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1. INTRODUCTION

Germanic word order has been an extremely popular and fruitful research
topic in the past few years. There arc a number of working papers, articles, dis-
sertations, and monographs that deal with Germanic word order, in general, or
with particular aspects of it. Much of the discussion is summarized in Haider and
Prinzhorn’s introduction to their book on Germanic verb-second phenomena
(Haider and Prinzhorn, 1986) and in the papers and references cited in that book.
Platzack’s (1985) excellent survey paper is also a good starting point for those
who want to become acquainted with basic issues and recent analyses.

It is well known that Germanic languages other than English exhibit the so-
called verb-second or V2 phenomenon. The basic difference between English, on
the onc hand, and the V2 languages, on the other, can be seen by comparing
English sentences such as (1a—b) with their Icelandic counterparts in (2):

(1) a. I have never met Mary.
b. Mary [ have never met.

(2) a. Ifg hef aldrei hitt Mariu,
‘1 have never met Mary (ACC).'
b. Mariu hef ég aldrei hint.
Mary (ACC) have I never met
‘1 have never met Mary."
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The neutral English word order given in (la) has the subject in initial position,
preceding the (finite) verb. Example (I1b) shows that in English it is possible to
have a nonsubject NP immediately preceding the subject. Germanic V2 lan-
guages such as Icelandic differ from English on this point, as illustrated in
{2a-b). Again, (2a) reflects the so-called neutral word order, with the subject
in initial position preceding the finite verb (VT), but in (2b) there is a nonsu bject in
initial position. The important feature to note here is that in (2b) the subject no
longer precedes the Vf but instead immediately follows it. In other words, the VI
is preceded by only one constituent in both instances and thus occupies second
position. This is the famous V2 phenomenon.

While various accounts of this phenomenon have been proposed, it is probably
fair to say that most of the recent proposals written within Chomsky’s GB frame-
work involve double movement of the finite verb. We sketch such an analysis of
Icelandic word order in Section 2.1 below. Analyses of this sort involve move-
ment of the finite verb to the INFL-position in all clauses (the V-to-1 rule) and
then on to the COMP-positiog in main clauses (the V-10-C rule). We refer to such
analyses as 2VM (= double verb-movement) analyses. Platzack (1985) argucs
for a 2VM analysis in his survey. He was also the first to apply such an analysis
to leelandic (Platzack, 1983a). Others who have been instrumental in develop-
ing 2VM analyses for lcelandic include Holmberg (most recently 1986) and
Sigurdisson (e_g., this volume: L=}

The major appeal of the 2VM analyses of the V2 phenomenon lies in the fact
that they account rather neatly for certain word order differences between main
clauses and subordinate clauses in Germanic V2 languages (cf. section 2). These
differences are particularly obvious in languages such as German and Dutch, for
instance, where the finile verb occupies a totally different position in these two
types of clauses. Certain differences in the relative ordering of finite verbs and
sentential adverbs (S-adverbs) in the Mainland Scandinavian languages, for in-
stance, also follow directly from a 2¥M analysis of these languages. But this
kind of support is absent in lcelandic, which makes a 2VM analysis less appeal-
ing for that particular language. This was one of the reasons why Rignvaldsson
(1984) proposed a different account of the V2 phenomenon in Icelandic. He ar-
gued that V-to-C rule does not apply in Icelandic, although the W-to-l rule does.
His analysis is thus a VM (single verb-movement) analysis. It has been further
developed by Thrdinsson (1984b, 1986a, 1986h).

The purpose of this article is to try to clarily some issucs involved in the IVM
analysis and to contrast it with the 2VM analyses. In section 2 we sketch the two
types of analyses. To make them more comparable, we choose Holmberg (1986)
as representative of 2VM analyses and propose a binary branching version of our
1VM analysis to contrast with it. In section 3 we go through the most important
descriptive problems of Icelandic word order that both types of theories can ac-
commodate. In section 4 we discuss some areas where the theories make differ-
ent predictions. We maintain that the scales tip in favor of the IVM analysis,
although some unsolved problems remain for both analyses. We show, in particu-
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lar, that the two types of theories under discussion do not differ in the extent to
which they have to refer to nonsyntactic concepts in order to account for the data,
although it is obviously not possible to go into all aspects of Icelandic word order
in an article of this kind. In section 5, we conclude that the 1VM analysis is a
viable alternative approach from a general theoretical point of view.

2. A SKETCH OF 2VM AND 1VM ANALYSES
OF ICELANDIC WORD ORDER

2.1, Holmberg's 2VM Analysis

In his dissertation, Holmberg (1986) proposes a 2VM analysis of lcelandic
word order. Since it is one of the most recent and in many respects the most
explicit version of the 2VM analysis of Icelandic word order available at present,
we use it here as a point of departure (but see Sigurdisson, 1989, for a more de-
tailed account of some of the issues within a 2VM analysis). Different assump-
tions made by other proponents of the 2VM analyses are only mentioned when
particularly relevant for the arguments at hand.

Holmberg assumes the following basic structure for Icelandic sentences (1986:
85-86, 121, passim; additions in parentheses are ours):

3 5=C")
(-:/\ S(=1")
/’/\
| ¥P
Jdn las e, v aldrei |v br‘.‘lﬁrm
John  read nEver the-book

*John never read the book”

This structure is consistent with the X-bar theory, as described in Chomsky
(1986a:2-1), for instance. As indicated, C (the COMP “slot™) is the head of §'
{and §7) in this structure, and 1 (INFL) is the head of 5. The clause given as an
example is a main clause. The (finite) verb has thus moved twice, as indicated by
its traces (the v under V and the v under 1); we discuss later the reasons for these
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verb movements. The subject originates in the NP-position under § and moves to
the “topic position™ indicated by XP in (3), since this is a clause with the nor-
mal, declarative $VO order.

This may seem a rather complex analysis of a straightiorward declarative main
clause, but Holmberg motivates each of the movements involved. Following
Kayne (1982), he argues that clauses can have different functions. These func-
tions depend on the nature of their heads. According to principles assumed by
Holmberg (and also Kayne, 1982; Taraldsen, 1986, in slightly different ver-
sions), predicates must be verbal (or [+ V]) whereas arguments must be nonver-
bal {or [—V]). Although the formal details of these principles need not concern
us at present (see Holmberg, 1986: 135 145), they play a crucial role in account-
ing for the movements. First, the verb not only moves to | to get inflected but also
to fill [ with verbal ([+ V]) material, which is necessary since 1 is the head of the
predicate according to Holmberg (1986 [45—147). But in a main clause such as
(3), 8" is also a predicate in a sense, since the “relation between XP and 5,
‘topic and comment’ [in a structure such as (3)] is similar to the relation between
MNP and I, subject and predicate, both semantically and syntactically”™ (Holm-
berg, 1986: 137). This means that 5’ has to have a verbal head in main clauses,
which is provided by moving the finite verb to C. The topic need not be a subject,
of course. When a nonsubject element is topicalized, the subject stays in the NP-
position under 5 (Holmberg, 1986: 102 f1.), but the finite verb will nevertheless be
in second position (i.e., under C). That is the famous ¥2 elTect (cf. section 3.3).

The situation is a little different in a subordinate clause according 10 Holmberg
(1986) and any ather 2VM analysis. An example is given in (4):

(4) 5
/\«
C S5(=1")
P
NP I
/’/\\\.
I VP
/\"\
S-adv ¥P
T
v NP
| |

ad  Min las aldrei  w bdkina

that John read never lhe-boak
“that John never read the book”

Here the C-position is occupied by the complementizer ad “that”, which is marked
[=V] in Holmberg's feature system and can thus head an argument, and that-
clauses are typical argument clauses. Consequently, the finite verb stays in I,
where it rightfully heads the predicate. The subject also stays in place under NP,
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since there is no XP-slot for it to move to in embedded clauses, the XP being to
the left of C. (This formulation predicts, of course, that topicalization, i.e.,
movement ol nonsubject constituents to XP, will not normally occur in embed-
ded clauses, as we see below.)

