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ABSTRACT 

Wi th in the framework of Government-Bind i ng Theory, 

th i5 thes 15 argues that the Ge rrnan le languages, i nclud i ng 

German and related languages, should be analyzed as having 

1 NFL-second under ly Ing 'Aiord order. Contr.ary to tradl t i ona l 

generatlve treatments of the 50-ealled "verb-second" (V2) 

phenornenon, 1 t is elaimed here, in 1 ight of certa in subtle 

asymmetr les, that the f 1 nal target site of the rnoved vp.rb i s 

INFL (1°) in sentences wl th pre-verbal subjects and COMP (~) 

ln those wlth pre-verbal non-subjects. 

l t 16 further mainta Ined that an analys 15, as 

modified and extenâed in the thesis, in whieh verb movement is 

triggered by the Empty Catego.!:y Prineiple fECP) is superior, 

on both coneeptual and empirieal grounds, to other theories 

advanced by generatlvists to date. A wlde variety of clause 

types ln the modern Germanie languages, including in parti­

eular German V2 complements and Iee land} e i nf} nl t 1 val comple­

ments, ar.e examined, the final chaptet: being devoted to a 

proposal concernlng German "parenthetlcals" . 

, 
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REcSUME 

Dans le cadre de la théor le du Gouvernement et du 

Liage, nous présentons dans cette thèse des arguments à 

l'appui d'une analyse syntaxique des langues germaniques, et 

notamment de l'a 11emand et des langues du même sous-gr oupe, 

se Ion laque lle le noeud l NFL figure en seconde pos i t i on au 

niveau de la structure-profonde. Nous nous écartons des 

analyses générat i \les trad lt i onne lles en ce qll i a tra i t au 

phénomène dit "verbe en seconde position" (V2) en t.enant, vu 

certa l nes asymétr i es subt iles, que la pos 1 t 10n qu'occupe le 

verbe déplacé au niveau de la structure-surface est INFL (ro) 

dans le cas des phras\~s ayant un sujet en pos i t i on pl é­

verbale et COMP (cO) dans les phrases ayant n' impor te quell e 

autre catégorie en position pré-verbale. 

1 l est de pl us soutenu gu' une ana lyse, te lle que 

modifiée et développée dans cette thèse, selon laquelle le 

déplacement du verbe cst déclenché par 1(> pr inc j pe dPS cùté-­

gories vides (ECP) est supérieure, tant au plan empirique 

qu'au plan conceptuel, aux autres théor 1 es élabor écs jusqu'à 

présent par les chercheurs ayant adopté le I1\oààle de la 

gramma ire générat ive. Nous exami nons de nombreux type::: 

di ffér ents de phrases dans les langues german igues mode r nes, 

dont les compléments V2 en allemand et les compléments 

infinitifs en isl.:\ndals. Le dernlel~ chflpitre est consacré ~ 

l' élaborat ion d'une propos it i on concernant les i ncl fles en 

allemand. 
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CHArTER ONE 

INTRODUCTIO~ ~ND OVERyIEW OF GERMANIC WORD ORDER FACTS 

1.1 Introduction. 

The problem of major constituent ward arder ln tnp 

Germanie languages, in particular the central issue ot the 

position of the finite vE"rb (the "verb-second phenolnpnon"), 

has been the focus of much debate ln the Generative Grammal 

lit,erature in n~cent years. ln th!:' spirit \I( Ulf' "pr\rw\ple~\ 

and Parameters" model of Govprnment and Bindlng (GB) Theory 

(Chomsky (1980, 1981, 1982, 1986a)), the stat€'d ùim of curr{'1l1. 

analyse3 i5 to aceount for the observed var ialion amnng tIlt" 

discernible structural subgroups of G0rmallic, clS well d~; Lhe 

differences and similarities with other word orcier typolo<jles, 

in terms of a restrictive system of Unlversal Gr~mmar (UG) 

principles which are subject to a limlted range of possible 

parameterization. This thesis will criUcally examinf', in 

light of these research goals, the various generatlve analyses 

of Germanie verb placement whlch have been proposed over thp 

past several years, with a view ta elaborating a theory which 

"'il: have optimal coneeptual value as vell d5 lJe cnml)dLlb)(~ 

",ith the broadest possible range of data. 

Nearly aIl of the more recent <.U1i':l1yseô ("onLurm, to 

terms of the basic structures and mechaoisms assume~ to under­

lie the der.ivation of verb-second (V2) order, tu dll andly~;I~~ 

first developed in a generative framework by Koster (1975), 

den Besten (1977, 1983) and Thiersch (1978), the never 

accounts differlng only in the way they mattvate the hypothe­

sized movement(s) of the verb from its d-structure position. 

It wl11 be dernanstraled here (Chaptel Twa) that, contrary to 

the consensus which now seems to prevall ln the I1terature on 

V2, aIl the analyses which reflect th1s "tradltlonal" approacb 

are both conceptually fla",ed as weIl as nescrlptlvply \nade-
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quate to account in a prlnci~led vay [or the orders whlch 

surface in aIl the basic clause types in the various Germanie 
languages. 

Moreover, It will be shown ln Chapter Three that aIl 

versions of the traditlonal analysls are ln fa ct unable to 

handle the data relating to a class of structures in modern 

German--one which is extremely comman both in discourse and in 

vrltlng-- namely the variants of tensed subordinate clauses 

vithout the complernentizer "daB" ('that') which OCCU! in free 

variation vith the equlvalent clauses with "daB" as the com­

plements of a large class of German verbs and corresponding 

nominals as weIl as certain adjectives. 

On the basls of thls Important set of evldence, ln 

addition ta the theory-internal considerations and empirical 

problems raiged in Chapter Two, 1 will agree wlth Travis 

(1984, 1987), contra the traditional analysis, that all the 

Germanie languages, Includlng the continental West Germanie 

languages vhich have a head-final VP, have I-second (SUBJ-T­

VP) base word arder, such that movement of ~ into 1° derives 

surface V2 Drder in subject-first matrix clauses. 1 viII 

further reject, in the manner of Travis (1984, 1987), another 

fundamental assurnption about d-structure order which is 

inherent in aIl traditional accounts, namely thdt aIl matrix 

(= root) clauses, at least in the Germanie "V2 languages", and 

perhaps universally as suggested by Holmberg (1986), are 

projections of COMP (~ ) al d-structure (CPs). Reformulated 

in terms of the extended X' phrase structure system of Chomsky 

(1986a), this premise forms the basis of the t~aditional 

claim, familiar since the early generative analyses, that 

matrix clause vard arder in "V2 languages" is the unifarm 
output of a syntactic process or processes which land the 

inflected verb in a base-generated vacant COMP position at the 
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peripheryof IP (= S in earl1er versions). Rather, 1 will 

contend along with Travis that ordinary, unstressed subject­

first declarative matrix clauses are projections oE INFL (1°), 

i.e. theyare IPs at aIl levels of representatlon, in "V2 

languages" and "non-V2 languages" alike. The clatm 18 that 

the CP-]evel i5 induced in Germanie matrlx clauses QUly whcn a 

constituent of the sentence ts fr~nted for contra~tlve or 

emphatic pur poses (Topicalization), wh~n a ~onst\tuenl is 

questloned (WH Movement) or when an abstract (phonologlcall~ 

nul~) operator ls intronuced at the periphpry of IP to ~Ignal 

questlonhood or other non-declaratlve tllocuttonary force. 1 

will argue that only in these latter matrlx clduse types doc~ 

surface V2 order result from a second movemenl of the 

infiected verb, i.e. of VO/f into ~, such further movelllent 

tram the I~ position being entirely unnecessary to dcrive 

ordinary subject-first sentences given an 1 -second underlying 

analysis. 

In Chapter Four 1 will discuss the theoretical moti­

vation for d~riving the various surface orders under Travis' 

proposaI, assuming 1-5econ~ underlying order as a cr035-

Germanie generalization. Travis' analysis of verb movement 15 

based on a theory of l1censlng of empty heads, which requirc5 

aIl empty heads, including those which are base--generated, ta 

be plopeIly governed (the Empty Category Prlnclple (ECP)), and 

the contents of the gap to be identlfied by transmission of 

the necessary features (Head Feature Transmission). If one or 

the other of these conditions 15 not met, he ad movement 15 

triggered in arder to fill the jmproperly identified gap. 

These general principles, in interaction with the minlmal set 

of language-specifie parameters Travis has suggested, will he 

shawn, along with certain modlfications l propose, to explain 

the full range of data from the different Germanie Aubyroups, 

including aIl the basic clause types dlscussed ln the earller 
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chapters, as well as certain additional ward arder facts. 

Cha~ter Five is devoted to a discussion of a class 

of !;urpor.ted Cdses of "long extraction" in German which 

appear, prima ~~. to b~ counterexamples to my analysis of 

the "daB"-less flnite ~omplements proposed in Chaptel Po~r. 1 

argue that the data in q~lestion are not j n fdCt cases of long 

distance extraction out of a "~aB"-less cOiliplement clause as 

15 clalmed by p~oponents of the traditional analy~is, but of 

extraction out of a higher clause. The 30-call~d "bridge 

verb" clauses which follow thb [~WH] or other fronted phrase 

in these sente~ces are in fact n~L superordt~ate to the clause 

out of which the extraction occu."'s, tnt 0 type of ciausai 

adjunct of the fronterl pnrasé. Indeed, thi3 argument is 

reminiscent of earlier treatment~ ut these stru~tu~e3 as 

"parentheticals"--which analysis was clInsidered a:ld rèjected 

by Thiersch (1978). 1 will suggest tha: there iu ~cod re~son 

to revive and readopt the "parenthetica1s" appro~ch to this 

data in preference to the "long extractlo:-." Qccount ::md wil~ 

modify the analysis 50 as to distinguish these "clausal 

adjuncts" from other kinds of parenthetical structures which 

have been discussed in the literature. Examples involving 

"multiple embeddings" will aiso be shown ta be amenable to 

such modlfied "parentheticals" analysis. 

1 shall conclude that, despite certain remaining 

problems, the !-second/ECP analysis, as modified, is both 

conceptually and empirically superior to the various compet­

Ing versions of the traditional analyslB of Germanic languages 

which have been proposed ln the literature to date. 



1 
- 5 -

1.2 Oyeryiew of WQrd Order Faets 

The remaining sections of thls Chapter w111 be 

devoted to a revlew of the major relevant word order facts in 

languages representative of the üifferent structural subgroups 

of Germanie. 

1. 2.1 flnite yerb PQsit~on in Contlneotdl German~ 

Languages 

The most striking feature of the ward arder of the 

continental Germanie languages, Includlng the continental West 

Germanie languages and the mainland Scandinavian languages, is 

the regular alternatlon ln the position of the Elolte verb 

between ordinary matrl:x and subordinate clausesl , a:3 l11ug­

trated by the asymmetry between (1) and (2) ln German: 

(1) Karl 
'Karl 

hat diesl~s Bueh 
has this book 

wahrseheinlieh 
probably 

gekduft. 
bought' 

lIncluding embedded [+WHl questions and relative clauses. 
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( 2 ) JohaLI1 maint, daB 

'Johann thinks that 

gekauf t hat .2 
bought has' 
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Karl 
Karl 

dleses Buch 
this book 

wahrscheinlich 
probably 

A second observation 15 that the flnlte verb always 

occupies ~~ position, after the first major constituent in 
matrlx clauses, lrrespective of whether thls first constituent 

15 the subject of thp. sentence, as illustrated by (3). Here 

the object NP is in first position, leaving the subj~ct NP in 

superflcial third position, following the flnite verb: 

( 3 ) Oieses Buch hat Karl wahrschelnlich 
, this book has Karl probably 

gekauft. 
bought' 

Similarly, with a preposed adverbial, the finlte verb is in 

second position, followed by the sUbject: 

( 4 ) Wahrschelnlich hat Karl dieses Buch 
probably has Karl this book 

gekauft. 
bought' 

Such matrix clause structures with various non­
subject categories occupying first position are extremely 

common in ordinary dlscourse German. In addition to an NP, 

2 Extensive scrambling has been argued ta apply wlthin the 
VP in German and related languages, as required ta account for 
the relatively free word order of verb complements as well as 
the fact that IP-scope and other adverbials commonly inter­
vene between the theta-governing verb and its direct object as 
ln (1) and (2), whlch reflect the neutral surface POiltlon of 
sentent laI negatlon in German. As the position of l and the 
consequences for verb movement are the central focus of this 
thesis, rather than the internaI constituency of the VP, l 
shall henceforth assume, with Webelhuth (1989) and others and 
without further discussion, that verb complements scramble 
leftward around the adverbial at sorne point in the derivation 
of sentences like (1) and (2), and will not show the movement 
ln the examples. 
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AP, pp or ADVP, or any type 0f complement or adverbial adjunet 
clause, as in: 

( 5 ) Das Bueh kaufen müssen will er nleht. 
'the book buy be-obllged wants he not' 

( 6 ) Wenn er das Geld nicht hat, kann er 5ich , if he the money not has can he (refi.) 

das Buch von der Bibl10thek aus1(.!lhen. 
the book from the library bcrrow' 

the initial constituent may a1so be a toplea11zed non-tensed 

verb or verb projection, which unit is likewise followed by 
the finlte verb in second position, followed in turn by the 

subject, e.g.: 

( 7 ) a. Aufgegessen k()nnen sie d~n ganzen Kuchen 
'eaten-up can they the whole cake 

nicht haben. 
not have' 

b. Den ganzen Kuchen aufgegessen kOnnen sie 
'the whole cake eaten-up can they 

nicht haben. 
not have' 

c. Den ganzen Kuchen aufgegessen haben kOnnen 
'the whole cake eaten-up have can 

sie nicht. 
they not' 
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d. AUfgegessen haben 
'eaten-up have 

Kuchen nicht. 3 
cake not' 
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kOnnen 
can 

sie den ganzen 
they the whole 

Word order facts parallel with those of standard German are 

found ln the other continental West GermanIe languages (Dutch, 

Flemish, Frisian and the various Hlgh and Low German 

dlalects). (For pur poses of thls discussion standard High 

German will be taken as representative of this structural 

subgroup. )4 

Generative lingulsts, following a nineteenth century 

European grammatical tradition, have historically considered 

German subject-first sentences like (1) and the topicalized 

types llke (3) through (7) to be structurally congruent. This 

has led to a general consensus in the literature that an iden­

tical grammatical process or set of grammatical processes must 

relate the word order of aIl these structures to that of the 

subordinate clause (2), the clause-final position of the 

German flnite verb found in (2) being usually assumed to 

reflect the underlying word order, namely SUBJ OBJ V. Thus 

German, and the Germanie languages generally, are described in 

the literature as conforming to a "verb second (V2) con-

3 Webelhuth and den Besten (1987) have argued that the 
fronted phrase in such sentences 15 a "VP remnant" out of 
which the other constituents have scrambled prior to the 
fronting movement, thus allowing these cases to be subsumed 
under maximal projectiop movement. 

4 1 shal1 not attempt to classify Afrikaans, which, though 
a close relative of Dutch, has certain word order properties 
in common with other languages which are not part of the con­
tinental West Ge~manic subgroup, such as certain embedded V2 
effects similar to those of Icelandic and Yiddish, and also 
exhibits distinctive characteristics of its own. The struc­
ture of Afrikaans ls the subject of an in-depth study by 
duPlessis (1986 and forthcoming) . 
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stralnt" or "V2 movement rule" ln matr lx clauses. The term 

"V2 languages" 15 often used by way of Identlfylng a typolo­

glcal cla&s, isolatlng Engllsh as the exception among the 

Germanie languages ln that the finite verb normally Ie~ains ln 
post-subject position in sentences with a fronted non-subject 
element: 

( 8 ) a. John has 
b. Probably 
c. *Probably 

probably 
John has 
has John 

bought the book. 
bought the book. 
bought the book. 

The matrix/subordlnate clause asymmetry Is 50mewhat 

subtler in the mainland Scandinavlan languages (Swedlsh, 
Norwegian and Danish, represented here by Swedish), which 
unlike the continental West Germanie languages, have SUBJ V 

OBJ word order. The crucial evidence involvcs the position of 

neutral sentence (wide scope) negation and other IP-scope 

adverbials (epistemic or "sentence" adverbs, as weIl as cer­

tain other short adverbials, especially time adverbs, which 

typically appear sentence medially--henceforth referred to as 

"nexal adverblals" in the manner of Platzack (1988) and abbre­

viated "IP-Adv").S These elements typically follow the 

Inflected verb ln Swedlsh matrix clauses, resultlng in V2 

order, but precede it, in post-subject position, in subordin­

ate clauses (assumed, as wlth German, to reflect the malnland 

Scandinavlan underlylng order)': 

5 This 15 also the position of floated quantifiers and 
postposed indeflnite sUbjects in the scandinavian languages 
(Holmberg (1986, 1988). In other languages, Including the 
other Germanie languages, it appears to coincide with the 
position assumed by various other classes of adverbs. (See, 
for example, Travis (1988) for a discussion of "subject­
orlented adverbs" in English.) 

6 The Scandlnavlan data ln thls thesls are taken from 
Holmberg (1986, 1988), Platzack (1986a,b, 1988) and Thr61nsson 
(1986). 
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( 9 ) Sven har trollgen kOpt boken. 
'Sven has probably bought the-book' 

(10) Jan tror att Sven sannolikt har k6pt 
'Jan believes that Sven probably has bought 

boken. 
the-book' 

Llke German, Swedish (mainland Seandinavian) matrix clauses 
also exhlbit V2 order when a non-subject constItuent appears 

sentence initially: 

(11) Troligen 
'probably 

har 
has 

1.2.2 Infinitivals 

Sven 
Sven 

kOpt boken. 
bought the-book' 

The verbs of infinitival complements in the conti­
nental Germanie languages are positioned like the finite verb 

in subordinate clauses, i.e. elause-finally in continental 
West Germanie as in the German control infinitival (12); after 

the nexal adverbial in mainland Scandinavian as in the Swedish 
equivalent (13)7: 

1 It has been successfully argued by Koch Chr istensen 
(1983) and Platzack (1986a,b) that the Swedish infinitive 
marker "att" is generated as a eomplementlzer, under ~ 
(similarly for Icelandlc ad), while its Danish and Norwegian 
cognates must be generated elsewhere. This is suggested by 
the position of the infinitive marker after the nexal adver­
bial in the Danish and Norwegian equlvalents of the Swedlsh 
control infinitival (13): 

( i ) Han lovede 
Han Iovet 

(PRO) 
(PRO) 

lkke at 
lkke 6. 

Ieee 
Ieee 

bogen. 
boken. 

(Danish) 
(Norwegian) 

An addltional argument for this distinction relating to the 
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(12) Er versprach (PRO) das Buch zu Iesen. 
'he promised the book to read' 

(13) Han lovade att (PRO) lnte l4sa boken. 
'he promised to not read the-book' 

This generallzation holds for aIl inflnitival clause types ln 
these language~, as illustrated by the following exarnple of a 
German raising verb complement: 

(14) Johannj seheint, (tj) das Bueh gelesen zu haben. 
'Johann seems the book read to have' 

Adverbial clauses introduced by an infinitival complementizer 

--German has a few sueh morphemes whlch select a tenseless 
verb preceded by the partiele "zu", namely the purposive Hum", 
"(an)statt" ('instead (of) ') and "ohne" ('without' )--also 

exhlbit the verb final pattern typieal of German subordlnate 
clauses: 

(15) Er ist gekommen, 
'he has come 

um 
in-order 

(PRO) das Buch zu 
the book to 

kaufen. 
buy' 

distribution of these morphemes in the complements of Excep­
tional Case Marking (ECM) verbs is made in Platzack (1986a). 
This distinction within the Germanie languages 15 similar to 
that made by Kayne (198t), who shows that French "de" 15 in ~ 
whlie Engl1sh "toIt Is in ra. However, in aceordanee wi th the 
analysis of Germanie r shall ultiroately argue for, the infini­
tive market ln Danish and Norwegian wou Id have to be generated 
as part of the VP, posslbly as a clltlc on the top ~, and not 
under rO as Platzack (1986a) and Holmberg (1986, 1988) have 
clalmed. Llkewise, the German infinitive marker "zu" ab in 
(12) would appear to be a elltlc of the highest verb of the 
infinitival clause. 
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1. 2.3 Icelandic and Yiddish 

The insular SCnndinavian languages Icelandic and 

Faroese (represented here b~ Icelandic) are unique among the 

scandlnavian languages ln that the finlte verb occupies second 

position, before the nexal adverb1al, in subordinate as weIl 
as matrix clausea, 50 that the linear order of surface 

elements 13 the sarne for both clause types (cf. the asymmetry 

of the Swedish exarnples (9) and (10) above): 

(16) Helgi hefur trulega keypt b6klna. 
'Helgi has probably bought the-book' 

(17) J6n segir ad Helgi hefur trulega keypt b6kina. 
'Jon says that Helgi has probably bought the-book' 

However Icelandic patterns ~ the rnainland Scandi-
navian languages (and ~ continental West Germanie and 
unlike English) in having the finite verb positioned second in 

matrix clauses with a non-subject as first constituent: 

(18) Trulega hefur 
'probably has 

Helgl 
J.l~lgl 

keypt 
bought 

b6kina. 
the-book' 

Another Germanic language, Yiddish, despite its 

Middle High German origins, exhibits basic word order charac­

teristics similar to those of Icelandic: it has basic SUBJ V 
OBJ order; the fin1te verb appears in second position in sub­

ordinate clauses as weIl as in rnatrix clauses with subjects or 
with other categorins ln sentence-initial position. 

At a purely superficial descriptive level, then, an 
appropriate cross-linguistic generalization for the Germanic 
languages (excluding English) would appear to be that they 
have "finite V2 order" in matrix clauses and that the posi-
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tion of the finite verb in ordinary subordlnate clauses varies 

among the d iseernlble bas ie structura l subgroups: (1) elause­

final in continental West Germanie; (2) after the nexal 

adverbial or "verb-third" in mainland Seandinavlan; and (3) 

second in Icelandic/Yiddish. 

But while Icelandic does not exhiblt the asymmetry 

characteristic of finite clauses in the continental Germanie 

languages, there 15 evldence that Icelandlc Is not "V2" under­

lylngly, but that the verb ls Indeed base-generated in a posi­

tion followlng the nexal adverbial as ln the other scandl­

navian languages. The latter "verb third" order surfaces in 

certain types of infinitival clauses, notably those ln which 

there 15 no complementizer introducing the clause, as in the 

complements of ECM and raising verbs! 

