predicates:

(73) a. Hartror at de sannsynligvihar kjgpt enToyota
he believeghattheyprobably haveboughta Toyota

b. Hannheldur ad pau hafi sennileg&eypt Toyotu.

he believeghattheyhaveprobably boughtToyota

Class E: Semi-factive complements

(74) a. Haroppdagetat de sannsynligvihaddejgpt enToyota.
he discoveredhattheyprobably @ had boughta Toyota

b. Hannuppgotvadad pau hoéfdusennilegkeypt Toyotu.

he discoveredthattheyhad probably boughtToyota
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Class C: Non-assertive predicates

(75) a. *Hantviler paat de sannsynligvidar kjgpt enToyota.
he doubtsonthattheyprobably haveboughta Toyota

b. *Hannefast umad pau hafi sennileg&keypt Toyotu.

he doubtson thattheyhaveprobably boughtToyota

Class D: Factives

(76) a. ??Harskjemmes overat de sannsynligvishar kjgpt en
he is.ashamedver that they probably have boughta
Toyota.
Toyota
b. Hannskammast sin fyrir ad pau hafi sennilegakeypt
he is.ashamedrEFL over that they have probably bought
Toyotu.
Toyota

5.8 Two types of V2

We have proposed that Class A, B, and E predicates differ €tams C and
D predicates with respect to the size of their complemerdganvided some
independent support in favor of this proposal. The formedmate classes
differ from the latter in selecting clauses that contain acEB projection.
This is why we find root phenomena such as non-subject topatedn and
MPU-readings in these on our proposal.

We have seen that clauses selected by Class C and D predicBtesese
and Icelandic behave differently from those in Norwegiad 8wedish. The
VV>Neg word order is allowed in these clauses in Faroese aldndic, not
in Norwegian and Swedish. Thus, while the V>Neg word ordea i®ot
phenomenon in Norwegian and Swedish, it is not necessarilp Faroese
and Icelandic. This word order must therefore be analyzédrdntly in the
two language groups, cf. previous analyses of this moveashbeing to the
inflectional domain of the clause.

In Norwegian and Swedish, the relevant movement must t&igeteP,
if we are correct in assuming that ForceP licenses root phena. Turning
to Faroese and Icelandic, recall that we have reasons tevedhat all verb
movement in Icelandic is to the CP domain of the clause. Silass C and
D complements lack ForceP, Faroese and Icelandic V2 movemest be
capable of targeting the projection lower than one assediafith root phe-
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nomena, i.e. below ForceP but still within the CP domain eft¢rause? We

propose that this projection is FinP since this is the onkg pACP present
in Class C and D complements. Thus, Faroese and Icelandico¥2mment
may target FinP, Norwegian and Swedish V2 movement may not.a@al-

ysis captures the fact that there is no correlation betwkerpossibility of
displaying the V>Neg word order and the possibility of caaging MPU in

Faroese and Icelandic. As we have seen, such a correlatisis @xNorwe-
gian and Swedish.

We have presented arguments in favor of two types of V2. Ore is
root phenomenon, targeting ForceP and beyond. This moveyedds non-
subject-initial V2 in all four languages and subject-@itV/2 in Norwegian
and Swedish. The other is not a root phenomenon and targetsairllower
than ForceP but still within the CP domain of the clause, FinPour anal-
ysis. This movement is only available in Faroese and Icétaadd yields
subject-initial V2 in these languages. This is also the VZemoent that we
find in embedded questions and relative clauses in the samedges (i.e.
the contexts traditionally calleaon-V2contexts).

(77)  Target domains for V2 movement in Scandinavian

Subject-initial V2 Non-subject-initial V2
Faroese & Icelandic FinP TopicP
Norwegian & Swedish ForceP (or beyond) TopicP

We will now take a look at extraction data. As we will see, thpsovide fur-
ther support for our division between the two types of V2 nmoeat. Move-
ment to ForceP and beyond yields an island for extractioeyeds movement
to FinP does not.

5.9 Ontheislandhood of V2

Consider the example in (78) illustrating extraction fromeanbedded clause
displaying the V>Neg word order. The embedded clause magrlie an-
alyzed as a subject-initial V2 clause, or as involving vertvement to the
inflectional domain of the clause, i.e. a non-V2 clause.

(78)  Hverjum heldurpld ad Mariagefi ekkisvonabaekur? (Ic)
who think youthatMaria givesnot such books

2although not directly relevant for the purpose of this papiee termV2 movemenefers
to XP movement of a verb and one specifier to the CP domain oflthese, see Wiklund
et al. to appear.
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Vikner (1995b:108-119) claims that extraction from V2 das is impossible.
Therefore, he argues, the non-V2 analysis is the only ongabla for the
embedded clause in (78).

We have argued that all instances of V>Neg word order in Soamn
must be analyzed as displacement of the verb to the CP dorhina clause.
On this view, the embedded clause in (78) is indeed a subjéiztt V2 clause
and, thus, extraction cannot be excluded from V2 clauses.

In what follows, we apply the tests in (79) to identify the pibdity
of argument extraction from clauses involving V>Neg wordarand non-
subject topicalization, respectively, and adjunct exitoacfrom clauses in-
volving V>Neg word order.

(79)  Extraction tests

(i) Subject extraction from clauses involving topicalipat

(i) Object extraction from clauses involving topicalizat.

(iif) Subject extraction from clauses involving V>Neg orde
(iv) Object extraction from clauses involving V>Neg order.
(v) Adjunct extraction from clauses involving V>Neg order.

The tests have been applied to each of the five predicateeslaStass A, B,
C, D, and E. Since the results look the same across all classesill only
illustrate the results for Class A. Note that in Norwegial &wedish, the
tests are not applicable to clauses embedded under Class C jaredicates
for the simple reason that these are not compatible with V2.

We will see that although extraction is always excluded fMnclauses
displaying non-subject topicalization, it is not alwayslkexied from subject-
initial V2 clauses, cf. (78) above. The four languages umndazstigation will
divide into three classes with respect to the islandhood &f V2 clauses
are strong islands in Swedish, weak islands in Norwegiath,renislands in
Faroese and Icelandic.

A couple of issues that are crucial to the interpretatiorhef data must
be mentioned before we turn to the empirical facts. Faro®@sedish, and
some variants of Norwegian display thHeat-trace effect (see e.g. Taraldsen
1980 and Thréainsson et al. 2004), whereas Icelandic and w#rants of
Norwegian, including Northern Norwegian, do not. In bridfe that-trace
effect means that it is impossible to extract a subject acttos complemen-
tizer. For this reason, the Faroese and Swedish exampl88)idd not tell us
anything about the possibility of extraction from V2 clasis&hey would be
ungrammatical in any case:



178 CHAPTER 5. ON THE FORCE BEHIND V2

(80) a. *Hver segdihannat t; dugdiikki at syngjahenda sangin?
who said he that couldnot tosing this.heresong-the
(Fa.)
b. *Vemjsa hanatt t; kundeintesjungadenhér sangen? (Sw.)
who saidhe that could not sing thisheresong-the

The ungrammatical status of the sentences in (80) vanistiesgomplemen-
tizer is deleted but with different results in the two langes:

(81) a. Hvegysegdihannt; dugdiikki atsyngjahenda sangin? (Fa.)
who said he  couldnot tosing this.heresong-the
b. Vem,sa han kundeinte sjungadenhar sangen? (Sw.)
who saidhe could not sing thisheresong-the

As we will see below, object extraction is always possibterfrclauses dis-
playing the V>Neg word order in Faroese. From this fact weritiat (81a)
illustrates true subject extractidd. In the relevant Swedish variety, on the
other hand, object extraction is never possible from thémgses. The only
available reading for (81b) is a parenthetical reading.sTthe sentence can-
not involve extraction at all. Bearing these facts in miné, mow turn to the
data.

5.9.1 Topicalization and argument extraction

These are the tests that identify the possibility of argunestraction from
clauses involving non-subject topicalization:

(82) (i) wh-subjectsaid he that [non-subjectgy _ neg].
(i) wh-object said he that [non-subjectgy subject neg _].

All four languages disallow extraction from clauses invoty non-subject
topicalization

(83) a. *Hvegr segdihannat hesabgkurhevait; ikki givid bgrnunum? (Fa.)
i i
who said he thatthesebookshad not givenchildren-the

b. *Hverjum segdihannat hesarbgkurhevdihannikki givid t;?
who said he thatthesebookshad he not given

Note that some of the Class D predicates in Faroese, ingugira stoltur avbe proud
of’, require the overt realization of the complementia¢fthat’. For these predicates, the
subject extraction test is not applicable because oftthetrace effect.

14The judgments of the examples do not change if the negatieft isut.
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(84) a. *Hvey sagdihannad pessarbaekurhefdit; ekki gefid bornunum?
who said he thatthese bookshad not givenchildren-the

(Ic)

b. *Hverjumy sagdihannad pessabaekurhefdi hannekki gefid t;?
who said he thatthese bookshad he not given

(85) a. *Hvemsa hanat denneéboka hadde;ikkegitt til Kari? (No.)
who saidhe thatthis book-thehad  not givento Kari

b. *[Til hvem} sa hanat denneboka haddehunikke gitt t;?
to whom saidhe thatthis book-thehad shenot given

(86) a. *Vem sa hanatt denhéar boken hadet; inte gett till Karin?
m i
who said he that this herebook-thehad not givento Karin
(Sw.)

b. *[Till vem} sa hanatt denhar boken hadehonintegett t;?
to whomsaidhe thatthis herebook-thehad he not given

Vikner (1995b) was thus partially correct in his claim theiraction is impos-
sible from V2 clauses. However, looking at extraction frdauses involving
the V>Neg word order, we will see a different picture.

5.9.2 V>Neg and argument extraction

These are the tests that identify the possibility of argunestraction from
clauses involving the V>Neg word order:

(87) (iif) wh-subjectsaid he that [ _ ¥f,, neg].
(iv) wh-object said he that [subject#; neg _].

