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Abstract

| argue here that the special distribution of the Icelandetive pad, which restricts it to an intuitive
‘first position’, is due to the interaction of general coastts on Icelandic clause structure and the
pragmatic function of a clause containing an expletive. &etive is not restricted to V2 finite clauses,
but can appear in principle in all matrix and embedded fidd@ases, as well as certain non-finite clauses.
| present an LFG analysis of the full range of facts which adapmuch more linear, relational view of
Icelandic syntax than has been widely assumed in genesstitax studies.

1. Introduction

The data in (1) illustrate the distribution of the expletitierein English:
(1) a. *(There) was dancing in the living room.
b. Was *(there) dancing in the living room?
c. When was *(there) dancing in the living room?

Assuming that basic clauses are rooted in IP, we conclude fhis data that the expletive is in SpeclP, a
position which must be filled.

The expletivebadin Icelandic shows a different distribution, for which itheeceived much attention
in the literature (e.g., Zaenen (1985), Rognvaldsson amdifi$son (1990), Sigurdsson (1990), Hornstein
(1991), Jénsson (1996), among others). While the expliigegammatical in (2)a, it is ungrammatical in
(2)b-c, which is surprising if the expletive is needed todilpecific position in the clausal structure.

(2) a. Pbad var dansad i stofunni.
explwas danced in the.living.room

b. Var (*pad) dansad i stofunni?
was (*expl) danced in the.living.room?

c. bessvagnavar (*pad) dansad i stofunni.
therefore was (@&xp) danced in the.living.room

These examples illustrate what | refer to as the ‘peripitgralf pad Sigurdsson (2004) considers the ex-
pletive to obey ‘First Position Constraint’. We can compidre ungrammaticality of (2)b with the expletive
to a corresponding Swedish example (3), from Platzack (1983

(3) Satt det en fagel pa taket? Swe.
sat expla bird on the.roof
‘Was there a bird sitting on the roof?

Swedish is like English in terms of the distribution of thelstive.

Assuming an approach in which all V2 clauses are rooted inwWit, an initial XP in SpecCP fol-
lowed by a finite verb in C, one account of the data in (2) is pwd appears only in SpecCP, and hence
must be maximally peripheral in the clause (Hornstein (39Bbimberg and Platzack (1995), Wurmbrand
(2004), Richards and Biberauer (2005), among others; Be(&@03, 65) suggests that Gernesis only in
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SpecCP). Such an approach might also implicate the presépedwith V2 — perhaps, one might suppose
thatpadis only necessary to provide the first element in a V2 stregtifimothing else is available.

| will argue against this positional approach; in fdagdis never in SpecCP. As | show in section 2, it is
sometimes in SpeclP, and sometimes in a non-specifier etagadel position. As one might expectlfG,
pad has no c-structure positional restriction per se. My alttve proposal builds on a view of Icelandic
clause structure which is not fixated on hierarchical pms#j but rather a very simple view in terms of linear
positions relative to the (finite) verb. Such an account @ pendently motivated for the famous Icelandic
phenomenon of Stylistic Fronting (Sells (2002)). Sectigor&sents the various parts of the linear analysis
of Icelandic syntax.

My analysis follows in section 4, based on the intuition ttiet reason thgbad never follows the first
verb of its clause, is that it would have no (pragmatic) fiorcif it did. Some key parts of the specifiEG
analysis are thgtad bears thesuBJfunction, and therefore can be in SpeclP; #ad may not bear a DF,
and therefore cannot be in SpecCP. As it bears th& @] padis not merely a c-structure place-holder.

2. The Distribution of pad

2.1. Finite Clauses

As noted by some authors, there is considerable evidentépddecan actually surface in SpeclP — (2)a
is consistent with this. In embedded claugdead can appear even where it could not be in SpecCP, and
where it has nothing to do with V2. Rognvaldsson and Thraimg$990) document a variety of embedded
clause types wherpad may appear, and where the surface position of the explediatearly SpeclP —
following the simple declarative complementizgyis one such context. (4) is a relevant similar example,
and (5) show$ad with the main clause complementizastli, which forms a matrix question without verb
movement to C.

4) Eg spurdi hvort || pad hefdu margir komid i veislunal.
| asked whether} explhad many.people come to the.party]
‘| asked whether many people had come to the party.’

(5) At [ppad verdi talad vio Jon a morgun]? (Jonsson (1996))
wonder [ explwill.be talked to John tomorrow]
‘Will John be interviewed tomorrow?’

Ottdson (1989) proposed thphdis in SpeclP, and this idea has been adoped by Jonsson (1996) a
Sigurdsson (2004), among others. Jénsson (1996) proposdsliowing account of the data in (2). First,
he adopts an IP/CP analysis of V2, in which subject-initi@l dlauses like (2)a are rooted in IP while non-
subject-initial V2 clauses like (2)c are rooted in CP. Hentlperoposes that there is a competion between
a null expletive pro-exp) and the overt expletive, and that the Avoid Pronoun Priaecfpvors the null
expletive. Finally, he argues thpto-explis only licenced under (canonical) government from I, aridl ith
only possible when | has moved to C. Hence, in (pya;explcannot be licensed, and so the overt expletive
is used, in SpeclP. However, in (2)b-c, the finite verb hasedoxa | to C, sqro-explis licensed angbad
is ungrammatical. Indeed, omittirgad from those examples gives a fully grammatical sentence ttaad
account automatically extends to (4)—(5), which have r@Gtmovement.

