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RIGHTWARD DISPLACEMENT CF NPs IN ICELANDIC:

FORMAL AND FUNCTIORAL CHARACTERISTICS

0. Introducticn

In this paper I will lock at two rules of lcelandic syn-

(HNPS). These rules can be exemplified by (1) and (2), re-

gpectively:

(1)a Madur er I dyrunum
'A man is 1n the doorway'

b Pad er madur I dyrunum
'There is a man 1n the doorway'

(2)a EBg gaf gamles manninum sem ég hitti 4 spitalanum békina
'] gave the old men whom I met at the hospital the book!

b Bg gaf bdkina gamle manninum sem ég hitti 4 spltalanum
'I gave the book (to) the old man whom I met at the hospital!

Thus, INFP is usually assumed to move 1ndefinite subject NFPs
to the right (followed by insertion of the dummy pad in sub-
ject position), and HNPS is assumed to move "hesvy" (roughly,
long or complex) nonsubject NPs to the rlght.1

The paper falls into two main parts. In the first, the
formal characteristics of the rules are described. A movement
gnalysis of them 1s defended, agalnst = base-generated ac-
count. It is shown that, contrary to the usual assumptions,

each rule moves both subjects and objects.



In the second part, 1 lcok closer at the function of
the rules; why "indefiniteness" and "heaviness" make 1t pos-
sibie to postpeoge NPs, I find that reslly the same fezture
characterizes all NPs that can be postposed; it must be pos-
sible to interpret them as carrying new informstion. I con-
clude that INPP and HNPS can and should be subsumed under

one rule,

1. Form

1.1 INFP and There-—-insertion

It 12 sometimes said thet INFF "is the lcelsndic egui-
valent of There-insertion in English" (Maling 1980:181n),
but that is only partly true. In English, There-ingertion
only applies to a limited number of verbs (Zaenen 1980:95),
but INPP 1n lcelandic applies te all sorts of verbs, transi-
tive as well as intrensitive (cf. Maling & Zaenen 1978:483,

Thréainsson 1979:473). Let us take some examples:z

(3)a Margt félk kom I veisluna
"WMeny peocple came to the party!

b Pad kom margt félk I velisluns
'There came many people to the party!

(4)a Einhverjir strdkar brutu gluggsnn
'Some boys broke the window'

b Pad brutu einhverjir striakar gluggann

'"There broke some boys the window!'

Ag the name of the English rule indicates, the word there

usuelly stands in initial position instesd of the postposed



subject. In Icelandic, on the cther hand, the dummy pad
(whieh is also used in extraposition sentences) is not needed
whern some other NP or PP iz fronted. The funetion of pad
appears o be only to satisfy some kind of a Verb-Second con-
straint (ef. Maling & Zaenen 1978, Maling 1980), ss it never
shows up unless the verb would else be 1n firgt position.

Thus, we can get (5) instead of (3)b:

(5) I veisluna kom margt félk
'To the party came many peocple'

It could be claimed, of course, that (5) is not & case of
INPFP, but rather simple inversion of the subject and the fin-
ite verb; after all, such iaversion 1s obligatory when some
phrase other than the subjeet i1s fronted. However, this =zc-
count breaks down when we observe that an indefinite subject
need not end up immediately following the wverb, as 1t does
by inversion; its "landing site" can be at various places in

surface gtructure, as the following examples show:

(6)a Gamell madur hefur komid hingsd 1 dag

'An old man has come here Today!

b Pad hefur gemall msedur komid hingad 1 dag
'"There has sn old men come here today!