All the languages under investigation, except Swedislowalirgument ex-
traction from clauses displaying the V>Neg word ortfer.

(88) a. Hvegysegdihann(*at) t; dugdiikki atsyngjahenda sangin? (Fa.)
who said he that couldnot tosing this.heresong-the
b. [Henda sangin] segdihannat hanndugdiikki atsyngijat;.
this.heresong-thesaid he thathe couldnot to sing

(89) a. Hversagdihannad t; geeti ekkisungidpettalag? (Ic.)
who said he that couldnot sing this song

15Recall that Swedish refers to the variety spoken by the Sskeduthor of this paper
(A-LW).
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b. [Pettalag]; sagdihannad hanngzeti ekki sungidt;.
this songsaid he thathe couldnot sing
(90) a. Hvemsa hanat t; kunneikke syngedennesangen? (No.)

who saidhe that could not sing this song-the

b. [Dennesangen]sa hanat hankunneikke syngetji bryllupet.
this song-thesaidhe thathe can not sing inwedding-the

(91) a. *Vemsa han(att) tj kundeintesjungadenhéar séngen?  (Sw.)
who saidhe (that) could not sing thisheresong-the

b. *[Denhér séngenjsa hanatt hankundeintesjungat; pabrollopet.
thisheresong-thesaidhe thathe can notsing  onwedding-the

Up to this point, Swedish and Norwegian have patterned kegategard-
ing V2, but with respect to extraction out of V2 clauses thkady divide.
Swedish never allows argument extraction from clausedvingthe V>Neg
word order, whereas Norwegian does. Hence, in this sensgyeégan pat-
terns with Faroese and Icelandft:

(92)  Argument extraction from clauses involving the V>Neg wattto

Faroese Icelandic Norwegian Swedish

Class A v v v *
Class B v ve v *
Class C v v — —
Class D v v — —
Class E v v v *

As we will see in the next section, the similarities betwearoEse, Icelandic,
and Norwegian do not hold with respect to adjunct extraction

5.9.3 Adjunct extraction

This is the test to identify the possibility of adjunct exttian from clauses
involving the V>Neg word order:

(93) (v) wh-adjunct said he [that Subj }, Neg Obj _]

We incorporate the test into question-answer pairs to ntakeavailable read-
ings clearer:

16The sign -’ in the table indicates inapplicability of extraction te§br reasons described
above.
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(94) Q: Hvisegdita, at ta hevdiikki hitt drotninginat;? (Fa.)
whysaid youthatyouhad not metqueen.the
A, Egsegditad,ti eghelt, tu atti atvita tad. (WH
| said it because thoughtyoushouldtoknowit
> Matrix)
Ao Honhevadiikki tid at hitta meg. (WH > Embedded)

Shehad not timeto meetme

(95) Q: Af hverjy sagdirdut; ad pu hefdir ekki hitt drottningunat;?
why said.you thatyouhad not metqueen-the

(Ic.)

A, Eg sagdipad af pvi admér fannstpu eettir advita pas.
| said it becausel found youshouldto know it
(WH > matrix)

Ao Hanhafdiekki timatil adhitta mig. (WH > embedded)
she had not timeto to meetme

(96) Q: Hvorfog sa du t; at du haddeikke mgtt dronninga*t;?
why saidyou thatyouhad not met queen-the
(No.)

A1 Jegsa detfordi jegsyntes du burde vite om det.
| saidit becausd thoughtyou shouldknowaboutit
(WH > matrix)

A, #Hunhaddeikke tid til & matemeg. (WH > embedded)
she had not timeto to meetme

(97) Q:Varfor sa du tjatt du hadentetraffatdrottningertt;? (Sw.)
why saidyou thatyouhad not met queen-the

A, Jagsa detforatt jagtyckte att du borde veta om
| saidit becausd thoughtthat youshouldknowabout
det. (WH > matrix)
it

A, #Honhadeintetid atttraffamig. (WH > embedded)
she had not timeto meetme
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In Faroese and Icelandic, the adjunct may originate frorhiwithe embed-
ded clause, showing that adjunct extraction from clausesving the V>Neg
word order is unproblematic in these languages. This doekaid for Nor-

wegian and Swedish. In the presence of V2 in the embeddede;ldhe
adjunct may only be read as originating from within the mattause.

5.10 Two types of V2 revisited

In all four languages, argument extraction is impossikdeficlauses involv-
ing non-subject topicalization. Turning to embedded V2is&s involving the
V>Neg word order, the languages divide in three. These ease not is-
lands for extraction in Faroese and Icelandic since bothraegnt and adjunct
extraction is possible. They are weak islands in Norwegegabse argument
but not adjunct extraction is possible. They are stronghddain Swedish
because neither argument nor adjunct extraction is allowed

(98) Theislandhood of V>Neg

Argument extraction Adjunct extraction Islandhood

Faroese v v none
Icelandic v v none
Norwegian v * weak
Swedish * * strong

Placing the extraction data just presented in connectidh thie two types
of V2 that we identified above, the following picture emergl®n-subject-
initial V2, which on our analysis is movement to TopicP, gelsland effects
in all four languages. Subject-initial V2 only yields istheffects in Norwe-
gian and Swedish. On our analysis, this word order is detiwyadovement to
ForceP (or beyond) in these languages, and by movement®ifriRaroese
and Icelandic. In other words, it is the V2 movement that djesal as a root
phenomenon which induces island effects, the one thattsaFgeceP (or be-
yond) in our analysis. To account for the difference betwdenwegian and
Swedish subject-initial V2, we propose that the relevanveneent targets
TopicP in Swedish and ForceP in Norwegian and that for wieaitesason,
movement to ForceP yields an island for adjunct but not agnirextraction.

(99) V2 movements and islandhood

a. V2 movementto FinP induces no island effects.
b. V2 movementto ForceP induces a weak island effect.
c. V2 movementto TopicP induces a strong island effect.
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If we are correct, we can further specify the content of tdB1 in 85.8:

(100)  Target domains for V2 movement in Scandinavian revised

Subject-initial V2 Non-subject-initial V2

Faroese FinP TopicP
Icelandic FinP TopicP
Norwegian ForceP TopicP
Swedish TopicP TopicP

5.11 Conclusion

We have investigated the distribution of embedded V2 in &seolcelandic,
Norwegian, and Swedish. Our findings conform to those ofierastudies
of V2 and other root phenomena. There is a clear division éetwclauses
selected by so-called assertive and semi-factive prexican the one hand
(Class A, B, and E) and clauses selected by non-assertivéaatide pred-
icates on the other (Class C and D). V2 is unrestricted in tmmér and
restricted in the latter clauses and this holds across all$candinavian lan-
guages. Contrary to standard assumptions therefore nttieldoes not dis-
play generalized embedded V2. Under most Class C and D ptediaon-
subject topicalization is disallowed or marked in Icelandn line with the
other Scandinavian languages.

The fact that the V>Neg word order is possible under all matgis in
Icelandic and varieties of Faroese, but impossible undaessOC and D predi-
cates in Norwegian and Swedish, simply means that this waleras a root
phenomenon in Norwegian and Swedish alone. If we are coltteste are
two domains in the left periphery for verb second displaceimenly one of
which licenses root phenomena.

In our discussion of the assertion hypothesis and its ratevéor V2, we
have shown that there is no clear definitionasisertionthat also discerns
V2. Our conclusion is that even though one sensessertion- namelymain
point of utterance- seems to be capable of picking out the set of contexts
where V2 is unrestricted, V2 may occur independently of anJMBading
and vice versa.



184 CHAPTER 5. ON THE FORCE BEHIND V2



Chapter 6

The (non-) effect of input
frequency on the acquisition of
word order in Norwegian

embedded clauses
Marit Westergaard and Kristine Bentzen

6.1 Introduction

In this paper we investigate the acquisition of word ordellarwegian em-
bedded clauses. More specifically, we look at how Norweglaldien ac-
quire verb placement in embeddad+questions and all types of embed-
ded clauses containing negation or an adverb. We also crsaene child-
directed speech data, as we believe that it is importanttiafies in first
language acquisition to take into account the role of inpuanguage devel-
opment. Whether or not one assumes that children are igreatdowed with
something like Universal Grammar (UG), it is obvious thatt@@& parts of
language, such as vocabulary and phonetic inventory, lodve learned from
the primary linguistic data (PLD). Lately, the effect of iton the acquisition
process has received considerable attention. In muchtreoek on language
acquisition within the constructivist framework (e.g. Tasello 2003, Theak-
ston et al. 2004), it is argued that input frequency is vitalhderstanding
both the order of acquisition of particular constructionsl &hildren’s non-
target-consistent production. In fact, it is often arguleal tchildren’s early
multi-word utterances are not the result of rule-governellavior at all, but
that they simply follow from a functionally-based distrtmnal analysis of
the input. Thus, in children’s early production, there tddior no syntactic
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structure underlying their utterances. This stands irkstantrast to the gen-
erative approach to language acquisition where it is contlyressumed that
UG provides the child with the necessary functional strreeand constraints,
and that all the child needs to do is to learn lexical items #wedsetting of
certain language-specific parameters.

Here we argue that input frequency plays a role in the adiprisof word
order, but only in combination with other factors. Thus, approachisinline
with several of the contributions to the present volume, Bagper, Kupisch,
and Bohnacker. The children in our study are acquiring alidort dialect
of Norwegian spoken in the city of Tromsg. Two constructiaith similar
input frequencies are investigated: embedded questiotiseoone hand and
(all) embedded clauses containing negation or an adverhenther. Both
constructions are very infrequent in the input. We show dhatiren make
mistakes in embedded clauses with negation or an adverbyeneralizing
the word order from main clauses (producing structures wetth movement
across negation or an adverb). In contrast, they do not exwerglize main
guestion word order into embedded questions (producingtstres with verb
movement across the subject). This is accounted for witlpla-CP model
of clause structure and a structure-building approachriguage acquisition,
where input and economy principles interact in the devekpnof word or-
der. Thus we argue that the lack of input cues for the target woder in
itself is not the reason for children’s non-target-coresisproduction. How-
ever, low input frequency may be one of the contributingdextausing the
target word order in embedded clauses with negation or aerbde be ac-
quired relatively late. While children have to rely on inpaacquire the word
order in lower domains of the clause, UG provides them wighitifiormation
that embedded questions are different from main clausetiquneswith re-
spect to illocutionary force. Consequently children do piaject the same
functional architecture for the two constructions, andrgeeeralization of
features from main to embedded questions should thereéoimossible.