The reader may have noliced that the order of subject, finite verb, and adverb
is the same in (3) and (4), although (3) involves two more movements than (4)
{i.e.. subject-to-XP and ¥-10-C, in addition to V-to-1 common to both). In that
sense, these two additional movements are string vacuous in lcelandic. This is
not so in Swedish, for instance, since the relative ordering of the finite verb and
the S-adverb is different in main clauses and subordinate clauses, as demon-
strated by (5) and (6) (Holmberg, 1986:89f.):

(3) 5
A
AP 5
N
C 5
A
NP I
T
S-adv I
/\\
I VP
T
W NP
Eva skriver ¢ aldrig v 1- br|.w
Eva  writes never letters
*Eva never wriles letters’
(6) 5
T
C 5
T
NP rr
T
S-adv I
A
I ¥E
T
v NP
att  Eva, aldrig skriver 1Ir M‘lrv
that  Eva  never wriles letiers

“that Eva never wriles lelters’
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In (5) the finite verb has moved twice and thus ends up to the left of the S-adverb.
But in (6) it has only moved to 1 and therefore stays to the right of the S-adverb.
This kind of evidence for ¥-to-C is missing in Icelandic, as mentioned in sec-
tion 1.

2.2. Our 1¥M Analysis

Rognvaldsson (1984) was the first to account for V2 in lcelandic by a IvM
analysis. Rognvaldsson proposed relatively flat structures that would look essen-
tially like the sentences in (3) and (4) above {(Rognvaldsson, 1984:100f.—
Rognvaldsson was not dealing with S-adverbs but we have added S-adverbs for
ease of comparison):

(N 5

v NP
Jon, las e, aldrei v bdking
John read  never the-book
(8) 5
C 5

v MNP
ad  Jom, lus e, aldrei v bdkina
that John read  never the-book

Rignvaldsson's (1984) arguments were mainly based on (1) certain properties of
jpad-insertion in Icelandic (which we discuss below); (2) the lack of evidence or
Y-10-C in Icelandic main clauses as opposed to their Swedish counterparts, for
instance (cf. section 2.1); and (3) the relative frequency of topicalization in em-
bedded clauses in Icelandic (as opposed to some other Germanic languages; cf.
section 4 below). Thréinsson {1984b, 1986b) and Régnvaldsson (1987) basically
assume the same kind of structure and give some additional arguments for the
analysis. But the flat structure shown in (7) and (8) is not really necessary lor any
of the most important arguments of the |VM analysis, we will translate this
structure into the binary branching framework to make the comparison with
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Holmberg's 2VM analysis easier. Before giving the relevant structures of our ex-
ample sentences, we propose (9) as the “maximal” sentential structure for Ice-
landic, assuming, with Holmberg (1986), an X-bar framework similar to that of
Chomsky (1986a):

(k)] 5" =C")

XP §=C"

Like Holmberg, we assume that C is the head of S', and 1 the head of 5, as shown
here. There are, however, several important differences, which we discuss in de-
tail in the next sections. First, note that we are assuming two XP-positions, the
topmost being the specifier of C (as Holmberg's XP), whereas the second is to the
right of C, immediately dominated by S and the specifier of . We propose that
the topmost XP is the slot filled by certain dislocated elements (see section 4.3
below). It is to the left of C, and left dislocation, for instance, does nol apply in
embedded clauses, thus differing [rom topicalization (Thriinsson, 1979:63-64).
This slot has sometimes been labeled E (cf. Zaenen, 1980:19, following Ban-
field, 1973: see also Thrdinsson, 1986b: 189), and it will not be present in all
sentences. Following recent GB practice, one could assume that all the slots
shown in this tree are in fact optional—everything is optional unless some prin-
ciple of grammar requires occurrence. Second, there is a second XP-slot that fol-
lows C; subjects and nonsubjects can move to this position in embedded clauses
as well as in main clauses. Third, we assume that there is a maximal projection of
¥ in the structure, namely V" (sometimes labeled VP [VP-bar[), and that the
basic subject position is dominated by this V. The subject is thus the specifier of
V in Icelandic D-structure, rather than the specifier of 1 as argued by Holmberg.

Turning now to our example sentences, their structures are represented as
follows:
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(10) 5(=1"

XP I
N
1 v
/\
NP VP(=V")
T
S-adv ¥
/\\
v NP
Jon,  las e, aldrei '|v bd-jina
John  read never the-book
*John never read the book”
(1 s .
C 5(=1"
//\.
XP 1"
I W
/\
NP VP(=V])
N
S-adv VP
/\.
v NP
ad  Jom,  las e, aldrei '|v brﬂ!inu
that John read never the-book

*that John never read the book”

The main differences between this analysis and Holmberg's should be fairly
obvious. First, the finite verb moves only once: we have the V-to-1 movement in
the main clause in (10) and in the subordinate clause in (11). We assume with
Holmberg that the finite verb does this in order to get inflected and also to provide
the predicate 1" in these structures with a verbal head. But since there isno 5" in
main clauses such as (10) (no principle of grammar calls for it), no further verh
movement is needed. The main clause is just a 5 in examples of this sort and the
S is verbal, as it should be, since its head (the 1) contains verbal material already
after V-to-1. But in a declarative SVO structure such as this, the subject moves 1o
the XP-position (Diderichsen’s, 1946, fundament), it being the topic or Theme of
the sentence in the functional sense.

The derivation of a subordinate clause is very much the same in a [VM analy-
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sis. We find the same V2 phenomenon in embedded clauses as in main clauses in
Icelandic; we thus assume in our analysis the same kind of movement in both
clause types. The only difference is that the embedded clauses are 5’ rather than
just S and hence their head is C. In our example sentence (11), this head position
is filled by the nonverbal (| — V) complementizer ad ‘that’, since this is an argu-
ment clause.

3. SOME COMMON PREDICTIONS
OF HOLMBERG’S ANALYSIS AND OURS

3.1. A List of Facts Compatible with Both Analyses

Having sketched a 2VM and a | VM analysis of lcelandic word order, we can
now show in more detail how these analyses account for certain word order facts
in Icelandic. We begin by listing some of the predictions made by both analyses
{or distributional facts compatible with both of them), and then we go through
them one by one, explaining why or how they are made and showing that they are
borne out. The list is as follows:

(12} a. The finite verb in Icelandic normally occurs in sccond position in both
main clauses and subordinate clauses. In this respect, Icelandic differs
from the Mainland Scandinavian languages.

b. Fronted question words cannot cooccur with complementizers in em-
bedded questions in Icelandic. Icelandic again differs from the Main-
land Scandinavian languages in this respect,

¢. The finite verb in lcelandic can occur in initial position, for example, in
direct yes/no questions, imperatives, parcntheticals, and conditionals.

d. A nonfinite verb can move to | in infinitival clauses, for example, con-
trol infinitives.

e. Topicalization and pad-insertion cannot cooccur in leelandic; they are
incompatible but should obey more or less the same restrictions.

3.2, The ¥ Effect

We have already briefly discussed and illustrated the V2 phenomenon. In sec-
tion | we gave examples showing the basic difference between the word order in
English and in a V2 language such as Icelandic, and in section 2 we sketched a
2VM and a 1 VM analysis. Our illustrations in section 2 involved only a normal
SV order in main clauses and subordinate clauses [cf. examples (3), (4), (10,
and (11) above]. It is perhaps more instructive to see what happens in senlences
with nonsubjects in initial position, since it is there that the difference between
V2 and non-V2 languages can be most clearly seen. The examples in (13), there-
fore, repeat our lcelandic example sentences in (2}, for ease of reference:
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(13) a. Eg hef aldrei hit Mariu.
‘I have never met Mary (ACC).
b. Mariu hef €g aldrei hin.
Mary (ACC) have I never met
‘] have never met Mary."