Sigurdsson (2004) enforces the peripheralitpad by proposing that main clauses have a null comple-
mentizer which attracts the expletive to immediately falit The position of this complementizer would be
lexicalized in examples like (5) bsetli. He notes that any account which pp&d (necessarily) in SpecCP
would have to treat (4)—(5) as examples of CP recursion. Whidd predict a correlation between clauses



allowing ‘embedded topicalization’ and those allpad in the initial position. However, there are several
embedded clause types which do not allow embedded tomtializ but which do allovpad

(6) a. Egverd hissa efdpad hefur verid talad um petta].
I will.be surprised if [, explhas been talked about this].
‘I will be surprised if this has been talked about.’

b. Egverd gladur pegaypad hefur verid talad um petta].
| willL.be glad when [, explhas been talked about this].
‘I will be glad when this has been talked about.’

From the perspective af~G, one might wonder whether a positional restriction to a gjpe-structure
position within CP or IP is a very natural condition. | argbhatbadbears thesuBJfunction, but as there are
three potential c-structure positions for #igBJin Icelandic (see section 3), this does not contrain thaline
position ofpad | will account for the apparently peripheral distributiohpad by considering interacting
functional constraints — in particular, the signallingeeff thabadhas in clause-initial position.

2.2. padin Raising Structures

Important evidence about the constraintsfa® come from certain examples involving subject-to-object
raising SOR) structures such as (7)a, as any hypothesized functigra®fn main clauses does not carry
over to such a context. The expletive is possible as the blbfean SOR verb, as originally noted by
Thrainsson (1979, 482); see also Platzack (1983, 87) anesEW1092, 26).

(7) a. Jbn telur (pad) veramys i badkerinu.
John believesdxp) be mice in the.bathtub

b. *J6n telur (pad) hafa einhver étid hakarlinn.
John believesdgxp) have someone eaten the.shark

The expletive is optional in (7)a, as in all embedded costésee e.g., (33)).If the lower predicate is
transitive, as in (7)b, and if no (thematic) argument isadjthe example is ungrammatical regardless of the
presence opad

Examples similar to (7)a are given in Andrews (1990, 173):

(8) a. Egtel (pad) hafa verid dansad & skipunu.
| believe exp) have been danced on the.ship
‘| believe there to have been dancing on the ship.

b. Egtel (bad) kveda  ad honum.
| believe exp) important to him
‘| believe him to be important.’

c. Egtel (bad) hafa verid bedid eftir honum.
| believe gxp) have been waited after him
‘| believe him to have been waited for.’

IAdditionally, only some speakers accept the raising exampioted by Maling (1988)).



In these examplgsadis actually internal to’| in a non-thematic object position, and is not even a carestit
with the following VP. Hence it is unlikely that any analysigich restricts the expletive to a specific c-
structure position can cover the full range of data.

As a raising verb, ‘believe’ takes complements that are N&P\&R (functionally, OBJ and XCOMP).
Crucially, there is no IP structure above the infinitival \&e¢ Thrainsson (1984, 1993)), which means that
there is no ‘medial position’, nor a specifier position, iarft of the infinitival verb. Hence the structure of
(7)a is the (unsurprising) (9):

©) P

(1SUBJ=| =1

NP I’

Jon 1=l (TOBJY=| (TXCOMP)=|

I NP VP
telur pbad 7=l (1SUBJ=! (TOBL)=!
Y, NP NP
vera mys i badkerinu.

As ‘believe’ takes NP and VP complements, it is immediatdgarc why no version of (7)b can be
acceptable: the infinitival verb heads a structure no bigigain a VP, and Icelandic does not allow both
direct arguments of the verb to be VP-interhaHence the only possible structure involveshverin the
raising position:

(10) Jon telur [einhver] [hafa étid hakarlinn]. (cf. (7)b)
John believes [someone] [have eaten the.shark]

2.3. Summary

We have now seen the following possibilities for the positid pad and these exhaust the cases:

(11) a. paa first elementin a V2 clause
b. paa first elementin IP in an embedded non-V2 clause

c. pad a ‘raised’ subject under a subject-to-object raising ($@Rb

The question is now, what unifies exactly these three posifiol he descriptive generalization fidis
simple: it must precede the (every) verb of which it is #uBJ This covers the initial examples (2), (4), (5),
and the raising examples (7)a and (8). While the expletiltevis telur in (7)a, it precedesera the verb
of which it is theSUBJ Note that the generalization cannot be thad precedes all coheads in its clause,
because it follows the complementizad, for instance, which would be a co-head in C:

(12) Egveit [pad [ppad hefur enginn lesid bokina]].
| know [pthat [, explhas no one read the.book]]
‘I know that no one has read the book.’