The paper is organized as follows. In the next section wermithe rele-
vant word order facts of Norwegian. In section 6.3 we prefamacquisition
data from the children in this study, while section 6.4 corgan investiga-
tion of some of the adult data in the acquisition corpus. Thegection 6.5
we analyse the child data within an economy-based accouanhgtiage ac-
quisition. Here we also discuss the role of input frequemcthe acquisition
process. Section 6.6 is a summary with concluding remarks.
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6.2 The word order of Norwegian

Norwegian is a VO language with a rule of verb second (V2),cvhmeans
that the finite verb has to appear in second position in alhmkuses. This
is standardly analysed as verb movement to the topmost hesatibp of the

clause, C (see e.g. Vikner 1995b). This can be seen in bojbcttibitial and

non-subject-initial clauses, as illustrated in (1) and (8¥pectively. Norwe-
gian also shows V2 effects in maivh-questions, as in (3).

(1)  Johnliker ikke tog.
Johnlikesnot trains
‘John does not like trains.’

(2) Ifjor dro Johntil Peruto ganger.
last-yearwentJohnto Perutwo times
‘Last year John went to Peru twice.’

3) Hvorforliker Johntog?
why  likesJohntrains
‘Why does John like trains?’

In embedded clauses, the finite verb remains within the VR iBhllus-
trated in (4), where the verb has to follow negation. As weisegample (5),
most embedded clauses (such as embeddequestions) do not allow V2,
as the verb must also follow the subject.

(4)  Jegkjennerenmann[som{*liker} ikke {liker} tog].
| know a man who likes not likes trains
‘I know a man who doesn't like trains.’

(5) Har du hgrt [hvorfor {*liker} John{liker} tog]?
haveyouheard why likes John likes trains
‘Have you heard why John likes trains?’

There are some exceptions to the generalization that the d@es not
move in embedded contexts. First of all, Norwegian in gdngpéonally
allows verb movement ithat-clauses that are complements of assertive and
semi-factive predicatesdy, believe discover etc.). In the subject-initial em-
bedded clause in (6) verb movement past negation is optjohdhe subject-
initial main clause in (1)). In the non-subject-initial eedaled clause in (7)
V2 is obligatory (cf. the non-subject-initial main clause(R)). Although
verb movement past negation is accepted in sentence (§);dfered option
in Norwegian is generally to leave the verb in the VP, acecaydo Garbacz
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(2004)! However, as shown in (7), these constructions allow emtbtiuje
icalization, and then subject-verb inversion is obligatarhus, certairthat-
clauses like those in (6) and (7) are arguably contexts wérateedded V2 is
available.

(6) Hunsier [at John{liker} ikke {liker} tog lenger].
she says thatJohn likes not likes trainslonger
‘She says that John doesn't like trains any longer.

(7)  Johnsa at [ifjor dro hantil Peruto ganger].
Johnsaidthat last-yearwenthe to Perutwotimes
‘John said that he was in Peru twice last year.

Secondly, Bentzen (2003; 2005; 2007a) has shown that $éverthern
Norwegian dialects also allow verb movement past certanedosd in non-V2
contexts, such as embeddeb-questions, relative clauses, and adverbial em-
bedded clauses. The Tromsg dialect, which is the targetddiaf the children
in the current study, allows finite auxiliaries precedingtai® adverbs such
asofte ‘often’ andallerede‘already,’ as illustrated in (8) below. Again, verb
movement is not the preferred option, and we may thus asshehée word
order in (8) is relatively infrequent in the input. Crucialverb movement
is never possible past negation and certain other adverdis asheldigvis
‘fortunately’ andogsé‘also’, as we see in (9).

(8) Vi begynted bli spentena...
webegan to becomeexcitednow

.. ettersonvi ville alleredekunnevite resultatetpa fredag.

.as wewouldalready could knowresult.theon Friday
‘We started to get excited now as we would be able to know theltre
already on Friday.’

lGarbacz 2004 searched the Big Brother corpus of spoken NygeweBig Brother-
korpuse}, and according to his findings, the order S-NegsVis by far the most frequent
word order inthat-clauses, constituting 64% of embedded clauses with r@gaiihe sec-
ond most common word order is SrM,-Neg, occurring 29% of the time, whereas Neg-
S-Vyiy, is the most infrequent pattern (7% of the time). He also ranndla search
in the Oslo corpus of Standard (written) Norwegian, Bokn@slo-korpuset av taggede
norske tekstgr In this corpus, the preference for the S-NegzVorder was even more
significant. As much as 96% of the sentences had this wordr,ovdeereas the other
two orders were each used only about 2% of the time. The BighBracorpus is avail-
able at http://www.tekstlab.uio.no/talespraak/bighest the Oslo corpus is available at
http://www.tekstlab.uio.no/norsk/bokmaal/.
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(9) *...ettersonvi ville ikke kunnevite resultatefar pafredag.
...as wewouldnot could knowresult.thebeforeon Friday
‘... as we would not be able to know the result until Friday.

There are also some exceptions to the V2 requirement in neises. In
several Norwegian dialects verb movement is optional imméi-questions
(cf. Westergaard 2003, Westergaard and Vangsnes 2005sihas@005).
The Tromsg dialect has optional V2 in maut-questions with the monosyl-
labicwh-wordskem‘who, ka‘what,” andkor ‘where, as we see in (10)-(12).
The example in (13) shows that in the non-V2 cases the veadhals to fol-
low negation, in line with the restriction on moving the vgrdst negation in
non-V2 contexts (cf. example (9) above):

(20) Kem{like} hanJohn{like} best?
who likes he John likes best
‘Who does John like the best?’

(12) Ka {er} favorittlandet ditt  {er}?
what is favourite-country.the/ours is
‘What is your favourite country?’

(12) Kor {parkerte} han{parkerte} bilen henne?
where parked he parked cartheLOC
‘Where did he park the car?’

(13) Kemhan{*lante} ikke {lante} pengatil?
who he lent not lent moneyto
‘Who didn’t he lend money to?’

In wh-questions with longvh-phrases and the disyllabic question words
koffer ‘why,” korsn‘how, and katti ‘when, V2 is obligatory in mainwh-
questions in this dialect, as illustrated in (14)-(16):

(14) Koffer{gikk} han{*gikk} hjem satidlig?
why went he went homesoearly
‘Why did he go home so early?’

(15) Korsn{visste} du {*visste} kemdetvar?
how knew you knew whoit was
‘How did you know who it was?’

(16) Katti {lande} flyet ditt {*lande} i Lima?
when lands plane.theyours lands in Lima
‘When does your plane arrive in Lima?’
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Summing up, Norwegian in general has obligatory verb moveneethe
second position in all kinds of main clauses, but no verb mu in embed-
ded clauses. However, embedded V2 is possiblinat-clauses embedded
under certain predicates. Furthermore, the Tromsg diafgadnally allows
verb movement past certain adverbs, but not past negationnAv2 con-
texts, such as embedd@&drquestions, relative clauses, and embedded ad-
verbial clauses. In addition, this dialect has optional f2aisubgroup of
wh-questions (those introduced kgm‘who, ka‘what, andkor ‘where’).

In this study we focus on how Norwegian children growing ugiomsg
acquire verb placement in embedded clauses. More spelgifiaa investi-
gate how they acquire verb placement with respect to thestiinj embedded
wh-questions, as in (5), on the one hand, and how they acquinglecement
with respect to negation and adverbs in (all) embedded etaaad non-V2
main wh-questions, as in (4) and (13), on the other. We consider fdata
three very young Norwegian children below the age of 3, atagailata from
two older children, up to the age of 8. In order to considergbeential ef-
fect of input frequency, we also investigate a sample of sadudt data in an
acquisition corpus.

6.3 Previous studies and Norwegian child data

Previous studies on the acquisition of word order in V2 |aaggs suggest that
verb placement in main clauses is in place from very early\Wastergaard

(2005) shows that this is also the case for Norwegian childies soon as

multi-word utterances appear in the child data, verb movemgenerally ap-

plies in non-subject-initial clauses, questions, andetthitial clauses with

negation or adverbs. Such early acquisition of V2 in mainsts is also at-
tested in Swedish (Santelmann 1995; Platzack 1996), Dutnfdé¢ns 1990),

German (Poeppel and Wexler 1993; Miiller 1996), and LucerSegss Ger-

man (Schdnenberger 2001).

Findings concerning the acquisition of word order in emlaebldlauses
are more varied. Clahsen and Smolka (1986) find that Germpaakg chil-
dren correctly place the verb clause-finally in their verstforoduction of em-
bedded clauses. Penner (1996) reports on data from a BeSnése German
child which indicate that there is correct verb placemeetitbedded contexts
(clause-finally) until about the age of 3;2, but this stag®ilwed by a pe-
riod of a few months when the child produces embedded cldastbsvith and
without verb movement. Occasional non-target-consisterit movement in
German embedded clauses is also reported for monolinguaid@echildren
by Gawlitzek-Maiwald et al. (1992), and for bilingual Gemagnglish chil-
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dren by Ddpke (1998). Furthermore, Schonenberger (20Qi)dfdhat her
two Lucernese Swiss German subjects consistently movdthiteeverb in a

non-target-like manner in embedded clauses. This patmsareed until the
age of 4;11, when the verb-final pattern gradually took ovarally, Hakans-

son and Collberg (1994) have shown that Swedish-speakitdye seem to
move modal auxiliaries across negation and adverbs in Siezthbedded
clauses. Again this is a pattern not found in the adult laggua

Previous findings are thus inconclusive, some studies stiggehat verb
placement in embedded clauses is unproblematic, wherbassatport this
to be an area where children make mistakes for an extendexipeitime.