¢ Pad nefur komid gamsll madur hingad { dag
d Pad hefur komid hinged gamall maedur 1 dag

e bad nefur komid hingad I dag gamall madur

The main restriction on the landing site seems to be that it
can not be inside a parase (with the exception of VP, which

is one of the reasons for my claim that VP does not exist in



Icelandic, see Rbgnveldsson, forthcoming). The rule alsc ob-
serves Ross' (1967) constraints on rigatward movementﬁ

Now note that instead of ingerting pad in subject posi-
tion in sentences (6)b-e, we can front either the place sd-

verbisl hingad 'here' or the PP I dag 'today'. Thus we get

sentences like (7)a-b, for example:

(7)a Hingad hefur komid gamell madur I dag
'Here nas come an ola man today!

b I dag hefur komid hingad gamall madur

'"Today has come here an old man'

In sentences like these, simple inversion is excluded. When
the subject moveg farther to the right than tec a plsce 1mme-—
diately after the wverb, it has to fulfill the same conditions

of "indefiniteness" as 1f pad were put in its place:

(8)a *pad hefur komid gamli medurinn ningad I dag
'There has come the old men here today!'

b *Hingad hefur komid gamli madurinn { dag

'dere heg come the old men today'

It is a2lso to be noted that INPP is not limited to sub-
jécts; the postposing of objects, as in (9), seems to be
governed by the same principles. An indefinite cbject can be
moved over several sdverbisls, as in (9)b, but a definite ob-

ject can't, s (9)c shows:

(9)a Eg sé einhvern mann parna 1 ger
'T saw some man there yesterdsy!

b Eg sé& parns [ ger einhvern mann

'T saw there yegterdasy some man'



c *fg s4 parne { ger hann

'] gaw there yesterday him?'

1.2 Arguments for a movement rule

It has recently been clzimed by Bresnan (1982) that
There-insertion in English is not a movement rule, and that
There 1s the real subject of sentences with an "extra" in-
definite NP immediately foliowing the finite verb. BShe calls
thig "extra" NP an object, and claims that 1t is base-gensr-
ated in the position where it appears in surface structure.

This solution may worx in English, but it seems to be
inapplicable in Icelandic for seversl reasons. First, 1t
would require the doubling of all subcategorization frames,
because verbs could only take an "exira object" when pad 1s
the subject (cf. Thrdainsson 1979:167-170 for a similar argu-
ment sgainst an "Intraposition"™ esnalyslis of extraposed gen-
tences). Second, 1t would have to be possible to base-gene-
rate the "extra object”™ &t warious places in the predicate,
as (6)b-e show. This would cost many new phrase-structure
rules. Third, it is not clear whet to do with sentences
like (7), where & PP (or an NP other than the subject) occu-
pies the subject slot, but the "extra" NP does not immediate-
ly follow the wverb, so that szimple inversion can not be in-
volved, Fourth, this "extra object" cbligetorily triggers
reflexivization within =2 clause, Jjust as subjects do but ob-
jects don't (cf. Thrdinsson 1979:269-292),

Fifth, 1% would have to be explained why the "extra
object" always gets the same cese as a subject NP preceding

the verb would have. Usually this is the nominstive (note



that in Icelandic objects are ususlly accusative, and also
dative or genitive, but not nominstive); but when the verb
takes an obligue subject (acc., dat., or gen.), as the "im-
personal" verbs do? its "extra object" has the same obligue

cage:

{10)a 0llum fannst myndin géd
'Everybody (dat.) found the film good'

b Pad fannst ©llum myndin gdd
'There found everybody (det.) the film good!'

(11)a Engan vantadi békina
'Nobody (acc.) needed the book!

b Pad vantadli engen bdkina
'There needed nobody (sacec.) the book!

Azsuming these objections agalnst a base-generated =zc-
count could be overcome, there remains one argument, which
Bresnan (1982) considers to be her strongest sgainst a move-
ment analysis. In s certain dialect of English, the number
of the verb be depends on the number of the first conjunct
in an immedistely following coordinate structure:

*
(12) There {wgzre} a man snd three women here

On the other hand, the verb alweys stands in the plural if

a coordinate structure precedes it; i.e., it then takes its
number from the entire coordinste structure, but not from
one of its conjuncts. If the first (or only) NP immediately
following the wverb is plural, the wverb will also be:

1 I
(13) There {WE?E] three women (and & man) here



"This dialect provides excellent evidence in favor of the
base generation of there coanstructions ...", says Bresnan
{1982), because & paradox in rule ordering is bound to ap-
pear., 1f number sgreement precedes There-insertion, (13)
can be derived, but not (12); if There-insertion precedes
number agreement, the situation 1s reverse, Bresnan states.