2More specifically, Icelandic does not allow Agents and Eigreers to be VP-internal (Maling (1988)).



The first verb in every clause in Icelandic marks whether thatise is finite or not, and there are
conditions on clausal structure which make direct linefgremce to the first verb, as described belpad
must precede the exponent of finiteness in its nucleus:

(13) pad precedes the exponent of finiteness.

| discuss this condition more thoroughly in section 5.1.

3. Icelandic Clause Structure

In this section | sketch alb-G analysis of Icelandic clausal c-structures, showing thatstructures are less
hierarchically organized than has been assumed in moseakttent literature, and that major constraints
on clausal constituent order derive from linear conditjor® hierarchical ones.

3.1. Hierarchical Positions

Icelandic clause structure has figured prominently in theeld@ment of the Minimalist Program (e.g.,

Chomsky (1995)) due to the various positions that subjedtadoject may take in main clauses, especially
in the Transitive Expletive ConstructiomEC), which shows two subject positions, either side of thedinit

verb ((14) is from Bobaljik and Jonas (1996)):

(4) Pad hafa margir jolasveinar bordad buadinginn.
there have many Christmas-trolls eaten the.pudding
‘Many Christmas trolls have eaten the pudding.’

Following the finite verb, there is certainly evidence iniécwlic for what we might call a ‘Mittelfeld’: an
area of the V2 clause following the initial phrase and thedimerb, where various arguments and adjuncts
may appear, to the left of the edge of the canonical VP. Itlaively uncontroversial for the Scandinavian
languages that that left edge is marked by the position cditiey Hence in (15), from Jonas and Bobaljik
(1993, 90), the constituensgnnilega margir stadentar pessar baekur aldirtluding the subject and object,
all follow the finite verb inINFL and precede VP:

(15) A boékasafninu settu sennilega margir stidentar pémsaur aldrei{;p a bordid].
in the.library put probably many students these books neveron the.table
‘In the library, probably many students never put these bawkthe table.’

The relative order of arguments and adverbials in the medes is somewhat free, but there is at most
only one occurrence of subject and object.

Sells (2001) proposed an analysis of Scandinavian clausetste built around the standard CP-IP-VP
spine, which allowed intermediate elements betwdt. and the left edge of VP (e.g., negation and other
medial adverbs). | argued that, due to the lack of any peséidence for further hierarchical structure, the
medial elements should be analyzed as immediate descsrafdhffollowing a sistediNFL and preceding a
sister VP. Icelandic allows any kind of definite or quantificaal objects, as well as subjects, and adjuncts of
many kinds, in the medial domainln fact, from this perspective, we can say that what Bobaljil Jonas
(1996) showed was that Icelandic has a medial domain fatigiiie finite verb where all kinds of subjects,
objects and adjuncts may appear. Work in the Minimalist Rnwgfollowing on from their proposals has
assumed that there are several specifier positions witkigltuse (e.g., SpecAgrSP, SpecTP, SpecAgrOP,

3In this regard, Icelandic may be more liberal than Swedishoagh Bérjars et al. (2003) effectively argue for claustalictures
like (16) in Swedish, suggesting that the account of SweidiSells (2001) was too structurally conservative.



SpecVP — see (46) below), but many of the predicted posittamsiot be supported empirically. | briefly
discuss the problems with the proposal of Bobaljik and Jeh@86) in the Appendix at the end of this paper.

From thelLFG perspective, the overall structural possibilities fodacelic are given in (16) (from Sells
(2001, 191)), a relatively flat structufe:

(16) Icelandic Clause Structure (Sells (2001, 191):
IP
/\
(1GDPF)=1 =1
(1GP)=1 I’
XP e
=1 (1GP=| 1e(TADJ) 1=l
I XPT AdvP" VP
(neg T
=1 (1Gh=!
Y, XP+

In the TEC (see (14) above), the expletipadis in SpedP, associated with a thematic subject elsewhere
in the clause. By appearing in Spiecthe expletive prevents any other constituent from beiogitalized’,
and as itis an expletive, it cannot beayritself. Hence the annotation on Sgreavhen the expletive appears
there is (SUBJ)=|, and in theTECthe expletive unifies in f-structure with the themagidBIwhich appears
lower in the c-structure. Hence (17) is the structure of (4 expletive and its ‘associate’ both map to the
SuBJfunction, though only the latter provides contentful imf@tion; the f-structure is in (18).

(17) P
(1SUBJ=! 1=l PRED ‘eal
NP | [ExPL  +
A SUBJ SPEC ‘many’
pad TTl (TSKEDJ):l {/:s PRED ‘trolls’
‘ — T |CASE  NOM
hafa . nargir =1 (10BJ=| [sPEC  DEF
jolasveinar _
v NP oBJ PRED ‘pudding’
| PN cASE  ACC
bordad baadinginn N
, FIN +
there have manytrolls eaten the pudding
TENSE PRES
ASP PERFECT

For my purposes here, the key point is that there are justeaipositions for subjects in Icelandic,
the GF positions in (16). This structure illustrates all lné thierarchical properties that are necessary for
Icelandic (with CP on top of IP). The main constraints on siastructure are linear, as | now demonstrate.