As explained earlier, (13a) reflects the so-called neutral word order, with the sub-
ject in initial position preceding the finite verb (WF), but in (13b) there i1s a non-
subject in initial position. The derivations of this typical V2 word order can be
illustrated as in (14a-b) for the 2VM and 1VM analyses, respectively, taking
{13k) as an example:

(14) a. ’/g"\
C L3
/ﬂ\\
NP I
1 VP
S-adv VP
T
v VP
T
v MP
l |
Marfu, hef ég v oldrei v hine €,
Mary have 1 never mel
S
XP I"
I W
NP VP
S-adv /\"I’\‘
A VP
A‘
A MNP
I i

Marfu, hef ég  aldrei v hiur €,
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The two analyses thus account for the V2 phenomenon in main clauses in
rather different ways. In Holmberg's 2VM analysis, the V-to-C rule (the second
verb-movement rule, which moves the verb from the I-position to C) is essential
to get the verb to second position in main clauses (the position following the XP).
That position precedes the subject position in D-structure, and hence the verb
will precede the subject if a nonsubject is moved to the XP-position. Inour IVM
analysis, in contrast, the 1-slot precedes the subject position in D-structure 5o the
verb already precedes the subject after V-to-1 and no further verb movement is
needed to get the verb to second position. If a nonsubject is fronted to XP, then
the subject follows the verb.

Holmberg suggests that the reason English is not a V2 language is basically
because it does not have a general V-1o-C rule. Consequently, if an object is topi-
calized, we get the order OSV, as seen in (1b) above {with the C position presum-
ably empty, if we assume a structure comparable to [14a]) (Holmberg, 1986
147 f.). The reason why English does not need this rule in order to make §' ver-
bal, according to Holmberg, is that C is marked | +V] by default in English (but
[=V] in the V2 languages) and hence V-to-C is not needed. The reason why it s
not allowed to apply anyway, even if it is not needed, might be a universal “last
resort principle”™: Do not move unless you have to (Holmberg, 1986:151; cf,
Chomsky, 1986b: 143; 1987). Since we are only arguing against structures such
as (14a) and a 2VM analysis for lcelandic and not excluding such structures or
analyses for other languages, we have no special objections to Holmberg’s ac-
count of English word order.

Both analyses also provide straightforward accounts of the basic word order in
embedded clauses, as we have already seen. In (15a—h) we repeat examples (4)
and (11), respectively, to illustrate this:

(13) a. | 5

f:"/f\\ 5(=1")
/\‘\.
NP I
T
1 YP
T
S-adv VP
/"“\\
¥ NP
all  Jdén  laz  aldrei !r bdll'r'm
that John rcad never the-book

“that John never read the book'

T
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c S(=1")
Pl
XpP I
/\
I L
ay  Jén, las e, aldrei ! hril:linn
that John read never the-book

‘that John never redd the book”

Common to both analyses is the claim that the position for S-adverbs follows I in
Icelandic, so that the finite verb precedes the S-adverb after V-to-1. Hence we get
similar word order in Icelandic main clauses and embedded clauses as far as the
relative positions of the Vf and S-adv are concerned, although this is not so in the
Mainland Scandinavian languages |cf. (3) versus (15a) above|. The two analyses
under discussion do, however, make rather different predictions about topicaliza-
tion in embedded clauses, as mentioned in section 2.2. We rcturn (o that problem
in section 4.5 below.

3.3. The Postion of Fronted Question Words

It is well known that there is a word order asymmetry between main and subor-
dinate WH-questions in Germanic (V2) languages. This is illustrated in (16) with
examples from lcelandic:

(16) a. Hvern hefur Maria kysst?
‘Whom (ACC) has Mary kissed?'
b. Hin spurdi hvern Maria hefdi kysst.

‘She asked whom (ACC) Mary had  kissed.'

To account for his asymmetry in Icelandic, we propose that the landing sites for
the WH-phrases are different in main clauses and subordinate clauses, namely,
XP-position in main clauses and C in embedded clauses. Holmberg ( 1986: 104
106) argues for a similar difference within his 2VM analysis of Icelandic, al-
though for partly different rcasons. The relevant part of Holmberg's analysis is
illustrated in (17), and of ours in (18):

Icelandic Word Order Once More

(17 a, 5"
.
Xp S
/\
C S
& B
NP I
P g ¥
I VP
o
v \4 4
/\
v NP
I I
Hvern, hefur Maria v v kysst e,
b. s’
/\
C S
/\
NP I’
/\
1 VP
/\
\% vp
i ™
v NP
| I
hvern, Maria hefdi v kysst e,

(18) a.

/S-\

Xp I
gt Ny
1 v
P s
v VP
/\
\Y NP
Hvern, ' hefur Marfa v k)!nl !,

15
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b. 5
C 5
XpP

A»
T
MP VP

l |

kyssi e,

... hvern, Maria hefur ¥

Again, the two analyses account for the facts in rather different ways. One argu-
ment for assuming what WH-words (or hv-words) are fronted to the C-position in
Icelandic, but not in languages such as Swedish, is based on the fact that a com-
plementizer can sometimes cooccur with a fronted guestion word in Swedish em-
bedded questions, whereas it cannot in Icelandic (Thriinsson, 1986b: 184—183).
This difference is illustrated in (19) (cf. Holmberg, 1986: 104 106):

(19) a. Jag undrar vem som har skrivit det hdr. {Swedish)

I wonder who that has written this

‘I wonder who has written this.’

b. Eg veit ekki hver *sem/*ad hefur skrifad perta. (lcelandic)
I know not who that has written this

*1 do not know who has written this.

The impossibility of a complementizer following the fronted hv-word in C in
leelandic would then follow from some sort of ban against a doubly filled C. This
restriction could, for instance, be based on c-command relations between fronted
constituents and their traces: the fronted hv-word does not c-command its trace if
it is dominated by a branching C (Thrdinsson, 1986b:183). But Holmberg as-
sumnes that in Swedish the fronted question word in embedded questions occupies
the XP-pasition. Hence the C-position can be filled by a complementizer of the
proper kind (but not by the finite verb because that would make the embedded
question [+ V], which is ruled out since this is an argument clause).

3.4, Some V1 Possibilities

It is well known that there are a few instances of V1 order in the Germanic V2
languages, for example, yes/no questions. The derivation of these is rather
simple under both types of analyses considered here, as illustrated in (20a) and
(20b). respectively:
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(20) a. 5

T

C

(2VM analysis)

s
N
NP I
T
1 VP
T
v NP
| |

Kyssti  Marfa v v Harald?
kissed Mary Harold
*Did Mary kiss Harold?'

h. S

T

I v

{I'VM analysis)

NP
Kyssti  Marla ¥ Harald?

In both analyses, the structures differ from declarative main clauses in that there
are no XP-positions and hence no fronting of the subject (or any other) NPs. Both
structures are therefore “nonmaximal” in the sense that the topmost specifiers
are missing (SPEC of C in Holmberg's structure, SPEC of | in ours). As before,
Holmberg's analysis involves double verb-movement, whereas ours involves a
single movement. Holmberg s structure is verbal because the C (the head of 5') is
occupied by the finite verb; ours is verbal because I {the head of 1') is vccupied by
the finite verb.

Similar analyses could be proposed for the V1 structures found in imperatives
and asides (cf. Holmberg, 1986: 118—119; Thrdinsson, 1986b: 186—187). The
asides are probably more interesting: they are illustrated in (21):

(21)  Hefur Jén, spurdi Maria/*Maria spurdi, domid hér?
has John asked Mary / Mary asked come here
*Has John, Mary asked, been here?’