( 19) a. Eg tel J6n sennilega vera sterkastan allta. 
strongest of-aIl' 'r consider Jon probably be 

b. J6nt vlrd" ist 
'Jon seems 

(q) ekki hafa le5i~ b6kina. 
not have read the-book' 

On the other hand, control inflnitivals, introduced by the 

complementizer "aO", display the V2 order typical of flnlte 

clauses (cf. the German and swedlsh equivalents (12) and (13) 

above) : 

(20) Hann lofadi 
'he promised 

aO (PRO) 
to 

lesa 
read 

ekki b6kina. 
not the-book' 

The 5yntax of certain types of verbal compounds in 

Yiddish also provides subtle evldence that the flnite verb in 

thls structural subtype does not orlginate ln second posi-
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tion.' One such class are the particle verbs , consisting of a 
verb and separable prefix. These collocations behave like 
thelr German cognates ln that the normal order (P + V) Is 

dlsrupted ln matrlx clauses when the verbal root of the separ­

able compound ls the Inflection-bearing verb of the clause ~lt 

appears ln V2 positlon), but remalns intact when the Inflec-

tion Is borne by a modal or other auxlliary vetb: 

( 21) a. Er zogt nlt ols dem sod. 
'he says not out the secret' 

= "He does not reveal the secret." 

b. Er vet nit olszogen dem sod. 
'he wlll not out-say the secret' 

= "He will not reveal the secret." 

As expected, glven that Yiddish exhibits V2 order ln 
tensed subordinate as weIl as matrix clauses, the verbal root 

also assumes V2 position when a Yiddish compound Is the 

inflected verb in an subordinate clause, unlike in German 
where the (P + V) order is always retained in subordlnate 

clauses. The following paradigm with the Yiddish compound 

"avek-shikn" ('send off') (22) and its German counterpart 

"weg-schlcken" (23) illustrates thls contrast: 

(22 ) a. Ikh gloyb az er shlkt haynt avek dem brlv. 
, 1 belleve that he sends today off the letter' 

b. Ikh gloyb az er hot haynt avekshlkt dem briv. 
, 1 believe that he has today off-sent the letter' 

'The Yiddish data in this thesis are taken from 
Lowenstamm (1977); Travis (1984, 1987); Den Besten and Moed­
van Walraven (1986); and Diesing (1990). 
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(23) a. Ieh glaube, daB er heute den Brief vegsehlckt. 
II believe that he today the letter off-sends' 

b. Ieh glaube, daB er heute den Brief veggeschlckt 
II belleve that he today the letter sent-off 

hat. 
hast 

Sentences like (21a) and (22a) elearly Indlcate that 
V2 represents a derlved vord order ln tensed subordlnate as 

vell as matrix clauses in Yiddish, as it does in Icelandic. 

1. 2.4 English: y2 Effects in a "Non-Y2 Language" 

As noted above, English is exceptional among the 

Germanie languages in that fronting of a non-subjeet consti­
tuent does not in general result in V2 vord order in deelara­
tive sentences. Nevertheless, certain types of preposed 

elements (classified in current GB theory as "operators", e.g. 

by Chomsky (1986a» do trigger the familiar "SUBJECT-AUX 

inversion" effects of English, in particular [~WHl and [+NEG) 

phrases, resulting in V2 order in these matrix clause typ~s: 

( 24 ) a. Whlch books has he read'? 
b. When viII ve see you aga in? 
c. Hov rnany languages does she speak? 

(25) a. Never in my 1 ife have 1 felt so vell. 
b. Novhere viII you flnd a person as diligent as John. 
c. Not a word did he utter. 

other non-declaratlve matrix clauses in Engllsh (and other 

languages), such as direct yes/r.o questions, wishes and other 

"emotlve" clauses vhich exhlbit V-initial vord order, invite 

an analysis involving a phonologically null operator posi-
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tloned at the perlphery of the clause, slgnalllng questlon­
hood or other non-declarative illocutionary force, which 
abstract element triggers inversion effects parallel to those 

ln (24) and (25). Under these assumptlons, these V-initial 

matrlx clauses ~ay be subsumed under the "V2 order" classlfl­

cat ion': 

(26 ) a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 

[" ] 
[" ] 
[" ] 
[" ] 

has 
will 
does 
may 

he 
we 
she 

you 

read the books? 
see you again soon? 
speak many languages? 

have a long and happy 1ife! 

Such "inversion" is absent when the constituent 

questions ln (24a-c) and the yes/no questions in (26a-c) are 

embedded as indirect questions: 

(27) a. l don't know which books he has read. 
b. We wonder when we will see you aga!n. 
c. 1 'm not sure how many languages she speaks. 

(28) a. 1 don't know whether he has read the books. 
b. We wonder if we will see you agaln. 
c. 1 doubt if she speaks many languages. 

The "inversion" process is confined to auxlliary 

, See Chomsky (1986, p. 5) for a discussion of "operators 
of the WH-phrase type"; also Travis (1984, 1987). other 
authors do not agree on subsumlng V-initial orders in main 
clauses under "V2 order" ln exactly thls manner (see, for 
example, 01sen (1985». There is general agreement, however, 
that the same verb-movement process ls involved in derlvlng 
main clause questions of both the yes/no and constituent 
([+WH) varietles. Indeed, as '1111 be noted ln Chapter 2, 
sorne recent descriptions der ive aIl surface V2 including 
declarative word orders from V-initial (i.e. non-declarative) 
structures--a position 1 find to be counterintuitive. Cf. 
also Haider (1986) who suggests the V1 cases are derlved from 
V2 structures, via an additiona1 rule which moves the already 
fronted verb into the empty operator position, which position 
is occupied by the [+WH) phrase in a constituent question. 

1 
1 
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verbs (the aspectual markers "ben and "have" and modals) ln 

English, the default auxiliary "do" appearlng in the V1/V2 

position when no other auxl1iary Is present. But aslde from 

English "dQ.-support", the word order dsymmetry betveen the 

ma~rlx clause questions ln (24) and (26) and thelr subordlnate 

counterparts in (27) and (28) mirrors the asymmetry which 

shows up in their "V2 language" equivalents, e.g. ln German: 

(29) 

( 30) 

a. Welche BUcher 
'whlch books 

hat er 
has he 

gelesen? 
read' 

b. [01 
, [0) 

spricht sie 
speaks she 

a. Ich weiB nicht, 
'1 knov not 

vlele Sprachen? 
many languages? 

welche Bücher er gelesen hat. 
whieh books he read hast 

b. leh bin nicht sicher, ob sie 
'1 am not sure if she 

vie le sprachen sprlcht. 
many languages speaks' 

Olml1arly, the sentences vith a fronted [.NEG] phrase ln (25), 

unlike most ~nglish structures vith a fronted non-subjeet, 

mirror the V2 order of their German eounterparts, e.g.: 

(31) Nie ln meinem Leben 
'never ln my life 

habe leh mich 50 wohl gefUhlt. 
have 1 (refl.) 50 weIl felt' 

"V2 effects" are therefore not unique to the 

Germanie "V2 languages", although it ls in these languages 

that the mechanisms behind V2 order appear to apply with maxi­

mum generality. The parallel matrix/subordinate clause asym­

metry exhibited in English in specifie eontexts sueh as yes/no 

and constituent questions, as weIl as the V2 order follovinq 

[+NEG1 phrases and certain other operators, suggests that 

these structures should recelve a treatment simllar to the 

eorrespondlng structures ln the Germanie "V2 languages" in a 
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lingulstlc description which purports to be in keeping with 
the broad goals of generative grammar. 

1.2.5 Inadeguacy of the Matrlx/Subordinate Distinction 

It becomes apparent when one examines a Yider range 
of clause types in German and Swedish that the characteriza­

tian of the verb order asymmetries exhibited by these 

languages in terms of a distribution between matrix and sub­

ordinate clauses 15 too superficial, covering only the canoni­

cal instantiations of those clause types. 

Swedish (and Scandinavian generally) has a number of 

special "main clause complementizers", which introduce certain 

sentence types, among them the morpheme "mAnne", used to 

signal a polite question, and "bara" which has the illocution­
ary force of "1 wlsh that". Notably such Swedish sentences 

exhlbit the "verb third" order typical of subordinate clauses: 

( 32) a. M!nne 
, ['?] 

han faktiskt 
he actually 

kan 
can 

tala tretton spr~k7 

speak thirteen languages' 

= "I wonder whether he can actually speak thirteen 
languages." 

b. Bara 
'only 

Olle 
Olle 

inte 
not 

ocksA 
also 

kommert 
comes' 

: "1 hope Olle doesn't come too!" 

In German, certain complementizers whlch typically Introduce 

subordinate clauses can also be used to introduce matrix 
clauses and they likewise induce "subordinate clause", hence 

verb-final, word order. Haider (1986, after Reis (1985» 

notes that these are the most "semantically neutral" of the 
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German complementizers, namely "daO" ('that'), "ob" 

('whether', 'if') and "wenn" (conditional 'if'): 

( 33) a. DaO er auch immt:I. zu sp~t ankommen 
, that he also always too late arrive 

b. Ob er wohl verschlafen hat? 
'H he Indeed overslept has' ( ? ) 

c. Wenn er doch endlich hier: waret 
, 1 f he (part.) f Inally here were' 

muB! 
must' 

( ! ) 

These clauses, while they are stylistically constralned, l1ke 

the Swedi~h examples, to contexts of exclamations or musing 
questions, nevertheless serve to 111ustrate the point that 
there are perfectly well-formed matrix clauses with verb­
final order ln German, as there are "verb thlrd" matrlx 
clauses in Swedish. 

( l ) 

On the other hand, not aIl subordinate clauses have 

verb-final order in German, one such class of "exceptions" 

being unintroduced conditional and concessive clauses. The 

overt complementizers which head these clauses--the conjunc­

tions "wenn", "falls" ('if', 'in case'), "selbst wenn", "sogar 

wenn", "wenn auch", ('even if', 'even though'), "obwohl", 

"obschon", "obgleich", "wennschon", "wenngleich", "wiavohl" 
('although', 'though'), "trotzdem" ('despite the fact that', 

'notwithstanding that')--may be omltted ln German. L05S of 

semantic information may have to be compensated for by the use 

of adverbial particles ("auch", "doch", "zwar", "auch noch 50" 

( = 'even', 'indeed', 'ever so') and the like) elsewhere in 

the clause in the case of concessives, but otherwise the 

variation ls free. 

Tt i5 to be noted at thls point that such clauses do 

not functlon as clausal arguments of a matrlx verb as do the 
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"daO" and varlous other complement clause types ll1ustrated ln 
the preceding discussion of German subordinate clause word 
order, but rather as predicate adjuncts--a distinction which 
wlll turn out to be important for the analysis of verb move­

mentlO. For now, the generallzation to be made ls that when 
complementizers like "wenn" and "obwohl" are omitted, the 
finite verb of the clause the y introduce (which may be indica­
tive or ~ubjunctlve) appears ln clause-initial position, 
taklng the place of the complementlzer in front of the 
subject: 

(34) a. 

b. 

Wlr werden hald 
'we '1111 soon 

anko.mt. 
(pfx. ) -comes ' 

Wir werden bald 
'we '1111 soon 

anfangen, 
begln 

anfangen, 
begln 

wenn er nI cht 
if he not 

kommt er nicht an. 
comes he not (pfx. ) , 

= "We will soon begin if he does not arrive." 

c. *Wlr werden bald anfangen, er nlcht ankommt. 

d. *Wir werden bald anfangen, wenn kommt er nicht an. 

lOIt is for this reason that 1 have in general refralned 
from using the term "embedded" in favour of the more tradi­
tionai "subordinate" when discussing non-matrix clauses. The 
former term has a tendency to connote only clauses wh icll are 
embedded as complements of a matrix verb or other matrix 
clause member. Clearly, an acceptable analysis of non­
matrix word order in Germanie languages cannot be confined to 
a description of sentential complements only. 
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( 36) 

a. 

b. 

Ich rufe 
, 1 call 

aollte. 
should' 

Ich rufe 
, 1 call 

vorher 
flrst 

vorher 
f lrst 
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an, 
( pfx. ) 

an, 
(pfx. ) 

falls lch mlch verspdten 
in-case 1 (refl.) be-late 

saIl te 1ch mich vt:lrsp:iter.. 
should 1 (ref!.) be-late' 

= "1 '11 calI flrst, should 1 be late." 

c. *Ich lufe vorher an, 1ch mlch versp3ten soilte. 

falla sollte lch mlch d. *Ich rufe vorher an, 
versptiten. 

a. W1r konnen dieses Ratsel 
'we can this puzzle 

ist. 
ls' 

b. Wlr kônnen dleses Râtsel 
'we can this puzzle 

5chwer. 
dlfflcult. ' 

lôsen, obwohl es 5chwer 
solve though it difficult 

lôsen, let es auch noch 
solve 15 It ever 

50 
50 

= "We can solve this puzzle, be it ever 50 difficult." 

c. *W1r konnen dieses R4 tse 1 lôsen, es auch schver lat. 

d. *Wll: kônnen dleses Râtsel lôsen, obwohl lst es 
schwer. 

The starred (c) sentences indlcate that Vl order ls obllga­

tory vhen the complementlzer 15 absent, while the starred (d) 

sentences show that the verb and complementizer cannat co­

occur in pre-subject position. i?arallel effects are found in 

Swedish, e. 9 • candit ional clauses wl th and vi thout the cornple­

mentizer "om" occur in free variation, the flntte verb belng 

fronted from "verb-thlrd" position when and only when the 

-
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complementlzer 15 omi tted: 

(37 ) a. Jag bl1r arg, om han inte kommer snart. 
, 1 get angry if he not comes soon' 

b. Jag bl1r arg, komller han Inte snart. 
, 1 qet angry comes he not soon' 

c. *Jaq bl1r arg, han Inte komlller snart. 

d. *Jag bl1r arg, om kommer han Inte snart. 

Notably, conditionals and concessives likewlse all')w 

omission of the overt complementizer in English, resulting in 

Vl order, as in the Enql1sh equi valents of (35b) and (3Gb). 

As with the inversion effects in English matr ix clauses dealt 

with above, frontlng ta pre-subject position is confined to 

auxlliary verbs, but the conclus ion seems nonetheless inescap­

able that the same process i5 at work as in the German and 

Swedish subord inate V1 examples. 11 

1.3 Regulrements of a syntactlc Analysis 

In summary, an observationally adequate syntactic 

analysis of Germanic will, as a minimum requirement, have to 

inciude a descr iption of aIl the language-internaI asymmetr ies 

and basic word order similarities and differences among the 

structural sUbgroups discussed above, as well as the differ­

ences and propertles shared wi th other languages. A "higher 

order" account, however, one which has optimal conceptual 

UA further constraint in English appears to be that the 
fronted auxiliary verb ln these clauses must be in the sub­
junctive, which accounts for the unavailability of an EnglÏi,h 
VI equivalent to German (34b) and Swedish (37b) (the default 
auxiliary "do" being defective in this respect). 
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value ln line wl th the goal of a restr leti ve theory of UG, 

wU l have to eharacter 1 ze t.he shared propertles, the cross­

l1ngulstlc variation and the variation across the dlfferent 

clause types Ln terms of a set of lndependently motlvated, 

maxlmally constrained, princlples and mechanlsms of grammar 

interactlng with subtle parameters. In partlcular, a coneep­

tually sat lsfaetory de5cr Ipt ion of the so-called "V2 pheno­

menon" will have to re ly on pIl.nciples of grammar wh lch are 

general enough 50 as to be able to aeeornmodate the limited 

range of V2 effects whlch surface ln "non-V2 languages" 

Ineludlng Engllsh (as weIl as French and other Roman~~ 

languages) and to account for the cross-l ingulst le di fferenees 

in the domalns where such V2 effects occur. In the following 

chapter, the histor ica l deve lopment of generati ve treatments 

of Germanie word order will be brlefly sketched and a repre­

sentatl ve sampllng of recent vers 10ns of the trad l ti onal 

analysis will be evaluated ln llght of these criteria. 
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CHAPTER TWa 

FAXLURE OF THE TRApXTIONAL ANALXSIS 

2.1 orlglns of the 'l'radltlonal Generative Analysis 

Nearly aIl generative accounts of the major word 

order characteristics of the Germanie languages share a common 

feature: they represent developments and extenslons of an 

analysis which draws its original inspiration from a long­

standing European grammatical tradition known as the "topo­

logical fields" theory. Raider (1966) attr ibutes the des­

cription of the distributional regularities of the f1nite verb 

in the different clause types in modern German or 19inally to 

Erdmann. Erdmann (1686) observed that the flnite verb invari­

ably occurs in the second posi t ion of a German declarat 1 ve 

matr ix r.lause, following an ln l t iai nominal or other const i tu­

ent wh ich 15 arbi trar lly chosen by the speaker from an inven­

tory of possible categories and which occupies the "clausal 

onset" position or "Vorfeld" (pre- or front-field) of the 

sentence, as It came to be known ln subsequent grammatical 

descriptions based on "positional" or "topological fields" 

(e.g. Drach (1937); Boost (1955». 

Lingulsts work 1 ng wl th the framework of generatlve 

grammar (GB Theory and i ts predecessors) have effective ly 

translated the basic mechanics of the topological fields 

analysis into generative terms. 1 It was successfully argued 

by Koster (1975) for rJutch and den Besten (1977, 1963) and 

1 Olsen (1962, for German) and Heltoft (1986, for the 
Scandinavian languages) offer comparisons of the topological 
fields and X' analyses. 
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Thiersch (1978) for German2 that these languages are under­

lylngly verb-final, correspondlng to the arder ..,hlch surfaces 

ln the most common type of subordlnate clause. It was further 

argued that the sur face word order of matr lx clauses should be 

derived via a flnite verb-frontlng process in conjunction with 

a second (optional) fronting operation ..,hich would move an 

arbltrary conatl tuent to the pre-verbal position (the equi­

valent of the traditional front-field). Thl.s "double move­

ment" analysls, in Its varlous modifled versions whlch have 

been proposed in accordance ..,ith more recent developments ln 

GB theory (collectively referred to here as the "tradltional" 

analysis), has come to be the most widely accepted generative 

description for German, Dutch, and by extension, the other: 

continental Germanie languages. 

2.2 pen Besten' 5 pescription 

The apparent crucial dependency of V2/V1 effects on 

the presence or absence of an oveIt complementizer partiçle, 

and in partlcular the distr ibut ion of complementlzer êlnd 

flnlte verb in sentences such as those discussed in sectIon 

1.2.5 of Chapter One, led den Besten (1977, 1963) to formally 

propose that the target Dode for movement of the flnlte vetb 

ahould be the caMP pos1tion. Den Besten's original proposal 

vas that al1 surface V1 and V2 orders in German could be 

deI 1 ved by a 5 impIe aubst i tuti on rule, ..,h lch would move the 

f inite verb into a base-generated empty pre-subject COMP pos i­

t ion, g i ven the fo 110w1ng d-str ucture order 0 f the German 

clause: 

l Followlng earller work by Bach (1962), Blerwlsch (1963), 
K 11 ma (1965) a rad Esa u (1973). 
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(TOPIC) COMP SUBJ OBJ VERB 

Thereafter a second rule would optionally .apply to front 

another constituent of the clause to the pre-COMP (TOPIC) 

position, deriving a declarative matrlx sentence, while non­

application of the movement to TOPIC rule would generate the 

corresponding yes/no interrogative sentence. On the other 

hand, the first of these two ordered rules, flnlte verb front­

Ing, would be straightforwardly prevented from applying when 

COMP is occupled by a lexical complementizer ln accordance 

with the princlple prohibiting doubly fll1ed nodes, thereby 

accounting for the order most commonly found in subordinate 

clauses. 

Notably, the original den Besten version of the 
double movement analysis simply assumed the proposed finite V 

to COMP substitution rule to be obligatory in ~ clauses 
without a complementizer, fronting of a phrasal constituent (a 

sUbject or non-subject) to the TOPIC position being likewise 

stipulated as applying to generate declarative matrix clauses. 
In the context of current GB theory, ln whlch movement of 

constituents under the "move «" schema must be motivated and 

restricted by general principles of grammar, an analysis of 

this sort ls no longer acceptable. For this reason, much 

recent research on Germanie has been devoted to theoretical 

refinements of den Besten's proposal, which attempt to provide 

an answer to the focal question of what a plausible "trigger" 

of V to COMP movement might be. Considerably less attention 

has been devoted to justlfying the fronting of a phrasaI 

constituent to a "TOPIC"-like position to the left of COMP (= 

SPEC-CP in current frameworks) in the derivation of declara­
tive matrix sentences. 

Another shortcoming of the original den Besten 
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analysis was that while it sufflced to descrlbe the verb 

placement asymmetrles of German (generally, of continental 

West Germanie) flnlte clauses--and wlth appropriate modifi­
cations could have been made ta accommodate the facts of 

malnland Scandinavian finite clauses as well3--a description 
along these lines ls clearly Inadequate to account for the 
flnite V2 effects in Icelandic and Yiddish subordinate clauses 
or for the characterlstlcs of infinitlval clauses in Germanie 
generally. This realization has led to severai attempts to 

modlfy the den Besten analysls in order to cover a broader 

range of Germanie word order facts. 

2.3 Embedded V2 Effectsi Inadeguacy of V to COMP 

The data presented in Chapter One from Icelandic and 

Yiddish suggest that their apparent V2 or0er indeed represents 
a derived word order in tensed subordinate as weIl as matrix 
clauses, and therefore that sorne type of verb-fronting process 
must also be pos i ted to account for \.he "embedded V2 e f fects" 

these languages exhibit. This clearly cannot be accommodated 

withln the original den Besten proposal based on a single V to 

COMP movement rule whlch 15 blocked from applylng when COMP 

contains lexical material. Moreover, Travis (1964, 1967) and 

den Besten and Moed-van Walraven (1986) cite the properties of 

indirect questions and relative clauses in Yiddish as evidence 
that the process in question cannat be subsumed under any 

version of V to COMP movement. 