4| assume that the GDFs include SUBJ, and the true DFs TOP afid FO

®Sells (2005) argues that finiteness is an f-structure ateimdependent of tense. Finiteness is an essential pé gleneral-
ization about the distribution dfad



3.2. The V2 Constraint

The approach is one which factors out different and intergqiarts of syntactic constructions, based on the
general pattern in (16). For example, | will claim that V2 &isfied in regular finite clauses by a sequence
of overt elements in SpeclP amdFL, while V2 can also be satisfied by a sequence of two haaif,
and V, in Stylistic Fronting clauses. Therefore, V2 canmotbsociated with a single hierarchical structural
configuration (at least in Icelandic). Rather, it is a caaistr which must unify with some sequence of
positions in (16); it is given in (18), which looks for two cstituents, the first of which is at the left edge of
the relevant domain, and the second of which is a finite %dtor ease of reference below, | refer to the two
positions in the V2 structure as V2-1 and V2-2, respectively

(18) The V2 constraint: [ a - \Y; - o]
[+fin]
V2-1 V2-2

A V2 clause will then be characterized by the unification &)(With some structure conforming to (16).
When V2-1 is SpeclP and V2-2 i§FL, the canonical structure, there will be certain pragmaticrmation
associated with the structure (see (23) and (34) below).

3.3. The P Constraint

There is one more constraint that is part of the definitiorcefdndic clausesNFL is in fact overtly present
in all finite clauses which are IPs. Even in embedded claubesfinite verb always precedes a medial
adverb such as the negatiekki as seen in (19), (examples from Holmberg (1986)):

(19) a. padvar gott ad [hann keypti ekki bokina].
it was good that [he bought not the.book]

b. Egveit ekki hvers vegna [Sigga setur aldrei hlutina — &@réstad).
| know not why [Sigga puts never the.things in the right pJace
‘I do not know why Sigga never puts the things in the right plac

These embedded clauses are simple subject-initial nonal@es, in which there is not even an option for
the finite verb to follow negation, meaning that the finitebveannot be internal to VP. This motivates the
constraint in (20). The fact that this constraint holds bfialte clauses is what makes embedded clauses in
Icelandic look like they are V2 clauses even though, lotyicé20) and (18) are separate constraints.

(20) The P Constraint:INFL is present in every IP.

IP is present in all finite clauses, and even in some non-fimites (Thrainsson (1984, 1993)) — in
particular, control complements — in which case the firsbvein INFL, as (21) illustrates:

(22) Risarnir lofa ad ||éta rikisstjornir ekki].
the.giants promiseoMP [, eatiNF governments not]
‘The giants promise not to eat the government.’

In the bracketed embedded clause, the verb appears inNEaeposition, allowing the object to shift out
of the VP (‘Object Shift’), leaving the final wordkki marking the left edge of the would-be VP. If the

6Cf. Maling and Zaenen (1990), who propose that “the simiegtement of V2 is as a single positive template”.



complement to a Control verb such as ‘promise’ is of catedBryas Thrainsson argues, then (20) will
require that theNFL head is also present, hosting the non-finite verb. This istgxevhat we find in (21).

Finally, in impersonal embedded finite clauses, no subjeetirprecede the finite verb (in SpeclP), yet
the verb still must be itNFL. The examples from Sigurdsson (1990, 53) show this clearly:

(22) a. Egveit ekki hvers vegngkemur ekki ad pessu]. (Sigurdsson (1990, 53))
| know not why [p comes not to this]
‘I do not know why it does not come to this.’

b.  Vid forum ef [ rignir ekki mikid].
we will.go if [prains not much]

These examples demonstrate the independence of eristraint and the V2 Constraint, as clearly V2 is
irrelevant, but the verb must nevertheless be ink#L. position.

Returning to V2 main clauses, (18) and (20) are respecteditire\of the fact thatNFL itself hosts the
finite verb; theINFL position is the V2-2 part of V2, as shown in (23).

(23) Main Clause V2 IP (satisfies (18) and (20))
XP I’
N
[+fin] e
V2-1 V2-2

3.4. Stylistic Fronting

In Sells (2002), | argued that Icelandic has another wayrafikaneously satisfying (18) and (20), which
is manifest in Stylistic Fronting clauses. The StylistioRiing construction was brought to the attention
of generative syntacticians by Maling (1990) (first pubdidhin 1980). Stylistic Fronting is restricted to
clauses in which the subject is missing from the canonidgilirposition, and involves the inversion of a
word which would normally follow the finite verb to a positigust in front of that verb:

(24) Stylistic Fronting (Maling (1990) [1980])
a. the subject of the clause must be a ‘gap’ (or at least ndigirc&nonical subject position)
b.  the clause must be finite

c. the fronted element is a word, not a phrase

A representative set of examples which illustrate Styligtionting involve relative clauses where the
subject is relativized, and therefore absent. In (25), theeramples are canonical, and the b/d examples
involve Stylistic Fronting. | use underlining to indicatestelement that is a (potential) target for the fronting,
and ‘_ ' marks the usual position of the fronted word:

(25) a. bettaertilbod sem [erekhkiegt ad hafnal.
this is an.offer that [is not possible to reject]
‘This is an offer which it is not possible to reject.

b. Ppettaertilbod sem [ekldr _ heegt ad hafnal.
[ — Stylistic Fronting

this is an.offer that [not is possible to reject]



c. Pbetta er madur sem [hefur leiki@iutiu leiki].
this is a.man that [has played ninety games]
‘This is a man who has played ninety games.’

d. betta er madur sem [leikidefur _ niutiu leiki].
this is a.man that [played has ninety games]

The Stylistic Fronting clauses have a structure that sagigfie verb-second (V2) constraint (see Maling
(1990, 73); also Anderson (1997, 20ff.)). However, they dbaasily assimilate to canonical SpeclNFL
structures (as in (23)), as the first element is a word, notrasgh

Stylistic Fronting is also possible in main clauses (exa®ph (26) from Jonsson (1991, 24)), where the
affinity with V2 is clear:

(26) a. Keypt hefur verio _ tdlva fyrir starfsfélkid.
bought has been a.computer for the.staff
‘A computer has been bought for the staff.

b. Falliohafa _ margir hermenni pessu striidi.
died have many soldiers inthis war
‘Many soldiers have died in this war.’

Such clauses are like those introducedfdag in lacking any topical argument. Régnvaldsson and
Thrainsson (1990) discuss the similarities and differsermween main clause ‘topicalization’ (V2 clauses)
and Stylistic Fronting. Considering the mechanisms thatedhe two kinds of structure, they “conclude
that they aresyntacticallya unified process, even though they are certainly diffef@mttionally’ (p. 28).

In Sells (2002) | presented &G account of Stylistic Fronting, which also adopts the ides tegular V2
clauses and Stylistic Fronting clauses share a syntantitasity, but in a different way from Régnvaldsson
and Thrainsson (1990): while they analyze the common siatacocess as being movement of some
element to SpeclP in both V2 clauses and Stylistic Frontlagses, my approach is that the two types of
clause both instantiate the abstract V2 pattern (18).

For Stylistic Fronting clauses, suppose tiNfEL is present but hosts a non-finite element, as a marked
property. As long as a finite verb is in some head positioniwithe c-structure, the clause will be charac-
terized as finite at f-structure, and of course the possilili ‘head mobility’ in head positions such as C,
INFL, or V is part of the design of the theory (see e.g., Bresna@l(p0So if a non-finite element is INFL,
this will be the V2-1 part of V2, and then it must be that thetredgment is a finite verb. ANFL is already
filled, the finite verb must appear as the first element inwtiich is the next available head positiofihis
same insight is also sketched in Anderson (2000, 328-9)thker avords, the structure is as in (27).

(27) Stylistic Fronting: As a marked option, a non-finitereént is generated iNFL. The element
in INFL occupies the first position of the V2 constraint.

_m
[_%:in] /VP\
v
[+fin] ¥
V2-1 V22

ekki er haegt ad hafna = (25)b



This satisfies the V2 constraint (18), tidFL constraint (20) and conforms to the structural possibgiin
(16) just as well as the canonical SpeclNFL— rest-of-clause structure, but as it does this in a differen
way, we can assume a different functional or stylistic vallid@s account explains the fact that what fronts is
an X0, the subject gap restriction, other constraints on StylRtonting, and the restriction to finite clauses.

This account can only be stated if linear and hierarchicatltmns are separated, in an analysis which
guarantees the structural generalizations in (28) (sutheds-G analysis presented here):

(28) a.  Except for4, no hierarchical position is privileged in the clause.

b.  Even the finite V in V2 clausas not fixed in its hierarchical position.

4. Functions in the Clause

4.1. Linear Positions in the Clause

Following on with the reasoning developed in the previowsise, | will show here that the linear properties
of Icelandic clause structure have certain semantic arghpaitic values, determined by the structural possi-
bilities in (16). As in other V2 languages, the basic contimsimply between whether a single constituent
precedes the finite verb, or whether the finite verb is clanitied (a ‘V1 clause’):

(29) Linear Positions (cf. (16)):
NP — Vv - NP - vV - NP
[+fin] [—fin]
V2-1 V2-2

V2 clause—
V1 clause—

V2 and V1 clauses have the linear properties shown showrdin [V2-1 is absent, we have a verb-initial
clause which is interpreted as a polar interrogative (if anmkause), or as a ‘V1 Declarative’ (see (31)b):

(30) V1 Declaratives (from Sigurdsson (1990))

a. bad voru oft langar umraedur afundunum.
explwere often long discussions at the.meetings
‘There were often long discussions at the meetings.

b. Voruoft langar umraedur & fundunum.
were often long discussions at the.meetings

For any argument GF, there are 3 relevant positions, surmethmn (31), where Mand \ refer to the
two V positions in (29) (‘first’ and ‘last’). NPs have diffarfesemantic and pragmatic properties in each of
these 3 positions:

(31) ‘Functional’ positions in Icelandic, for some GF
a.  Before the first/finite verb,\(‘first position’).
b.  Somewhere after the first/finite verl, Yut before the last verb,\( medial position’).

c.  After the last verb, M(complement of V position).