When we leook st Icelandic, the situation is much the
same, I think, however, that the plursl form of the verb is
possible in sentences like (12), but the singular is much
preferred:

(14) Pad {kkomu Eg; )} kerlmadur og arjdr konur hingad

"There came 2 man snd three women here?

Number agreement with the entire NP 1sg obligatory if it pre-
cedes the verb, just as in English:

e ) kom (sg. }}
(15) Prjdr konur og karlmadur {kﬂmu (p1.) hingzd

'"Three women and a man csme here!

However, this does not prove that INPP can not be =z
movement rule in Icelandic. Bresnan (1982) seems to assume
that a verb can only sgree in number with an NP immediately
preceding it. But Thrédinsson (1979:466) has shown that verbs
can zlse agree in number with predicate NPs in the nomina-
tive, as (16) shows:

(16) Petta (=g.) {zgi E;%:%} hestar (pl.)

'"This are horses!

In (16), petta is definitely the subject, but not hestar; and



there is neo reason to sssume thet hesgtar has at any pelint in
the derivetion preceded the werb; yet 1t triggers agreement.
Thizg szeems to show that the intersction of verb agreement and
subject postposing can not be used to prove anything about
rule ordering in Icelandic syntax. Hence, Bresnan's (1982)

arguments against a movement analysis fail in Icelsndic.

1.3 Postposing of subjects by HNPS

Now let's turn to HNPS. The classic treatment of the
rule is Ross (1967), who observed that length is not the only
factor determining whether or not postposing of an object is
possible; "complex" NPs (conteining a PP or a sentence) appear
to be easier to postpose than egually long NPs with a "flat"
structure (such as coordinate NPs). But, as Ross (1967:28)
notes,

The whole problem ares c¢f what NP gare felt to be "heavy"

or "eomplex" borders on guesgstions of gtyle, and there

gseems to be a baffling srray of dislectal, or possibly
evernn idiclectal, variaticons here.
This geems to be the casge 1n Icelandic, too} we come back to
this problem in the second part of the peper. What matters
now is Postal's (1974) statement that the rule decesn't move

subjects., He illustrated this with sentences like:

(17)a A1l of the men who recovered from moncnucleosis

are happy

b Fare happy all of the men who recovered from mono-

nucleosis

At first, this principle sppears to hold in Icelandic also;



ef. (18)b:

(18)a Strékurinn sem barnzdi Mariu { fyrra er flainn
'The guy who made Mery pregnant last year has run away'

b ¥Er fldinn strdkurinn sem barnadi Mariu { fyrrs
tHas run awey the guy who made Mary pregnant lsst year!

But remember that Icelandic usually dissllows a finite verb
in initial position in declarative sentences., If we ilnsert
the dummy pad in the subject position in (18)b, we get (18)c,

which is fine:

(18)c Pad er fliinn strdkurinn sem barnsdi Mariu { fyrra
'There nas run sway the guy who msde Mary pregnant
last year!

This indicates thet it is not the postposing itself which 1is
disallowed; rather, it is the Verb-Second constraint that must
not be broken.