As indicated, the V1 order is obligatory in the aside. This follows under both
analyses if we assume, with Holmberg, that the asides (and imperatives) are for
some reason subject to what he calls the “no-XP-conditions.” For they are then
“hare 5's" with finite verbs in C under Holmberg's analysis and *bare 1's™ with
finite verbs in 1 under our analysis, just like the yes/no questions illustrated in
(Z0a—b) above.
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Another type of V1 order involves conditional clauses without a complemen-
lizer, illustrated in (22b) (cf. Thriinsson, 1986b: 186187, Holmberg, 1986:96):

(22) a. Eg fer ef hann kemur.
1 go if he comes (ind)
‘l go if he comes.’
b. Eg fer, komi hann,
I go come (subj) he
‘L go if he comes.’

Holmberg cites sentences of this sort (in Swedish) as evidence for what he calls
“complementary distribution of complementizer and verb.” The argument is that
when the C-position is occupied by the complementizer, as in (22a), the verb
cannot move into it; hence, it will stay in 1 and follow the subject as it normally
does in embedded clauses. But in sentences such as (22b) the complementizer is
missing, and hence the verb is free to move into the C-position. There are no
feature restrictions prohibiting such movement since the conditional is not an ar-
gument clause. Hence, its head should not be nominal and therefore it can be
occupied by the verb marked [+ V].

While it is possible under our analysis to account for the V1 conditionals in a
similar way as applied to the asides, that is, by analyzing them as bare 1's without
XP-slots, there are reasons for agreeing with the 2VM propanents in these cascs
and for assuming that the verbs actually move to the C-positions in these clauses.
First, note that the conditionals are subordinate clauses; hence, there is pood rea-
son to assume that they do in fact each contain a C—that is, that they are §'s.
The nonconjoined conditionals such as (22b) alternate, in fact, with conjoined
conditionals such as (22a), where the complementizer shows up. Second, note
that the verb in the V1 (nonconjoined) conditional shows up in the subjunctive,
which could be seen as an indication of subordination in some sense. Thus, we
propose the following kind of analysis of the conditionals:

(23) a. 5 b. 5

C 5 c 5
XP I XP I
N T
I v I W
Py T
NP VP NP VP
| I
W v
l |
ef  hann, kemur e, ¥ kami  haan, v £, ¥

it he comes - come he
‘il he comes’
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For constructions such as (23b), then, we propose a 2VM analysis, although it
differs from Holmberg’s in that he does not assume an XP in embedded clauses
and thus an absence of fronting of the subject, as we have seen. Instead, his analy-
sis of the V1 conditionals parallcls his analysis of yes/no questions such as (19).

There is, however, one instance of V1 where the two analyses make different
predictions. It is the so-called narrative V1 (Sigurdsson, this yolume - —— )
discussed in section 4.3.

3.5, V-to-l in Conirol Infinitives

As Holmberg (1986 145) points oul, it might appear that the ex planation fora
rule of V-to-1 is trivial: the verbal inflections are somehow located in or associ-
ated with | {the inflection position), and hence the finite verb must move there in
order to et inflected. But this cannot be the whole story, since there is also evi-
dence for V-to-1 in control infinitives, for instance, as first observed by Thrdins-
son (1984a:254; see also Holmberg, 1986: 146):

(24) a. Eg mun aldrei berja konuna mina.

1 will never becat wife my
‘1 will never beat my wife.’

b. Eg ber aldrei konuna mina.
I beat never wife  my
‘I never beat my wife.

c. Eg lofa |, ad PRO berju aldrei konuna minal.
| promise to beat never wife  my
*] promise never to beat my wife.’

As illustrated in (2da—b), the S-adverb aldrei *never' follows the finite verb and
thus precedes the main verb berja ‘beat’ if there is an auxiliary present, as in
{24a), but follows the main verb if it is [inite, as in (24b). The analyses under
discussion here account for this distributional difference by maintaining that the
main verb moves to 1 if there is no auxiliary to move there, otherwise it stays in
the VP and thus to the right of the S-adverb. This is also the argument given by
Thrdinsson (1984a). This means, however, that the nonfinite main verb berja in
{24c) must have moved to 1, too, since it shows up to the left of the S-adverb
aldrei. But obviously the nonfinite verb cannot move to [ in order to get finite
~inflection features such as person and number. But if the reason for V-to-1 is, at
least partly, the need to provide the predicate with a verbal head, as Holmberg
and we assume (cf. sections 2.1 and 2.2 above), then nonfinite verbs occurring in
complete clausal structures such as the control infinitives should also move to L.
The fact that they do move thus supports both analyses.

3.6. pad-insertion and Topicalization

Finally, it should be mentioned that it is now standard in analyses of lcelandic
pai-insertion (e.g., since Zacnen, 1980; and Platzack 1983a, 1983b) to view
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pad ‘there’ as base generated in the XP-position, where topicalized elements
otherwise occur. We adopt this standard here and expect that Holmberg (1986)
would do so too. That would give analyses such as the following for a well-
known pad-insertion sentence from leelandic:

2 &

XpP 5

C 8
NP I
1 P
v PP
" E

Pad  eru mys ¥ v { badkerinu

there are  mice in the-bathiub

“There are mice in the bathiub®
(26) 8

XP 1"

T

1

NP VP
v PP
Pad  erw  mys v i badkerinu

The essential differences between these two analyses should be familiar by
now; what they have in common is that in both cases the subject NP stays in place
and the pad ‘there’ is assumed to be base generated in the XP-position. This
predicts, correctly, that we will not find pail-inscrtion and topicalization in the
same clause. It also predicts that pad-insertion should be as possible under simi-
lar circumstances as topicalization. We see later that this is essentially true. As a
consequence, however, the two analyses make different predictions about pad-
insertion possibilitics in embedded clauses, just as they do with respect to topi-
calization (cf, section 3.3 above). We rcturn to this issue in section 4.4.

This concludes our account of facts equally compatible with both theories. We
now turn to areas where the theories make different predictions.
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4. SOME EMPIRICAL DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE THEORIES

4.1, The Different Predictions

We begin this section by listing the different predictions and then go through
the facts in turn in the following subsections:

{27) a. Our theory predicis that (narrative) V1 structures should be possible
inside embedded clauses, following an overt complementizer, since
they would be generated by not fronting the subject (or anything else) to
the XP-position and by having the finite verb in I. Holmberg predicts
that this should not be possible since he can only get V1 order by V-to-C.

h. We predict that topicalization (fronting of a nonsubject constituent)
should be possible, in principle, in any type of embedded clause where
the subject can precede the finite verb. This is so because the subject
can only precede the verb if it has been fronted to the XP-position,
which is the position where fronted nonsubjects also end up. Holmberg
predicts that topicalization should only be possible in embedded main
clauses, that is, in embedded clauses that have main-clause charac-
teristics and main-clause structures (basically, asserted clauses—see
Holmberg, 1986 10914f.).

c. We predict that pad-insertion, just like topicalization, should be pos-
sible in various types of embedded clauses, including embedded ques-
tions and relatives, just as topicalization should be possible in such
clauses |cf. (27b) above]. Holmberg predicts that this should nop be
the case.

d. Holmberg (1986: 1 101f.) predicts that extraction out of clauses where
topicalization has occurred should be virtually impossible for syntactic
reasons, possibly because of the intervening 87, which acts as a barrier
(this type of clause being an embedded main clause with all main-
clause constituents, including an XP, according to Holmberg). For the
same reason, Holmberg predicts that extraction should be impossible
out of embedded clauses where pai-insertion has occurred. We do not
predict anything like this on the basis of structural differences, since
the boundaries of embedded clauses where topicalization or pad-inser-
tion has occurred do not differ from ordinary clause boundarics under
our analysis.