Returning to the main topic of this paper, the positiorpai suppose that it follows V This would
force an associate NP to be in the ComplV position. Howeher(mecessary) presence qfindicates the
associate NP is in the ComplV position, regardless of thegiree obad As detailed by Vangsnes (2002),
the medial and final positions are only associated with gfiequantificational properties:

(32) Expletive Intermediate Position (SpecTP)  Postverbaltjprsi
pad *unembedded definite *unembedded definite
pbad *generic *generic
pad *V/partitive */partitive
pbad indefinite indefinite
pad *non-Q bare indefinite non-Q bare indefinite

(Vangsnes (2002), Table 1, (his terminology))

Vangsnes shows that NPs have their semantics restrictéags ¢ (32) when in medial and final positions,
regardless of whether the initial position is filledjpgdor something else. In other words, while the first two
positions of (29) indicate something about clause-typeJdbt 3 positions serve to indicate quantificational
properties of NPs (and presumably, other subtle informatigtructural properties).

Recall that there is no phrasal position in Icelandic, sieB@eclP, which needs to be filled (cf. (28)a).
This is fundamentally whypad has a restricted distribution. As nothing about the pragmaf the clause
is signalled by the medial or final NP positiofmdwould have no function if it appeared there.

When pad does appeatr, it does carry some pragmatic information abeufsub-)clause in which it
appears. For examplpadin an SORstructure like (7)a indicates that the speaker has choseto maise
the thematic subject of the infinitival complement. In findmbedded clausepad is never structurally
required, but its presence or absence in the initial poshias semantic and pragmatic effects, and may be
related to whether the clause is asserted or presupposed.{seRognvaldsson (1984, 171f.)):

(33) a. Egvissi ad pad/veeri ekid vinstra megin i Astraliu.
| knew thatexpl() were driven left ~ side in Australia
‘I knew that (there) were driven on the left side in Australia

b. Egveit ad pad# erekid vinstra megin i Astraliu.
| know thatexpl() is drivenleft  side in Australia
‘I know that *(there) is driven on the left side in Australia.

The embedded verb in (33)a is past subjunctive, while thie ve33) is present indicative, and in that case
padis (pragmatically) obligatory. (Rognvaldsson suggesst the more strongly a clause is asserted, the
less felicitous is the expletive-less version.)

4.2. More onpad

| have suggested above thEd may have some pragmatic or signalling function when it ptesethe Y of

its clause; in other positions, it has no function, and tloeesis dispreferred on general grounds of structural
economy. In this subsection, | explain this latter clainttielimore. Returning to V2 clauses, we can identify
6 sub-types in Icelandic, depending on the nature of theaiéem V2-1:



(34) Pragmatic functions in main (V2) clauses:

Element in V2-1 Pragmatic Value Clause Type
subject NP subject is more topical than any other XP (detivada
non-subject XP non-subject is more topical than any other XP (declarative)
pad no XP is topical (declarative)
non-referential X no XP is topical (Stylistic Fronting; e.g., (27)b) (decléwa)
subject NP[+wh] constituent question (interrogative)
non-subject XP[+wh] constituent question (interrogdtive

pad has the function of indicating a V2 clause in which nothin¢pisical.

Now | consider in more detail the properties of clauses déointg padin different positions. (35) shows
the schematic distribution in clauses wiiho and a definite subject. In fagbad is incompatible with a
[+def] subject:

(35) padand a [+def] subject
vV NPV v,
[+def]
* ad Vv NPV
p roey v
*  pad V; Vv,

NP
[+def]
This looks like a classic case of the ‘Definiteness Effectemistential constructions, though as noted above,
Vangsnes (2002) shows that this pattern is not dueatd for the same distributional facts hold when the
initial position is occupied by a referential non-subjeatits as the adverb ‘today’. (35) is in fact the kind of
case analyzed by Mikkelsen (2002) in an Optimality Theory)@pproach: a definite NP must be topical,
so the first structure in (35) ‘wins’ over the others (this@odt is effectively anticipated for Icelandic in

Sigurdsson (1989, 296ff.)). Mikkelsen proposed an analiich | have summarized in (36), based on this
idea of a priority for initial position:

(36) Priority for initial position: Definite> { Expletive, Indefinite} (Mikkelsen (2002))

In the context of an OT system, the effect of (36) is the follmyv if a definite is present, it will be in the
initial position; if an indefinite is present it may alteraawith an expletive for the initial position. A bare
indefinite can be in the initial position ((37) from Vangsr{2802)):

(37) Bjor hefur hellst a golfio.
beer has been.poured on the.floor

Roughly speaking, indefinites can appear in all 3 NP postidhough with some semantic differences
between the two non-initial positions (see (32)). What heedptions fopadwith an indefinite subject?