Sentences like (18)b can slsc be saved in another way.
Note that verb first word order is common in (certain styles
of ) Icelandiec written prose to mark discourse continuity or
something like that (see Kossuth 1961). It is ususlly impos-
sible to start & discourse or begin a written text with wverb
first order; snd hence sgpeakers presented with sentences like
(18)b, out of context, will not accept them. But if we have
g deictic time adverbial following the verb, it shows that
the sentence is not the beginning of a text or = discourse.
Therefore, sentences like (18)d, with = postposed "heavy"
subject and verb first word crder, are accepted, without any

dummy 1n subject positlion:
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(18)d Er pa fldinn strdkurinn sem barnadi Mariu I fyrra
'Hes then run awey the guy wne made Mary pregnant

last year'

We can, of course, continue to maintain thet HNPS does
apply to subjects, and that there iz some other rule respon-
sible for the postposing in (18)c-d. But as these rules
would be ldentical, except that the new rule applies only to
subjects, HNPS only to nonsubjects, I can't see the point in
making such a disgtinction. We know that subject postposing
rules exist in Icelandic; and we know thaet a rule of dummy
insertion 1s needed anyway.

Az for the arguments for a movement analysis of senten—
ces like (18)c-d, rather than base-generation of the "extra"
WP in finsl position, we can bring forth all the same argu-
ments as for INPP =5 a movement rule, so I won't recapitulate

them here,.

2, Function

2.1 Conditions on postposed NPs

4s the term "Indefinite" NP Postposing indicates, 1t is
usually considered impossible to postpose definite NPs (un-
less they sre "heavy"). Admittedly, it is rarely stated
which NPs sre definite and which are not; but it appears
that personsl pronouns, proper names, and NPs having a de-
finite article are considered definite. COther NPs (i.e.,
those without a definite srticle, ere thus indefinite, and

should be able to get postposed, in contrast with the others.
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In fact, the presence or absence of a definite article is
sometimes used gz a defining festure of whether INPP can heve
applied, or whether some other rule must be involved (cf.
Levin 1951).5 Let us look at =some sentences where we have
postposed NPs which are definite eccording to the definition

given above:

(19)a Hann er { dyrunum
'He 1s in the doorway'

b *pad er hann I dyrunum
'"There is he 1n the doorwsy'

(20)e Jén kom { welsluna
'John came to the party?

b *pad kom Jén { veisluna
'There ceme John to the party!'

(21)a Strdkarnir brutu gluggann
'The boys broke the window?

b *pad brutu strikarnir gluggann
'"There broke the boys the window!'

e csn compare the b-sentences with (1)b, (3)b, and (4)b, re-

peated here for convenience:

(1)b Pad er medur I dyrunum
'There is a man in the doorway'

(3)b Pad kom margt félk I veisluna
'There came many people to the party!

(4)b Pad brutu einhverjir strékar gluggann
'There broke some boys the window'

Thus, the distinction between definite and indefinite NPs
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with respect to postposing appesrs to be well-founded, and

in faet inevitable,

2.2 WWhy indefiniteness?

How look at the following sentences:

(22) Pad wvar trodfullur salurinn pegar syningin héfst
'"There was full (of people) the thestre when the
performance started’

(23) Ped festist rttsn £ leidinni nordur

"There got stuck the bus on the way northt

(24) Ped er horfinn allur snjérinn.é
'There has disappeared all the snow'

{25) Pad skin slltaf =48lin

'"There shines alwsys the sun'

There is no doubt that, according to the argumentstion in the

first part of the paper, the underlined NPs salurinn, rutan,

gllur snjérinn and sélin are the subjects of (22}-(25), re-

spectively; and there is also no doubt that they must have
originsted 1n initial positilion, but have been moved to the
right and the dummy pad inserted in the subject =lot. TYet,
they asre all definite, sc that INPP should be excluded; and
they sre not particularly heavy, s¢ that HNPS can't be re-
sponsible either. Let us therefore take s closer look at
the guestion of definiteness; why should indefinite NPs be
eaglier to postpose than definites? To answer this, we must
introduce scme principles of funeticonal syntax.