3 Reference wou Id have to have been made te the "S-Adv" 
position, hence the unde~lying o~der of Swedish mlght have 
been stipulated as: 

(TOPIC) CDMP SUBJ S-Adv VERB OBJ 
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Yiddlsh ls a language whlch allows "embedded root 
phenomena" , such as embedded topicalization, in certain res­
trlcted contexts, typlcally ln the complements of assertlve 

verbs of saylng and thinking, e.g. in: 

( 1 ) Avrom 
'Ab:t:aham 

zogt, 
says 

[ az 
that 

halnt 
today 

vet 
will 

Roxele 
Rachel 

kumen 1 • 
come' 

The bracketed clause ln (1) would seem to conslst, ln terms of 
the Chomsky (19 86a) X' system, of a ~ (occupied by the [-WH 1 

complementizer "az") followed by a CP--arguably a "marked" 
structure in languages which permit it, among them Yiddish and 
Icelandic (Holmberg (1986» as well as English (Hooper and 
Thompson (1973); Green (1976». The mainland Scandinavian 
languages likewise appear to allow clauses with matrix clause 
cha:t:acte:t:istics, e.g. matrlx clause word order, with or 

wlthout toplcallzatlon, contrastlve left dislocation, etc., to 
appear under verbs taking asserted propositional complements 
(Andersson (1975); Platzack (1986a); Holmberg (1986, 1988». 
In sentences such as Swedlsh: 

(2) a. Han sa 
'he said 

att Bengt 
that Bengt 

kunde inte gôra det J. 
could not do i t' 

the V2 position of the verb "kunde" is ln contrast wlth the 
"verb thlrd" order encountered ln ordinary subordinate 
clauses. Holmberg (1986, 1988, among others), has appro­

priately polnted out that clauses such as that appearing under 

the complementizer in (2), which have more in common vith 
matrix clauses than they do with subordinate clauses (referred 
to as "Embedded Haln Clauses" or "EHCs"), should not be taken 
to reflect true subordinate clause structure. Another general 
characterlstlc of EHCs is that they are structural islands, as 
observed by Platzack (1986a) and others. The same 15 appa­
rently also tIue in Frisian, which, unlike its congener 
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German, allows EMCs (de Haan and Weerman (1986)).4 It follovs 

that the behaviouI of EMCs cannot be adduced as evidence for 
an ana lys 15 of V2. 

But subordinate [+WH) clauses (embedded questions 

and relatives) are not EMCs and adhere strlctly to the word 

order characteristlcs of true subordinate clauses even in 
those languages whlch permit EMCs ln other contexts such as 

asserted propositions. They are ( C SUBJ IP-Adv V OBJ ) in 

mainland Scandlnavlan, [ C SUBJ OBJ V ) (llke German) ln 

Frisian, and cannot be V2 in these languages. correspond­
ingly, in Yiddish, vhere they exhibit surface V2 order like 
aIl subordinate clauses with finite verb, they are, according 
to the data presented in Travis (1984, 1987) and in den Besten 

and Moed-van Walraven (1986), strlctly [C ~ V aBJ 1, i.e. 

~ub1ect-flrst, no embedded toplcalization belng permls81ble ln 
such contexts. This i5 illu5trated by the following grammati­

callty contrasts: 

( 3 ) a. Der yld vos mil: hobn gezen ln Boston 
'the man that ve have seen ln Boston 

iz a groyser lamdn' 
i8 a great scholar' 

b. *Der jld voz ln Boston hobn mir: gezen 
'the man that ln Boston have we seen 

iz a groyser lamdn' 
i5 a great scholar' 

• A detalled discussion of a class of German complement 
clauses whlch exhibit V2 order, but are structurally distinct 
from "EMCs", will follow in Chapters Three and Four. 
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(4) a. Ikh veys nit far vos di Klnder 
'1 know not why the children 

zeyr 
the!r 

heymarbet 
homework 

haynt. 
today' 

b. *Ikh veys nit 
'1 know not 

far vos 
why 

haynt 
today 

on zeyr heymarbet. 
(pfx.) the!r homework' 

heybm 
start 

heybm on 
start (pfx.) 

di Kinder 
the chlldren 

These subject/non-subject asymmetries 5uggest that the 

embedded COMP in these structures selects a bare IP complement 
~ and (4) shows that an IP-internal movement puts the 

flnlte verb (the verbal root of the compound "on-heybm") ln 

second position to the right of the embedded subject. There 

appears to be a slmilar subject-flrst condition on the 

embedded V2 structures following a [+WHl COMP in Icelandic 

(Holmberg (1986». Duplessis (1966) aiso shows that ln a 

coiloquial dialect of Afrikaans, which exhibits embedded V2 

effects similar to those of Icelandic, such structures are 
always subject-flrst. 

Such data appear to be a forcefui argument for the 

necessity ot an additional, IF-internaI, post-subject, empty 

position to serve as a target site for "V2 movement" in 
subordinate cIauaes, at least in languages of the Icelandic­

Yiddish subtype of Germanie, as has been generally acknow­

ledged in the recent literature. The obvious candidate for 

thls base-generated, clause-second, empty Ianding site for ~ 

within IP is its head INFL (= rO), Introduced ln Chomsky 

(1981, p. 18) as the functional element responsible for the 
finiteness of the verb, encompassing the tense/mood/aspect and 

agreement features. rndeed, INFL figures prominently in more 
recent york on Germanie verb movement syntax within the GB 
framework. 

1 
l , 
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It should be noted that Diesing (1990) has recently 

disputed t~e Yiddish data such as (3) and (4), whleh are b~sed 

on examples originally from Lowenstamm (1977), as well as a 

slml1ar subjeet-flrst condition on the complements of Yiddish 

faetive verbs clalmed by Koopman (1984). Diesing eontends 

that [+WH) COMPs ean indee~ co-oceur wlth embedded toplcall­
zation in Yiddish and adduees certain counterexamples to the 

Lowenstamm data based on native speaker judgments and 11terary 

sourcesS, whieh she takes as evidence (contra Travis (1964, 

1987) and den Besten and Moed-van Walraven (1986» that svo 

and non-SVO orders in Yiddish are strueturally Indlstlngulsh­
able. 

Diesing goes on to argue that subject-flrst and non­

subject-first V2 word arder in Yiddish are the uniferm result 
of verb movement to 1°, in contrast with aIl the ether 
Germanie V2 languages including Ieelandie where the verb 

purportedly always lands in ~. A fundamental assumption of 

her analY3is (after Kitagawa (1986), Fukui (1986), Kuroda 

(1986) and Sportiche (1988» ls that subjects orlg1nate wlthln 

VP and raise te SPEC-I~, the position which was reserved for 

base-generation of subjects ln the Chomsky (1986a) X' system. 

This enables her to elaim that SPEC-IP in Yiddish (the 80-

ealled "topie position"), unlike in English, has a dual 
functlon ln that It serves as the landing site of subject and 

non-subjeet topies alike, allowing non-subject topicalization 
to freely oceur with a filled COMP in embedded clauses. This 

5 Diesing attr ibutes several of her li terary examples ta 
Prince (1981). 

'Travis (forthcoming) suggests that if subjeets are ta be 
generated VP-internally, this should be restricted to non­
derived, theta-marked subjects, whlch would preclude subjects 
of passive and unaccusatlve verbs, in addition ta pleonastle 
subjeets such as Yiddish "es". 
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w~uld be equlvalent to the dual (A-posltlon/A'-posltlon) role 
allegedly filled by SPEC-CP in the other Germanie languages 
according to the proponents of the various revised versions of 

the traditional (den Besten-type) analysis to be revlewed 

below. Dieslng does ln fact concede that the discrepancy 

between her data and the native speaker judgments ln 

Lowenstamm (1977) 5uggests that topicalizatlon under an 
embedded (+WHl COMP requires heavy contrastlve emphasis on the 
non-subject topie for the sentence to be eonsidered accept­
able. However, she imputes thls to a "discourse constraint" 
whlch does not justlfy ruling these structures out syntac­

tlcally. 

Dieslng's argument for Yiddish therefore parallels 
the tradltional argument regarding Germanie V2, i.e. that 
subject-first and non-subject-first V2 orders should be 
derived ln congruent fashlon. The dlfference ls that the IP­
level only, rather than the CP-level, would be involved in 
Diesing's Yiddish derivations, thus enabling her to accommo­

date the full range of embedded V2 effects exemplified by her 
data, ln contrast wl~h their more restrieted distribution in 
lcelandic and colloquial Afrikaans. She draws further support 

for her VO to 1 0 argument from the fact that extraction is 

supposedly possible from Yiddish embedded clauses with a non­

subjeet topie (e.g. the clause under "az" ln (1) above). This 

suggests that these sentences are n2i EMCs as they are in 
other Germanie languages where they are islands (e.g. in 

Swedish (2) above and its equivalents with a fronted non-

5ubject) and where "embedded V2 effects" may take two distinct 

forms, a "true embedded clause", i.e. subject-flrst type, and 
an EMC-type--as is arguably the case in Icelandic. 

1 shall not discuss Diesing's claims further, except 
to point out that if they can be sustained, this would mean 
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the analogy with the lcelandic structural ~ubtype 1 continue 
to assume in this thesis 15 possibly misleading, necessltating 
ce~tain refinements to accommodate the fundamentally different 
behaviour of Yiddish with respect to embedded topicalization.1 

But whlle an empty 1° position has been clearly 

demonstrated as essential to the analysis of embedded v2 

effects in languages ~uch as Icelandic and Yiddish, it has 
often been argued (by Haider (1984), Koopman (1984), among 

others) that there 15 no comparable direct evidence for a 

separate categorial position for 1° available from surface 
data in the other Germanie V2 languages. Rather, the per-

vas ive claim in the GB literature has been that V2/Vl orders 

in continental Germanie are consistently amenable to an 

analysis whlch ultimately lands the fintte verb in ~ (whether 

directly or via an intermediate 1° ), as per the original den 
Besten analysls. 

1 The Yiddish data would still be compatible with the 
analysis 1 go on to argue for (assuming it were adjusted to 
reflect a VP-internal base position for subjects with raising 
to SPEC-IP). Essentlally, what would be required, as Dleslng 
suggests, would be to parameterize the function of the SPEC­
IP position across languages such that it may serve as an A'­
position as weIl as an A-position. For sorne reason, Yiddish 
would be the lone Germanie language to exploit this option 
such that any further maximal projection movement to SPEC-CP 
would be rendered completely unnecessary to derlve any varlet y 
of V2 word order in that language. However, since 1 argue 
with Travis (1964, 1987) that given I-second base word order, 
fronting of a maxima] projection to SPEC-CP, wlth the addi­
tional movement of the moved verb in 1° into ~ this entails, 
is ~ required in the other Germanie languages to derive 
non-subject-first V2 nrder, my analysis would not requir.e 
"parameterizing the cholce of landing site for the verb" 
across languages. The latter move, which Diesing argues for 
and which the traditional analysis would indeed be forced to 
make to accommodate her Yiddish data, runs counter to the 
princi~le 1 put forward at the outset, namely that V2 pheno­
mena should be accounted for ln the same way across languages. 
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The motivation for including 1° in a description of 
the continental Germanie languages has derived instead from 
other considerations. Firstly, projeeting the XI system, as 

extended by Chomsky (1986a) to the functional categories 1° 

and d , onto the categorlal compone nt of aIl the Germanic 

languages has obvious conceptual appeal in keeping with the 

pursult of a restrictive the ory of UG. secondly, an analysis 
whieh forces the hlghest ~ to amalgamate wlth t ln order to 

pick up Inflectlonal featur~s on its way to ~ 15 claimed to 
be consistent with the observed finiteness asymmetry eharae­
teristic of verb movement, i.e. the generalization that it is 

only the inflected part of the verb or the verbal eomplex 

which moves to the V2 position and that movement does not in 

general affect infinitival complements.' 

On the other hand, the purported lack of any clear 
emplrical evidence for its position in the continental 
Germanie languages has led to much debate among proponents of 

the traditional analysis as to where 1° should fit into the 
typology of the two major structural subgroups in question, 
continental West Germanic and mainland Scandinavian. 

2.4 eLQPosed Base Word Orders 

One approach to the problem of base word order in 

continental Germanie which found much favour some few years 
ago was based on the Idea that COMP and INFL might "share" a 
ple-subject node in the underlying structure of these 

• The Icelandic control infinitlvals discussed in Holmberg 
(1986), which exhibit movement of a non-finite verb to second 
position as exemplified in (20) in Chapter One, appear to be a 
counterexample to the latter part of this generalization and 
will be an important set of data in support of a different 
analysis which 1 shall ultimately argue for. 
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languages, sueh that movement of the head .; to f ls 

effectively Indlstingulshable from ~ to ~ (the "conflated 

eategory" or "CONFL" solution). An account of movement ta the 
"V2 position" could thus be achieved for th~ core cases, glven 

the further assumptlons (1) that empty CONFLs (those not 

already filled by a complementlzer) are forced to lexlcal1ze 
ln flntte clauses (V to CONFL movement); and (2) that a single 
phrasaI constituent would thereafter be fronted to the speci­
fier of CONFLP (often referred to ln the I1terature as the 
"XP" position) to derive a declarative matrlx clause. 

Platzack (1983) and Koopman (1984) attributed v to CONFL 
movement to the requïrement that the agreement features 
contained ln CONFL be Iexically absorbed (by a complementlzer 
or, alternatively, by a verb) in a finite clause in order to 

be able to assign nominative case to the subject NP, Its 

complement given the following proposed base structure' 

Continental Germanie 

CONFLP ----------SPEC CONFL' 
.~ 

CONFL NP VP 

This view, advocated aiso by Toman (1985), Lenerz 
(1985), Haïder (1986), Scherpenisse (1986) and deHaan and 
Weerman (1986), among others, lsolated languages like 
Icelandic and Yiddish as "exceptional" among the Germanie 
verb-movlng languages by virtue of having separate COMP and 

INFL nodes (in pre- and post-subject position respectively), 
thereby ailowing for the derivation of oubject-flrst V2 order 

, The traditional categories "SU and "S'" used by Platzack 
(1983) have been converted here to "CONFL'" and "CONFLP" 
respectively, to accord wlth current X' notation. 



( 

( 

- 36 -

even ln the presence of a lexical complementizer.10 Latterly, 
the "CONFL" analysis of continental Germanie seems to have 
been aIl but abandoned. There seems to be a general recogni­

tion ln the more recent literature that this and slmilar 

theorles which resort to such ad hoc manipulations of the d­
structure dominance relations among major syntactic con­

stituents represent a conceptually unattractive solution to 

the problem of word order variation, particularly among such 
closely related languages. Indeed, there nowappears to be 

general agreement that such "brute force" approaches should be 

rejected in favour of solutions which conform to the X' con­
vention and preserve universal constituency as far as possible 

among the Germanie languages. ll 

Such considerations have contributed to the current 

consensus ln favour of an underlying structure which retalns 

~ and f as separate categories in aIl the Germanie 
languages. The widely accepted view 15 that the basic divi­

sion among structural subgroups occurs at the level of l', If 

in the continental West Germanie languages (= 1° -final, ~-
final) belng the mirror image of its counterpart in the 

Scandinavlan languages, Yiddish and Engllsh (= 1°-initial, vo­
initial), yielding the followlng basic trees: 

l~otablr' the motivation for the second movement of the 
verb, from l to~, in lcelandic and Yiddish vas never made 
explicit in analyses of this type. 

l~his accords with Travis' (1984, 1987) claim that word 
order parameters should be confined to precedence relations 
among major constituents. See also Platzack (1988). 
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seandinavian/Yiddiah/English continental west Germanie 

CP CP 
~ ----------SPEC CI SPEC CI 

~ 
C IP ----------C IP 
~ 

NP Il 
~ 

NP Il 

/'---. ~ 
l VP VP l 

~ ~ 
v XP XP v 

Analyses of Germanie verb movement which adhere to 
the above base structure proposals necessarlly characterlze 
surface V2/Vl orders as the output of two successive movements 

of the finite verb (VO to f and 1° to ~), except in Ice­

landic and Yiddish, where surface V2 order may result from a 

single application of finite verb movement, VO to f--argu-­

ably the only analysls possible for subordinate V2 clauses ln 

these languages. The need for the second verb movement 15 

most obvious in the case of the I-final analysis of the 

continental West Germanie subgroup, where movement of clause­

final V II to cJ, in conjunct ion w i th movement of a phrasa 1 

category to the SPEC-CP position, is clearly required ta 

derive V2 order in subject-first and non-subject-first matrix 

clauses alike. 

A fundamental premlae (expllelt or Implled in what l 

shall refer to as "two-step verb movement" analyses) is that 

the flrst movement of the head va of VP, into 1°, is obll­
gatory in aIl finite clauses in order ta farm an inflected 

ver~l. A further reflnement of the respective d-structure 

12unless 1° ia base lexleallzed, as 15 commonly aSBumed ln 
the case of the English modals. See, for example, Chomsky 
(1986a, p. 68); also Holmberg (1986), who relates flnlte verb 
ralslng (V to 1), a wldespread phenomenon among languages, to 
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trees then becomes necessary ln order to account for the 
difference in the relative order of finite verb and nexal 
adverblals ln subordinate clauses ln mainland Scandlnavian and 

Icelandlc--a much debated topic among scandinavian 11nguists 

working in OB as well as traditional frameworks. Holmberg 

(1986), who assumes nexal adverbials to be generated in the 

unmarked case as adjuncts of VP vith IP scope1l , attrlbutes 
the variation to the "special" posi tion where the IP-Adv 
adjoins ln malnland Scandinavlan, l.e. to the left of l' 
Instead of VI? Thls ensures that ~ to f wIll be string 
vacuous and ~ result ln V2 order as !t does in Icelandic, 

thus: 

(5 ) Jan tror (Swedish) 
'Jan belleves 

[CI att [Il? Sven [ l ' inte [ l ' hart [vp e i kopt boken ]]))] 

that Sven not has bought the-book' 

(6 ) Eg veit (Icelandic) 
, 1 know 

[CI a~ [ U? J6n [ l ' hefur i [VI? ekkl [VI? e i keypt b6kina]]])) 

that J6n has not bought the-book' 

Notably, holmberg also contends that string-vacuous ~ to f 
rais1ng, i.e. in mainland Scandinavian gnly, triggers the 
application of a "pruning convention", whereby the resultinq 

Kayne's (1982) "Predicate Principle", requiring that the head 
of the predicate (= II? or the traditional S) be filled at s­
structure byan element which carries the feature (+V). 

l~ee Travis (1988) for an alternate view, i.e. that 
these and other short adverbs (together with prenomlnal adjec­
tives) are "co-functors", not licensed by predication as are 
adverbi~l PPs (and predicate adjectives), but by a separate 
licensing mechanism she calls "head feature licensing". 
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"headless" VP collapses and becomes pa~t of Il. Thus the 
finals-structure representation given to the subordinate 
clause in (5) in his analysis 15 actually:14 

(Sa) [CI att [IP Sven [I,lnte [l' har k6pt boken ]]]] 

~ to f (plus pruning) in turn makes the further movement of 
VII to ~ --plus fronting to SPEC-CP of the subject or another. 

category--necessary to der ive V2 order in mainland Scandi­
navian, as in the declarative matrix clause equivalent of 

Swed ish (Sa): 

'Sven has not bought the-book' 

Such two-step verb movement accounts then routinely assume the 
second verb movement and movement to SPEC-CP te apply in 

parallel fashion ln the derlvation of aIl declarative matrix 

clauses ln the Icelandic/Ylddls~5 subgroup, despite the fact 

that the linea~ order of elements that results from such 

additional movements in a subject-first matrix clause, as in 

the Icelandic equivalent of (7), 15 the same as the order 

l~he need for this seemingly unmotivated "pruning 
convention" in Holmberg's analysis of mainland Scandinavian 
will become apparent later on. Unlike other two-step verb 
movement accounts which alse invoke a pruning convention after 
verb raislng (cf. Platzack (1986a)i Thrâinsson (1986», 
Holmberg claims that such pruning of the VP after ~ to 1° 
cannot apply in Icelandic where these nodes are not strictly 
adjacent, given binary branching. This does not, however, 
explain why the VP should collapse after raising in mainland 
Scandinavian, nor what would prevent it from dolng so in an 
Icelandic sentence which did not contain an intervening IP­
Adv. 

l~f. Dieslng (1990) for Yiddish, where the final landlng 
site of aIl "topics" 15 SPEC-IP, as discu3sed above. 
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after simple t to f has applied in that language (cf. the 
embedded IP in (6»: 

(8) [cpJ6nj [c,hefur i (IP t j [l' e i [vpekk1 [VP e i keypt 

b6k 1 na )]])]] 

In an effort to eliminate the necessity of stipu­

latlng the position of the IP-Adv as a phrase structure rule, 
Holmberg (1988) has proposed an alternative analysis which 

characterizes this difference among the Scandinavian languages 

as a consequence of a parameterized difference in the status 
of INFL in the language subgroups in question. Holmberg's 

more recent proposaI 15 that while INFL functions as the head 

of its own projection, namely IP, ln Icelandic (and by impli­

cation, in structurally similar languages), its status has 

been weakened (as evidenced, among other characteristics, by 

the lack of morphologically prominent verbal inflection) in 

the modern mainland Scandinavian languages to the point that 
Its function has changed to that of being merely a "specifier 
of V". In the latter case, merger of V and 1 i5 assumed to 
result from simple "affix-hopping", rather than actual head 

movement as in Icelandic. An account of the IP-Adv position 
then becomes readily obtainable. Assumed to be VP-adjuncts in 

aIl the languages under discussion, IP-Advs are predicted to 

appear between the inflected verb (whlch moves to INFL) and 

the remalnder of the VP in Icelandic (an "IP language", where 

1° heads the pred icate, IP) 1 but to the left of sù..l verbal 
elements and, alternatively, even to the left of the subject 

NP (= NP, VP), in the mainland Scandlnavlan languages ("VP 

languages", which have no IP, with ~ heading the predicate). 
Unfortunately, as Platzack (1988) points out, despite the 

claimed empiricai advantages, the Holmberg (1988) proposaI 
suffers from conceptual drawbacks which are as, or perhaps 
more, serious than the problems encountered by his original 
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(1986) analysis. In addition to parameterizing the function 

of INFL, the subject--SPEC-IP in Icelandic--is relegated to 
the role of another adjunct of VP, on a par with IP-Adv, ln 
mainland Scandinavian. Such wholesale manipulation of the 
functlonal status of a major d-structure constituent is, as 

Platzack notes, clearly at variance with current notions of XI 

theory. It is also not clear, glven Hoimberg's clalm that 
there ls no actual head movement of vO to 1° in "VP­

languages", how movement to ~ wou Id then be licit, in 
accordance with the generally accepted, ECP-related, locality 

condition on head movement (as argued for, e.g. by Travis 
( 1984 ); Ba k e r (1988 b ) ) .16 

The alternative Platzack (1988) suggests Is ln line 
with the description proposed by Kosmeljer (1986, 1987), who 

assumes the above illustrated d-structure tree to be common to 
all the Scandinavian languages and that the IP-Adv adjoins to 

the le ft of VP ln mainland Scandlnavian, exactly as ln 

Icelandic. But a rather conspicuous aspect of the latter 

analysis ls that in order to achleve the deslred word order 
asymmetry with Icelandic in subordinate clauses, it 15 forced 

to allow the flnite verb in mainland Scandinavian to remaln ln 

its d-structure position, 1° remainlng empty, i.e. vith nu11 
phonetic realization. The implication is that the necessary 

Infiectionai features are already assigned at d-structure, or, 
alternatively, are assignable via sorne form of feature trans-

l~oreover, Hoimberg's proposaI encounters the further 
conceptual difficulty of having to characterize Engllsh, which 
exhibits a range of IP-Adv positions (see Jackendoff (1972); 
Emonds (1976); Travis (1988», as having a chameleon-llke 
status between an "IP-" and a "VP-Ianguage". Indeed, the 
additional post-subject IP-Adv position needed ln Engllsh 
would appear to be a particular consequence of properties of 
the auxlllary system of that language, as will be dlscussed ln 
Chapter Four, and independent of the problem of IP-Adv 
position ln Scandlnavlan. 
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missIon. Like Kosmeijer, Platzack relates the possibility of 
non-movement of the verb from its base position within VP in 
malnland Scandlnavian to the loss of agreement between subject 

and flnlte verb, compared with Icelandic, which has preserved 

the strong verbal Inflectlon characterlstlc of old scandl­

navian (1050-1350). 