(38) padand a [-def] subject

V. NP_ V Vv, (V2 clause)
[—def]
V, NP V (V1 clause)
Toede
v V, V, NP_ (Vlclause)
i !
[—def] "~
v ad V, NP_ V Vi2 clause
p PN Vi ( : )
v pad V V, NP _ (V2clause)
i LN /{2
\ pad V, [ [\épﬂ . _/'structure is blocked, by Economy
—de

All of these are well-formed in structural terms, and padtdiyt semantically interpretable. However, the
last structure here loses to the third one, on grounds of &uogn- there is no information for the hearer
contributed bypad- it is simply a V1 clause with an indefinite subject.

4.3. Summary

Crucially, all of the structural inferences just consideeee interpreted relative to the finite verp ahd
the last verb Y, and there is only one subject position between the two. dtnisistake to think that there
are two or more medial positions, as is the case in an analysibich the finite V can be in C, followed
by SpecAgrSP and SpecTP (see (47) below). The distributigrad follows from an analysis with the
properties summarized in (39):

(39) a. No c-structure position in Icelandic needs to begmesxcept ford in IP.

b.  The position before the first ver ¥hay signal a pragmatic property of the clause (nucleus)
headed by that verb, across clause-types; no other positioals such a property.

c.  padhas no function unless it precedes V

5. Formalizing the Analysis

5.1. The Linear Constraint onpad

We might wish to formalize the generalization in (13), asvaimo

(13) pad precedes the exponent of finiteness:
= FIN f-precedes SUBJ[EXPL]

If we consider this generalization to be a formal propertyhef grammar, we should state it as a constraint
introduced by the expletive (the (rest of the) lexical emgripelow in (45)).

It is always the first verb in the clause which indicates thidiress ] of its nucleus. This verb may
be located in C, I, or V, but it is always the first verb — hence tiotation y used abové. Let us assume

"In finite clauses, the verb is usually in I; it could also be ind&pending on the analysis of V2. Some non-finite clauses are
IPs, with the verb in | (e.g., (21)), while some are VPs, wita verb in V (e.g., (9)).



an attributelEXPL +] introduced bypad which will distinguish a clausal nucleus which correspoia a
c-structure with an expletive in it from one that lacks anlettpe. Then the relevant linear condition is that

the node instantiatingIN cannot precede the node instantiat®igBJwith an EXPL attribute. (41) is the
f-structure for (9):

©) P
/\
(1SuUBJ=I| =1
NP I
AN —
John =1 (10BY=| (IXCOMP)=|
I NP VP
| AN —
believes expl IS (1SUBJ=! (T1OBL)=|
V NP NP
|
be mice in the bathtub

In (40), the exponent @B] cannot precede the exponent(s)afaccording to the condition above:

(40) i - ]
SUBJ PRED ‘John'}

TENSE PRES
FIN +

OBJ [ExPL +}\
PRED  ‘believe <(TsuBJ(TxcompP)>(T0BJ)’ >
—SUB [PRED ‘mice’}

xcomp |PRED ‘be <(TxcomP)>(TsuB))’
FIN[B] —
| XCOMP  ‘in the bathtub’

More generally, (13) allows (41)a but not (41)b:

(41) a. V:NP V NP

s2-_--==——pSUBJ [EXPL +}

T FIN

b.  *V NP (NP)

‘. e Cs-——}SUBJ [EXPL +]

SRR FIN

This analysis motivates the use of the attributes and EXPL in f-structure, for the statement of the f-
precedence condition.



5.2. Linear Constraints on C-Structure

The constraint specific to the expletive in (13) is state@rmt of f-precedence. The other major constraints
on Icelandic syntax require more detailed access to ctaneiproperties, but can be encoded in the Monadic
Second-Order Logic system of Kuhn (2003). THePro;j’ predicate used below is defined in Kuhn (2003),
the symbok means ‘immediately dominates, agtdmeans ‘there is exactly one’.

The P constraint is stated as follows:

(42) The P Constraint
(Vz)[IP () — (3y)[I°(y) A CoProj(z,y)]]

The formula says that every IP node ha$ adde with which it is a coprojection — both map to the same
f-structure, and a contiguous c-structure path conneetsnh nodes (see Kuhn (2003)).

The V2 constraint is an existential constraint, one whichdseto find a finite verb with exactly one
element preceding it in the clause:

(43) V2 Constraint:

(3z)[Fin(z) A XO(z) A (32)[(3y)[CoProj' (z,2) N z<ay Ay < x]
A =(3w)[CoProj’ (w, z) A w < 2]]]

wherez is the Finite element in second position anid any element in first position, dominated hywhich
coproject’s withz. The formula assumes that the precedence relati@an be defined between adjacent
constituents, even if they are not sisters. (43) says, ‘Glsern node x which is the exponent of FIN and
which is zero-level, and there is a node z such that thereastigxone node y such that x and z coproject
and z immediately dominates y, and y precedes x, and thecerisaie w whichcoproject’s with z such that
w dominates z.” This has the consquence that node z is the tbp ocoprojection path, immediately domi-
nating y, which is the one element which precedes x, whichadinite verb. (Compare with (23) and (27).)