In the following sections we present data from Norwegiaeasng chil-
dren indicating that there is evidence of overgenerabredf verb movement
past negation or an adverb into constructions that do nmwvalerb movement
in the target language. However, non-target-like verb mmmt past subjects
is not attested in the children’s production.

6.3.1 Young children

In this section we provide some evidence from three very gddarwegian
children. These data come from a relatively large corpusisting of alto-
gether 70 one-hour recordings of three children betweeadleeof approxi-
mately 1;9 and 3;3 Given the young age of these children, there are not many
instances of embedded clauses in the data. However, theeeefaw relevant
examples in the later files, altogether 108 embedded gquss8 embedded
clauses with negation or an adverb and one non-V2 mdmguestion with
negation.

Let us start with the 28 embedded clauses with negation odaerl (all
declaratives). As many as 15 of these had to be excluded furm@iscussion
because they are unclear with respect to the question ofaexe@ment. In
three of these examples, although they display the tametistent non-V2
word order, the verb involved seems to be non-finite, andipgiffom the
context, there is a modal missing in the structur€he remaining 12 of the
excluded examples display the most common word order in tiidren’s

2Apart from ten files that have been recorded and transcripéugfirst author, the corpus
has been collected by Merete Anderssen. See Anderssen) @d8Vestergaard (2005) for
details about the corpus.

3In the dialect the children in this study are acquiring, thesgnt tense endinger of the
standard language has been reducedgovhich means that the infinitive and the present
tense verb forms of many verbs are identical. This is the fsthe two classes of regular
verbs, which make up approximately 96% of all verbs in thglege, according to Endresen
and Simonsen 2001.
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embedded clauses, viz. the order where negakikerikkje‘'not’ occurs im-
mediately following the complementizer (if present), iabove the verb as
well as the subject, as illustrated in (17). This Neg-g;\vord order is
also possible in the adult grammar, although as mentionsédgtion 6.2, it
is much less frequent than S-Negs;Y (see footnote 1). It is also unclear ex-
actly what position negation is attached to in such seng&ndéevertheless,
we must conclude that these sentences cannot reveal apythdut possible
verb movement.

a7 neiho skal passepameeikkje reven kommea ta mee.(Ina.18, 2;8,12)

no sheshallwatchonme not fox.thecomes totakeme
‘She is to watch out so the fox doesn’'t come and take me.’
Preferred:Ho skal passe pa mae sa reven ikkje kommer og tar mee.

The 13 remaining embedded clauses with negation were rdlévdhe
current study. Four of these 13 sentences can be said todexamples of
target-consistent word order without verb movement in eddbd contexts.
Two of these are illustrated in (18) and (19), where negaimpears between
the subject and the verb, indicating that no verb movementdiaen place.

(18) ikkeda [//]at detda ikke blir stramt. (Ole.18, 2;9,15)
not then thatit thennot becomesight
‘... that it doesn't get (too) tight.’

(19) barenar demikke holdpada dettedemxxx. (Ina.27, 3;3,18)
onlywhentheynot hold onthenfall theyxxx
‘Only when they are not holding on, then they fall’
Target form:Bare nar dem ikke hold(er) (fast?), da deett dem.

But nine of the examples in the child data do in fact displagpvaove-
ment in embedded contexts. Five of these are that-clauselsiam the target
grammar also allows (but disprefers) verb movement. Ondexdd is illus-
trated in (20). The four remaining embedded clauses in tinpusoexhibit
verb movement in non-V2 contexts where it is clearly ungramecal in the
target language. An example is given in (21).

“4A relatively standard assumption is that negation and dmveray be adjoined to VP as
well as to TP, but not AgrSP. It is, however, possible thataiedight adverbs and negation
may be adjoined even higher, as suggested in Holmberg 1898ntences such as (17) in
child language, it could either be the case that negatiodj@reed to this higher position, or
alternatively, that the child has failed to move the subfeet Westergaard 2005).
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(20) hansa hanville ikke spise<han>[?]. (Ann.17, 2;8,4)
he saidhe wouldnot eat him
‘He said that he wouldn’t eat him.’

Preferred:Han sa at han ikke ville spise han.

(22) deterho mammasomhar ogsategna. (Ina.26, 3;2,5)
it is shemommiewvhohasalso drawn
‘It is mommie who has also been drawing.’
Target form:Det er ho mamma som ogsa har tegna.

Another construction where the target language does not ged move-
ment is hon-V2 mainvh-questions, as we saw in example (13) above. In the
data from the younger children there is one such questiotasong nega-
tion, and in this example the verb has indeed moved acrosatinoag The
word order in (22) indicates that there is overgeneralwatf verb move-
ment in these cases, not to a position in the clause struahanee the subject,
but presumably to a lower functional head.

(22) kemsomvil ikkje veereilag medhan? (Ina.25, 3;1,8)
whothat will not be togetherwith him
‘Who doesn’t want to be with him?’

Target form:Kem som ikkje vil veere i lag med han?

Thus, 10 out of 14 relevant examples show that all three @nldgeem
to prefer verb movement over a word order without movemaestt) n cases
where it is completely ungrammatical in the target gramnnakr @ases where
it is only dispreferred (in certaithat-clauses). This is interesting, as it goes
against a minimalist account, where movement is alwaysidered to be a
more costly operation than no movement. It could of coursthbease that
these examples are restarts - i.e. that they are biclausatwstes with two
main clauses. Such an explanation is also supported by ¢héhta none of
these clauses are introduced by complementizers. Howeilein a minimal-
ist account it is generally assumed that children start otlt the least costly
approach to word order, viz. a structure with no movementHtzack 1996,
Roberts 1999), and that they only produce structures withement if there
are strong and consistent cues for this in the input. Givanttie option not
to move the verb should be available to the children (as tlhgyrdduce some
embedded clauses with target-consistent word order)sungrising from the
point of view of a minimalist account that they seem to préffer least eco-
nomical structure in these cases. This indicates that esgmiateracts with
other factors in the acquisition of word order.

We next consider embedded questions, of which there areabaio108
examples in the corpus. What is striking about these clasgést virtually
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all of them occur with target-consistent non-V2 word ordeat is, with no
verb movement across the subject. Examples of these entbegestions
are provided in (23)-(25), both from relatively early anthtizely late files in
the corpus.

(23) se her ka Inagjar. (Ina.04, 1;11,22)
look herewhatIna does
‘Look here what Ina is doing!

(24) Annvet ikke kor hanerhenne. (Ann.09, 2;2,19)
Ann knownot wherehe is LOC
‘Ann doesn’t know where he is.

(25) skal eevise # korsenmantrgkke paknappen? (Ole.20, 2;10,15)

shalll show... how one pushesn button.the
‘Do you want me to show (you) how you push the button?’

There is only one potential exception to the lack of overgalimation of
V2 word order in embeddedh-questions, and this is illustrated in (26):

(26) du,serdu ka erdet der sannder der? (Ina.27, 3;3,18)
youseeyouwhatis thattheresuchtherethere
‘You, do you see what that is/do you see: what is that?’

A possible explanation for the word order in (26) is agairt the child is
producing a biclausal structure, i.e. that there should testart between the
guestion wordka ‘what’ and the preceding part of the sentence, as illuddrate
by the alternative translation. This analysis is not congiyeimplausible,
especially given the linguistic context in the file. It is afethat the adult
responding to the child’s question has interpreted this a$-guestion and
not as ayes/nequestion, the reply to (26) being a specification of whaatth
refers t8. In any case, 1 out of 108 examples does not constitute exédbat
there is a rule of verb movement across the subject in emideglaestions in
the child’s internalized grammar, and we therefore corelticht in general
there is no evidence of overgeneralization of V2 from mato embedded
guestions.

Another possible type of verb movement in these embeddeguestions

5The reply from the investigator is provided in (i). It shoulé noted, however, that
pragmatically, also a yes/no-question could call for suthraswer.

0] det[/] detkalles for hyena. (INV, File Ina.27)
it it is-calledfor hyena
‘Itis called a hyena.
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would be movement across negation or an adverb, as we sae/émthedded
declarative clauses above. Unfortunately, none of the h@i8eelded ques-
tions in this corpus include negation or an adverb.

This section has investigated the occasional examplesloédded clauses
in early child data. To summarize so far, virtually no casegeob movement
across the subject were attested in embedded questio(233€25). In em-
bedded clauses with negation or an adverb, on the other liamanajority
of cases show overgeneralization of verb movement. Thisthasase in
four clear examples, illustrated in (21), and five furtheamples of embed-
dedthat-clauses, as shown in (20). In comparison, only four exaspfe
target-consistent word order without verb movement weoadoin the child
data, see (18)-(19). Furthermore, the only relevant exawig non-V2 main
wh-question also displayed verb movement across negatiahystsated in
(22). These findings are summarized in Table 6.1, and as wsesgrhe chil-
dren moved the verb across negation in 10 of the (prefer@uM® contexts,
whereas they left it in the target-like position followinggation only 4 times.

Table 6.1: Overview of word order in embedded clauses witjatien or an
adverb in the corpus of three Norwegian children, age appravely 1;9 to
3;0.

(S)-Vyin-Neg/Adv  (S)-Neg/Adv-V;,

Embeddedhat-clauses 5 0
Other embedded declaratives 4 4
Non-V2wh-questions 1 0
Total 10 4

6.3.2 Older children

The investigations of the older children are based on sporadordings and
diary notes from two boys, Henning (2;4,4 - 8;0,17) and g8 (10 - 5;9,15),
as well as the results from a small experimental study withgame two
children at the age of 8;0,20 and 5;9,18. The patterns regdar the very
young children in the above section are generally confirmdtie data from
the older children.