Interestlngly, then, as will become clear in subse­
quent chapters, the analysls Platzack now favours would appear 
to be converging toward the proposaI of Travis (1984, 1987) 
for the underlying structure of the Germanie languages in 
general, namely that INFL is base-generated in post-subject 

(clause-second) position and may remain empty under certain 

conditions. Indeed, if post-subject 1° may remain empty in 
subordinate clauses in mainland scandinavian, ~s Platzack 
(1988) and others now concede, then such an I-second analysis 
should be equally available for the continental West Germanie 
(V-final) languages, given the general principle that a gap 
may be licensed by a properly governing head (in this case 
empty 1° by a lexical ~) with the necessary features to 
transmit and thereby "fill" the gap. Assuming further that 
the constraints and parameters affecting verb movement ln the 
dlfferent structural subtypes can be eoherently characterized, 

then an analysis based on a common I-second underlying struc­
ture has the potential of unlfying the description of the 
Germanie languages, reducing the basic variation to the 

ordering of elements within the VP. Moreover, if It can be 

maintained, an I-seeond aecount, unlike the I-final analysls 

of the continental West Germanie languages, offers the 
additional eoneeptual advantage of strueturally distinguishing 
the latter group from true head-final (V-final, I-final), 
left-branehing languages (e.g. Japanese, Turkish). 

1 
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2.5 Proposed "Trlggers" of V2: Theoretlcal problem5 

While numerous Germanlclsts have advocated th~ "two­
step verb movement" account of the "V2 languages" ln recent 

years (e.g., Olsen (1985); Platzack (1986a,b, 1988); Holmberg 

(1986, 1988); Taraldsen (1986); Weerman (1986); den Besten and 

Moed-van Walraven (1986); Tomaselll (1987); Schwartz and 

Tomaselll (1986); Baker (1986a); Noonan (1988); Schwar.tz and 

Vikner (1989); Webelhuth (1989)--to name a few), attempts to 

motlvate the movement of the flnite verb (V/I) to its puta­

tive final d target in terms of general grammatical prln­
ciples have been relatively fev. Of the authors listed above, 
only Platzack (1986a, 1988), Holmberg (1986), Taraldsen (1~86) 

and Weerman (1986) have offered explicit answers to the 

question, "What triqgers V2?", and attempted to parameterize 

the differences betveen "V2 languages" and "non-V2 languages". 

Rather than embark upon a detailed discussion of the problems 

encountered by the various analyses, 1 shall confine myself 

here to some general remarks concerning the more serious 

conceptual flavs inherent in all and especially some of the 

more ambitlous explanations which have been attempted to date. 

Platzack (1986a,b) modlfied his (1983) "conflated 

category" (CONFL) analysis ln favour of a two-step verb 
movement account of the V2 languages based on separate ~ and 
IO nodes, still relating the V2 "tr1gger" to the requirement 
that ~ be lexicalized to provide a case-assigner for the 
subject NP. Hovever, this version did not represent a s1gni­

ficant advancement, as the revised analysis vas still based on 

the possibility of parameterization of dominance relations 

among constituents across languages. The V2/non-V2 distinc­

tion vas derlved in terms of a "head of S parameter", the 

effect of vhich vas to make the subject NP the complement of 

~ in V2 languages only. 
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Trylng to avold characterlz1ng the V2 property ln 
terms of a stipulative difference ln the phrase structure 
rules of the languages ln question, other proponents of the 

two-step verb movement analysls, such as Holmberg (1986, 

1988), have argued that matrix as weIl as subordlnate clauses 

unlversally are pro::;ectlohs of r! CC's or CFs) at d-structure, 
as reflected ln the proposed base word order trees for the 
Germanie languages, including English, lllustrated on page 37 
above. The general approach has been to focus on the asym­
metry betweer. typical matrlx and subordinate clause types, 
Isolat Ing the propert les of a (f.yplca lly) empty matr 1 x r! in 
the V2 languages as the tr 19ger of movement of V /I to ~. 

Fo~ Holmberg (1986), matrlx CPs are "extended predl­

cates~ such that they, like IPs, must have a verbal ({+V}) 
he ad ln accordance wlth Kayne's (1982) predicate Prlnciple, 

while subordinate clauses function as arguments or modifiers 
(of predicates or arguments) and therefore have a non-verbal 
head, hence typically a lexical complementizer or comple­
mentizer-like element in ~. The underlying idea i5 that 
there should be a one-to-one s-structure mapping of the cate­
gorial features of every ~ head and the grammatical-loqical 
function of itu corresponding maximal projection or clause (C' 

or CP). Holmberg thus explains the word order variation 

between non-V2 languages dnd V2 languages as a consequence of 

a parameterized difference in the "default specification" of 

r!, i.e. the categorial status of clauses wlth an empty ~. 
In what for Holmberg is the unmarked case (non-V2 languages), 

the categorial specificatlon of an empty r! 15 equal to the s­
structure categorial specification of 1°. In essence this 
means that once IO 15 lexicalized and becomes [+V), either as 
a result of V to 1 movement (e.g. in French and many other 
languages) or the insertion of a [+V) auxiliary (in English), 
the ernpty ~ automatically inherits the [+Vl feature (which 
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can percolate upward from rO ln the absence of a confllctlng 

feature specification) and no further movement of the flnite 

verb 15 necessary ln matrlx clauses. In languages whlch 

exhlblt the "marked" V2 property, Holmberg clalms, ~ Is 
specifled as [-V] by default, vith the result that an empty ~ 
remalns [-V] after V to 1 has taken place, forcing V/I to 

movement to ~ ln matrix clauses to provide the clause vith 
the requislte verbal head. 

The first problem here Is that the distinction whlch 

appears relevant for predicting inflected verb position ln the 
V2 languages 1s nct ta be made betveen matr1x and subardinate 
clauses but rather, as originally suggested by Kayne (1982), 

betveen clauses vhich are arguments (NP-like clauses) and 

clauses which are non-arguments. The correct generalizatlon 
1s that the verb neyer moves to ~ in argument clauses, 

vhereas verb movement to ~ may be triggered ln non-arqument 

clauses under certain conditions, notably in the absence of a 

lexical complementizer, in particular in the complementlzer­
less conditlonal and concessive clauses discussed in Chapter 

One. Accordingly, if categorial features are the vay to 

capture this contrast, then the feature [tN) would seem to 

make the appropriate distinction. Adverbial adjunct clauses 
(such as conditionals and concessives) would fall together 

vith matrix clauses as requlring a [-Nl head by virtue of 

being non-arguments, as opposed to argument clauses requiring 

a [+NJ head. 1l Assuming that matrix clauses are also headed 

l~ee also Webelhuth (1989), vho aS50ciates the nominal 
([+NJ) categorial status of argument clauses headed by [-WH) 
complementizers vith the etymological relation betveen these 
complementlzers and demonstrative pronouns, e.g. between 
German "daB" and "das". But note that Webelhuth (contra 
Holmberg (1986» aiso allows flnlte argument clauses ta have 
[+V] categorlal status when they are ln compJement position. 
Indeed, allovlng verbs to head flnlte argument clauses proves 
necessary fo~ the analysis of a class of V2 complements in 
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by ~, as traditlonal theorists would have it, then a [+NJ 
default feature specification for empty ~ ln the V2 languages 
would serve to trigger V/I to ~ movement ln the relevant 

clause types. Hovement would be appropriately trlggered not 

only in aIl matrlK clauses (with the exception of exclama­
tions), but Riso ln non-argument subordlnate clauses wlthout a 

complementizer. 

A proposaI slmilar to Holmberg's (as adjusted here 
to reflect a [+N] rather than [-VI default value of ~ as the 
"V2 trigger") ls made by Taraidsen (1986), who aIse suggests 
that an explanatlon should, in the mannet of Kayne (1982), 

"exploi t the basic predicate status of the category V". 

Agaln, Taraldsen would presumably want to use [+N) as the 

default feature characterlzlng empty ~ in V2 languages, such 
that the analysis wou Id account for the movement in untntro­
duced conditionai and concessive clauses. 

A variation on the idea of categorlal features of 
empty ~R being responslble for V2 order 15 offered by Weerman 
(1986), who proposes that movement of VII ta ~ 15 "trlggered" 

by undischarged lAGRJ features contained in the empty ~ head 
of a matrix clause. For Weerman, [AGRJ features always ori­

ginate in ~ and are "copled" to, but not "absorbed" by, f 
under government ln the V2 languages, whereas they are "copled 

and absorbed" by 1° in the non-V2 languages, obviating VII to 
the empty ~. 

A flrst conceptual shortcomlng of these accounts 15 

German (net discussed by Holmberg) if the tradltionai frame­
work is assumed, but 15 not requlred ln the an~lysis of these 
clauses which 1 shall argue for at length in 3ubsequent 
chapters. 
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that thdy cannot accommodate the llmlted V2 effects exhlblted 

by English and other non-V2 languages, e.g. in matrix clause 

questions, within the sarne set of principles they invoke to 

account for the generallzed V2 order of Germanie v2 language 

rnatrix clauses. They aIl require a speclal mechanism of sorne 

sort to be poslted, over and above what they propose for the 

V2 languages, in order to deal with v2 effects ln non-V2 

languages (see, e.g., Holmberg (1966» or ln non-declaratlve 

sentences ln general (see, e.g., Taraldsen (1986», a fact 

whlch serlously undermlnes the theoretlcal appeal of the 

proposed tr iggers. 

Yet another significant problem 15 the stipulative 
nature of the rule which fronts a constituent to the "XP" or 

SPEC-CP position to form deelarative matrix clauses in the V2 

languages. It is certainly far from obvlous why the structure 

der ived after movement of VII to ~, e. g. in German: 

understands he the book 

should recelve an interrogative Interpretation unless a 

fronting rule 15 activated to circumvent this, moving a 

constituent, e.g. the subject, to the specifier position: 

he understands the book 

Another point concerns Platzack's (1966) proposaI 

that IO 15 indeed base-generated ln strict second position ln 

the malnland Scandinavian languages but may remain empty ln 

subordinate clauses, accounting for the variable position of 

- the fln1te verb ln relatlon to nexal adverblals. If, as 
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platzack contends, thls ls due to weakness of lnflectlon as a 
general characterlstic of thls group, rather than a structural 
and/or functional property peculiar to complement clauses 

whlch would allow 1° to remain empty in such contexts cross­

llnguistlcally, then what motlvates vi to rO, the prellminary 

movement necessary before VII to c! can take place to der ive 

the correct order ln V2 clauses in these languages? This 
seems to suggest that it is the complement/non-complement 

distinction whlch ls cruclally Involved ln trlggerlng verb 
rais 1 ng to 1° as weIl as the further movement of the verb, 

where applicable, to ~, rather than particular categorial 
features associated vith different types of IPs or CPs. 

2.6 Proposed "Trisgers" of Y2: Emplrlcal problems 

1 turn now to the issue of the observational ade­
quacy of the accounts of V2 which motivate movement of the 
fini te verb on the bas 15 of categor ial features, and po lnt out 
some of the more obvions empirical problems encountered by 
th ls approach. 

Regardless of w~ether or not we accept the premlse 

of recent proponents of the traditional analysis (such as 
Holmberg (1986» that aIl clauses, including matrix clauses, 

are projections of d uni versallyU, i t seems that any attellpt 
to trace the differences betveen V2 and non-V2 languages to 

the categorlal features assoclated with empty ~ s ls doomed to 
Inevitable fallure on the basic of data coverage. The analy­

sIs breaks down when It comes to accountlng for an important 
set of word order facts in subordlnate clauses, where English 

l~r, alternatively, that at least Hall verb-second 
clauses are CPs" (as claimed by Schwartz and Vikner (1989». 
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behaves ~ 1 ta V2 language congeners. Even if the feature 

[±Nl can be explolted to advantage to collapse matrix clauses 

wlth non-argument subordlnate clauses as the cases where the 

verb purportedly moves Into empty r! ln the Y2 languages, a 

parameter based on such a feature will be unable to account 

for the paraI le l cases of front 1 ng of the fin i te ve rb to d ln 

English adverbial adjunct clauses in the absence of a lexical 

complement tzer, e. g. in: 

(1l) l'Il calI first ... 

equivalent to German: 

(12) lch rufe vorher an, 

In an account along the lines of Holrnberg (198~) or Taraldsen 

( 1986), the empty embedded CO in Engll sh (11) would presumabl y 

inherlt from 1° the sarne categorial feature(s) a matrlx clause 

~ does in a non-V2 language (let us aS5ume the le levant fea­

ture 15 [-N) and there would be no reason for the verb to 

move to fi Il 1 t, as opposed to German (12) W'here the empty ~, 

belng [+N), would not be a l1cit head for the adverbial 

clause. 

Indeed, the distinguishing ch~racteristic of these 

clauses which 15 relevant for predictlng thelr flnite verb 

position in aIl the Germanie lanquages--rather than the cate­

gorial specification of the head cO--would again appear to be 

their structural-functlonal relationshlp to the matrlx clause, 

1 .. e. the fact that they are not ln a complement re lation to an 

arqument-taklnq catego!y contalned ln the matrlx clause Buch 
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that they, and hence thelr empty d head, are not properly 

governed. 

Another problem for non-V2 languages relates to com­

plementizer deletion phenomena in complement clauses. lt was 

mentioned above that the inflected verb in the V2 languages 

never moves to d ln clauses which are complements of a matrix 

clause member. U This generalization is supported by data 

from the Scandinavlan languages. Holmberg (1986, p. 154) 

reports that "Swedish, Danish, and Norwegian aIl readlly 

de lete the fini te clause complementizer correspond ing to 

English 'that', in positions where the subordinate clause 15 

(properly) governed, typically following verbs of saying and 

thlnking." He and Platzack (1986b) provlde relevant examples 

of complementizer deletion in Scandinavian. But whl le empty 

r3 s are possible lici t heads of argument clauses in the V2 

languages ln Holmberg' sand l ike accounts, empty c! s should be 

lllicit heads of Engllsh complement clauses--since they would 

automatically inherit "predicatehood" from 1°, This is of 

course at var iance wi th the poss ib i li ties for the Engl ish 

complementizer "that" which, like its Scandinavian equi­

valents, ls deletable when properly governed20 , 

Flnally, none of the versIons of the den Besten des­

cr 1 ptlon formulated thus far 15 able to account for the 

apparent verb movement in Icelandic control Inf ini tl vals 

lntroduced by the complementizer "ad", as in Holmberg's (1986) 

191 contend (contra the consensus ln the li terature) that 
the verb does not move to ~ in complementlzer-less complement 
clauses in German or in the purported cases of long distance 
extraction out of these complements, for which l will have a 
dlfferent analysis ln Chapters Four and Five. 

20per Stowell (1981). 
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data. In: 

(13) Hann lofa<1 i 
'he promised 

(c' ad (r p PRO ( l ' lesai [ VP ekki [vp el b6k 1 na ) 1 ) ) ) 

to read not the-book' 

the posit1on of the non-Hnlte verb "1esa" before the IP-Adv 

"ekk i" suggests movement of VO into f has occurred, as con­

trasted wlth the r.:1151ng verb complement: 

(14) J6n v1rdist 
'Jonj seems 

[IP t j [r' e [vp ekki [vP hafa le5id b6klnall11 

not have read the-book' 

where "hafa", the non-fln1te head of the VP, remains ln its d­

structure position, surfacing after "ekk i". Indeed, sentences 

like (13) appear ta cast daubt on the cla imed fin itenes5 asym­

metry wl th respect to verb movement, a long-stand l ng aS5ump­

tion sinee the earltest generative analyses of German le word 

order and one wh ieh 15 centra 1 to the trad 1 tiona 1 ana lys 13. 

Even Holmberg himself does not have a convinc1ng explanatlon 

for the eontrast between (13) and (14). On the one hand, he 

argues, wi thln the framework of his analys i5 based on eate-

gat ial features, that the verb moves to 1° ln (13) to make 1° 

lexi cal in satis facti on of the Pred i cate Pr i nci pIe, wh 11e on 

the other, he ls prepared to allow rO (which in his terms is 

always (-Vl by default in the V2 languages) to remain empty ln 

(14) in elear violatlon of the same prlnclple. 

1 should point out, by way of conclusion to the 

foregolng discussion, that 1 do not dispute the lntul t 1ve 
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notion that there should be a correlation between categor laI 
features of clausal heads and the grammatical-logical func­
tions of the clauses to which they project. 1 simply do not 

belleve that parameterlzing the asslgnment of d-structure 

categorlal features of certain empty heads acrOS5 languages 

leads ta a partlcularly Inslghtful or descrlptlvely adequate 

account of the distribution of the empty heads themselves 

(especially empty r! ) or of the domain of verb movement (V2) 

ln the languages in question. 

2.7 General Fallure of the Tradltional Analysls 

In the preceding sections 1 have outlined sorne of 

the more ser i ous theoretical and empir ical problems inherent 

ln current versions of the traditional syntactic analysls of 

the Germanie languages. The focus has been on the lack of 

success of such accounts in provid ing a plaus ible "tr igger Il 

for movement of the fintte verb initially ta 1° and then to c! 
in the re levant language- and clause-types, 9 i ven what have 

come to be routinely accepted assumptions about the base word 

order character lstics of the language subgraups in questlon, 

namely that the continental West Germanie languages are 1-

final and the mainland Scandinavian languages not strictly 1-

second underlyinglyZl. But the most forceful empirical argu­

ment against aIl versions of the traditional analysis of 

Germanie word order ls ta be found ln the behaviour of the 

flnlte verb in a very common elass of German subordlnate 

clauses, namely the "da8"-1ess clausal complements of a par­

tlcular class of German verbs, nouns and adjectives. In the 

next chapter 1 shall adduce evidence that these clauses are 

Bef. Platzack (1988) who, as noted above, has apparently 
reversed his position on mainland Scandinavian. 
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structura lly d lat 1 net from other c lause types \il th wh 1ell they 

have often been eonfused, and as 5ueh cannot be ac:eommodated 

at aU under the assumptLons of the traditLonal analysis, 

especially the base structure lt imposes on the contInental 

West Germanie subgroup. l shall 5ubml t that these data argue 

for a very dlfferent proposal eoncerning the underlying \iord 
order of aU the Germanie languages. 
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CHAPTER THREE 
AN EHPIRICAL ARGUMENT FOR INFL-SECONP IN GERMANIC 

3.\ The TradltlQnal Analysle: German. etc. are X-Final 

In Chaptel Two, the need for a base-generated empty 

category ln post-subject position to serve as the target of 
verb movement was motivated for the Icelandic/Yiddish Germanie 

subtype, ln accordance with an argument made by Travis (1984, 

1987) and by den Besten and Moed-van Walravan (1986). In 

particular, it was shown that these languages exhibit V2 

effects in various classes of subordinate clauses, sueh as 

embedded WH questions and relatives, whieh are demonstrably 

not analyzable as cases of embedded root phenomena or "EMCs", 
ln that the V2 structure which follows the complementlzer o~ 

equivalent obeys a subject-first constraint,l The assumption 
that ernbedded V2 movement in lcelandic and Yiddish should 

therefore be to a clause-second 1° node, rather than to d, 
has latterly been accepted, falrly uncontroverslally, by 
proponents of the traditional description of Germanie, who 

have modlfled their indlvidual theories in order to accommo­

date the Icelandic/Yiddish facts. Thus the overaii consensus 

ln recent descriptions Is that the underlying structure of 

Ieelandic and Yiddish should be something Ilke the foilowing, 

with nexai adverbials Intervenlng between 1° and ~ (adjoined 
to the left of VP) in a rlght-branchlng tree: 

1 The data, insofar as Yiddish is concerned, have been 
dlsputed by Dleslng '~990), as noted earlier. 
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Ieelandlc/Ylddlsh 

CP -------SPEC CI 

~------... 
C IP 

----------NP l' 

---------1 VP 

---------IP-Adv VP 
~ 

V XP 

On the other hand, sueh a post-subjeet 1° position 
is considered not ta be mativated for the continental Germanie 
languages according to current versions of the traditionaJ 
analysis. Irrespective of the individuai theory, a routine 

elaim of virtually ail generatlve linguists sinee the ori­
ginal proposals for Germanie word order were formulated, as 

made expllcit by Holmberg (1986) and more recently by Schwartz 
and Vikner (1989, p. 1), 1.s that lia Il verb-seeond clauses are 
CPs" ln the mainland Scandlnavlan and continental West 

Germanie languages. The more or less standard proposaI for 

the underlylng order of the continental West Germanie subgroup 
18 that they diverge from the seandlnavlan order by branehlnq 

leftward from Il, thus: 
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German, Dutch, etc. 2 

CP 

--------SPEC CI 

~ 
C IP ------------NP Î 1 ---------VP 1 

---------IP-Adv VP 

--------XP V 

3.2 The 1° -second proposaI 

A more unified aeeount of the underlylng structure 
of the Germanie languages has been provlded by Travis (1984, 

1987). Travis has proposed, qulte controversially, that 1° ls 
indeed base-generated in post-subject (clause-second) position 

in all the Germanie languages, including ln partlcular also 
those of the continental West Germanie subtype. She thus 
contends that all the Germanie languages have the same base 

yord order down to the level of VP, namely C-inltlal, 1-

initial, with the subject NP intervening as the specifier of 
Il (hence NP-I-VP, or "INFL (I)-second"): 

2 As noted in Chapter One, 1 am assuming, Ylth Webelhuth 
(1989) and others, that scrambling of the verb complements 
leftward around adverbials base-generated at the left boun­
dary of VP accounts for the (neutral) surface order of VP con­
stituents, e.g. ln German: 

Er kann das Buch j nlcht e j gelesen haben. 

1 accordingly incorporate an IP-Adv position adjoined to the 
left of VP into the standard d-strueture tree shoYn here as 
weIl as in the alternate tree proposed by Travis which is 
illustrated below. 
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Germanie (lneludes Engllsh, the continental 
West Germanie and Seandlnavlan languages) 

(CP) 

----"--........ (SPEC) (C') --------(C) IF 
~ 

NP l' 

---------I VP 
~ 

IP-Adv VP 

Variation ls thereby reduced to the headedness of the VP, the 
basic eontrast being between the continental West Gprmanic 
subgroup which are V-final (but I-initial) as opposed to all 

the other subgroups which are bath V-initiai and I-inltial. 