¢. Finally, our theory predicts that it should be possible to find evidence
for two different XP-positions, one preceding C (and thus not oc-
curring in embedded clauses), the other following it. According to
Holmberg's theory, there is only one XP and it precedes the C-position.
Furthermore, while we do not exclude the possibility of havinga Cina
main clause, we consider that an exception and thus predict that when-
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ever there is evidence for a C in a main clause, the clause will be ex-
ceptional in one way or another. But according to Holmberg (1986:94),
all clauses will have a C. For him, then, it is normal for main clauses to
have a C, and they will only be exceptional if this C is filled by some
exceptional material.

4.2, V1 in Subordinate Clauses

Holmberg’s analysis of V1 constructions predicts that they should be nonexis-
tent in embedded clauses with overt complementizers. The only exception to
this constraint is when the subject has been postposed (e.g., by some sort of
indefinite-NP movement). One could, for instance, argue that (28) is derived in
such a way:

(28) Hann spurdi [s hvort  heffu komid margir gestir].
he asked whether,had  come many  guests

‘He asked whether there had been many guests.’

Here the finite verb immediately follows the complementizer hvort “whether’,
but the subject comes at the end of the sentence and has thus evidently been post-
posed. Hence this kind of V1 is not a counterexample to Holmberg’s analysis.

Another type of V1 order that has received a fair amount of attention in the
linguistic literature is so-called narrative V1 or narrative inversion (henceforth
MI). This order seems to be much more common in lcelandic than in any other
modern Germanic language. Sigurdisson (1983, 1985, this volumc : R =)
has investigated this construction more than anybody else and has found that it
is virtually nonexistent in embedded clauses. Thrdinsson (1986b: 173, 180) has
claimed that it is possible, however, to come up with reasonably good cxamples
of embedded N1, such as {29):

(29) Hann sagdi [s» a8 hefiu peir pd komid ad stérum helli].
he said that had  they then come to abig cave
"He said that then they had come to a hig cave.’

According to Holmberg's analysis, NI should not occur in embedded clauses.
According to our analysis, we expect it to be much more common than it in fact
is. Although most speakers seem to agree that sentences such as (29) are pass-
able, we must admit that there is a main—subordinate clause asymmetry here that
is not predicted by our analysis and that calls for an explanation. Thrdinsson
(1986b) has argued that the semantics (or rather the functional role) of NI is for
the most part incompatible with subordination.

4.3, Topicalization in Embedded Clauses

Emonds {1970, 1976) considered topicalization a rool transformation. While it
is difficull to maintain this even for English, and certainly for Germanic lan-
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guages, in general, it is fair to say that topicalization of nonsubject constituents is
usually more difficult, or at least less common, in subordinate clauses than in
main clauses in all Germanic languages. It does, however, occur in certain em-
bedded clauses in most Germanic languages. Some relevant examples from En-
glish and Swedish are given in (30)-(31):

(30} a. John said that yesterday Pam wanted to gel up early.
b.*John doubts that tomorrow Pam will get up early.
(31) a. Jansa an den hir boken kommer du aldrig ant ldsa.

Jan said that this here book  will you never read
*Jan said that you will never read this book.’
b.*Jan dngrar ant den hir boken ldste jag.
Jan regrets that this here book read |
*Jan regrets that 1 read this book.'

For English it has been claimed that where topicalization can occur, embedded
clauses arc (almost) always asserted (Hooper and Thompson, 1973:473fF., 484),
and it has been maintained that the same holds for the Mainland Scandinavian
languages as well (Platzack, 1986:224; Andersson, 1975:301T.). If we assume
that the notion of assertion is relevant here, it would seem that we are dealing
with a semantic {or pragmatic) notion rather than a syntactic difference—which
is in fact what Hooper and Thompson (1973:495) originally concluded. Some
proponents of the 2VM analyses of Germanic word order have maintained, how-
ever, that contrasts of the sort illustrated in (30)-(31) are due to structural differ-
ences (see, e.g., Platzack, 1986:22411.). More specifically, it has been Eug—
gested that subordinate clauses, where we find main-clause phenomena such as
topicalization, have two C-slots. Although discussed in more detail later, the
basic idea is that this type of structure makes it possible to have a complemen-
tizer in the first C-slot [an in (31)] followed by a main-clause structure with the
preposed constituent in the XP-slot [den hiéir boken in (31a)] and the finite verb in
the other C-slot | kommer in (31a)]. _

Hooper and Thompson (1973:473) maintain that in “*most cases the asscrtion
of a declarative sentence is found in the main clause.” Hence, one might argue
that because topicalization is mostly restricted to asserted subordinate clauses,
main-clause structure can be assumed for exactly those subordinate clauses.
Again, however, the Icelandic facts are problematic here. Topicalization in sub-
ordinate clauses is not restricted to asserted clauses, as illustrated in (32) (see
also Platzack, 1986:224):

(32) a. Jén efust um ad d morgun fari Maria snemma d feetur,
John doubts  that tomorrow get Mary early  up
*John doubts that Mary will get up early tomormow.”
b. Jén harmar ad  pessa bok skuli ég hafa lesid.
Juhn regrets that this  book shall 1 have read
*John regrets that | have read this book.’
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We argue in this subsection that topicalization in Icelandic applies even more
generally in subordinate clauses than previously thought. We thus maintain that
there is no general asymmetry betwein main clauses and subordinate clauses in
Icelandic as far as topicalization possibilities are concerned. Since this claim
rests in part on the abandoning of a generally accepted dichotomy between (wo
fronting processes in lcelandic, it deserves a detailed analysis.

Maling (this volume : mesm—ms) was the first to claim that there are two differ-
ent fronting processes at work in Icelandic: topicalization, which applies to ob-
ject NPs, PPs, and so on, and stylistic fronting (or stylistic inversion), which
applies to past participles, adjectives, some adverbs, particles, and so on. These
processes arc exemplified by (33) and (34), respectively:

(33) a. Jén  hefur barid Guimund. Tt R L
‘John has  hit  Gudmundur.’ Pl’ i f A
b. Gudmund  hefur Jén barid. o1l
Gudmundur has  John hit i’
*John has hit Guiimurdur.’ . !,r\ e
[ ;o
(34) a. Allt | sem hefur veridl sagt er sait ]. (719 'l 5

‘Everything that has  been said is true.” T’I_;‘L\J
b. Allt |g- sem  sagt hefur verid er sau]. -

everything that said has  been is true

*Everything that has been said is true.’

Maling (this volumc : mem—mms) claims that the differences between these pro-
cesses are (in part) syntactic and gives a list of six criteria where they differ, the
most important one being the condition in (35) [= Maling’s (9], this volume : wee|:

(35) sTYLISTIC INVERSION in an embedded clause is possible only if there i5a
subject gap in that clause.

The term subject gap in Maling’s paper refers to clauses that either have no overt
subject or else the subject has been moved away from its usual position by some
independent process. The former class includes relative clauses, impersonal pas-
sives, and so on; whereas most sentences in the latter class have a pastposed in-
definite subject. Under our analysis, the latter class also includes all clauses
where the subject has not been fronted to the XP-position but instcad stays in its
D-structure position.

Since Maling’s study, all writers except Régnvaldsson (1982) have agreed that
these two fronting processes differ, although they do not make use of all of Ma-
ling's criteria. Platzack (1987), for instance, only mentions the subject gap con-
dition. It has also been shown, for instance, by Rognvaldsson (1982:%0-93),
that fronting of nonsubject NPs in a subordinate clause is much easier if the
clause is subjectless. In accordance with this, we henceforth refer to any fronting
in a subjectless clause as stylistic fronting.
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In the Mainland Scandinavian languages, such fronting of past participles,
particles, and so on in subjectless clauses is impossible, whereas it is very com-
mon in Icelandic. An analysis that maintains the basic sentence structure of lce-
landic is the same as of the other Scandinavian languages therefore has to explain
this difference, which is in part what Platzack (1987) sets out to do. His main
thesis is that these differences (and various other differences) can be explained by
postulating that C can be specified | +pronoun] in Icelandic (and in Faroese),
whereas it cannol be so specified in the Mainland Scandinavian languages.