In the recordings and diary notes several embedded claugersegation
are attested, especially from the age of around four. The sladw that the
children at this stage display both verb movement and Viunisia target-like
manner inthat-clauses, as illustrated in (27) and (28). Both of these gtasn
are acceptable, but the word order in (27) is dispreferréldgradult language.
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(27) zevet at aehar ikke gjort det. (Henning 4;8,13)
| knowthat! havenot doneit
‘I know that | haven't done it.

(28) gesa at hanikkesku ... (Henning 4,;8,0)
| saidthathe not should
‘| said that he shouldn't...

In Bentzen (2003) it was shown that these children also ntoveerb past
negation in many other types of embedded non-V2 contextsh 8ilovement
was attested in relative clauses, as illustrated in (20);(& adverbial subor-
dinate clauses, (31), and in embedddequestions, as illustrated in (32)-(33).
There is also one instance in the data of verb movement in&/@anainwh-
guestion, given in (34). The following examples are all @amgmatical in the
adult language:

(29) eelike alt somerikke sterktog alt somer sterkt.
| like everythingthat is not hot andeverythingthat is hot
‘ like everything that isn’t hot, and everything that is hofHenning 4;2,7)

(30) du ma fa dee enbiffkniv.  somerikke sann. (Iver 5;8,16)
youmustgetyoua steak.knif@hat is not like-that
‘You need to get a steak knife that isn't like that.’

(31) ema ta paulleesta forat eeskal ikke bli sdkald. (lver 4;11,29)
I musttakeonwool.sockdor that| shallnot getsocold
‘I need to put on wool socks in order to not get too cold.’

(32) nar hanlvererikke her s& kaneeta meddenstoreskjeia.
whenhe Iveris not herethencanl takewiththe big spoon.the
‘When Iver isn’t here, | can use the big spoon.’ (Henning 276,

(33) meneelik’ ikke detnar deterikke sann. (Henning 4;7,16)
but | like-not it whenit is not like-that
‘But | don't like it when it isn’t like that.’

(34) kemsomvar ikke helt i form? (Henning 4;5,0)
whothat wasnot completelyin shape
‘Who wasn't feeling too well?’

Several embeddedh-questions were also attested in the recordings and
diary notes of the older children. None of these exhibit vadvement past
the subject, as illustrated by the following examples.
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(35) vet du ka det her er,tante? (Henning 3;11,12)
knowyouwhatthis hereis auntie
‘Do you know what this is, auntie?

(36) aevet korsndemlage ethus sann her. (Iver 4;7,10)
| knowhow theymakea houselike-thathere
‘I know how to make a house in this way.’

Evidence from the sporadic recordings and diary notes shbatsthe
overgeneralization of main clause word order into embedeethratives found
in the very young children is also attested for the two oldlidecen. Further-
more, the lack of such overgeneralization into embeddeduestions in the
corpus of the young children is confirmed in the data from tderochildren.
However, the sporadic recordings and diary notes do notagiyandications
as to how frequently these two children display the nonetalige word order,
nor for how long such patterns persist in the children’s grears. Therefore,
a small experiment was conducted with the two children aatiesof 5;9,18
and 8;0,20.

The small experimental study was designed to elicit embegdathequestions
with negation or an adverb. In the experiment, we introdubecchildren to
the hippo Harek. The children were told that Harek was a veogiar hippo
who had three special features: (i) he claimed to have therbemory in
the world, (ii) he did not talk to adults, and (iii) importéy)the would not
respond to you unless you started your sentences with ‘Daogrmember...?".
The investigator (the second author) read a story with thielreim about a
four-year-old boy, Karsten, who was ill and had to stay at danstead of
going to kindergarten. The children were told that Harek &lsew the story,
and that they were now going to test how much he rememberddasfing
guestions starting with ‘Do you remember...?". We attempteelicit alto-
gether 16 embedded questions, 12 of which were supposedhtaicmega-
tion or an adverb. The remaining four questions where iredias fillers. The
elicitation setup is illustrated in (37):

(37) INV: So, Karsten didn't go to kindergarten today, and that wasaoee he
was ill. Therefore he didn’t go to kindergarten. We rementbat that
was why, but ask Harek whether he remembers why.

CHILD:Do you remember why Karsten didn’t go to kindergarten today?

The older child, Henning, included negation or an adverbliofithe 12
designated questions, and in all cases, negation or thetagveceded the
verb in a target-like manner, as shown in (38)-(40):
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(38) huske du kofferhanKarstenikkevar i barnehagen? (Henning 8;0,20)
remembeyouwhy he Karstennot wasin kindergarten.the

‘Do you remember why Karsten wasn't in the kindergarten?’

(39) huske  du koffer ho ikke ville  kjgpeden potta?
rememberyouwhy shenot wantedbuy thatpot.the
‘Do you remember why she didn’t want to buy that pot?’

(40) huske  du koffer enmannikke fikk kjgpelLaveungen?
remembeyouwhy a man not got buy Lion.baby.the
‘Do you remember why a man didn’t get to buy the Lion baby?’

The younger child, Iver, included negation or an adverb ily &of the
12 designated questions, and in 7 of these 8, he producedthtarget-like
word order with the verb preceding negation or the adverhljiesrated in
(41)-(43):

(42) huske du kofferhanKarstenvar ikkei barnehagen? (lver5;9,18)

remembeyouwhy he Karstenwasnot in kindergarten.the
‘Do you remember why Karsten wasn't in the kindergarten?’

(42) huske du kofferdama ville ikke kigpeennattpotte?
rememberyouwhy lady.thewantednot buy a night.pot
‘Do you remember why the lady didn’t want to buy a chamber pot?

(43) huske  du koffer Laveungen var ikke til salgs?
rememberyouwhy Lion.baby.thevasnot to sale
‘Do you remember why the Lion baby wasn’t for sale?’

Neither of the children ever moved the verb past the subjetttase em-
beddedwvh-questions. Thus, the sporadic recordings, the diary natesthe
small experiment with older children constitute eviderteat thildren up to
the age of (at least) around 6, optionally move the verb pagation and ad-
verbs in non-V2 contexts. Furthermore, the small expertrakows that they
do not move verbs past subjects in embedded questions.

One possible explanation for the children’s word ordergratt in embed-
ded clauses could be that there is a word order change takicg p the
language. This seems unlikely, however, given that most@kkamples of
verbs preceding negation or adverbs in the diary notes amédie record-
ings are from the older child Henning at the age of approxayat-5. The
fact that at the age of 8 he hardly uses this word order anyswaygests that
this is a feature of a certain developmental stage in theisitigm process,
rather than e.g. an indication of a syntactic change takiagean the dialect.

Summing up the investigation of both very young and some\eldsr
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Norwegian children, we found substantial evidence for ggreralization of
verb movement past negation and adverbs from main clauseenmbedded
clauses, at least up to the age of 6. Such verb movement isaligneot
accepted in the target language. In the few contexts whesepibssible in
the target language, viz. past certain adverbs in non-V2ezts) and past
both negation and adverbs in certéivat-clauses, verb movement is the dis-
preferred option. Within a minimalist account of languagquasition it is at
first sight unexpected that children should prefer verb mos@ where it is
not allowed or dispreferred in the target language. Assgrthiat economy
principles play an important role in language acquisitiome would expect
children to avoid costly operations such as verb movemengss there is
strong and consistent evidence for such movement in the.inpu

Furthermore, it does not seem to be the case that the childtbe study
are simply applying main clause V2 word order in embeddedsga in gen-
eral. This is evident from the fact that they do not move theo\mast the
subject in embeddedh-questions in analogy with maimh-questions. Thus,
what needs to be explained is why children overgeneralizk n@vement
past negation and adverbs but not past subjects. In theviolijpsections we
discuss possible reasons for this asymmetry in the acquif verb place-
ment. An important question is whether this is a result ohasetries in the
frequency of the relevant constructions in the input, or tbeother factors
may play a role.

6.4 Input Frequencies

As mentioned in the introduction, there has recently beeimneeased inter-
est in the role of the input, within functional as well as falnapproaches
to language acquisition, and especially within the comsirist framework,
where input is often argued to be the sole explanation fouiadtpn orders
and children’s error patterns.

An example of a constructivist approach relevant to the ttaogsons at
hand is Tomasello (2003), who argues that children’s eadgyction of em-
bedded clauses provides no evidence for a hierarchicaitsteuiin children’s
linguistic systems. Investigating examples from Germaiddanguage, he
finds that early embedded clauses always appear with the reatnie verbs,
normally only two or three different ones. Therefore thaseetter analyzed
as linear constructions, he argues, where the matrix vesimigly stuck onto
the beginning of the clause, which remains a main clausetster Apply-
ing this line of reasoning to the Norwegian child data in thevppus section,
it could be argued that the embedded clauses with negatematrreally
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embedded constructions, but rather main clauses with #@alichunk which
looks like a matrix clause. Thus, we find main clause word ordthese con-
structions with the verb preceding negation or an adverhyassillustrated
in e.g. (20) and (21). Presumably the V-Neg/Adv combinatiothe main
clause would on this approach not be the result of verb morgrbet simply
a linguistic chunk which is reproduced from main to embeddedses (or
rather, structures which look like embedded clauses).

If children learn syntactic structure from input only, wewl@then expect
to find the following frequencies of the relevant constroigti in the input that
the children in this study are exposed to: embedded claugasnegation
or an adverb should be infrequent in the input, since thibesdause type
where children make word order mistakes for an extendedgefitime. On
the other hand, main clauses with negation or an adverb dieutelatively
frequent, since this is where the V-Neg/Adv pattern thatthillren are over-
generalizing is found. Furthermore, embedded questiomsidfalso be quite
frequent, as the children were found not to overgenerdiied/tSubject word
order found in mairwh-questions.