It is a well-known fact thst a wide-spread tendency in
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many langusges 1s for so-cslled "new information" to sppear
relatively late in the sentence. "01ld" or "given" informa-
tion, on the cther hand, tends to come early in the sentence.
But what is "given" and what is "new"? I guote here Chafe's
(1976:30) definition of these two terms:

Given (or old) information is that knowledge which the

gpeaker assumes to be in the conscioushness of the ad-

dressee at the time of the utterance. So-called new in-
formation 1g what the speaker assumes he is introducing
into the addressee's consciousness by what he says.
Chafe (1976) points out, that although givenness and definite-
ness often go together, these terms must be kept distinct, as
there ig no one-to-one correspondence between them,

Now we are coming right to the point. We must keep in
mind that the usual function of the definite article is ans-
phoric; i.e., to mark the NPs which have been talked about
or mentioned, so as to make it eassier for the listener/reader
te l1dentify their referents. That is, NPs typically get a
definite article by the wvirtue of having been talked about,
and hence belng "given" sccording to Chafe's definiticon
guoted zbove.

However, this is not the case in (22)-(25). The NPs
there need not at all have been taslked about. Each NP has
only one possible referent, and hence 1t 1s natural to use
the definite article, even though it is not anaphoric here.
In sentence (22), we may assume that the performance has
been mentioned before, Therefore, the spesker expects the
listener to know which theatre he means, although it has not

been mentioned in the discourse; he therefore uses the de-
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finite article, zlthough the theatre 1s "new information".

In {23], there 13 slso encugh context in the sentence to
make the listener able to identify the referent of the bus;
it is of course 'the bus that goes north'. In (24) and (25),
there 1s, of course, no guestion of "which snow" or "which

gun" (ef. zlso Chafe 1976:39).

2.3 Postposing of "new information”

Thus, we come to the coneclusion that all these NPs, al-
though definite, cen be interpreted es new, sccording to
Chafe's definition. I would like to propose, then, that we

put new instead of indefinite 1n the characterization of NFs

that can be postposed. This means that formasl features such
ag presence or absence of a definite article can no longer be
uged to predict which NPs can be postposed.

This move has seversl conseguences. 0One of them is that
we would expect it to be poggible to pqstpose proper nemes,
if they cen be interpreted sz carrying new information in the
context in which they appesr. This prediction seems to be
borne out; imagine, for exsmple, the followlng sentence spoken

in a radio program:

(26) Pad er kominn hingsd til okkar I stdadléid Jén Jénsson, og ...
'There has come here to us in the studiec John Johnson, and ..

The listeners do not know who 1s expected, so that John is not
"in thelr consclousness", snd hence can be postposed.

FNow whet about personsl pronouns? They are are nesrly
always anaphoric, and hence must be given, in Chafe's termino-

logy; 1.e., 11 you use a perscnal pronoun without any explana-
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tion, you assume that the listener/reader is already thinking
of the referent, snd thus will be able to identify him cor-
rectly. But if we can meke up circumstances where the pro-
roun can be interpreted as carrying new information, it ought
to be possible to postpose 1t. This can be done by adding

some cnaracterizetion of the one referred to:

(27) Pad er kominn hann barna higrenni bian

'"There has come he there your neighbour'’

In this sentence, it should be clezar what 'he' 1a referred
to, =0 that 1t can be interpreted =5 new and hence postposed.
But perhaps (27) 1s better thought of as an instance of
HNPS; so let's turn to the functicn of that rule. It seems
to me that it is roughly the same as that of INPP. Hemember
that most "hesvy" NPs which get postposed contain either s
FP or an 3. Usually this PP or S gerves to lidentify or ex-
plain further the content of the head NF, as can be seen from

the following examples:

(26) Bg metti konunni I grda hidsinu I morgun

'T met the woman (who lives) in the grey house this morning'

(29) Jén hjélpadl gemla karlinum sem ollum bykir vent um

'*John helped the old men who everybody is fond of!

This means that although the hesd NPs are formally definite,
it is not necessary that their referents have been mentioned
before., The PP or 5 makes the listener capable of ldentifying
them; but still they are new information in the sentence.