Maling (this volume : mem_mme) docs not say anything about the landing sites
of elements moved by topicalization and stylistic fronting; but Platzack claims
that they are different. Under his analysis, stylistic fronting moves elements to an
empty subject position and thus contrasts with topicalization, which moves ele-
ments 1o the XP. One would think that such movement to the subject position
should normally be impossible, since there would be a trace of the subject in that
position. Platzack refers to Lasnik and Saito {1984), who maintain that Move-o
leaves traces only optionally; general principles, such as the projection principle
and the case filter, ensure that sentences with essential traces missing are filtered
out. From Platzack’s postulation that C can be specified [+ pronoun] and hence
can absorb the nominative case that otherwise would be assigned to the subject
position, it follows that the empty subject position can be freely used as a landing
site for elements moved by out of [P by stylistic fronting.

There are various reasons, however, why this analysis cannot be maintained.
First, it is important to note that stylistic fronting is just as frequent and as normal
in adverbial clauses as in complement clauses. Consider the following cxamples:

(36) a. Pegar komid var il Reykjavikur _ . . .

when arrived was to Reykjavik
*“When one arrived in Reykjavik . . . .

b. Ef gengid er eftir  Laugaveginum . . . .
if walked is along the-Laugavegur
*If one walks along Laugavegur . . . .

¢. Eg fer, nema komid verdi til mots  vid dskir minar.
I leave, unless come pets to meeting with wishes mine
‘I will leave unless my wishes are fulfilled.’

£

Since stylistic fronting appears lo behave in the same manner in all types of sub-
ardinate clauses, it scems clear that the same analysis should be applied. This
entails that C in adverbial clauses is also | +pronoun], which does not seem fea-
sible. Since Platzack claims that C is the head of 5 (=Holmberg's 5°) in the
Scandinavian languages, it seems inevitable that Cs in adverbial clauses are
marked | —N,— V|, as characteristic of adverbials, if the feature system is to have
any value. The feature |+ pronoun| should not be assigned to a node that is not at
all nominal.
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Second, note that the * thar-trace filter is not valid in lcelandic (cf. Maling and
Zaenen, this volume : Ies_mma); it is perfectly possible to extract subjects out
of subordinate clauses.! This is one more way to create subject gaps, and, as
expected, stylistic fronting can then apply in the subordinate clause:

(37) a. Eg held lad pessi madur hafi tekid it peninga ir  bankanum].
I think that this man has taken out money from the-bank
*[ think this man has raised some money from the bank.’

b. Pessi madur; held ég |ad e; hafi tekid &t peninga ur  bankanum]|.

This man think | that has taken out money from the-bank
c. Pessi madur; held ég |ad tekid; hafi ¢ 1 peninga ur

This man  think 1 that taken has  out money from

bankanum].

the-bank

Under Platzack’s analysis, the past participle tekid ‘taken” must have been moved
to the empty subject position in (37c), erasing the trace of the extracted clement.
But this should be impossible. The verb in the subordinate clause obviously as-
signs a f-role to the subject position; Platzack (1987 :384) claims that the feature
[+pronoun] in C absorbs nominative case but not 8-role. This means that if the
trace in the subject position is erased, the extracted subject NP has no way of
getting its #-role, and (37¢) should be ill formed. Under our analysis, however,
such sentences do not cause any problems; the derivation of (37c) is shown
in (37d):

37 d. 5
x/\
P I
A
1 W
/\.
NP VP
/\
W 5
//\
C 5
s
xp
//\\

I
Vv
NP VP
W NP
Pessi | l
mapur. held. ez v al  rekid, hafi e, £, peninga, .
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- Furthermore, the subject of a passive subordinate clause can be extracted, and
stylistic fronting subsequently take place, as in (38):

(38) a. Eg held lad pessi bik; hafi verid nowd e; d ndmskeidinu].
1 think that this book has been used on the-course
*I think this book was used on the course.’
b. Pressi bok, held ég |ad e hafi verid notud e; & ndmskeidinu].
This book think 1 that has been used  on the-course
c. Pessi bok; held ég |ad nmuﬂ_,- hafi verid € e; d ndmskeidinu|.
This book think | that used has been on the-course

In this sentence the verb in the subordinate clause does not assign a 8-role to the
subject position, of course. Instead, we have in (38a) a chain consisting of the NP
in the subject position and its trace in the object position. In (38h) the subject has
been extracted; and if its trace in the subject position is erased by the past parti-
ciple, which has been fronted in (38¢), the chain is obviously broken. This should
lead to the ill-formedness of (38¢) (cf. Chomsky, 1981:332), but the sentence is
grammatical .

Similar problems arise when indefinite-subject postposing occurs in subordi-
nate clauses. As Platzack (1987:391, n. 8) observes, “This is possible since the
subject position is coindexed with the postposed subject, hence forming a chain
with it."” Note that it is possible o apply stylistic fronting in such clauses, as
shown in (39):

(39) Eg héli  |ad kysst; hefdu e; hana margir suidentar;].
! thought that kissed had her many students
‘1 thought that many students had kissed her.

If the part participle kysst “kissed’ has been moved to the empty subject position,
the chain must again have been broken, and the sentence ought o be ill formed.

Finally, stylistic fronting is not limited to subordinaie clauses; main clauses
beginning with a particle or a past participle, for example, are also very common:

(40} Fram hefur komid ad . . | .
out has come that
‘It has become clear that . . . .

(41) Keypt hafa bessa bik margir snidentar.
bought have this  book many students
‘Many students have bought this book.’

Just as in subordinate clauses, such fronting of particles and past participles is
only possible in clauses that have a subject gap. If that criterion is the determin-
ing factor, the movement in (40)—(41) is due to stylistic fronting, not to topi-
calization. That conclusion does not fit into Platzack’s (1987) analysis of stylistic
fronting, since that process moves elements to an empty subject position, as ex-
plained above. Since (40) and (41) are main clauses, the finite verbs [hefur in
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(40) and hafa in (41)] must be moved to C, according to Platzack’s deseription;
and C is to the left of the subject position under his analysis, as (42) shows, This
means that we must either claim that the finite verbs have for some reason nol
been moved to C in these sentences, or we must assume that fram in (40) and
keypt in (41) have not been moved to the subject position but rather to the XP.

(42) 5
NP I
1 //‘\\\N.
1 VP
v Fri/NP
hefur komid _,"r?ru ad...
hafa  keypt Fessa bdk margir giidentar

Consider first the possibility of actually keeping the finite verb in I in these
cases. Recall that, according to Platzack, the reason for verb movement to C in
main clauses is that C must be able to act as a proper governor for the subject,
and hence it must be lexically filled. The feature [+ pronoun] thus does not suf-
fice as a case assigner, since it has no lexical content. Sentence (41) must be
analyzed as a case of indefinite-subject postposing from the “real” subject posi-
tion, thus forming a chain. This chain needs a case assigner, which must be the
finite verb. Note that we cannot save this analysis by assuming that fram and
keypt are moved to C in these cases; this would result in feature conflict, since C
must be marked [+Tense], but fram and keypr are obviously | =Tense].