Obviously, it is possible to argue that children’s earlyetdihces have
more syntactic structure than what is normally assumedinvaihconstruc-
tivist approach and still argue for a frequency effect. Oahsan approach
within a generative framework, the word order of main clauseuld be the
result of verb movement, and because of a high frequency of olauses
with V2, this type of movement would then be overgeneralite@mbed-
ded clauses. That means that frequency would override ecpimothis case,
since, as discussed above, a common idea within the mirgthiedimework
is that syntactic movement is always more costly than thie dhenovement.
For a frequency effect to play a role here, one would expetintbexactly
the same input frequencies as was sketched above for th&rwtisst ap-
proach: embedded clauses with negation or an adverb shewarsiderably
less frequent than the corresponding main clauses, whitedded questions
are expected to be quite frequent.

In order to get an indication of what child-directed speedymonsist of
in terms of frequency of syntactic constructions, some dasngf the adult
material from the Tromsg corpus were investigated in detkitst of all,
one file (corresponding to approximately one hour of spaas speech)
was hand-searched and all complete sentences of the gatest(INV) were
counted. In this file, the investigator produced a total d d&erances, out
of which there were 668 complete clauses, 554 matrix and hidedded
clauses. There are altogether 123 subject-initial mainsealeclaratives in
the sample, 43 of which contain negation or an adverb, sele BaB. This
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means that the evidence for verb movement across negatiadvarbs in
main clauses makes up 6.4% of the total input. Furthermioeeetare as many
as 337 examples of questions and non-subject-initial ceolas (50.4%),
providing the child with evidence for verb movement acrdgsgdubject. This
means that there is ample evidence in the input that Norwegia V2 lan-
guage in main clauses, see Westergaard (2006) for a moriéededaalysis.
Similar findings have been attested for much larger sampl8s/edish input
data in Josefsson (2004), altogether 14,033 adult uttesanchere V2 con-
structions such ages/nequestions are attested in 22-28% of all utterances,
and non-subject-initial declaratives 12-27%.

Table 6.2: Overview of evidence for V2 and non-V2 in a samglelold-

directed speech, the investigator in the file Ole.14 (agéivd @;6,21), with
percentages calculated relative to the total number of tategmatrix and
embedded) clauses (N=668).

Evidence for V2 Evidence for non-V2
Subject-initial decl. 6.4% (43) Embedded clauses 0.9% (6)
with Neg/Adv with Neg/Adv

Non-V2wh-questions 0.1% (1)
with Neg/Adv
Non-subject-initial  50.4% (337) Embedded questions  1.6% (
decl. and questions

The evidence that the verb daast move past negation or adverbs in non-

V2 contexts should be expressed in all embedded clausedlaswenon-V?2
mainwh-questions with negation or adverbs. These constructionsdeed
very infrequent in the input. As illustrated in the rightdtecolumn of Table
6.2, the investigator produces only six embedded claustsnggation or an
adverb in the file, corresponding to 0.9% of the input in th@giea. One of
these sentences is illustrated in (44) and could be compatéeé non-target-
consistent child utterances in (20)-(21) and (29)-(33)vaboFurthermore,
there is only one example of a non-V2 maih-question with negation, which
increases the evidence for the lack of verb movement acregation, but
only by 0.1%. This example is given in (45) and should be caegavith the
non-target-consistent child utterances in (22) and (3dyab

(44) pass paat denikkje faller over. (INV, file Ole.14)
watchonthatit not falls over
‘Watch out so it doesn't fall over.’
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(45) kemsomikkje far kjgre? (INV, file Ole.14)
whothat not getsdrive
‘Who doesn't get to drive?’

This means that the total evidence for the lack of verb moveraeross
negation or an adverb in Norwegian embedded contexts and/Aamainwh-
guestions is attested only 1.0% in the input sample. Monetivere is also an
example of an embedded that-clause with the word order ViAdhis file,
which is illustrated in (46). As discussed in section 6.2wehohese are also
grammatical in the target language, further complicathmgy $tructures that
have to be acquired by the child.

(46) aetrur hanma baresitteder. (INV, file Ole.14)

| thinkhe mustonlysit there
‘[ think he just has to sit there.

So far our predictions with respect to frequency seem to beebout: the
evidence for Neg/Adv-V word order in embedded contexts andWi2 main
wh-questions is extremely infrequent in the input (1.0%), emwehpared to the
6.4% evidence for the opposite word order in subject-ihitiain clauses, it
could be argued that the more frequent word order is overgéned to the
less frequent one. The 50.4% evidence for V2 in non-sulijeiitd declar-
atives and questions, i.e. a word order where the verb pescind subject,
could possibly be added to this, as these utterances prtvidehild with
general evidence for verb movement in the language.

But what about the embedded questions, which were alsogbeeldio be
frequent in the input? As illustrated in Table 6.2, it turng that the evidence
that the verb does not move across the subject in embeddees (ripect)wh-
guestions is also very infrequent in the sample of adult.delte investigator
produced only eleven such examples, making up as littleG2 bf the input
sample. One of these is provided in (47).

(47 vet du ka slagsfargedet er? (INV, file Ole.14)

knowyouwhatkind color thatis
‘Do you know what color that is?’

Since the input sample discussed here is quite small anghedsloiced by
only one person, a more focused search of larger sampleg @btipus was
made, in order to check whether more considerable diffe@®iinput fre-
guencies could be attested between the two types of embeddstiuctions
requiring non-V2 word order. More specifically, we searcfagchegation (no
adverbs) and specific question words in the production ofrtxestigator in
files Ole.15-22, and in the production of one of the parentéaa Ann.01-21
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(MQOT). As shown in Table 6.3, the investigator producedgdtber 6,351 ut-
terances. Out of these, there were 32 (0.5%) embedded slaitbenegation,
and no non-V2 mainvh-question with negation. In addition, the investigator
produced 66 (1.04%) embedded (non-subjedbquestions. Ann’s mother
produced a total of 8,860 utterances, 39 (0.44%) of these webedded
clauses with negation, and 41 (0.46%) were non-V2 mdkguestions with
negation. Furthermore, she produced 224 (2.5%) embeddedsimbject)
wh-questions. Thus, the more focused search in the corpusnaisates that
the evidence for not moving the verb in non-V2 contexts iatregly infre-
guent. For both adult speakers the number of embedded guessi some-
what higher than the total number of clauses providing exéddor the lack
of verb movement across negation or an adverb, 32 (0.5%)v&..64%) for
the investigator, and 80 (0.90%) vs. 224 (2.5%) for Ann’s imeot

Table 6.3: Overview of utterances providing evidence far-w@ word order
in samples of child-directed speech, the investigator (IM\files Ole.15-22
(N=6351, all utterances) and the mother (MOT) in files AnA2Q1(N=8860,

all utterances).
Evidence for non-V2

Emb. clauses Non-V&h Total Embeddeavh-

w/Neg guestions w/Neg guestions
INV 32 (0.5%) 0 32 (0.5%) 66 (1.04%)
MOT 39 (0.44%) 41 (0.46%) 80 (0.9%) 224 (2.5%)

Thus, in the small hand-searched adult sample as well azifottused
search of the larger corpus samples there is a slightly higheentage of
embedded questions than embedded contexts with negataaiverbs. How-
ever, we doubt that a difference between e.g. 0.5% and 1.@8d be the
only explanation for children producing a considerable hanof non-target-
consistent constructions in the former case and displagiagtually error-
free production in the latter. Why would 1.04% be enough fripuacquire
a certain word order, while 0.5% — or the 0.9% produced by tbhéer - is
not? And even if the children’s production were the resultliffierences in
input frequency, one would expect such a small differendeate an effect
only for a short period of time. However, as shown in secticab8ve, the

8]t should be noted that the number of embedded questions magrnewhat inflated as
an effect of the recordings, especially in the speech of #rergs. In an attempt to make the
children speak as much as possible, they frequently pragitences such as the following:

0] har du fortaltho Mereteka du gjordei gar? (MQT, file Ann.03)
haveyoutold DET Meretewhatyoudid yesterday
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non-target-consistent word order produced by the childreambedded con-
texts is quite persistent, possibly lasting well into sdreme. We thus find it
highly unlikely that frequency could be the sole explanafior this, and we
therefore reject a purely constructivist approach to thklcrata. Moreover,
we believe that such an approach would also have a problefaiexg why
the V-Subject word order of all main clauses with V2 does nargeneral-
ize to embedded questions. After all, in the small input danmvestigated
in Table 6.2, the difference in input frequency between n@auses with
V2 (V-Subject) and embedded clauses (Subject-V) is as mad@0a% vs
1.6%, which is much higher than the difference between maihesnbedded
clauses with respect to the position of the verb in relatmnegation or an
adverb (6.4% vs. 1.0%). Thus, if input frequencies wereassible for over-
generalization from the relatively frequent V-Neg/Adv wasrder of main
clauses to embedded contexts, we see no reason why the eltifeeguent
V-Subject word order should not overgeneralize in the sam@e w

We therefore want to argue that the results of our investgatf the input
clearly reveal that other aspects of language acquisitioh as complexity or
economy must be invoked to explain the error patterns desdrin section
6.3. This will therefore be the focus of the next section.