3.3 Trayis' Arguments for t -second ln German 

Apart from the Inherent theoretical appeal of such 
an approach to Germanie base word order--provided that surface 

variation in verb position can ultimately be accounted for ln 

terms of general grammatical prlnclples and tenable para­
meters which will appropriately restrict the contexts where 

verb movement oceurs in the various language subtypes--Travls 

has also adduced certain empirlcal evidenee in support of her 
claim of IG-second as a cross-Germanie generalizatlan. 

Travis contends that It 15 neeessary to strueturally 

distinguish pre-verbal subjects from pre-verbal non-subjects 

on empirical grounds, not only in Icelandlc and Yiddish which 
exhibit subject-first V2 arder in subordinate clauses, but 

a1so in matrix clauses ln at least one other Germanie 

language, namely German. Het argument 15 based on the dlstrl-

-
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butlon of the German personal pronouns (in partlcular. the 
third person series er/siel es and their ease-inflected 
forms). Unllke their demonstrative pronoun counterparts 

(d!iu'd.1.eJdi:l.aJ and unllke regular NPs, there appear to be 

stricter conditions on the occurrence of the nQn-subject forms 

of the thlrd person personal pronouns ln pre-verbal (sentence­

initial) position. While all subiect pronouns of this type 
may appear pre-verbally (in active and passive constructions 

alike), TravIs cites evidence that the non-subject forms may 
appear there only under heavy stress, vhile non-subject "es" 
('it'), vhich cannot bear stress, Is completely precluded from 

the pre-verbal position, as suggested by the folloving 

examples :' 

(1) a. Er hat das Brot gegessen. 
'he has the bread eaten' 

b. Es wurde gegessen. 
'i t was eaten' 

c. Er hat es gegessen. 
'he has it eaten' 

d. Das Brot hat er gegessen. 
'the bread has he eaten' 

e. *Es hat er gegessen. 
'i t has he eaten' 

f . Das hat er gegessen. 
'that has he eaten' 

crucially, given Travis' all-Germanie base struc­

ture tree, movement of the head V from its clause-final posi­
tion (vhere it surfaces, typically, in subordinate clauses) to 
the post-subject 1° position will der ive subjeet-first sen­
tences vith V2 order in German, as in aIl the Germanie 

lparallel examples are given for Yiddish. 
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languages, wlthout the further movement of the verb to ~ 

being necessary. Unllke theorists who have modelled thelr 

descriptions along the Ilnes of the traditional account, 

Travis assumes that in ordlnary subject-flrst matllx sentences 

ln the Germanie languages, v2 and non-V2 allke, only a bare 1P 

is base-generated, such that 1° Is the final target of the 
moved verb ln these sentences. The further movement, of VII 

to CO, belng reserved for sentences ln whlch another element 

15 then "topical1zed ll or a constituent questioned (creatinq a 

CP by moving ta the (optional) SPEC-CP posltloJ l, the f­
second an3lysls can account for the dlstributlonal asymmetry 
of the German personal pronouns on the basls of a structural 
distinction between these two clause types. The relevant 
generalization, Travis sugge~ts, 15 that "pronouns that cannot 

bear stress cannot topicallze", i.e. muve to SPEC-CP, as per 

the followlng derivations: 

( 2 ) a. [IP er [ 1 1 hat i (VP das Brot/es gegessen el 1 1 l 

b. [cp das Brot j Cc' hat l (IP er (1 ' el 

[vp e j gegef3sen ) ) ) ) ) 

e. * (Cp eSj [C' hati (IP er [ 1 1 ei [VP ej gegessen ] ] l ] ] 

Holmberg (1986l has challenged this argument, 
suggestlng that the pre-verbal non-subject pronouns ln ques­

tion need not actually be focussed (and hence bear stress), as 

long as they, a10ng with other fronted non-subjects in the 
Germanie V2 languages generally, are the "theme of dlscourse", 
as opposed to non-V2 languages where aIl fronted non-subjects, 
pronominal or otherwise, must bear focal stress. In fact, the 

genera11zatlon that a1l topicalized non-subject personal pro-

4 Notably, the analysls allo\rls for the pos31bl11ty that a 
truly focussed subject may a Iso be Il top lca 11 zed Il ln th 15 
manner. 



1 
- 60 -

nouns ln German must be heavlly stressed would appear to be 
too strong. Given minimal prior context sufficient to estab­
lish the R-expresslon to whlch a topicalized personal pranoun 

refers as the theme, it need not bear stress, as ln the 

followlng dlscoutse sequences: 

( 3 ) A. Wo 1st die Katze'? 
'where is the cat' 

B. Sie habe 1ch im Garten gesehen. 
'she have 1 ln the garden seen t 

("sIe" unstressed) 

( 4 ) A. Du solltest mal deinem Vater schreiben. 
'you should (part. ) yOUI father wrlte' 

(dat.) 

B. Ihm hùbe ich gerade einen Brlef abgeschickt. 
'him have 1 just now a letter sent-off' 
(dat. ) 

("ihm" unstressed) 

In a similar vein, Dlesing (1990), after Prince (1981), notes 
that "previou5 mention" 15 apparently able to serve the same 
discourse function as stress with regard to non-subject pro­

noun toplcallzatlon. Indeed, only object "es" (the accusative 

neuter pranoun) seems to be actually prohlbited from the pre­

verbal position, as l(e) above 111ustrates, an observation 

vhich might be considered to veaken thls particular argument 

for a structural distinction between subject-first and non­

subject-flrst sentences vith V2 order. The specifie prohi­

bition on top1callzatlon of object "es", i.e. in Holmberg's 
terms its inability to serve as theme in the pre-verbal posi­

tion, might well be related to the fact that it is homophonous 
vith non-thematic, non-referentlal, pleonastlc "es", as ln 
structures like: 
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(5) a. Es hat gestern geregnet. 
lit has yesterday rained ' = "It rained yesterday." 

b. Es wurde bel der party getanzt. 
'there was at the party danced ' = "There was dancing at the party."/ 

"Dancing took place at the party." 

As such it might plauslbly have glven way to the more distinc­
tive "D-pronoun" farm "das" in topicalized structures (as in 

l(f». However, this still leaves unexplained the question of 

why sentence-initial non-subject NPs have, as a minimum 
requirement, that they be the theme, if not necessarily the 
focus, of discourse in V2 languages, while subject NPs do not 
h~v~ to be either, and can even be non-arguments like pleonas­

tic "ea"--even though both are fronted in parallel fashion 
from their d-structure position according to traditional-type 

analyses. The latter are thus Eorced to resort to a distinc­
tion between two types of XP fronting--one for subjects, the 

other for non-subjectJ --or sorne other theoretical construct 
which would account for the stricter conditions on fronted 

non-subjects. 

Another argument Travis employs for a structural 

distinction between subject-first and non-subject first 
sentences with V2 order in Germanie is the fact that a German 
sentence llke (6), where the subject and object ~P5 are not 
marked by distinctive morphologlcal features, ls nevertheless 
unambiguously assigned an SVO analysis in the absence of focal 

5 See, e.g., Dleslng (1990), who suggests a parameter in 
languages mlght allow the same specifier posltion--whether 
SPEC-IP in her analysis of Yiddish or SPEC-CP in the tradl­
tional analysis of the other Germanie V2 lanquaqes--to serve 
as the landlng site for. both A-movement and A'-movement, l.e. 
for two d18tlnct type6 of "topies", the operator (AI )-type 
requiring stress or its equivalent. 
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stress on the initial NP: 

(6) Die Hutter hat die Tochter gekü8t. (without stress) 
'the mother has the daughter klssed' 

= "The mother has klssed the daughter." 
~ "The daughter has the mother klssed." 

Given Travis' analysis in whlch a single movement of V to 1° 
is respons1ble for un1quely derivlng SVO word order, this can 
be accounted for on the basls of a default Interpretive 

strategy, wh1ch assumes the surface order corresponds as 
closely as possible to base word order ln the absence of addi­
tionai information supplied by morphologicai or contextual 

clues or by focal stress. Such an explanatlon 15 not as 
readlly available to tradltional analyses, as the congruent 
SVO and OVS s-structures are bath considered to reflect two 

movements of the fin1te verb plus XP-frontlng. Nevertheless, 

in terms of linear strings of constituents, the SVO order 
might still be considered "closer" to the d-structure order 

even ln the latter type of analysls, 50 that this argument 
cannot be seen as decisive in favour of Travis' analysis. 

ln the remainder of this chapter, 1 shall therefore 

present an addltional empirical argument which 1 believe pro­
vides more compelling evidence that the underlylng word order 
of the continental West Germanie languages (ln particular 

German), while VO-Unal, must be la-second in accordance vith 
Travis' description. 

3.4 German "~aB"-less Complements 

There is a class of sentential complement-takinq 
verbs (most of them bridge verbs) in German vhich, in addition 
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to the typlcal flnite clause introduced by "daB", may also 

freely select a variant wlthout the complementlzer. While the 

members of this group may generally be classlfied as verbs of 

saylng, hearing, thinking and feellnif, the optional selection 
of a "daS"-less clausal complement structure appears to be a 

subcategorlzation property of Indivinual lexical items, there 

being a number of verbs ln the same semantic category whlch 

(with some dialectal variation) do not allow the comple­

mentlzer to be omitted. Among the most common verbs whlch 

readlly admit the complementlzer-less variant are "sagen" 

('say'), "horen" ('hear'), "erfahren" ('learn'), "wissen" 
('know'), "behaupten" ('claim'), "meinen", "denken" ('think'), 
"glauben" ('believe'), "sich denken", "s1ch vOfstellen" 
( , imag i ne' ), "vermuten" (' suppose' ), "schatzen" (' est imate " 

'reckon'), "(8ich) wilnschen" ('wish'), "hoffen" ('hope'), 

"ahnen" ('antlcipate'), "bitten" ('ask', 'request'), "vor­

schlagen" ('suggest'), versprechen ('promise') (hardlyan 

exhaustive list). The class whlch does not readlly allow the 

complementizer to be omitted includes such verbs as "erw~hnen" 

( 'ment ion' ), "bemerken" (' not ice ' ), "verd:.\cht i gen" (' sus­

pect')' "sich freuen" ('be glad'), "bedauern" ('regret'), 

"beabslchtiyen" (' intend' ), "sich entschl1eBen" ('decide'), 

"ausschlleBen" ('exclude'), and others. 

When the context permlts these "daB"-le55 flnlte 

complements, they are always in free variation with the 
corresponding clause with IdaB" (often, depending on the verb, 

, See Der groBe Ouden (Band 4), Grammatik der deutschen 
Gegenwartssprache (1966, p. 567). The flnlte verb ln the 
clausal complement of these verbs--with or without "daB"--ls 
often a subjunctive form, especially when the matrlx verb is 
in a past tense and introduces a thought, bellef, hope, 
possiblilty or slmply a repeated statement of someone eise 
(indirect dlscourse subjunctlve) from whlch the speaker/wrlter 
wlshes to distance hlmself. 
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also ..,ith a control infinitlval equivalent). Importantly, 
omission of the cornplementizer txigget§ finlt~ ~2 o~der in the 
subordinate clause: 

( 7 ) a. Er hoffte, da6 er elne LOsung flnden kOnnte. 
'he hoped that he a solution find could' 

b. Er hoffte, er konnte eine L6sung finden. 
'he hoped he could a solution f ind' 

c. *rer hoffi"e, er elne Lësung finden k6nnte. 

d. Er hoffte, elne L6sung finden zu k6nnen. 
'he hoped a solution find to be-able' 

The same pattern ls also ln evidence in an analogous class of 

noun-complement and adjective-complement constructions, ..,here 
the he ad noun (e.g. "Hoffnung" ('hope'), "Illusion" ('illu­
sion'), "Vorschlag" ('suggestion'» or adjective (e.g. 

"ge..,iB", "sicher" ('certain'» permits a "daB"-less finite 
complement variant: 

( 8 ) a. 

b. 

c. 

Von der Illusion, 
'from the illusion 

daB 
that 

er 
he 

die 
the 

ganze 
... hole 

Welt erobern 
... orld conquer 

kOnnte, 
could 

hat er sich nie befreien kënnen. 
has he (refl.) never liberate been-able' 

Von der Illusion, er kOnnte die ganze Welt 
'from the illusion he could the ..,hole ..,orld 

erobern, hat er sich nie befreien kOnnen. 
conquer has he (refl.) never liberate been-able' 

*Von der Illusion, er die ganze Welt erobern konnte, 
hat er sich nie befreien kënnen. 

'j 
J 



( 9 ) a. 

b. 

c. 

ES lst 
'it 15 

erhôht 
ralsed 

Es lst 
, it is 

Jahr 
year 

*Es lat 
erhôht 
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gewlB , 
certain 

daB 
that 

unsere steuern lm 
Ill-the 

nêlchsten Jahr 
next year 

werden. 
wlil-be' 

gewiB, unsere 
certain our 

erhoht. 
ralsed' 

gew1l3 , unaere 
werden. 

our taxes 

steuern werden lm nachsten 
taxes will-be in-the next 

steuern lm ndchsten Jahr 

The "daB Il -less complements have [('ce i ved re laU ve l y 

little attention in the generative literature on German word 

order, given the almost exclusive concern with the explana­

tlon of matrlx clause ward olders as the presumed "core cases" 

of V2 positioning. l shal1 argue that these cases of V2 word 

order ln German subordlnate clauses III fact yleld some crucial 

evidence for deciding between competing analyses of Germanie 

underlylng structure and consequently of V2 movement. 

There are three possible ways of looklng at these 

clauses, given the tradltlonal framewolk. The first--that 

they are cases of simple deletion of the complementizer "daB" 

--can be dismissed outright. These structures are in clear 

contrast vith saying and thinking verb complements in the 

mainland ScandLnavlan languages, where, as noted by Holmberg 

(1986) and by Platzack (1986b), the flnlte complementlzer may 

be omitted and the verb in the subordinate clause remains in 

its "verb-third" position after the nexal adverbial, as ln 

Platzack's Swedlsh example: 
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lit was strange 

saga 
say 

nAgot. 
anythlng 1 
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(att) 
(that) 

min syster inte ville 
my sister not wished 

Whatever accounts for the lack of verb movement ln (10) 

obvlously does not explaln the behavlour of the verb ln the 
German examples, where V2 is forced in the complement clause. 
Secondly, the German clauses cannot be consldered variants of 
direct reports or quotatlons, as a flrst-person subject would 

be required in the quotations corresponding to the subordinate 
clauses in (7b) and (8b). 

The third possibility, the one which seems to be 

lmplicit ln most work which deals with these clauses (e.g. 
Reis (1985); Haider (1986); Schwartz and Vikner (1989); 

Webe Ihuth (1989), 15 that they fa Il together wi th the com­
plements of assertive verbs of saying and thinking in many 

languages as being contexts which permit a range of embedded 

root phenomena, i.e. they are a type of "EMC", as defined in 
Chapter Two. This means that they are derivable by the same 

syntactlc operations as matrix clauses, ln the tradltlonal 

analysis via movement of the finite verb eventually into ~. 

It was noted in Chapter Tvo that the analysls 

usually proposed for EMCs 15 that they are (~ CP) structures, 
I.e. that the [-WH1 complementizer which heads these clauses 
can, in many languages (including the mainland Scandinavian 

languages, Icelandic, Frisian and English), exceptionally 

select a CP rather than the characteristic IP complement.' 
This makes a second, lower ~ position, as weIl as a SPEC-CP 
position, available for the finite verb and another constitu-

'But cf. Diesing (1990) for Yiddish. 

-------------------------------- -~- -- -
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ent (a subject or non-subject) to maye to, respectlvely. Thus 

Holmberg (1986) and Platzack (1986a, 1988) derlve subject­

flrst and non-subject-flrst EHCs in a manner which 15 exactly 

parallel vith the traditional analY5ls of matrix clauses, e.g. 
in Swedish: 

(11 ) a. Han sa att [cp Bengt j kunde 1 [IP e j e i e i 

'he said that Bengt could 

gôra det l ) 

do it' 

b. Han sa att [CP nUj kundel [IP Bengt ei ej el 

'he said that nov could Bengt 

gora det l ) 

do It' 

De Haan and Weerman (1986) argue for an essentlally slmllar 

analysis for assertive verb complements which exhibit V2 arder 
in addition ta other matrix clause characteristics in Frisian. 

Returnlng to the German clauHes, a Eirst pOint of 

disslmilarity therefore relates to the compl~mentlzer Itself. 

While the (-WH) complementizer i5 typlcally present ln EMCs, 
lt 15 curlously absent in the German sentences: the V2 order 

(e.g. ln (7b), repeated below) 15 2.Il.l.:i. grammatical W'hp.n the 

complementlzer 15 omltted: 

(7) b. Er hoffte, 
'he hoped 

(*daB) er kOnnte 
he could 

eine Lôsung finden. 
a solution find' 

Halder (1966) dlscu5ses the German "daB"-le5s 

clauses in sorne detail, correctly polnting out that the V2 
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pattern 15 incompatible vith a (+WHI element. Thus when a 
typical bridge verb, such as "sich denken" ('imagine'), 
accepts a (+WHI as weIl as a [-WH) clausal complement, only 

sUbject-first, verb-final or der is possible in the indirect 

question case, as evidenced by the following paradigm: 

(12) a. lch kann mIr denken, 
'1 can (refl.) imagine 

Geschlchte 
story 

erzahlt 
told 

hat. 
has' 

b. leh kann mir denken, 
'1 can (refl.) imagine 

Geschlchte 
story 

erûihlt. 
told' 

c. leh kann mIr denken, 
'1 can (refl.) imagIne 

daB er lhr 
that he her 

dIe ganze 
the whole 

er 
he 

hat lhr die ganze 
has her the whole 

vas er lhr 
what he her 

erzahlt hat. 
told hast 

d. *Ieh kann mir denken, vas er hat lhr erzahlt. 

e. *Ich kann mir denken, vas ihr hat er erzahlt. 

f. *Ich kann mir denken, vas hat er ihr erz~hlt. 

Pursuing the idea that German "daB"-less clauses are 

EMCs vith an empty higher ~ node and thus, by analogy with 
the Swedish examples (lla) and (llb), have the underlying 

structure [CI e (cp e rel e (JP 11)}, (l2d) and (12e) could 

presumably be ruled out on the basls that the CP in an EMC is 
a structural Island, which would serve to preclude [+WH) 

extraction out of the CP to the higher d ~ The prohibited 
structure (12f) suggests, however, that even assuming extrac­

tion to the hlgher ~ 15 prohibited, or, alternatively, that 

• The island-like property of the CP in an EHC might 
indeed be attrlbutable to its being a "non-complement" of d, 
rather than to subjacency considerations as commonly assumed 
(e.g. by Holmberg (1986); Dlesing (1990». 
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there 15 no hlgher cO, the V2 clause still cannot be a CP. 

Haider attempts to save the account by proposing that the 

class of lexical items in question optionally selects a 

complement of the form (cp e (CI e [IP )) l, such that the 

inflected verb moves to the empty co, vith a specifie prohi­

bitIon on [+WH) elements appearing ln COMP (read "In the SPEC­

CP position").' 

The problem vith this explanatlon 15 that it 

reflects only a part of the correct generalization about these 

subordlnate V2 structures. Not only 15 the V2 pattern ln 
these clauses incompatible vith a fronted (+WH) phrase, it ia 
also generally incompatible with topicalization or fronting of 

any kind, as weIl as vith the variOU5 other matrix clause 

characteristlcs which are typically permissible ln contexts 

where embedded toot phenomena show up ln other languages, e.g. 

contra5tive left dislocation and VP preposlng, i.e. these 

clauses are 8ub1ect-first. contrary to the contention of 
Schwartz and Vikner (1989), sentences such as the following-­

with a topicallzed non-subject phrase in flrst position ln the 

IIdaB"-les5 complement clau5e--are not possible ln standard 

German discourse: 

(13) *Ich kann mir denken, 
'1 can (refl.) imagine 

1 hr erzahl t. 
her told' 

die ganze Geschlchte hat er 
the whole story haa he 

, Schwartz and Vikner (1989) and Webelhuth (1989) argue 
for a simllar analysls based on CP-selection by the verbs, 
etc., ln question and movement of the embedded verb to ~ ln 
the absence of a complementlzel followed by XP-frontlng. 
Webelhuth makes a simllar observation that these V2 com­
plements are incompatible vith a [~WHl COMP structure. 
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(14) *Von der Illusion, 
'from the illusion 

die ganze 'elt kOnnte er 
the whole world could he 

erobern, 
conquer 

(15) *Er 8agte, 
'he said 

(16) *S1e hoffte, 
'she hoped 

hat er sich nie befreien k~nnen. 
has he (refl.) never llberate be-able' 

kommen VOrde 81e 
come would she 

rechtzeltlg 
on-time 

würde 
would 

morgen. 1 
tomorrow' 

sIe 
she 

elntreffen. 
arrive' 

whereas the bracketed structures are of course perfectly 
acceptable in isolation, i.e. as matrix clauses, where non­
subject-first orders of all types are extremely common. 

Sentences llke (13-16) are also not found in contemporary 

German wrltlng; the bracketed clauses would have to be set off 
by a dash or colon, I.e. by sorne stronger form of punctuatlon 

indicating a full pause, caesura or break in the sentence. On 
the other hand, a subject-first complement clause appears 

naturally ln thls context, separated from the verb merely by a 

comma, which in accordance with current German punctuation 
conventions Is used to set off all subordinate clauses from 
thelr superordlnate clauses. 

It has been polnted out to me that speakers of some 

German dialects may sometimes--apparently with much idiosyn­
cratlc variation from speaker to speaker and sentence to 
sentence--judge sentences with the structure and wrltten form 

of (13-16) ta be possible sentences in their dialect. If this 

ls indeed the case, It merely suggests to me that embedded 
root phenomena may, not implausibly, be making inroads in the 
dialects in question. Presumably, such sentences would, in 
these dialects, receive an analysis equivalent to the analysis 

EHCs receive in languages which are patently amenable to them, 
such as Swedish, Frisian, etc., as in Swedish (lib), except 
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that the hlgher ~ ln such German EMCs would be empty rather 

than containing the [-WH1 complementizer. This ln no way 

detracts from the clear-cut sUbject-flrst/non-subject-first 

asymmetry we flnd in V2 complements in standard German, whlch 

ls formulated as a "rule" ln prescrlptive graromars, e.g. In 

Cochrane (1963, p. 196): IIIf!1àfl. ls omitted, the normal (read 

"subject-first" per his preliminary deflnitions, p. 191) ward 

order ls required." A similar reference ta the prescribed 

orde~ [sub1ect - flnlte veIb - other constltuents1 fOI the se 
V2 complements is found in the summary of grammar rules 

section of the Wahrig Deutsches WOrterbuch, a standard German 

dictionary.10 In conjunction with the evidence from native 

speaker judgments and llterary texts, this textbook prescrip­

tion establlshes that--at least ln standard Hlgh German and 

perhaps ln other languages/dialeets of the continental West 

Germanie subtype--we are dealing with a distinct syntactlc 

phenomenon ln the complements of the lexical class in ques­

tion, and one which demands an explanation. 