So let us turn to the second possibility, that the particles and past participles in
such sentences are moved to the XP. This entails either the postulation of no dif-
ference between the landing sites of stylistic fronting and topicalization or the
attribution of the fronting in such sentences to topicalization, rather than to sty-
listic fronting. No matter which one of these possibilities we choose, we are
without a principled way of distinguishing between the two processes. Hence, we
conclude that they are symractically a unified process, even though they are cer-
tainly different functionally (Régnvaldsson, 1982; see also Sigurdsson, 1989, for
further discussion of various facts that show Platzack’s analysis of stylistic front-
ing cannot be maintained).

One other possibility, pointed out 1o us by Sigurfisson (personal communica-
tion), is that stylistic fronting is a case of adjunction to IP. Under that hypothesis,
we have to explain why stylistic fronting and topicalization never cooccur in the
same clause, nor do stylistic fronting and. pad-insertion. However, our VM
analysis accounts for these cooccurrence restrictions automatically: XP is the
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landing site of both topicalization and stylistic fronting, and also the place where
dummy pad is generated. It is clear, then, that the possibilities of fronting some
element in a subordinate clause strongly support our analysis over the 2VM
analysis.

4.4. Pad-Insertion in Subordinate Clauses

As pointed out in section 3.6, both analyses assume that the dummy pad is
base generated in the XP-position, but they make rather different predictions
about the distribution of this pad. Under our analysis, pad ought to be syntac-
tically possible in literally all subordinate clauses, since they are all assumed to
have the XP-slot. This docs not mean, of course, that pai is actually possible in
all types of subordinate clauses, since there might be pragmatic or other factors
involved. But the 2VM analysis predicts that pad is only possible in those subor-
dinate clauses that have main-clause characteristics, since no other subordinate
clauses have the XP-position.

At first glance, it is not very appealing to assume that pad is generated in the
XP-paosition. One would think that this position should be occupied by the Theme
or topic of the clause, but pad can hardly be called a Theme in any usual sense of
the word. However, it has been suggested that “what the dummy actually does is
1o allow for the sentence type in which nothing is topicalized, not even the sub-
ject that in general acts as a discourse topic by default™ (Zaenen, 1983:496). We
can thus look at pad at the beginning of a clause as a sort of traffic signal, telling
us that what follows is a clause with no Theme at all. This falls rather neatly-into
our 1¥M analysis, where XP is present in all clauses by default. It does not fit
quite as well with the 2¥M analysis, where XP in a subordinate clause is excep-
tional. We would thus expect that the pad-clauses be exceptional in some way.

It seems to us that they are not, at least, not most of them. 1t is well known that
pad is perfectly possible in ad-clauses; topicalization is also common in ad-
clauses, so proponents of the 2¥M analysis have rcasons to claim that these
clauses are in fact subordinate main clauses. But pad is also common in various
types of adverbial clauses, including those introduced by ef “if’, pegar “when’,
and nema ‘unless”:

(43) Eg fer, ef pad geiur enginn gert petia.
I go if there can  no one do  this
‘I am leaving if no one can do this.'

(44) Meér leid strax berur pegar pad fér ad hiyna.
me felt immediately better when there went to warm
‘| felt immediately better when it got warmer.'

(45) Eg kem { kvold, nema pad komi gestir til min.
I come in evening unless there come guests to me
‘1 will be coming tonight, unless 1 have some visitors.”
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Such sentences do not pose problems for the 1VM analysis; the subordinate con-
junctions are placed in C, and pad is in XP. It is not obvious, however, what the
2VM analysis would do with these examples. They are certainly not “asserted”
in the usual sense. If it is claimed that they are, nevertheless, subordinale main
clauses, the connection between this atypical construction and some special
meaning is lost; and then it is not clear how to restrict this type of clause. If we
can always get main-clause characteristics in subordinate clauses, we have pre-
sumably lost the motivation for assuming different syntactic structures for these
two types.

The only alternative that we see for the 2VM analysis is to suggest that pad is
somehow generated or inserted in the subject position in subordinate clauses; this
has in fact been suggested by Sigurdisson (1986). He points out that " pad is to-
tally impossible in subordinate binding domain clauses where the bindee is in
subject position, whereas corresponding examples with the bindee in other posi-
tions are regularly much better.” Sigurisson’s examples, together with his judg-
ments, are shown in (46); similar contrasts are also mentioned in Régnvaldsson
(1984:20): '

(46) a. madur; sem **padle; elskar margar konur

a man that there love many women

‘a man who loves many women'

b. M?madur sem pad elska e margar konur
a man that there love  many women
*a man who many women love’

c. Tmadur sem pad eru margar konur hrifnar  af e
a man that there are many women fascinated of

*a man whom many women are in love with'

It is not clear to us how this proposal could be made to fit with various principles
of GB theory. Even if Platzack’s analysis of stylistic fronting could be upheld,
contrary to our arguments in the previous subsection, this analysis cannot be gen-
eralized to cover pad-insertion. This is because we are not dealing with move-
ment but rather with base generation; and even though it might be possible to
move something into the subject position and thus erase the trace of the subject,
it ought to be impossible to generate pad (or any phrase other than the subject) in
subject position. But this is clearly not the case, as shown in (47):

(47) a. Eg veit |ad enginn hefur lesid békina).
I know that no one has read the-book
‘| know that no one has read the book.’
b. Eg veit |ad pad hefur enginn lesid bokinal.
I know that there has no onc read the-book

Leaving aside the theoretical problems with this solution, it also is not feasible
for empirical reasons, for it destroys the explanation of the fact that topicaliza-
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tion and pad-insertion never go together. It also leads us to expect that extrac-
tions out of clauses with pad-insertion are perfectly possible, since such sen-
tences do not have the 5"-level: but such extractions are in fact usually bad,
although there are exceptions, as we see in the next section.

bad-insertion is also common in those embedded questions where the WH-
word is nol an argument:

(48) Eg spurdi |hvort  pad  hefdu margir komid ( vesiluna).
I asked whether there had many come to the-parly
‘1 asked whether many people had come to the party.’

(49) Jén vissi ekki |hvernig pad hefdu komist svona margir { mark].
John knew not how  there had come so  many in goal

*John did not know how so many people had reached the goal.”

Veisiu  |hvener pad fer af skyggjall
know-you when  there goes to  darken
‘Do you know when it begins to get dark?

(50)

It is much more difficult to construct reasonably good examples of pad-
insertion in relative clauses, but we think that many speakers would accept the
following sentence [cf. also (46¢)]:

(51) berna er madurinn [sem pad  var talad vid e [ sjdnvarpinu [ ger],
This is man-thc  that there was talked to  on the-TV yesterday
“This is the man who was interviewed on TV yesterday.’

It is extremely difficult to deal with pad-insertion in subordinale clauses.
There seems to be enormous idiolectal variation, and the same speaker's judg-
ments of sentences that are syntactically similar can range from OK to com-
pletely unacceptable. There is no doubt that a variety of syntactic and pragmatic
factors (which we have not touched on) are involved here, Nevertheless, we think
that pad-insertion in subordinate clauses is so common that it cannot be correct
to consider it exceptional, as the 2VM analysis does.

4,5. Extractions

The answer to the question of whether extraction out of topicalized clauses is
possible in Icelandic again depends on the status of stylistic fronting. We argued
in section 4.4 that there is no syntactic difference between topicalization and
stylistic fronting. There is certainly no problem extracting out of clauses where
stylistic fronting has applied, as shown in (52)—(53):

(52) a. Eg hélt  |ad e hefdi verid farid med pennan mann d sjikrahis].
I thought that had been gone with this man to hospital
*| thought that this man had been taken to the hospital.’
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b. Eg héle  (ad farid; hefdi verid e med pennan mann
| thought that gone had been  with this  man
d sjikrahis].
to hospital

¢. bennan mann; hélt  ég [ad farid, hefdi verid e; med ¢
This man thoughtl that gone had been with
d sjikrahis).
to hospital

(33) a. ég vona lad e verdi ren  um pennan atburd 4 fundinum].