6. The Syntax of the Expletive

My approach here is that the expletivadlacks an independe®RED, yet bears th&uUBJfunction. Hence,
if the clause has a themat®UBJ this will be the associate of the expletive (e.g., (f4)pad may also
appear in impersonal clauses, in which it would be the onfyression ofSUBJ If pad bears a GF, rather
than simply being a c-structure place-holder, the datatesigghtforwardly accounted for.

As | have mentioned above, the functionfmd in main clauses is essentially to present a V2 clause
in which nothing is given special prominence. Régnvaldsmat Thrainsson (1990, 29) observe “what the
dummy actually does is to allow for the sentence type in whiathing is topicalized, not even the subject
that in general acts as a discourse topic by default”; seeZd&enen (1983, 496). However, Sigurdsson
(1990, 54) offers a slightly different diagnosis of the faand considers various embedded clauses, sug-
gesting that the right condition on the expletive is thatseif cannot be associated with a DF (see also
Sigurdsson (2004)). He shows that examples in which theestibgsociate dfadis itself associated with
a DF (in a question, a relative clause, etc.) are robustlyammatical (see (44)a), but that a DF associated
with some norsUBJGF is not so bad, and impersonal clauses like (44)b arevelaicceptable (see also
Rognvaldsson and Thrainsson (1990, 30-31)). In the exanpl@4), __ indicates the ‘gap’.

8] assume thapad lacks a PRED value and is optionally specified for 3rd singatzeement features; in the absence of any
associate to provide a PRED value for the cla&dBJattribute, the 3rd singular agreement features of the @xpléor the finite
verb in its default form) will suffice for the formal conditicof Completeness. This follows the analysis of German d@esl in
Berman (2003) (see especially pp.56ff.).



(44) a. madur sem (*pad)_ elskar margar konur
a.man who (&xp) _ loves many women
(pad= SUBJ gap =TOP= SUBJ)

b. ?madurinn sem (pad) var talad vid
the.man whodxp) was talked to _
(pad= SUBJ gap =TOP= OBL OBJ)

If padbears a GF, in particuls&8UBJ then by association in (44)padis also an expression of tH®©P
function, and the example is ungrammatical. (44)b lacksdksociation dbadwith a DF, and is somewhat
acceptable. Consequently, | propose thabd must appear as the value 80BJ and cannot also be the
value of a DF-structure (see (45)). These functional spatifins guarantee thpadis only generated in
positions in which it can be associated witlsdBJ and the prohibition against a DF means that it cannot
be associated with a DF in f-structure, or generated in SBaetich always associated with a DF (see e.g.,
Bresnan (2001)).

(45) pbad (SUBJ)
—((SUBJ)) DF) =1 (rules out (44)a, allows (44)b)
(TEXPL)=+ (see (41))

7. Conclusion

The restrictions on the distribution phdare not due to positional restrictions per se, but ratherdae to
the pragmatic signalling functions p&a if it follows the exponent of finiteness in its clause, it mspos-
sible function. The specific analysis that | developed nesmdly involves treating Icelandic clause structure
as less hierarchical than has been widely assumed, as vatitag) the main properties of clause structure
in terms of relative linear position. These linear promsrtcannot be ‘reduced’ to hierarchical properties
(see the following Appendix), showing that such linear gmies are indeed constitutive of syntax.



Appendix: ‘Minimalist’ Structures
The structure proposed in (17) constrasts with the stragitwposed by Bobaljik and Jonas (1996):

(46) AgrSP

DP AgrS

VP
AV’
T
\% DP

bordad  budinginn

While the technical details have changed, the basic comfigur assumed for Icelandic has persisted in
Minimalist syntax, with at least a CP on top of the structureven in (46).

It is precisely this concentration on hierarchical stroefuneglecting relative linear properties, which
has led many researchers astray in considering the prolpesesl bypad For example, if we consider the
schema in (47) as representing the positions occupied igwdaredeclarative existential in Icelandic, the
lower line ‘int’ shows the pattern that we would expect foragp interrogative, with the finite verb fronted
to C. The ! notations in (47) show positions assumed by therthieut which are never overtly filled:

47 Subject Positions in the Minimalist Clause

SpecCP — C - SpecAgrsP — AgrS — SpecTP — T — SpecVP — V — ComplV
(decl.) pad \Y/ Subj ! ! V
[+fin]

(int.) v bad ! Subj ! ! v
[+fin]

The lower interrogative structure makes it look like themtavo ‘subject positions’ following the finite verb
in C and preceding a non-finite verb in V (technically, threbjsct positions if SpecVP is counted), and
one of these positions, SpecAgrSP, is the grammaticaliposif padin a declarative. Hence, there seems
to be no reason to suspect tfadwould be impossible in the interrogative.

However, Icelandic is not organized this way. Dependinghendiause type, there may be one XP in
front of the finite verb, and then in the ‘Mittelfeld’ areallfiwing the finite verb and before any non-finite
verb, there is just one potential subject position (as welhgotential object position, and many other
adjunct positions). The hierarchy-only approach to symatantiated by (46) is not suited to expressing
these clear generalizations.
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