6.5 An economy-based account

Having rejected an analysis which explains the childreai§ggmance solely
by reference to input frequency, we will now turn to an acdofrthe ob-
served facts in terms of economy, complexity and to a ceeatent, fre-
guency. The framework we adopt is a Split-CP model of clatrsetsire, and
this will be outlined briefly in the next section. In sectiorb@ we account
for the appearance of the children’s non-target-condistend order in em-
bedded contexts with negation by referring to an econonycypie which
causes them not to move elements higher up in a clausalwteutian there
is evidence for in the input. The reason why this does notyaipptmbedded
guestions will be related to the syntactic model we adoperehmain and
embedded clauses have different clausal architecturectiei their different
illocutionary force. Finally, in section 6.5.3 we will digss some reasons why
the children’s errors in embedded clauses are so persiatehhere frequency
will be argued to play a role.
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6.5.1 Theoretical background

We adopt a Split-CP model of clause structure, which is nespby Rizzi's
(1997) original model and later work on lItalian syntax, eRjizzi (2001),
Beninca and Poletto (2004), but which is in many ways difiefeom these
accounts. The model was originally developed in Westechaad Vangsnes
(2005) and somewhat revised in Westergaard (2005; 200@®) midst impor-
tant aspect of the model is that different clause types hdfereht heads in
the CP-domain, reflecting the illocutionary force of thauslatype. For exam-
ple, awh-question is an Int(errogative)P(hraseyes/nequestion a Pol(arity)P,
and a declarative a Top(ic)P. The syntactic heads in the @RRadomains
of the clause that are relevant for the present discussmpravided in the
bracketed structure in (48):

48)  cp[(Int°Top’...) ... (WH) Fin® ;p[InToP® T°

Another crucial aspect of this model for our present purpasthat embedded
clauses have a restricted CP domain. That is, embeddedatesta are as-
sumed to be bare Fin(initeness)Ps, while embedded qusstierbare WhPs.
This reflects the different illocutionary force of main andleedded clauses.
For example, embedded questions are not ‘real’ questicthtaak interrrog-
ative force, and thus there is nodiitead present in the clausal structure.
The model was developed mainly to account for different sypeV2
grammars in English and Norwegian dialects, many of whickeh®o strict
V2 requirement irwh-questions, as mentioned in section 6.2. The main para-
metric tool of the model is the presence of a specific BieRdfeature on
individual functional heads in the CP domain, called fXp]’. This feature
must be lexicalized, a requirement which may be met by verbement.
Grammars differ with respect to whether a particular heashgdowed with
this EPP feature, which means that there are several soioc&® word
order. According to this model, Norwegian dialects whiclvéhao V2 re-
quirement inwh-questions, e.g. the Nordmgre dialect described by Afarli
(1986), will be argued to have no EPP feature on the tefad, but as they
are strictly V2 in declaratives, this feature is presenttmn Top head. En-
glish, which has subject-auxiliary inversion in all quess but (generally) no
inversion in declaratives, has the opposite requirememthese two heads.
The Tromsg dialect, which the children in this study are aoagy is argued

"This abbreviation refers to the Extended Projection Ppiec{EPP) of earlier versions
of generative theory (originally from Chomsky 1982), whietsured that all clauses have a
subject. Within the Minimalist model, e.g. Chomsky (19%),EPP feature on a syntactic
head will require that this head projects a specifier in ofalethe uninterpretable EPP feature
to be deleted.
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to have the EPP head feature orflas well as the Tdphead. The former is
necessary to account for V2 word ordenit-questions introduced by long
wh-phrases (see examples (14)-(16) in section 6.2), whil&® feature on
the Top head accounts for verb movement in all declarative senseaceoss
the subject in non-subject-initial declaratives and azmsgation or an ad-
verb in subject-initial declarativsFinally, the distinction between main and
embedded clauses with respect to the presence of C-heansnésdor the
differences between main vs. embedded clause word ordemdads Fih
and WH are not endowed with the EPP feature, and consequentlg ihao
verb movement to the CP domain in embedded clauses in Naawegi

For our present analysis we also adopt a general view of Egwac-
quisition which could be described as a continuity approablch includes
structure-building (see Westergaard 2005). The confiraspect of this is
taken care of by a universal “pool” of possible functionatleggries, where
rules for their relative order (and a number of other rules @mstraints) are
provided by UG. In the process of language acquisitiondcéii select cat-
egories from this universal set, based on principles of UG @ures in the
input. Additionally, children need cues to know how the eliéint functional
projections are realized syntactically in their particldaguage, e.g. by verb
movement triggered by the EPP feature.

We will also argue that in this process children are guidecgttynomy
principles. One of these is the principle of structural exag proposed in
the Lexical Learning Hypothesis of Clahsen et al. (1996iginally from
Safir (1993). Another economy principle, which is crucial doir analysis of
the child data at hand, is a principle of economy of movemssd @lso West-
ergaard 2005). These principles will ensure that childremat build more
structure or move elements higher in the structure tharetiseevidence for
in the input. This means that movement operations shouldligitarget po-
sitions that are as low as possible in the clause structums.cbrresponds to
what is often found in early child language: to the extent th@ldren produce
non-target forms, they normally seem to be due to childredycing less
movement than in the adult language, see e.g. Schaeffe@)200the lack
of scrambling in Dutch, or Radford (1994) on the lack of irsien in some
English-speaking childreniwh-questions. Superficially, this is of course the
opposite of what we see in the acquisition data presentelisrpaper, and
in the next section we will therefore consider this economggiple in more
detail in relation to the Norwegian child data.

8The optional word order in questions with the monosyllahiestion words is accounted
for by another C-head, the head of the Foc(us)P (see Weatdrgad Vangsnes 2005; West-
ergaard 2005).
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6.5.2 Economy of movement

As mentioned in section 6.2, V2 word order is in place moreees immedi-
ately in those clause types that require it, and Norwegiddreim must there-
fore realize very early that their language requires sorteglfiC’ head. Still,
the question could be asked whether early verb movement¢dhtdegets the
same head positions as in the adult grammar. In the syntaciiel adopted
here it is assumed that the verb in all Norwegian main claosages to the
highest head, 1Atin wh-questions, Pé8lin yes/nequestions, and Tdéan all
declaratives, subject-initial as well as non-subjediahclauses. According
to the approach to language acquisition we are assuming,roGdes chil-
dren with the knowledge that all main clauses have a CP doamairspecifies
the head that is necessary to produce different clause,tgpgesin? for wh-
guestions or P8Ifor yes/nequestions. Thus, it is not unlikely that early verb
movement in questions and non-subject-initial declaeatii in fact move-
ment to the appropriate heads. In subject-initial main s#ay on the other
hand, this is not immediately obvious.

Since subjects in the world’s languages are not univergatlye specifier
position of the highest C-head (e.g. not in English), UG wilt provide Nor-
wegian children with the information that subjects are difeopics in this
language and move to SpecTopP. This must therefore be tefwora input.
Likewise, that the verb is attracted by the°%»] head feature on Tdpand
moves to the head of this functional projection must alscelaenled. Unfor-
tunately, there is no clear evidence in subject-initialldextive main clauses
that the verb (and accordingly also the subject) moves alty to the TopP
in Norwegian. Nevertheless, there should be ample evidentiee input
that there is verb movement in these sentences, as illegtbgtthe relatively
high frequency of main clauses with negation in the samptEhod-directed
speech investigated above, obviously displaying the tafdéeg word order
(see Table 6.2). There were 43 examples in the speech samaikéng up
6.4% of the total (43 out of 668 clauses). However, if we asstimat chil-
dren only focus on the relevant clause type when searchinguies, as the
Split-CP model indicates (see Westergaard 2005; 2006) tHeeevidence for
verb movement is much higher, in fact as much as 35%, as teeard fig-
ure to relate this to is the total number of subject-initiatkdratives in the
sample, which is 123. In any case, children apparentlyzeaiery early that
finite verbs move across negation and adverbs in subjeactimain clauses,
and they produce target-consistent forms from the onséteohppearance of
relevant constructions, as illustrated in (49).
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(49) aegjarikke. (Ina.09, 2;2,12)
| do not
‘I'm not doing (it).’

However, there are many other head positions thanl ffogt could serve
as the landing site for verb movement in such sentencesn@na the econ-
omy principle discussed above ensures that children do neémonstituents
any farther than they have to, we argue that they will irlifigick a lower
head as the target for verb movement in these constructions.

In this model, there are two functional projections in thedidnain of
the clause, the In(ner)Top(ic)P and T(ense)P, as wasrdiiest in (48) above.
Sentence adverbs (including negation) normally occuriadgto TP in the
clause structure, i.e. in a position between the InTopP d@dTius, in order
for the verb to appear in front of negation in sentence (49yjli minimally
have to move to the head of the InTopP, the highest functipngkction
in the IP domain. Since the InTopP is the lowest possibleggot@n in the
clause structure that will ensure that the verb precedeatioeg this is also
in accordance with the children’s shortest move approachtHer words, the
children will initially assume that there is verb movememthe head InTdp
in Norwegian. Note that this corresponds t&-t-1° movement in traditional
terminology, i.e. the children are in fact mis-setting agpaeter, assuming
that there is general verb movement to the IP domain in Naoameg

Verb movement to the InTéhead will result in the surface word order
V-Neg, which corresponds to what is found in the adult lamgguaHowever,
the syntactic representation of a sentence like (49) diffeom that of the
target grammar, in that the child version of the sentencebiara FinP with
verb movement to InTd} as illustrated in the partial structure in (50). The
corresponding adult structure is a full TopP, as illusttdate(51), where the
[X°pp] feature attracts the verb to the head position of this ptme.
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(50) Child structure:

FinP
Fin°® InTopP

& InTop

| /\
gjer; TP
do /\
ikkje TP
not A
aegjer
(51) Adult structure:
TopP
/\
& Top
I
Top®
|
giar; FinP
do
Fin°® InTopP
|
8%F  InTop° TP
| /\

el ikkje TP
not _
egier

If this analysis of children’s main clause declarativesogect, we would
expect to see verb movementto the InTopP also in embeddéektsnin fact,
we expect to see the verb in front of negation and adverbs atealses where
the verb does not move to the CP domain. This means that ehitdrould not
only produce the non-target-consistent word order in altkiof embedded
clauses, but also in the non-V2 maim-questions. This is of course exactly
what we saw above in the child data presented in section 6.Bluatrated
in e.g. examples (27) and (34), repeated here for convesielmcall other
clause types (questions and non-subject-initial dedlesl)t, the verb moves
to a head in the CP domain, and this will mask the V-to-1 moveinigat the
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children seem to be assuming for their language.

(27) eevet at ahar ikke gjort det. (Henning 4;8,13)
| knowthatl havenot doneit
‘I know that | haven't done it
Preferred:Z vet at ee ikke har gjort det.

(34) kemsomvar ikke helt i form? (Henning 4;5,0)
whothat wasnot completelyin shape
‘Who wasn't feeling too well?’
Target form:Kem som ikke var helt i form?