Clearly, then, the German IdaB"-less complements 

must be structurally dlstlngulshed from EMCs. But more 

signiflcantly, the 1°-final description of continental West 

Germanie base word order Is unable to account for such 

subject-first condition in these "daB"-less complements, slnce 

that analysls (llke ail versions of the tradltlonal analysls) 

of necessity assumes that the moved verb in V2 structures 

always lands in ~ and that subjects and non-subjects are 

fronted indlscrlmlnately to the SPEC-CP position. In short, 

we have here sorne crucial evldence from a class of sub­

ordinate clauses of a pre-verbal subject/pre-verbal non­

subject asymmetry ln German whlch ls comparable to that 

l~ee Gerhard wahrig: Deutscbes WOrterbucb mit eloem 
»LexikQn der deutschen Spracblebre« (1975), section 5.2 on 
page 107. 
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exhiblted in lcelandic embedded [+WH] structures, which latter 
asyrnmetry uncontroversially motivates a post-subject la node 
to serve as a landing site of verb movement in that language. 

We therefore have support for Travis' claim that pre-verbal 

sUbjects must 11kevise be structurally dlstlngulshed from pre­

verbal non-subjects in German. Moreover, having established 

that there ls at least one class of V2 structures--indeed a 

veLy common class of structures in German--in a Germanic 

language outside the Icelandic/Yiddish subgroup, which cannot 
be accommodated in a "mûvement to ~" framevork, ve have an 
important piece of evidence for la -second underlying vord 
order in the continental West Germanic languages and, by 

extension, converging evldence for 1° -second as a cross­

Germanie generalization. 

In next chapter I wll1 dlscuss hov, given the 

premise of 1° -second underlying order I have argued for, the 
framevork based on the ECP, as developed by Travis, can 

account for verb movement ln aIl the various clause types in 

the dlfferent Germanie language subtypes illustrated in the 
preceding chapters, and how the cross-linguistic variation can 
be explained. My arguments will incorporate certain modifica­

tions and extensions to the Travis account, and in particular 

a nev proposaI regarding the German "daB"-less complement 

clause data vhich 1 have shown here to be problematical for 

the traditional analysis. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

tHE INFL-SECOND/ECP ANALYSIS 

4. l Introduction 

The claim that sentences with pre-verbal subjects 

should be dlstlngulshed structurally frOID those with pre­

verbal non-subjects in aIl the Germanie "V2 language:3", as 

made by Travis (1984, 1987), i5 fundamentally at variance wlth 

traditional approaches which have prevailed since the earliesl 

generative accounts of the continental Germanie languages and 

whlch ln one form or another characterlze V2 surface orders ln 

these languages as th~ uniform result of movement to d! In 

the prevlous chapter, German clausal complements wlth the com­

plement i zer "daB" omi tted, WhlCh have subject- fi rst VI. order 

QUly, were presented as important evidence for the necessity 

of this distinction and, accordingly, for Travis' proposal 

that aIl the Germanie languages have a post-subject 1° node at 

d-structure (SUBJ-I-VP underlying arder), which may serve as 

the final target site of V2 movement in subject-first sen­

tences. 

1 have also discussed, in Chapter Twa, sorne serlous 

shortcomings, at both the theoretieal and empirlcal levels, of 

the "triggers" of V2 which have been argued for within the 

framework of the traditional analysis of Germanie. In thi::; 

chapter 1 will show that Travis' explanation, which exploits a 

version of the ECP as the fundamental princlple motlvating aIl 

cases of verb movement, offers a far more coherent solution lo 

1 Thlersch (1978) notes that a non--congruent analysl~ of 
Germanie subject-first and non-subject-flrst matrlx clauses 
has only oeeaslonally been argued for ln the 11terature, e.g. 
by Haiman (1974). 
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the "V2 trlgger" quest~on. 1 shall alsc extend the Travis 1°_ 

second/ECP framework in a manner which will enable aIl the 
data presented in the preceding chapters to be accounted for 

wlthout encounterlng the klnds of pltfalls for whlch the 

various explanations based on the traditlonal analysis have 

been criticized. 

4.2 Fundamentals of the ECP Account 

The basic intuition behind Tra~ls' ac~ount 1s that, 

given the common base structure tree illustrated in section 

3.2 (p. 57), verb positioning in aIl the Germanie languages 

falls out from the theory of the distribution of empty cate­

gories, with particular reference to empty heads. The basic 

theoretlcal princlples (from TravIs (1987) are as follows: 

Empty Category PrlnclDle (ECP) 

Empty categories must be identified. 

Identification 

An empty category 15 identlfied 1ff 

- its position is identified, i.e. the gap is 
properly governed; and 

its content is identified, i.e. the features of 
the gap are recoverable. 

proDer GQyernment 

œ properly governs B Iff œ governs Band 

(i) B is a complement or the head of a complement 
of œ, or 

(ii) a is an antecedent for B. 
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The Idea Is that heads (unllke maximal projections), 

lncludlng the functor nodes (per Abney (1986», may be base­
generated without lexical content, although they may carry 
features, making them subject to the ECP. 2 The effect is to 

force movement to fili a base-generated empty 1° and/or ~ in 

cases where the gap ( e ) in question is not properly identi­

fied because either of the above conditions is not satisfied. 
Moreover, features of heads are retrieved (as required for the 

second condition) not by chain co-indexing as in the case of 

maximal projection movement (which leaves behind co-indexed 

traces of the form t j ), but by "head feature transmission" 

whlch Is subject to the following restriction: 

~tlction on Head Feature Transmission 

Head features may only be transmitted from a head to 
its sister. 

Once the features of a he ad are asslgned to Its slster maxlmal 

prOjection, they then percolate to the head of that maximal 
prOjection. This effectively imposes a strict locality condi­
tion on the movement of heads (Head Movement Constralnt), i.e. 
a yO may only move into an t which proper ly governs i t via 

YP, a complement of Xo. (See also Lamontagne and Travis 

(1986); also Koopman (1984), Chomsky (1986a) and Baker (1988b) 

for dlfferent formulations.) 

As already pointed out in Chapter Three, Travis 

makes a major departure from the tradltional account by 

2 Notably, this is at variance with Chomsky (1986a), in 
which the ECP is a chain phenomenon, applying only to traces 
le ft by movement. Travis' ECP, extended to apply to base­
generated empty heads, has more in common with the ECP­
framework of Chomsky (1981), as used by Stowell (1981) to 
account for the generalizations of English "that"-drop and 
similarly by Platzack (198Gb) for Swedish "att"-drop. 
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a88umlng that ordlnary 8ubject-flr8t declaratlve matrlx 

clau3es are projections of rO only, i.e. theyare ba3e­

generated a5 and remain IPs in àli in Germanie languages. 

Only vhen a constituent is (ronted or questioned, or an 
abstract operator (such as a phonetically null Q-morpheme) is 
introduced at the perlphery of the sentence, mgy a CP projec­

tion be considered to be generated. Moreover, thls only 
occurs to the extent that the optional SPEC-CP position pro­

vlded for by the base structure tree 1s exploited by the par­

ticular language type as the target site for these fronted 

categories, the fronting rules for various classes of cate­

gories belng subject to considerable cross-llnguistlc varia­

tion vith partlcular consequences for the "V2 languages". 

Another significant departure from tradltional approaches is 

the assumption--whlch seem3 latterly to have been endorsed by 

Kosmeijer (1986, 1987) and Platzack (1988)--that the flntte 

verb may remain in Its d-structure position vithin VP, and ls 

not required to move to amalgamate vith 1°, provided empty 1° 

is appropriately Identified by the features eontained l,) ~, 

making the gap 11cit. In such cases, inflection is likevise 

assumed to be achleved through he ad feature transmission, the 

inflectional features in 1° , which is othervise empty, being 

transmltted to the head of its VP complement where they are 

realized phonetically on the verb. 3 

Given this framework and 1° _r' ~ Il,d base word order, 

the finite verb may surface in one of b. et' locations in the 
Germanie verb movlng languages, namely, aï exemplified by 

German: 

J Alternatlvely, inflectional morphology could be 
generated directly on the verb at d-structure and "checked" 
for correspondence vith the features of rO, in the manner of 
Fabb (1984, cited in Travis (1984». 
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The head of yp4 ln a clausal complementS: 

( 1) Johann me 1. nt, 
'John thlnks 

that Karl 

[l' e [vp das Buch 

the book 

wahrschelnlich 

probably 

4 As already noted in eariler chapters, l shall no1: \lluB­
trale scrambllng movements wlthln VP ln my German examples, 
the only aspect of the internaI structure of lhe German VP 
wh1ch 15 relevant here being its head-finalness, which 15 
uncontroverslal. 

SI assume with Travis that tensed clausa] complements in 
German and the other V-final Germanie languages are extrdposp.d 
from their argument position, but remain with!n thp complpmenl 
domain of the matrix main verb which subcategorizes them. 
Clear evidence for extraposltion i5 found in sentences invulv 
1.ng multiple embeddings, where complement clauses must maye 
right\llard around the entire Ç1Y.tl~L.Q.L..:if;.~ dt the end of 
their superord1.nate clause, e.g. (only the relevant movement 
1 s shown hele): 

Es 
, 1. t 

ist klar, 
ls obvious 

daB 
that 

[ daO 
that 

Kat 1 das Buch 
Kar l the book 

Johann 
Jütlann 

geme 1 nt 
thoughl 

hat, 
AUX 

( t pp r f . ) 

wahrschelnllch 
probably 

gekauft 
hought. 

Webelhuth's (1989) c]aim that German verbs acludlly selecl 
clausal complements in a rightward direction wauld seem 
difficult to maintain in 11ght of such example~. 

lncidentally, the seemingly desirable notion lh~t an 
extraposed clausal complement nonetheless remains w1thin the 
argurnent-taking verb's complement domain ls more easily accom 
modated in an I-second/V-flnal frame\llork ..... here il moveù \lall~{' 
can stay within its superordinate VP, rather lhan maYe corn 
pletely out of J'as would clearly be Y1ec('ssmy to der 1 ve thp 
lowest clause 1.n the above sentence if Germ.)11 were I-(lnc)l a~~ 
traditionallyassumed. 
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ha t / ha be )))] , 

has' 

The head of lE ln a snb1ect-flrst matI lx clause: 

(2) [IP Karl [l' hat [vp das Buch wahrschelnlich gekauft e ]]] 

'Karl has the book probably bought' 

The head of CP ln other structures. e,g, a tOQlcallzed matrlx 

clause: 

(,3) [Cp wahrscheinllch j [C' hat 

probably has Karl the book 

gekauft e )]])) 

bought 1 

In (1), the embedded flnite v~rb ls in its d­

structure position, where lt may--lndeed must--remain, because 

cmpty rO is identified by the lexical complementizer in é1 
wh 1 ch pr oper ly gover ns and transm 1 ts the appr opr late fea tures 

to 1°.1 

, The indicative and subjunctive forms of the finite verb 
("haben") are interchangeable in this type of complement 
clause, l,e. followlng a matrix verb whi"'h is in the present 
tense. 

7 Tr av is suggests the transm i 55 i on of features to an 
identified empty node effectively "tills" the node in sorne 
sense 1 preven t i ng movement i nto 1° froIn occurr i ng in such 
structures. 1 have also adopted her practice of not co­
subscripting heads vacated by head to head movement, which 
would be inconsistent with the underlying theoretical assump­
tian tha t such rnovement does not leave beh i nd co- indexed 
traces. l leave it for the reader to infer the path of 
movement resul ting in s-structure "e" in accordance wi th the 
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In (2), one mQycm.e.n t \.July of the Unite v€'rh hag 

taken place, the head VO of VP havi nq been f orced to \Rove 1 nto 

the base -gene ra ted empty 1° \ihich vas not pt: oper ly gover ned: 

(2a) d-structure of (2): 

[ l P Kar 1 [l' e [vp das Buch wahr sche j nI i ch qe kùuf t hat ))) 

In the resulting s-struclure (2) 1 the empty head of VP vacaled 

by he ad movement 15 licit, it5 contents 1dentified by the fea­

tures of 1°, Unllke ln th~ tradltlonal analysls, no furl:her 

verb movement 1s necessary here: the subject remains ln \ Ls 

base position, the finite verb remains in rO, and UQ_Cf:.._1J2. 

generated. 

ln (3), on the other hand, the adverb "wC:lhrf\ch~ l n­

lich" has been topicalized, fronting to SPEC-CP .3nd crr~dting a 

CP: 

(3a) d-structure of (3) vith maximal projection mov~ment,: 

[cp 'Nahrscheinlich j [CI e llpKarllr' P. I vp das Buch Lj 

gekauft hat J JI] } 

In (3a), neither CO nor 10 i5 properly governed, t:riqqcrlJlq 

t'tlO agpllcations of movement of the Unite verb to derive ()): 

tht.: verb 15 forced to rnove through 1° to ~ t 0 prpvent ,ln Ecr 
violation. In the rp.sulting s-structure (3), the fp.atures of 

the empty heads of IP and in turn of VP, vdcated by hPM1 move­

ment, are retrievable from co. 

Head Movernent Constra i nt (supra). 
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L3 earameters of Germanie Word Order 

Using the BCP as the basic "trlgger" for all verb 

movement as descr ibed above, Travis 1s able to eharacter Ize 

the variation in verb posltloning in the basic clause types 

among the subgroups of the Germanie verb moving languages in 

terms of three word arder "parameters ,,8, as follows: 

Parame ter 1: 

Parame ter 2: 

e.su.ameter 3: 

YP Headedness (head-initial/final). 

Adjunction to IP (whether used for fronting 

rules). 

COMP Features Identi fy INFL (whether suf fi­

clent to Identlfy the contents of INFL). 

The values for these parameters selected by the major verb 

movlng l<1nguage subgroups are sehematlzed as follows (Travis 

(1987»: 

VP Headedness 
(Head-initial 

:: "+") 

Adjunetlon to IP 

COMP Features 
Identi fy INFL 

1 ce land ici 
Yiddish O/'O 

+ 

Ma 1 n land Sean­
dinavian (MSc) 

+ 

+ 

conti nenta 1 West. 
Germanie (CWG) 

+ 

1 n the next sections 1 shall show how the Travis schema ean 

effectively aeeount for the major eross-linguistic differenees 

and similarities arr.ong the Germanie languages with respect to 

8 Travis' eharacter i zat i on of these language d if fere nCf>S 

as pararneters 15 offered vith the provisu that their theore-
t i cal status as sueh i s st i 11 qui te unclear and the hope that 
these putative "parameters" will "ultimately be subsumed under 
larger, more explanatory pararneters". 

, 
~ 
; 
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word order. l sha Il fi r s t rev l ew the three standard clause 

types Travis herself discusses, namely subject-first and non­

subject-first matr ix clauses and tensed complement clauses 

w!th complementlzers, and then illustrate how the analysis can 

be extended to cover the German data hom Chapter Three and 

the additional clause types dlscussed in Chapter One, as weIl 

as certain special facts about English. 

4.4 Matt ix Cla.u~ 

The analoques of the German subject-first miltrix 

clause (2) above in Sweàish and Icelandic, which exhibit lhe 
same V2 ward arder, receive a parallel analysis in thE' E:CP 

account. The only difference is in the d-structure position 

fyom which the head of VP moves to the empty hC'ad of IP, ilS 

reflected in the n+ head-initial" value selec:tp.d by malnland 

scand 1 nav lan and l celdnd 1 c/Y l id 1 sh f or the VP Headedncss 

parameter, as opposed to the "- head-initial" value selecl:ed 

fOI continental West Germanie: 

( 4 ) [Il' Sven [ l ' har [ VP troligen [vp e kl'Jpt. bokp.n J ) ) ) 

'Sven has probably boughl. I.he--book' 

(Swed 1 sh) 

( 5) {IP Helgl [ l ' hefur [vp tr61ega [Vp E' keypl h6k 1 nil 1 1 1 J 

'He 19i has prabably bouqht. t.he book' 

( Icelandic) 

Moreover 1 l t 15 to be noted that (4) and (5) are eXdct.l y 

parallel structurally with their analogues in many other S'JO­

type "non-V2 languages"--\t1hich are nonethelp.sf\ verb- ffiovl nq (V 

to I) languages--such as the Romance languages. In FrerlC.:h, 



1 

( 

- 82 -

for example, the he ad of VP also raises to rD, presumably for 
the same reason as in the Germanie examples, i.e. to prevent 
an ECP violation: 

(6) [IP Jean [l' a (vp probablement [vp e acheté le livre 11)) 

'Jean ha5 probably bought the book' 

However, unlike Romance, when any other category 15 

toplcalized in Icelandic or Svedish, a second movement of the 

flnlte verb 15 triggered as in German (3). This i5 attributed 

to the fact that the Scandinavian languages (and llkevlse 

Yiddish) share with the continental West Germanie languages 

the "_" selection for the Adjunction to IP parameter, i.e. 

they typically do not exploit le Adjunction as a fronting Iule 

option. Rather, as a general rllle, àl..l. fronted categories 

land in SPEC-CP, creating a CP vith an ernpty head which is not 

properly governed and whlch must therefore be filled by move­

ment of the head 0 E VP through 1° to ~ , al vays resul t i ng ln 

s tr let V2 sur face order: 9 

( 7 ) [cp Tr 0 Il gen j [C' har 

, probably has Sven 

[VP e kôpt boken 111111 

bought the-book' 

(Sved lsh ) 

9 l continue to equatp Yiddish with Icelandic in terrns of 
its basic word arder typology, duly noting that it would 
require a special classification along the lines discussed in 
Chapter Tvo, if Diesing's (1990) claims can be maintained. 
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[C' hefur 

has 

[IP Helgi [l' e [vp t j 

Helgi 

[ VP e k e ypt b6 k i na ])) J ] ] 

bought the-book' 

( Icelandlc) 

The movement of the matrix clause verb to thp pre­

subject (V2) position followlng front\ng of the varlous 

classes of elements whlch may be topicalized in these 
languages, as illustrated in Chapter One, w1l1 accordinqly be 

accounted for in a manner consistent with (3), (7) and (0) 

above. Thus fronting (topicalization) of a subordinate clause 

\s likewise assumed to reflect movpment of that entirp ~lause 

to SPEC-CP of the matrlx clause, creatlng a matrix C:p which in 

tUIn triggers two applications of movement of the matrlx verh, 

through 1° to co. For example, frontlnq of lhe German adjunct 

clause (~ example (6) from Chapter One) will yielù the matrix 

V2 a-structure: 

(9 ) [cp ( Wenn er das Geld nlcht ha t, ) j [c' kann [ IP l"r 

, i f he the money not has can he 

[ l ' e [vP [vp 51ch das Bueh von der Blb) lolhek 

(rpfl.) the book from lhe library 

auslelhen e ) t j 
) ] ] ) ) 

borrow' 

Thu5 the Adjunction to IP parameter serves to dls­

tingulsh the Germanie "V2 languages" from Engllsh, Romance and 
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a wlde varlet y of other language groupslO, whlch use Adjunc­
tian to rp for fronting of certain classes of elements and 
consequently do not exhibit generalized V2 word order in 

matrix clauses. In English, [+WH] and certain other 

"operator"-llke elements do move to SPEC-CP, resulting in tr2 

e f fects (V /1 to c!) in these part icular structures only, e. g. : 

( 10) [cp Which books j [C' has [IP he [ l ' e [VP e read t j ) ) ) 1 1 

whlle [-WH) phrases adjoln to IP: 

(11) [IP probablYj [IP John [ l' has [VP t j 

[ VP e bought the book ] ] ) 1 ] 

Since adjunction to IP does not create a CP, the auxiliary 

verb in rO mayes no further in (11), surfacing in superficial 

third positIon ln cantrast with its "V2 language" counterparts 

(3), (7) and (8). Indeed, the particular contexts (classes of 

fronted categories) ln which individual languages take up the 

option of IP Adjunction for maximal projection movement vary 
considerably across "non-V2 languages". For example, Travis 

(1987), based on Torrego's (1984) data, notes that ln Spanlsh, 

[+WH) arguments can only front to SPEC-CP (as do [+WHl argu­

ments and non-arguments al1ke in English), while spanlsh [+WH] 

non-arguments may either move to SPEC-CP or adjoln to IP. ln 

a similar vein, [+NEG1 phrases front te SPEC-CP in English, 

whlle in French they adjoin to IP. 

Thus the ECP analysis has the important conceptual 

advantage of being able te account for aIl matrix clause V2 

l~or example, the Afrikan Kru languages studied by 
Koopman (1964), which have ~ to f raising like Romance, but 
don 0 tex hi b l t V / l t 0 Co. 

~ 
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phenomena ln a unlform manner across languages, ln contrast 
with tradltlonal approaches, the explanatlon belng based on an 
Independently motivated, very general prlnciple of grammar. 