This also explaing why it is easier to postpose "complex" NPs

than egqually long NPs having "flat" structure; in the "flat"
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NPs there is no head word which the others serve to explsain.
Thus, it is much more difficult to interprete = definite noun

in a "flat" NP as carrying new information.

2.4 Landing sitez of definites

There are some further complications, though. There do
rnot seem to be the same possibilities of "landing sites" for
definite IPs which get postposed as for indefinites. The
indefinites cen end up immediastely following the verb, or at
any other place in the sentence, provided it 1s not within a
phrase., Definites, on the other hand, can immediately follow
the verb only if an NP or PP occupies the subject slot (which
presumably is a case of simple inversion). If the dummy pad
is in subjeect position, a definite subject must move farther
to the right. Sentences like (30)b are thus unscceptable,

although (30)c isg fine:

(30)a Glugginn var oplnn
'The window was open'

b *pasd var glugginn oplnn

'There was the window open’

¢ Pad var copinn glugginn
'There wag open the window!'

What is the reason for this difference? I would like to
propose that it lies in how essy 1t is to imagine a situation
where a postposed NP is not given. It is ususlly much harder
to imagine a situation where a definite NP is new than an in-
definite NP. Therefore, it is only natural that postposed

definite NPs have much more restricted distribution. People
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know that pad is a dummy, which can only be inserted in an
emptied subject slot, but is not capable of causing subject-
verb inversion. Therefore, sentences with pad in subject
position and a definite NP immediately following the wverb will
not be zccepted, as the definité NP 1g in the typlcal inver-
glion position. But when the definite subject moves farther
away from the verb, people can reason in the following way:
"Well, the spesker must have a speclal resson for moving this
NP so far to the right. It's obvicus that this can't be
simple inversion; the NP in guestion must carry new informs-
tion." Indefinite NPs, on the other hand, are typically new,
=0 that sentences with indefinites immediately following the

verb are readily accepted.

3. Coneclusion

I think this case may be typical of the interactions be-
tween formal and functional fsctors which we so often get in
ayntax, There has been a strong tendency in generative syntax
to let the formsl factors carry the whole burden of explain-
ing, but I think this is mislesding, and nope to have shown
here & case where it does not work. But let me stress that
I am not denying the importance of formsl factors., It is re-
markable thst leading linguists, both in funetional grammar
such ag Kuno (1980), and in feormal generative syntax, such as
Chomsky (1981), make clear their opinion that both formal and
functional factors have their place in the overall grammatical

description.



Notes

! INPP in Icelandic has previously been treated by Maling

& Zaenen (1978), Maling (1980), Zaenen (1980), and Thréinsson
(1979), who also menticns HNPS. For the fullest trestment

of the form and function of these rules in Icelandic, see my
thesis (Rbgnvaldsson 1982s), from waich the mein beody of argu-
ments in thig paper i1z tsken.

2 Besgides being a dummy, pad can also be a neuter personal
proncun. Therefore, I have avoided the use of neufter sub-
jects in the examples, =0 as to exclude the possibility of
some kind of anaphoric relation between pad and the postposed
gubject.

3 It is interesting to note that in "ralsing" sentences,

_—_—

(i)a Binhver telur mig hafs verid rikan
'Somebody believes me to have been rich!

b Pad telur mig einhver nafa verid rlkan

'There believes me somebody to have been rich!
This appears to support Thridinsson's (1979) claim that the
subject of the subordinate clause has actually been "ralsed"
and now belongs to the main clause.
4 Thridinsson (1979) has shown conclusively thet these ob-
ligue NPs benave syntactically like subjects. Cf. alsoc Rogn-
valdssgon [(19820).
> In a footnote, Levin acknowledges to "have been informed
by Annie Zaenen that definite subjects can undergo indefinite
subject postposing under some pregmatically determined circum-
stances" (1981:48n).
6 Postal (1974:83n) cites similar examples with the guan-
tifier all to show that NPs do not alweys have to be very
"heavy" to get moved by HNPS. But why call this HNPS at all?
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