An additional example from the Tromsg corpus is illustrate(b2). This
sentence is a non-subject-initial declarative, where &b kias failed to move
across the subject to TepThus, this sentence displays non-target-consistent
word order, as the adult grammar requires V2 (see Westelt@a8a4). As the
children produce V2 constructions from the onset of mulbkavutterances,
there are very few such cases attested in the child data, rdypadoe which
includes negation. Note that the verb in sentence (52) doas do the left
of negation, suggesting that verb movement has in fact tplese. However,
note that the verb does not move to the position above theestibyhich
would be expected in the target grammar. The word order mdékample
indicates that the verb has moved, and in accordance witArthenentation
presented here, it has moved to the head of the InTopP.

(52)  <ogs+>[/] og sadu kanikke tegnemer sann. (Ann.17, 2;8,4)
and st... andsoyoucannot draw moresuch
‘And then you can't draw more like that.’
Target form:Og s& kan du ikke tegne mer sann.

Thus, the children’s overgeneralization patterns in erdbdatlauses (and
occasional examples from main clauses) provide some stipptine analysis
that initially in Norwegian child language there is verb reowent to a lower
head than Topin main clause declaratives. This means that the children’s
choice of an uneconomic word order pattern in embedded etafiisvolving
verb movement) is actually caused by an economy principdeaijye in main
clauses, viz. the principle of economy of movement.

But why don’t we find any overgeneralization of V2 word ordeembed-
ded questions? This was illustrated by sentences such pali@de, repeated
here, where the verb correctly appears following the swpjedike the word
order in main clause questions.
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(24) Annvet ikkekor hanerhenne. (Ann.09, 2;2,19)
Ann knownot wherehe is LOC
‘Ann doesn’t know where he is.

The reason for this lack of word order overgeneralizatiodus to the
functional architecture of the Split-CP model provided b§.LRecall that
main clause questions are IntPs, while embedded questierisage WhPs,
lacking interrogative force. Being endowed with this knedde, children
know that embedded questions are not real questions andaquerstly do not
project an IntP in these cases. Overgeneralizing tig }X] head feature on
the Inf head to embedded clauses is therefore not possible, sirepjubke
that functional head is not present in this context.

On the other hand, according to the account given for cmitdrerror
patterns above, they will of course be expected to “trahgirb movement to
the InTop head also in embedded questions. The prediction is thadwath
young children will not move the verb across the subject irearbedded
guestion, they should in fact overgeneralize verb moveraertss negation.
Thus, an ungrammatical sentence such as (53) should besteattin child
data, while non-target forms such as the hypothetical sentédlustrated in
(54) are predicted to occur.

(53) *Avet ka vil hangjgre.
| knowwhatwill he do

(54) *AEvet kan hanvil ikkje gjare.
I knowwhathe will not do

The first part of this prediction is generally borne out intbtite Tromsg
corpus of younger children, as well as in the diary notes aedrdings of
the older children. As for the second part of this predictite results from
the small experiment described in section 6.3 suggest khldren at least up
to the age of 6 overgeneralize verb movement to embeddheguestions as
well, moving the verb past negation and adverbs, as illtesiran e.g. (41),
repeated here.

(417) huske du kofferhanKarstenvar ikkei barnehagen? (lver5;9,18)
remembeyouwhy he Karstenwasnot in kindergarten.the
‘Do you remember why Karsten wasn't in the kindergarten?’

SLanguages which do display V2 word order in embedded cositexy. Belfast English,
must then be assumed to have verb movement also to the héad Wh
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6.5.3 The way to the target grammar

But if children have mis-set a parameter, how can they reaehatrget gram-
mar? We argue that in order for children to reset the V-torapeeter and
revise their initial hypothesis, they need to pay attentmthe word order in
sentences that do not display V2, i.e. all embedded corextsion-V2 main
wh-questions. Note that this is different from the degreeabriability of e.g.
Lightfoot (1999), which argues that children can only detees in unembed-
ded contexts. Within the Split-CP model that we are assumimgre main
and embedded clauses have different functional archiectiildren must
pay attention to the word order of relevant clause typesragglg, in order to
acquire the status of the EPP head feature with respect iodividual syn-
tactic heads in the CP domain. We also believe that in ordeatiitdren to be
able to distinguish between Norwegian and V2 languageshwihacdisplay
V-to-l movement, e.g. Icelandic, they will have to be samsito embedded
word order. Icelandic in fact displays exactly the word oroleembedded
clauses that the children in our study produce in Norwegiad,as far as we
can tell, there is no difference between Norwegian and hcktanainclauses
that will indicate to children which type of language theg &arning. Thus,
we argue that the cue that a V2 language also has V-to-I mugiural in
non-V2 contexts, i.e. generally in embedded clauses.

Embedded clauses are naturally more complex structuresriban clauses,
and searching for cues in these contexts is arguably mdreuithan finding
cues in main clauses. This could be one reason why the ngettaonsistent
word order is so persistent in children’s production, polydiasting beyond
the age of six, as indicated by the results of our small erpamt. Compared
to the extremely early acquisition of word order in genenalNorwegian
as well as in other languages, the target-consistent water an embedded
clauses indeed falls into place very late.

Here frequency may also play a role. Recall that it is not cieffit for
Norwegian children to pay attention to just any embeddedlsaait must also
contain negation or an adverb, otherwise the word orderheilidentical to
that of main clauses. And as we saw in Tables 6.2 and 6.3 ilnee&:t, these
clause types are extremely infrequent in the input, aitiestéy between 0.5%
and 1% in the samples of child-directed speech that we immatstl. Thus,
we would argue that the lack of input frequency does have f&utteh this
case, viz. the effect that it takes a considerable time fdd@n to revise
their initial hypothesis that Norwegian has V-to- movermefowever, their
initial hypothesis is not directlgausedby the lack of frequency, but rather
the principle of economy of movement, as we argued above.

One piece of evidence that may support the idea that therérésjaency
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effect here is the fact that this type of overgeneralizasgenerally not found
in German child language, as we saw in section 6.3.1. Bein§@W lan-
guage with verb movement also across objects and adjunotsiim clauses,
German will provide considerably more input evidence tddekbin that em-
bedded clauses are different from main clauses. That igljffieeence will not
only be visible in embedded clauses containing negatioemtesice adverbs
(which are generally infrequent in child-directed speebh} also in all em-
bedded clauses containing an object or an adjunct. Withenihg performed
a study on German child-directed speech to this end, we thenkan safely
assume that a German-speaking child will be exposed to kinearg contexts
for non-V2 considerably more often than Norwegian-spegkimldren.

We may also compare this to another non-target-consisterd wrder
pattern produced by young Norwegian children in so-calkbject-shift’
constructions, where the target language requires praramibjects to ap-
pear preceding negation in questions and non-subjecidiclaratives. In
Westergaard (2005) it is shown that the three children insthdy (age ap-
proximately 1;9 to 3;0) all initially produce pronominallgacts in a lower
position, following negation. In Westergaard (to appehrs ts argued to be
due to the same economy principle that is discussed in tteeptrarticle, as
well as the general complexity of the construction. Howgewethis case the
children’s error pattern is relatively short-lived, as theget-consistent word
order falls into place between age 2;6 and 3;0. The differdretween the
subject-shift constructions and the embedded contextsuissed here may
partly be due to different input frequencies. In the sameparaf child-
directed speech which was investigated in Table 6.2, eceléor word order
in the subject-shift constructions is attested in 4.2% efttital input (28 out
of 668) and in 8.3% of all relevant contexts, i.e. questiamd mon-subject-
initial declaratives. This is of course considerably mdrant the 1.0% evi-
dence for word order in non-V2 contexts, and input frequeaney therefore
be argued to play a certain role here.

6.6 Summary and concluding remarks

In this paper we have considered two similar constructiomarwegian child
language, embedded guestions and (all) embedded claustsnoog nega-
tion or an adverb. In the former clause type the children’sdiader is error-
free from the beginning, in that they do not overgeneraligdovmovement
across the subject from main clause questions. In the E#ese type, on the
other hand, children produce non-target-consistent waddrdor a consider-
able period of time, possibly beyond the age of six. Thathsytmove the
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verb across negation or an adverb, and this is a word ordethveiso appears
in other non-V2 constructions. An investigation of some gl of child-
directed speech revealed that both constructions areneglyanfrequent in
the input, and that the difference between the two is too Isimdlave such
a considerable effect on the children’s production. A gassaccount of the
error pattern as a result of input frequencies only was foereejected.

Instead, within a weak continuity/structure-building agnot to language
acquisition, we explored an analysis which assumes an ecppanciple of
movement, which generally says that children will not molkeereents higher
in the clause structure than there is evidence for in thetinplore specifi-
cally, we argued that Norwegian children’s early subjedial main clauses
display verb movement to a lower functional head than in #nget gram-
mar, i.e. to a head in the IP domain. This will ensure targeiscstent word
order in main clauses (V-Neg/Adv), but result in non-targasistent word
order in non-V2 contexts: embedded clauses and non-V2 wiaiuestions.
The reason why there is no overgeneralization of V2 from n@aembedded
guestions is related to the Split-CP model of clause stra¢hat we assume,
where different clause types have different functionaldseia the CP do-
main. While mainwh-questions have an fhhead, embedded questions are
bare WhPs, reflecting the fact that they have no interrogdtikce. Thus, the
different functional architecture for the two clause typesounts for the lack
of overgeneralization, as a feature value on thehetd cannot be transferred
to a clause type where this head is not present.

However, input frequency is also argued to play a role in #malysis.
Together with the general complexity of the relevant cargtons, the lack
of input frequency may be a reason why the non-target-ctamgig/ord order
produced by the Norwegian children is so persistent, coetptr word order
in other constructions.

Thus, we argue that there may certainly be effects of inafufencies in
language acquisition, but we doubt that input frequencgalzan account for
acquisition orders and children’s non-target-consigtendiuction. Rather, we
believe that explanations must be sought in a variety ofareahe particular
case discussed in the present paper, we have argued thatecas well as
complexity interact with frequency to produce the par@gcugrror patterns
found in the child data.
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