Moreover, the account does not entail Invoklng any exceptlonal 

d-structure propertles for any of the "V2 languages" or the 
"non-V2 languages" vith regard to the projections of the 

funct lonal categor les 1° and c!, as was shown to be the case 
with the other "trigger" hypotheses based on the traditional 
premise tha t "vet:b-second" equates w i th rnovement to ~ ~l 

111 t 15 appr opr late to Inc 1 ude a word about "EMCs" here. 
As noted ln earlier chapters, they exhiblt aIl the character­
lstlcs of matrix clauses, possibly being more akin to direct 
statements, and, properly speaking, should be teased out of an 
analysis of embedded clauses as being "non-complements" of the 
complementlzer "that" and its various cognates ln the 
languages which allow 5uch "embedded root phenomena". 
Holmberg (1986) has suggested that the fact that Travis' 
(1984) theory requires a non-congruent analysis of subject­
first EMCs and non-subject-flrst EMCs t:epresents a disadvan­
tage, whereas ln the traditional analysls they can aIl be 
assigned the sarne exceptional structure, namely [~ CP). l 
fail to understand how this is a drawback for Travis' account. 
Indeed, forcing a [Co CP1 analysis of àLl EMCs leads to the 
same difficulties as a congruent analysis of matrix clauses, 
which ls what prompted Travis to argue for a structural dis­
tinction between subject-first and non-subject flrst sentences 
in the first place. Moreover, the unlform (dl CP) analysis 
cannot be extended to English EMes. In the !-second/ECP 
account, the structure under the [-WH) complementlzer in an 
EMC will be an IP if it is sUbject-first and a CP tf toptcall­
zation has occurred, exactly as in ordinary matrix clauses, 
but in both cases the head-complement relation between the 
complementizer and the following structure (vhether IP or CP) 
viII be assumed to have been interrupted. The breakdown of 
the complement relation between the nexal ~ and whaL follovs 
It wll1 also account for the fact that ail EMCs are structural 
ls1ands. 
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4.5 comulement Clauses 

4.5.1 Tensed Complements 

In the ECP account, unllke ln tradltlonal accounts 

of the ma 1 n land Scand 1 nav lan languagesLl , the head 0 f VI? 

remalns ln its d-structure position in the Swedlsh equivalent 

of the tensed complement clause ln (1), as lt does ln Its 

German counterpart. Again, the assumption Is that the gap ln 

1° i5 Identified, as to both its position and its content, by 

the lexical complementizer in~. But Scandinavian VPs being 

head-initial, rather than head-final as they are in German and 

its congeners, the lack of verb movement here results in the 

characteristic "verb-third" embedded surface order, wlth the 

VP-adjoined IP-Adv intervening between the subject and the 

finite verb, thus obviating the need for a "special" 1'­

external adverb adjunction position as wa5 required in 

previous analyses of the mainland Scandinavian subgroup: 

( 1 2 ) Jan troI ... 
'Jan bel ieves 

[c' att [IP Sven [ l ' e [VI? sannolikt 

that Sven probably 

[VI? har kOpt boken ] ) ] ] ] 

has bought the-book' 

The [-WH) complementizer can aiso be freely deleted ln main­

land Scandinavian without affecting the structure of the 

complement clause. In that case, the empty c! will be "saved" 

from the ECP--as per Platzack's (1986b) original explanatlon 
which squares with the one adopted here--by virtue of being in 

1lr.e., until KosmeijeI (1986), (1987); I?latzack (1988) . 
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the complement doma ln of, hence proper] y governed by, d'ld 1 fi 

terms of Travis' account identified by, the matrix verb via 

the clause (C') lt heads. Once CO 15 identified, the feat.UICS 

of the matrix verb may be further transmltted to the head of 

the embedded IP complement of c\', and since 1° too 15 

identified, no verb movement will occur. 

In Icelandic, on the other hand, where embedded v2 

effects (V to I) are triggered in sentences like the 

equivalent of (12): 

(13 ) J6n segir 
'Jon says 

CC' ad [IP Helgi ( l ' hefur lvp trulega 

that Helgi has pr obabl y 

[VP e keypt b6kina l l l l l 

bought the-book' 

it i5 clear, in terms of the ECP account, thdt empty 1° in the 

corresponding d-structure (lJa) cannat have been identlfied by 

the complementizer "ad" Il in CO, as otherwise there wauld be no 

reason for movement to have occurred to derlvp (11): 

(13a) d-structur.e of (13): 

J6n segir ... 

(C' ad [IP Helgi [l' e [VP t.rulega 

[VP hefur keypt b6kina 111]1 

Since the structural/functlonal relationship between ~ and 

its IP complement appears identical in (12) and (13), Travis 

lmputl":Js the movement of the fin i te verb 1 nto 1° ln (U) Qjll~ 

to the lnabllity of the Icelandlc complementl.zer "ad" ta 
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transml t features to rO • Movement ls thus triggered to fill 
the empty he ad vhose position ls identified but vhose content 
15 not. 13 Simllarly, the inability of the Yiddish comple­

mentlzer "az" to identify the empty he ad of its IP complement 

ls consldered responslble for the embedded V2 effects 

exhlbited by that language, accounting ln particular for the 

movement of the fln1te verbal root to the post-subject 

position in subordinate as weIl as matrix clauses involvlng 

partlcle verb Jtructures, e.g.: 

(14) Ikh gloyb ... 
'1 believe 

[CI az [IP er [l' shlkt [Vp haint [vp avek-e dem briv 1)))) 

that he sends today off the letter' 

These data lead Travis to propose her third para­

meter. The distinction is mad~ between the Icelandic/Yiddish 

sUbgroup, which have a ,,-" setting for the COMP Features 

Identify INFL parameter, and the mainland Scandinavian and 

continental West Germanie languages which pattern together in 

having a "t" setting for this parameter. So formulated, thls 

"parameter" suggests that the inability to identify the con­

tents of an empty 1° i5 a general property of aIl complementi­

zers in languages such as Icelandic and Yiddish. While 

languages appear to behave quite consistently in this regard, 

the posslbility is left open that, as a property attaching to 

a class of lexical items, there may be sorne variation among 

complementizers vith!n a given language. 1 shall argue below 

that this is indeed the case in German. 

l~here are no equivalent examples vith complementizer 
deletion available in Icelandic ta compare vith the Svedish 
ones, apparently because the deletion of Icelandic "a~" i5 
restricted for independent reasons. (See Holmberg (1986).) 
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4.5.2 German "daB"-less Complements 

l now return ta the "daB"-less alternative comple­

ment structures in German which 1 introduced in Chapter Three 

as crucial evldence for Germanie IO-seeond base vord erder, 

arguing that their subject-first V2 order is not amrnable ta a 

traditional-type analysis in terms of "movement te Co". 

Assuming, therefore, that ve have here another case (as in 

Jcelandic and Yiddish) of va ta 1° movement belng responslble 

for V2 order in a class of true subordinate clauses, wc must 

now address the question of the status of the ~ node in lhe~e 
structures and hov we can account for the movement under the 

ECP analysis. 

Unllke the Icelandlc and Yiddish structures whlch 

exhibit "embedded V2 effects", the German structures in que~­

tian have no overt complementizer heading the embedded clause, 

as in the "daB" -less equ i va lent 0 f (1) above: 

(15) Johann meint, 
'Johann thinks 

gekauft. 
bought 1 

Karl 
Karl 

hat/habe 
has 

das Buet! 
the book 

Wil hnH.:he 1 n 11 ch 
probably 

1 have already Buggested ln Chapter Three that the pogglhllity 

that ~ in the embedded clause 15 merely an "empty" cateqory, 

either by vlrtue of being base-generated as such or as a 

result of deletion or "dropping" of the complementizer IdaB", 

can be ruled out. Such an empty he ad would be properly 

governed by the matrlx verh al other category of which lhe 

clause 15 the complement. In terms oE the tva-part Identifi­

cation required for ernpty heads under the ECP analysis, 1 u~h 

matrlx head, lf lt 1s lexical as in the Cr.lse of an ln :il..tJl 

main verb, a noun or an adjective, could presumahly transmit • 

• 
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features to the embedded CO and from there to the embedded f 
5uch that both these empty heads would be ident i f ied. 1 f the 
argument-taking verb of the matrix clause has moved ta rO, as 

18 the case ln (15), both functlonal heads of the embedded 

clause would still be identified: here the chaln of feature 

transmission would begin wi th the moved matr ix verb in 1°, 

which would transmi t features to the va head of the matI i x VP 

vacated by verb movement, which features would in tUl:n be 

transmi tted to r3 and 1° of the complement clause. An empty C 0 

should therefore have no effect on the position of the verb ln 

a complement clause, as 1 ndeed i t does not in scand lnavlan 

complement clauses vith deleted complernentizers where the 

embedded "verb thlrd" order 13 preserved as we saw ln Chapter 

Three. The fact that the German Hnite verb, e.g. "hat/habe" 

ln (15), moves fi:om its clause-final (VP-final) base position 

into the post-::: ubject (V2) pos i t ion lnd icates tha t an "empty 

d " analysis d0es not carry over to these German "daB"-less 

clauses, which ac;r::ordingly cannot be of the form: 

On the othe( han!:'!, an account ln terms of bare IP-selectlon by 

this lexical class does not seern to be a viable alternative 

either. If the relevant portion of (15) were instead of the 

form: 

the ECP analysis would still predict that the embedded flntte 

verb should remain in its VP-final d-structure position, as 

the embedded ernpty 1° would still be identified by a malrix 

clause member--in this case by the IP-complement-taklng matrlx 

verb in rnatrix 1°, via the vacated VO position • 
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Clearly, then, these structures mllst have a non­

empty ri node. 1 there fore propose that c:J in these clauses 

contains an abstract "$iJ" [:'WHl complementizer with nul! phone­

tic reallzatlon (an alternate to ,"daB"), whlch makes d imper­

vious to feature transmission from outside its own clause, 

effectlvely interrupting the chain of empty head identifica­

tion as do "daB" and other German complementizers. Thus the 

class of German verbs, nouns and adjectives which may select 

this type of tensed clause have an addltlonal optional sub­

categorization frame speclfied for thelr argument structure, 

namely: 

(18 ) {XP • •. -t' ( CI fi IP ] ] 

(+tense] 

ln addition to: 

(19 ) [XP . .. t' (CI daO IP 1 ) 
[+tense] 

as we 11 as: 

(20 ) o (XP ••• X IP ] ] 
[-tense] 

ln the case of those which also select an inflnltlval. An 

important difference between the two [-WH] tensed clause com­

plementlzers tI~" and "daB", however, i5 that "0" 15 unable to 

transmi t the features necessary to ident i fy the head of l ts 
olin IP complement, hence triggering va to 1° as in the derl­

vat ion of the complement clause in (15):14 

HA second difference, whlch wl1l emerge later, 15 that 
German ~ always blocks extraction, whereas sorne dialects allow 
extraction over "daO". 
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(21) [ IP Johann [1 ' me int, [VP t j e 
, Johann thinks 

[CI ~ [ IP Karl [ 1 1 hat/habe [vp das Buch 

Karl has the book 

wahrsche ln1 lch gekauft e I111j 11 1 

probably bought 1 

A slmllar derlvation would obtain for the parallel "daB"-less 

noun-complement and ad ject ive-complement structures 

11lustrated in Chapter Three, e. g. : 

(22) [NP d le 
, the 

Hoffnung, 
hope 

[c' 9 [IF er [1 f würde [VI? eine LÔ8ung finden e ) 1) 1 j 1 

he would a solution find 

(23 ) [ IP Es [ l 1 ist [VP (AP t j gew lB , 
, 1 t 15 certain 

[C' " [ IP unsere steueren [ l ' werden [ VP lm n~ch5ten 

our taxes vi ll-be in-the next 

Jahr erhOht e ) 1 ) ] j e J J J 

year ra lsed ' 

Indeed, the ta complementlzer 1 propose vou Id be 

atyplcal of German complementizers, resembllng instead the 

general behaviour of comp1ementizers in Iceland le and Yiddish 

with respect to Travis' third parameter. As mentioned above, 

such language internaI variation is a possibllity the ECP 

account allows for in that the ability of complernentizers ta 

transmit features is conceived as a propertyof lexical items. 

Espec ially as i t Is an abstract element w i thout phonet le 
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content, lt 16 not lnconcelvable that the, complementlzer 
might lack sufflclent features to identify empty 1° . 

The idea of such abstract elements with null phone­
tic reallzatlon (as opposed to empty categor1es) activatlng 
syntactlc movement ls hardly new, as evldenced by the pro­
posals for varlous sentence-peripheral abstract operators 
(such as the "Q-morpheme") trlggerlng subject-verb or -aux 
inversion (= V/Io to CO in current frameworks) discussed ln 
Chapter One. Nor is the notlon of an abstract head category, 
ln partlcular an abstract complementlzer, wlthout precedent, a 
"~" complementizer having been proposed more than once in 
other contexts ln the GB 11terature.~ What will undoubtedly 
be more controvers la 1 ls my further cla lm that the German "~" 

complementlzer ln structures like (21-23) ls an absolute 
barrier to extraction out of Its IP complement--a claim 1 
shall substantlate ln Chapter Flve. By this 1 mean that not 
only ls movement to a lower SPEC-CP Imposslble--these comple­
ment clauses belng subject-flrst llke thelr equlvalents vlth 
"daB" as we saw in Chapter Three--but neither Is extraction 
posslble via successive cyclic movement to a hlgher clause. 
lndeed, as 1 shall show, "long extraction" over d' (through a 
SPEC-CP "escape hatch") is a very restricted phenomenon ln 
German whlch, to the extent It 15 allowable (there being 
considerable dialectal variation), ls only posslble over the 
complementlzer "daB". IP complements of the German (+WH) 
complementizer "ob" ('whether') are Islands with respect to 

l~.g. by Kayne (1981), after chomsky and Lasnik (1977), 
as part of an attempted explanation of the di ffer 1ng proper­
ties of "believe"-type verbs in English and French with 
respect to control and exceptlonal case marking. See also 
Platzack (1986a), who has suggested a phonetlcally null com­
plementizer Is present in r:!, selected by the matrix verb, ln 
indirect questions, alternating in Swedish vith the morpheme 
"som" • 
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extraction and l shall contend, in the face of certain pur­
ported counterevidence, that the alternate [-WH] comple­

mentizer "~" in fact patterns with [+WHl "ob" with respect to 

the island-creating property. 

4.5.3 Inflnitiyal Complements 

While not dlscussed by Travis (1984, 1987), the ECP 
analysis appears to extend very neatly to infinitlval comple­
ment clauses, in particular ta the Scandinavian data supplied 
by Holmberg (1986) and by Platzack (1986a). 

The distinction between Icelandic and ma inland 

Scandinavlan vith respect to the COMP Features Identlfy INFL 

parameter carries through to control verb complements, which, 
as shawn by Koch Christensen (1983) and Platzack (1986a), are 

headed by the complementizer "a~" in Icelandic and "att" ln 

Swedish. Consistent vith the ECP analysls, the (non-flntte) 

head of VP moves into 1° in the lcelandic infinltival Q~, 
vhere it surfaces to the left of the nexal adverbial, pre­
sumably because the infinitival complementizer "ad", like 1ts 
flnite equivalent, is unable to transmit features to the empty 

head of its IP complement: 

(24) Hann 
'he 

lofa~i .•. 
promlsed 

(c' ad (IP PRO [I,lesa [vp ekki [VP e b6kina 1]])] 

to read not the-book' 

(Icelandic) 

whereas Swedish "att" can transml t features such that the 

ernpty 1° position ls identified, as It 15 ln flnite clauses, 
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[c' att [IP PRO [l' e [vP lnte [vP l&sa boken 11111 

to not read the-book' 

(Swedlsh) 

In the other Scandinavian languages, where the dlstrlbution of 
the infinitive marker (the cognates of "ad/att") indicates 
that it i5 not a com~lementlzer, the verb also remains in its 
d-structure position, as in the Danish and Norwegian 
equlvalents of (25): 

(26) Han lovede ... 
'he promlsed 

[IP PRO [ I,e [VP lkke [VP at lese bogen 1 l ) 1 

not to read the-book' 

(Danish) 

( 27) Han lovet 
'he promised 

[IP PRO [ l' e [vp lkke [vP A- lese boken ) ) ) ) 

not to read the-book' 

(Norwegian) 

Here the empty he ad of the Infinltlval IP is identlfled by 
head feature transmission from outside the clause, as ls also 
the case ln the continental West Germanie languages, where the 
non-finite verb in a control verb complement remains in its 
base position within vP, thus surfaclng clause-finally, e.g. 
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[IP PRO [l' e [Vp das Buch nlcht zu lesen ]]) 

the book not to read' 

Indeed, the ECP analysis predicts that the head of 

VP will remain in its d-structure position in COMP-less 
infinitival complement types generally across languages, as 

the COMP Features ldentify INFL parameter will be irrelevant 

in 8uch structures and the empty 1° head will always be iden­
tlfied by a matrix clause member. This prediction is borne 

out by the "verb-third" surfa~e order common to rals\ng and 

ECM verb complements ln ~ the language types under discus­
sion, including Icelandic, which would aIl receive the same 
structural analysis under the ECP account: 

(29) Hann j virdist 
'he seems 

not have read the-book' 

l~egardless of whether these infinJtivals, which have no 
overt complementizer, are considered to be projections of ~ 
or of 1°, the analysis is essentially unchanged: a chain of 
head feature transmission will still be created from the 
matrix verb selecting the Infinitival (whether it ls in ~ 
or in the matrix 1°) ln the absence of intervening material ln 
the embedded co, such that any empty head position(s) in the 
complement clause will be Identified. 
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[IP hann [l' e [vp ekkl [vp hafa lesld b6klna }1}1 

him not have ~ead the-book' 

( lcelandlc) 

(31) Han j ve~kar 
'he seems 

Hlst boken 111} 

not have ~ead the-book' 

(32) Jag anser ,,' 
'1 beljeve", 

[IP honom [l' e [Vp inte [vp ha Hist boken 111) 

hlm not have read the-book' 

(Swedlsh) 

(33) Han j synes '" 
'he seems 

[IP t j [l' e [vp lkke [VP Alese boken 1]]] 

(Norweglan) 

(34) Erj scheint, 
'he seems 

not to read the-book' 

[IP t j [l' e [vP das Buch nicht gelesen zu haben 1]) 

the book not read to have' 

(German) 
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Thus the ECP analysle accounta both for the cross-

11ngulstlc dlfference with respect to verb position in control 
verb complements between 1celandic (24) and the mainland Scan­
dlnavlan languages (25 to 27 )17, as weIl as for the verb orc"er 

l~he analysis requires that the infinitive marker ln 
Danish and Norwegian, which surfaces to the rlght of the 1P­
Adv, be generated as part of the VP as proposed by Koch 
Chrlstensen (1983), possibly as a clltic on the hlghest ~ of 
an infinitlval clause, as reflected in the structures shown 
for the control infinltlvals (26) and (27) and the raislng 
infinltlval (33). Clearly, in a strict 1-second analysls of 
scandinavian word ord~r as Is argued for here, it cannot be 
generated under 1° as has been claimed by Platzack (1986a) and 
Holmberg (1986, 1988), who posit an 1P-Adv position Inter­
vening between the subject and 1° in the mainland Scandlnavian 
languages. 

Notably, the status of the infinitive marker as a member 
of VP is independently motivated for German, as ln (28) and 
(34). Proponents of an 1-final analyis of the continental 
west Germanie subgroup might want to suggest that German "zu" 
could be generated in 1° and reposition Itself to the left of 
the last verb at PF, possibly belonging to the class of 
"second-to-last-positlon (5-2) clitlcs" proposed by Baker 
(1988b) to accommodate the reordering of. the elements withln 
verb clusters in these languages. This might ln turn be 
illterpreted as an argument in favour 0 f 1- final rather than 1-
second base word order for German. However, the "zu" in ~ 
hypothesis turns out to be untenable given certain additlonal 
facts, namely the well-attested clause union effects associ­
ated vith verb cluster formation (see, e.g., Haegeman and van 
Riemsdljk (1986); Baker (1988a, b» involving COMP-less 
infinltivals (such as control, perception, causative and 
ralsing verb complements). Unless it 15 extraposed from Its 
argument position (extraposition being a commonly exploited 
option ln such contexts, although not obligatory as for tensed 
complements), the 1P complement of the verb "versucht" argu­
ab~y gets absorbed into Its superordinate clause in the 
folloving German sentence, as suggested by the wide scope of 
the negatlon, over the whole complement of "well": 

Wlr konnten die Aufgabe 
've could the exercise 

sogar nlcht anfangen, 
even not begln 

der Lehrer uns das problem nicht 
the teacher to-us the problem not 

zu 
to 

weil 
because 

erk laren 
explaln 
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asymmetry internaI to Icelandic between control verb comple­
ments on the one hand, which are headed by the complementizer 
"ad" (24), and raising and ECM verb complements (29 and 30). 
Since the latter types have no complementizer, theyare 
unaffected by the COMP Features Identify INFL parameter even 

in Icelandic, which explains why (29) and (30) pattern with 
the1r counterparts in the other Scandinavian languages, the 
verb remaining in its d-structure position. 

The facl11ty wlth which the ECP analysis accommo­

dates the infinitival complement data would appear to be 
another important point in its favour, especially as none of 
the other "92 trigger" theories whlch have been put forward 
based on the traditional analysis can successfully e~plain the 

above contrasts. As pointed out in Chapter Two, even the rnost 
ambitious framework thus far developed, the categorial 
features-based analys1s of Holmberg (1986)--wh1ch 1s one of 

the few analyses which does not motivate ~ to f movement in 
relation to "finiteness" and therefore one of the few which 
are in a position to be able to handle verb movement in 

infinitlvals at all--is unable ta adequately account for the 
variation between the dlffeIent infinltlval complement types 

wlthln tcelandic in terms of the "Predicate Princlple". As 

for the contrast between Icelandlc and Swedlsh control infini­
tlval ward order as exemplifled by (24) and (25), Holmberg 
(1986) contends that ~ to f actually occurs in the Swedish 

control inflnltlval as weIl, i.e. by the same string-vacuous 
movement followed by "VP prunlng" he argues for in flnlte 

versucht hatte ]. 
trled had' 

Havlng "zu" generated under 1° ln the Infinitival is clearly 
incompatible with the notion that it loses its status as a 
separate clause, the resulting structure being the bracketed 
IP whlch, needless ta say, can have only a single [+tense) 1°, 
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subordlnate clauses ln that language. He accordlngly attrl­

butes the different surface order of the verb in relation to 
the nexal adverbial in the Swedish control verb complement, as 

ln flolte clauses, to the speclal l'-external adjunction p~sl­

tion for IP-adverbs he posits for the malnland Scand1navlan" 

languages, as discussed in Chapter Two. However, assuming 

Holmberg would want to preserve the parallelism of structure 

in the other infinitival clause types, e.g. between (29-30) ln 

Icelaodlc and (31-32) in Swedish, he wou Id have the same 

problem accounting for the asymmetry regarding ~ to ID withln 

Swedish, i.e. between control verb complements and other 

infinitivals, as he has for Icelandic. Alternatively, he 

would have to claim that VO raises to f in the Swedish 

raislng and ECM verb complements (31-32) as well, but that for 

some reason movement 15 suppressed ln the Iceland\c equl­

valents (29-30). It i5 hard to imagine how this difference 

could be motlvated. 