1 hope that gets talked about this  incident at the-meeting
‘1 hope that this incident will be discussed at the meeting.”

b. £g vona ad ratt; verdi e,um  pennan atburd 4 fundinum].
1 hope that talked gets  about this incident at the-meeting

¢. Um  pennan atburd; vona ég lad ran; verdi e e;d
About this  incident hope | that talked gets at
Sfundinum].
the-meeting

d. Pennan atburd; vona ég lad [ um e;); verdi rert g; d fundinum].
This  incident hope | that about gets talked at the-meeting

But it is almost impossible to find good examples of extraction out of subordinate
clauses where an element has been topicalized, unless there is a subject gap:

(54) a. Egveir |ad Olafur lofadi ~ Mariu pessum hring].

I know that Olaf promiscd Mary this  ring.
‘I know that Olaf promised this ring to Mary.’

b. Egveit lad pessum hring; lofadi Olafur Mariu €.
| know thatthis ring promised Olaf Mary

c. *Mariu; veit €églad pessum hring; lofudi  Olafur €; ¢;].
Mary know | that this ring promised Olaf

d.7* bessum hring; veit  ég [ad Mariu; lofaili Olafur e &l
This ring know 1 that Mary promised Olaf

According to the 2VM analysis, the subordinate clauses in (52)-(53) all have a
subject gap, so that stylistic fronting can apply there and the S™-level is not
needed: hence, extraction can take place. However, the subordinate clause in
(54) has a definite subject and hence no subject gap; therefore, we need an extra
level with a higher C to be able to topicalize, and this extra level makes extrac-
tion impossible.

If topicalization and stylistic fronting are two syntactically different processes,
which assume (as the proponents of the 2VM analysis must assume) that the dis-
tinction depends on the presence or absence of a subject gap, we would expect
that extraction out of subordinate clauses with a fronted phrase of any category

could always take place, provided that there was a subject gap. However, this
meadiatinn e nnt harne out?
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(55) *Jéni vona ég |ad pessa bék ldni einhver].
John hope 1 that this  book lend somebody
‘[ hope that somebody will lend John this book.”

In this sentence, the subject of the ad-clause, einhver ‘someone’, 15 indefinite;
hence, we should have a genuine subject gap here. This means that stylistic front-
ing of the direct object pessa bék ‘this book® to the empty subject position, ac-
cording to Platzack’s (1987) analysis, should be possible; and this fronting should
not make extractions out of the ad-clause impossible, since no XP is needed.
However, sentence (55) is ungrammatical.

To account for this difference, proponents of the 2VM analysis could agree
with us that the topicalized object cnds up in the XP-position in the subordinate
clause. This would entail, however, that the subject gap condition cannot be used
as a means of distinguishing the two processes in question, or that extraction is
not always possible even though the clause out of which the extraction has taken
place has the same structure as any other subordinate clause.

It is also not casy to find good examples of extractions out of clauses with
pad-insertion, but we think that most speakers would find the following to be at
least moderately acceptable:

(56) 7Hvad vintegund; helduriu [ad  pad  sé drukkid mest afe; d
which wine-sort think-you that there is drunk ~ most of in
[slandi? |
Iceland?
“Which sort of wine do you think that [celanders drink most of 7’

(57) 1Pennan mann,; held ég |ad pad  hafi stundum verid talad illa
This man think | that there has sometimes been talked bad
um &;].
about
‘I think that people have sometimes talked badly of this man.’

(58) 2 pessu hiisi; grunar mig lad pad hafi ymislegt gerst sem
in this house suspect me that there has various happened that
ekki s¢ d allra vitordi e;].
not is in everybody's knowledge
*| think that many things which most people know nothing about
have happened in this house.”

As stated in (27d), our analysis does not exclude extractions out of clauses
with pad-insertion on any syntactic ground. It must be stressed that such ex-
amples are hard to find and will not be accepted by all speakers; but the main
point is that the 2VM analysis predicts that they should not occur al all, which is
incorrect. The widely differing judgments offered when we ask speakers about
sentences such as (36)—(58) are, in our opinion, a SroNg indication of the inter-
ference of some pragmatic factors with the syntactic ones.
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If pad signals that its clause of occurrence is themeless, it is not surprising that
extractions are difficult. Recall that extracted elements are usually thematic; if
we insert padl 1o signal that a clause has no Theme, but at the same time signal
the Themehood of some element of the same clause by extracting that element,
we have a paradox. Given these pragmatic premises, it is quite natural that speak-
ers find fault with sentences such as (56)—(58), even though they are syntacti-
cally normal.

4.6. Positions in Front of XP

Left dislocation in lcelandic was first discussed in Thrdinsson (1979:594f.).
An example is given in (59):

(59)  Srefrumdrid ég gleymdi pvi;.
‘The appointment (nom), 1 forgot it (dat).

As can be seen here, the left-dislocated element occurs in the nominative case,
and in the following clause there is a coreferential pronoun in the appropriate
case (here, dative). But whereas topicalization can occur in embedded clauses
[cf. (60a)], left dislocation (LD) cannot [cf. (60b)]:

(60) a. Hann segir | ad siefnumdtinu;  hafi ég gleymt ¢;].
he  says that the-appointment have 1 forgotten
*He says that | have forgotten the appointment.”
b.*Hann segir [g ad  stefnumdnid;, ég hafi gleymt i),
he  says that the-appointment, | have forgotten it

If left-dislocated elements really occur to the left of C, whereas topicalized ele-
ments occur to the right of C, as we have argued, the difference observed in (60)
would be expected. The question is, then, what, if anything, could occur in the
C-pasition under such an analysis of LD. Before we address that guestion, the
existence of a second type of dislocation in Icelandic should be mentioned: con-
trastive dislocation (CD), illustrated in {61a) {cf. Thriinsson, 1979:62ff.; see
also Zaenen, 1930:43ff.). Example (61b) indicates that unlike LD, CD can
occur in embedded clauses:

(61) a. Stefnumdtinu;, pvi; gleymdi ég e;!
the-appointment (DAT), it (DAT) forgot 1
“The appointment, that | forgot!’

b. Hann segir | g af stefnumdiinu;, vl hafi ég
he  says that the-appointment (DAT), that (DAT) have |
gleymt €]
forgotten

*He says that | have forgotten the appointment.’
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This indicates that the LD and CD constructions have different structures. Zaenen
(1980) suggested that the CD constituent might be adjoined to 5, and we do not
have a better proposal. Note that since CD can occur in embedded clauses,
Holmberg’s (1986 :103) suggestion that the CD constituent occurs in an exira
E-position to the left of the XP (i.e., outside 57) is apparently incorrect.
Turning again to the topmost XP in our structure and the LD construction, one
has to propose a sensible account of what can happen to C in such constructions.
Interestingly, a lexically filled C can appear in at least some of them:

(62) Stefnumdtid, ad  ég (subj) skyldi gleyma pvi!
“The appointment, that 1 should forget it!”
(63)  Stefnumdiid, hvort  ég skal ekki muna efir Jvi!

“The appointment, whether | shall not remember it!"

There are also other types of sentences where an extra XP appears to be needed.
One example is (64), which is natural (with or without Jid “then’) for many
speakers (cf. Rognvaldsson, 1982:65-66):

(64) [ morgun, ad pd for rafmagnid (subj).
this morning that then went the-electricity
*This morning we had a power outage.’

In these examples, the “normal” XP, to the right of C, is either filled by the
subject [as in (62)-{63)] or by the particle pd [in (64)]. But it appears that we
also need an “extra”™ XP to the left of C, and, as indicated in (65), this would
seem lo fit perfectly into the structure we have proposed. (We assume here that
the adverbial phrase originates in the VP, but that is of no particular impor-
tance for us.)
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