4.6 Non-complement claus~ 

4.6.1 Adjunct Clauses 

Tensed and untensed adverbial adjunct clauses allke 

are ordinarily introduced by one of a large class of sub­

ordinating conjunctions which in current OB frameworks are 

standard li' assumed ta be genera ted in f!. The pred let 10n, ln 

terms of the ECP analysis, 15 that these clauses wlll be 

affected by the COMP Features Identlfy INFL parameter just as 

complement clauses headed by lexical complementizers are, i.e. 

that verb position within such an adjunct clause will be 

determined by the abillty of its lexical COMP-llke head to 

transmit features to its empty 1°. The fact that the whole 

adjunct clause ltself bears a structural/fuoctional rela-
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tlonshlp to the matrlx clause whlch Ls dlfferent from that of 

a complement clause will basically be irrelevant to the issue 
of verb position. Thus these adjunct clauses should exhlbit 

the 3ame wor.d arder characterlstlcs as complement clauses with 

complementlzer ln each of the language subgroups under study, 

whlch 15 indeed the case, as exempllfled by the clause-final, 

"verb-third" and Y2 positions of the verb ln German, Swedlsh 
and 1celandic adjunct clauses, respectlvely, Indlcatlng ~ to 

1° occurs ln Icelandic only: 

(35) Ich rufe [YP [YP vorher .:\n e, ] 

1 l calI flrst ( part. ) 

[C' falls [IP ich [ l ' e [vp mich verspaten sollte ] J ] ) ] 

ln-case 1 (refl.) be-late should 

(German) 

( 36 ) Jag bllr [yp [vp e arg, 

II get angry 

(CI om [IP han [ l 1 e [\TP Inte [YP kommer snart ] l ] ] ] ] 

if he not comes soon' 

(Swed lsh) 
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( 37 ) [ VP [ VP ••• 

[CI pegar (IP ég [l' hlttl [VP loksins (VP e J6n)l 1)]] 

'when 1 met finally Jon 

(1 celand lcl8 ) 

But while the complement/non-complement distinction 

15 Inconsequential Insofar as verb position is concerned when 

a complementizer heads a subordinate clause, 1t becomes qu1te 

significant when the complementizer 15 omitted, creatlng an 

empty head, in an adjunct clause. As discussed in Chapter 

One, this is possible for a limited class of adverbial comple­

mentizers, in particular those which introduce condltional and 

concessive clauses, in some of the languages in question. 

Omission of the complementizer triggers movement of the finite 

verb, in this case aIl the way to the pre-~ubject (Vl) posi­

tion, i.e. filling the vacant d head. Again, what is strik­

ing is the congruency of thesc structures in aIl the Germanie 

languages, including English, e.g.: 

(38) Ich rufe [vp [VP vorher an e, ] 

, 1 calI f i r s t ( pa r t . ) 

(c' sollte (IP ich (l' e [vp mich versp~ten C! 1])]] 

should 1 (refl.) be-late' 

l~hrainsson (1986), following Maling (1980), whose 
example this is, notes that the (Swedish-type) "verb-thlrd" 
arder is also possible in such clauses with certain adverbs, a 
phenomenon he tentatively attributes to "some sort of permuta­
tion rule". The whole complex issue of how to account for the 
apparent freedorn of certain Icelandlc adverbials ta ocCUt in 
various positions is distinct from the verb movement issue and 
beyond the scope of this thesis. 

L ____ _ 
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( 39 ) Du hattest [VP [VI? ihn noch getroffen e, ] 

'you would-have him still met 

[C' warest [II? du [1 ' e [VI? rechtzeitig gekommen e ] ] ] ] ] 

had you on-time come' 

(German) 

( 40) Jag blir [VI? [VP e arg, 

, l get angry 

[C' kommer [II? han [l' e [VP inte [VP e snart JI]]]] 

if he not cornes soon' 

(Swedlsh) 

(41) l'Il [VP [VP calI first, ) 

[c' should [II? l [l' e [VI? be la te ) ] ] ] ] 

(42) You would [VI? [VI? have still met hlm, 

Cc' had [IP you [l' e [VP e come on time ]] ) ] ] 

(English) 

Whl1e the various "trigger" thcories proposed within the 

traditional framework were unable to account for the parallel­
ism across languages, the ECP analysis offers a straight­

forward explanation. Clearly, in the d-structure of (38) ~ 

(38a) Ich e [VP [VI? vorher anrufe , ] 

• l first (part.)-call 

[c' e [IP lch [l' e [VI? mlch versp~ten sollte ] 11]) 

l (refl.) be-late should' 

------------------------- --~- --~-~ 
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the empty ~ ln the adjunct clause, whlch 15 a non-complement, 
is not properly governed, in accordance vith Travis' struc­
tural/functional deflnition provlded above,l9 In fact, given 
the structural representatlon 1 have asslgned to these pIedl·· 

cate adjunct clauses (Chomsky-adjolned to VP--not the only 

possible analysis, nor necessarlly the correct one), even the 

structural condition of government of the empty d by a member 
of the matrix clause, the first criterion for proper govern­

ment, 15 not met. In any event, the ~ head of the adjunct ln 
(38a) (and therefore empty 1° as vell) is not identified and 
the finlte verb Is forced to mov~ from Its base position 

through 1° ta fill ~, yielding (38). The heads VO and 1° 

vacated by movement vill thereafter be identlfied by head 

feature transmission from the verb in d and will therefore be 
licit. parallel derivations obtain for (39-42). 

4.6.2 sub1eet and Topie Clauses 

While not dlrectly related to the issue of verb 
movement, some remarks concerning subject and tapie clauses 
are in order here. One is initially tempted to impute the 

non-deletability of the [-WH) complementizer "that" and its 
various Germanie language cognates in sentence-initial argu­

ment clauses to the ECP as vell, along the lines of the tra­
ditional link made in the literature betveen adjunct and 

subject clauses as non-complements (see, e.g. Huang (1982); 

Travis (1984». Like adjuncts, vhich are modifiers, in ~ 
(intraposed) subject clauses, as specifiers of l'in the 

"Cf. also Stovell (1981) and Abney (1986). 
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Germanie languages, are also not properly governed .20 Topl­
callzed object clauses--a structure commonly occurrlng in the 
V2 languages where they front to SPEC-CP of the matrix clause 
--move out of the complement domaln of the matrix verb to a 
posltion where they too are not properly governed. As ori­
ginally polnted out by stowell (1981) for English, deletion of 
the contents of the clausal head in such contexts results ln 
an ECP violation, apparently yielding an account of the obli­
gatoriness of the complementlzer in subject clauses such as: 

(43) [IP [CI *(That) he cornes [1,15 [vp e nlce 1]] 

and its Swedish equivalent: 

(44) [IP [CI *(Att) har kommer [ l' 8r [vp e trevl igt ]] ) 

as weIl as in topicalized object clauses like: 

(45) [cp [CI *(Att) han var tr6tt ]j [CI trodde [IP jag [l' e 

'that he vas tired 

( VP 1 nt e [vp e t j ])) 1 1 ) 

not' 

(Swedish) 

thought l 

2~ravis (1984) proposes that in languages where subject 
NPs are VP-adjacent, they May indeed be properly, or "comple­
ment" governed, cltlng the example of post-verbal subject NPs 
ln Itallan. ThIs argument could presumably be extended to 
extraposed subject clauses, which, 11ke ln ~ object 
clauses, often allow deletion of the compiementizer. 
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(46) (Cp (c' * (DaB ) er letzen Endes 

'that he finally 

vürde ] j [CI bezwe i fel te [IP er 

doubted he 

(German) 

eine 

a 

( l ' e 

LOsung flnden 

solution find 

(vp n 1 e t je) ) 1 1 ) 

never' 

The same pr.ohibition on deletion of the overt [-WH) 
complementizer heading a sentence-initial argument clause 15 

in evidence in aIl the languages under study. However, con­
sideration of additional facts leads to the conclusion that 

somethlng more than the ECP 15 responslble for the conslstency 
across languages in this regard. In particular, the German V2 

complement clauses selected by certain verbs , whlch 1 have 

claimed are headed by a "0" complementizer, cannot be topi­
callzed, thus: 

(47) *[CP [CI ~ er würde letzen Endes eine Lësung finden lj 

'he would in-the-end a solution find 

[CI sagte (IP er (l' e (VP t j e )) 1] 1 

said he! 

As Webelhuth (1989) appropriately points out, surface strings 

like that in (47) may be grammatical only with an intonation 

break (or, ln written language, a comma), signalling the 

rightmost clause (here the 'lords "sagte er") as a "parenthe­

tical" appended to a matrix clause. But given my argument 

that "0" ls not a syntactic empty category but a lexical entry 
with null phonetic ~ealization 1 have likened to elements such 

as the "~" question operator, which should therefore not be 
precluded from appearing in a position where it would not be 

properly governed, the Eep alone 15 insufficlent to rule out 

the topicalized object clause structure as represented in 
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(47). S Ince such structures are indeed impossible21, 1 am led 
to conclude, along with Olsen (1985), Holmberg (1986) and 
others, that the requlrement that sententlal subjects and 
toplcallzed object clauses be headed by a complementizer vith 
phonetic content should be attributed to a discourse con­
straint necesslt~tlng the presence of an overt marker of 
subordination to prevent false processing as a matrix 
clause. 22 

2~s can be verifled by considering similar examples ln 
vhich a matrix clause + "parenthetical" lnterpretation of the 
surface string Is unavailable, e.g.: 

*Er wOrde letzten Endes eine Lôsung flnden(,) 
'he would in-the-end a solution find 

hat er Immer geglaubt. 
has he always believed' 

A discussion of "parenthetlcal" clauses in German is the 
subject of Chapter Five. 

2~he condition 15 stronger than Webelhuth's requirement 
that the heads ln question must be (+N1. Webelhuth explicitly 
exempts finlte complement clauses only from this requirement 
--a move which Is necessary in the traditional (V to ~ ) 
analysls of V2 ln order to accommoda te German "daB"-less 
complements. He further contends that mainland scandlnavlan 
complements vith deleted complementizers (and no internal verb 
movement, e.g. example (10) ln Chapter Three) are bare IPs, 
also vith verbal heads, and hence, like the German V2 comple­
ments, cannot appear ln the topie position. l find the Idea 
that a flnite argument clause in any position can have a [+Vl 
head to be counterintultive and, indeed, no such assumption is 
needed in the analysis l have argued for. Accordingly, 
sentence-initial argument clauses appear to require more than 
merely a (+NJ head: they require a (+N) complementizer with 
overt phonetlc features. Moreover, it has been argued by some 
authors that subjects ~ properly governed in German (see, 
e.g., Noonan (1988»--possibly a further indication that some­
thing other than the ECP accounts for the obligatory presence 
of "daB" in sentential subject clauses. 
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4.7 Scandinayian Object Shift 

The I-second/ECP analysis aiso affords a more 
straightforward account of the facts relating to the pheno­
menon known as Scandinavian "Object Shift" than do the various 
two-step verb movement versions of the traditional analysis. 

Investigated extensively by Holmberg (1986) 
following on earlier studies, "Object Shlft" refers to an 

optional syntactic process operating in aIl the Scandinavian 

languages whereby an object ls moved leftward around one or 

more adverbials and/or floated quantifiers under certain 

conditions. Holmberg shows that Object Shlft can apply under 

conditions which essentially reduce to the requirement that 
movement of the main verb out of its d-structure position has 
occurred, leaving the base position of the object NP governed 

by a verbal head which 15 phonetically empty.21 

Thus Object Shift in matrix clauses is ooly possible 

when the main verb ls flnite, having accordingly moved lnto 
the V2 position, as illustrated by the following contrast in 

Icelandic: 

(48a) J6n keypti ekkl b6klna. 
'Jon bought not the-book' 

(48b) J6n keypti b6kina ekki. (with Object Shlft) 
'Jon bought the-book not' 

(49a) J6n hefur ekki keypt b6kina. 
'Jon has not bought the-book' 

2~ls suggested explanatlon is based on the idea that the 
phonet ica 11y empty verb pos 1 t Ion, unli.ke a lex lcal VO 1 can 
(optionally) choose to remain "invisible" for case-marking 
pur poses (1986, pp. 177-179). 
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(49b) *J6n hefur b6klna ekkl keypt. 
'Jon has the-book not bought' 

So far, the only dlfference between the analyses is that ln a 
two-step verb movement account, such as Holmberg's (1986) or 
Platzack's (1986a), the verb "keypti" in the subject-first 
matrlx clause (48) will have moved aIl the way to ~, whereas 
in the l-second/ECP account its final landing site will be 1°, 
a second movement of the verb Into ~ occurrlng in such 
clauses only If another category 15 topicalized. Under either 
analysls the structural condition necessary for Object Shift 

to be able to apply will stIll be met: "b6klna" ln (48a) 
will be governed by an empty ~, allowing Object Shift (48b), 
in contrast wl th (49a) where the governing verb 15 ln. ~. 

A further restriction ln the mainland Scandlnavlan 

languages is that Object Shift can only apply to unstressed 
pronouns. Therefore, while the equivalents of (48b) and (49b) 
with a non-pronominal NP are QQth impossible in Swedish, the 
order with Object Shift is possible wlth a flnite main verb 
(the equlvalent of (48b» if the dIrect object 15 replaced by 

an unstressed personal pronoun: 

(50a) Johan k6pte lnte den. 
'Johan bought not it' 

(50b) Johan k6pte den lnte. (with Object Shift) 
'Johan bought it not' 

(51a) Johan har inte k6pt den. 
'Johan has not bought It' 

(5lh) *Johan har den inte k6pt. 
'Johan has it not bought' 

Now, Object Shift can also apply ln subordlnate 

clauses ln Icelandlc, both ln flnite subordlnate clauses, 

provlded the maln verb 15 the top verb of the clause (cf. (48) 
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and (49)), and ln control verb complements: 

(52) Eg veit 
, 1 kno'W 

a. aèl J6n keypti ekki b6kina. 
that Jon bought not the-book' 

b. ad J6n keypti b6kina ekki. ('With Object Shift) 
that Jon bought the-book not' 

c. ad J6n hefur ekki keypt b6kina. 
that Jon has not bought the-book' 

d. *ad J6n hefur b6kina ekkl keypt. 
that Jon has the-book not bought' 

(53) J6n lofadi ... 
'J6n promlsed 

a. ad lesa ekki b6klna. 
to read not the-book' 

b. ad lesa b6kina ekki. (with Object Shift) 
to read the-book not' 

Here again, there is no difference bet'Ween the tradltional and 

the ECP analyses, there belng general agreement that movement 

of the VP he ad to 1° occurs in both these contexts in lce­
landlc, such that the necessary environrnent for Object Shift 

--an empty ~ governing the direct object--is created in the 

fln1te subord1nate clause (52a) and the control Inf1nltival 

(53a). Thus the object-shifted equivalents (52b) and (53b) 

are permlsslble. 

The difflculty for the traditlonal analysis arises 
wlth subordinate clauses in mainland Scandinavian. Two-step 

verb movement accounts routlnely assume that the head of VP 

raises to 1° in finite clauses, including non-matrix clauses, 
ln these languages as 'We1l, as it purportedly does in ail the 

Germanie languages. As a consequence of the position they 
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poslt for IP-Adv, ~ to f is a string-vacuous mov~~~nt in 
mainland Scandlnavlan ln these accounts, as ~e sa~ in Chapter 
Two. Accordingly, ~ to 1° in the swedish equlvalent of (52a) 
(with an unstressed pronoun substltuted for the object NP) 
would, e.g. ln Holrnberg's (1986) blnary branching framework 
with an l'-external adverb position, derive: 

(54a) Sven tror ". 
'Sven believes 

that Johan not bought it' 

With the structure (54a) rernainlng as it is, Object Shift 
should be permissible in this context, given the "empty verb" 
criterion, but it turns out that this ls not the case: 

(54b) Sven tror, .. 
'Sven believes 

*att 
that 

Johan 
Johan 

den 
it 

lnte 
not 

k6pte. 
bought' 

We can now understand why the two-step verb movement analysis 

needs a "prunlng convention", whereby, according to Holmberg 
(1986), the rnainland Scandlnavlan VP "collapses" after ~ to 

1° , becorning part of l'. "Pruning" 15 the only way Holmberg 
can purge the Swedlsh structure (S4a) of the unwanted empty ~ 
and thereby suppress the posslbl1lty of Object Shlft: 

(54aa) Sven tror .•. 
'Sven belleves 

[CI att (IP Johan ( l ' lnte [ l ' kOpte den 1 ) ) ) 

that Johan not bought it' 

He can then clalm that object shlft 15 posslble ln the rnatrlx 
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clause equivalent of (54) (= (50b» on the basis that a second 
verb movement (of V/I to ~ ) has taken place in the matrix 
clause--the standard assumption of the traditlonal analysis-­

leaving the VlIo node empty. Holmberg likewise needs to 
"prune" the VP ln Swedlsh control Inflnltivals, whlch he 

con tends have ~ to f raising like their Icelandic counter­

parts, ln order to block Object Shlft ln these structures as 
weIl: 

(55) Johan lovade ... 
'Johan promlsed 

a. [ C' att [IP PRO [ l ' inte 

aa. [CI att (IP PRO l l ' inte 

to not 

b. *att den Inte lâsa. 
to lt not read' 

[ l ' Uisai [vp ei den 

( l ' lâsa den 1111 

read It' 

) 1 ) ) ) 

AlI the above facts are handled much more slmply by 
the I-second/ECP analysls where, as was shown above, 1° 

remains empty in mainland Scandinavian complement clauses as 
weIl as aIl clauses headed by a lexical complementlzer. The 

lmposslbl1ity of applylng Object Shlft to the sentences (54a) 

and (55a) follows directly as a consequence of the fact that, 

unlike ln their Icelandic counterparts (52a) and (53a), there 

ls no movement of the verb from its d-structure position, 

these Swedish sentences (like thelr analogues with a non­

pronominal NP (12) and (25) respectively) recelvlng the 

following analysie: 
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(56) Sven tror ... 
'Sven believes 

[CI att [II? Johan [ l ' e [VI? inte [VI? k6pte den ] ] 1 ] 1 

that Johan not bought it' 

(57) Johan lovade ... 
'Johan promised 

[CI att [II? I?RO [ l ' e [VI? inte [VI? lasa den ] ) ) ] ) 

to not read it' 

The account requ1res no "prun1ng convention" of the sort 
required in the two-step verb movement analysis of the Scandi­
navlan languages. As noted in Chapter Two, this "pruning 

convention"--applying in Holmberg's framework only when it 

would not disturb binary branching, hence only where ~ and f 
are adjacent and verb movement ls string-vaeuous--is of 

dubious theoretical status.24 

4.8 English INFLs 

As the foregoing discussion illustrates, the three 
parameters Travis has proposed in conjunction with the ECP 

aceount effectively schematize the major dimensions of con­
trast among the Germanie languages with respect to surface 

verb position. Nevertheless, it ~ould appear that sorne addi­
tional provision must be made to accommodate the peculiarities 

of the English modal/auxiliary system if the description i5 to 
be complete. 

2~he alternative framework for the mainland Scandinavian 
languages presented in Holmberg (1988), which admittedly would 
not require "pruning" to account for the distribution of 
object shift, was shown ln Chapter Two to be problemat1cal on 
theoretical grounds. 
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Unlike the other Germanie languages, English does 

not eonform to the common cross-linguistic pattern of having 
all verbs generated within VP and, as required by the context, 

raislng the top ~ into a base-generated empty f node con­

talning only the abstract features of Inflection/agreement. 

1ndeed, while English rO, like 1° in the Icelandlc/Ylddish 

language subgroup, ls a lways lex Ica 1 ln fini te clauses25, 
Engilsh exploits more than one means of aehleving this. 

Careful consideration suggests Travis' COMP Features Identlfy 

INFL parameter cannat account for the Engllsh faets. 

The modals of modern Engllsh are standardly assumed 

to be base-generated ln 1°, thus: 

(58) [IP He (l' wIll [VP not [VP come to the lecture 1111 

as substantiated and expla\ned ln Lightfoot's (1979) treallse 

on their historical emergence as a distinct inflectional, 

syntactic and semantic class which led to their reanalysls as 

a new category at the end oE the Middle English period. In 

the absence of a modal in rO, only the progressive, passIve 

and perfect ive auxlliar les ("be" and "have"), wh 1 ch are base­

generated in VP, are permitted to raise t~ere from their d­
structure position (VO to f)26, as in: 

2~t Is genera1ly assumed to be lexical in nonfinlte 
clauses as weIl, where it is considered to be filled by the 
base-generated infinitive marker "to" (which may then move 
around nexai adverbials, such as the negatlon, and adjoln to 
VP, deriving the "normal" non-split infinitive orderlng "NP 
not to VP U ). (See, e.g., Chomsky (1986a); cL Pollock 
(1989).) 

l~ee Jackendoff (1972); Akmajian, Steele and Wasow 
(1979». Recently, Pollock (1989) has associated the unique 
ability of the auxiliary verbs "be" and "have" to raise from 
their d-structure position in Vp with their unique status with 
respect to theta-theory. In essence, the idea Is that English 
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(59) [IP He [l' has [vp not [vp e come to the lecture )))] 

If no modal OI other auxl1iary verb 15 present, 
English avails itself of one of two options to lexicalize the 
1° node. Travis (1987 and p.c.) appropriately characterizes 
the flrst of these as "morphological me!ger" ln the sense of 

Pranka (1983), a process whereby the features of two nodes can 

be combined under the condition of adjacency. Accordingly, 

merger of the heads vD and ID ylelds: 

(60) [IP He [l' [I+V came] to the lecture ]])) 

That the process exempllfled by (60) ls not verb movement, 
i.e., that It ls nelther vil to f nor 1° to vO, is evidenced, 
respectively, by the ungrammaticality in Modern English of: 

(61) *[ IP He [l' came [vp not [VP e to the lecture)))) 

and: 

( 6 2) * [ 1 P He [ l' e [vp not [vp came to the lecture 1]]] 

Rather, if adjacency ls interrupted, as by the sentential 

negation, the familiar, if still poorly understood, phenomenon 
of "do-support" is the default strategy, yielding instead: 

(63) [IP He [l' did [vp not [vp come to the lecture ]])] 

AGR (which in Pollock's X' system 15 a separate category, the 
head of its own AgrP) i5 morphologieally so "impoverished" in 
comparison wlth other languages (among them French, as weIl as 
the other Germanie languages) that it i5 "opaque" to theta­
role asslgnment. If a verb's theta-grid ls prevented from 
percolatlng up to such opaque AGR, it follows that the possi­
billty of raising will be lexically restricted to verbs that 
have no theta role to asslgn. 
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What concerns us for purposes of the ECP analysis 15 

the level at vhich the tvo processes exemplified by the vell­
formed structures (60) and (63) apply. The distribution of 
periphrastic "do" and inflected main verb forms Indicates that 

bath pracesses accur at PF. That 15 to say, it 15 only after 

al..l.. syntactic movement--both maximal projection and head move­

ment--has occurred that the adjacency condition becomes rele­

vant ln determining whether merger of 1° and ~ can aPt.'ly, 
fal1ing which the default strategy 15 then employed. In par­

ticular, if a yes/no question is formed, a [+NEGI element 
other than the subject 15 topicalized, or a constituent other 

than the subject is questioned (trlggerlng 1° to CO), a "do" 

form must appear in ~, since f in these contexts, once il: 

has moved into d, will no longer be adjacent to the main verb 
in VP, as the lexical subject vill Intervene. We thus 

der 1 ve: 21 

(64) [Cp 0 [CI did [IP he [II e [vp come to the lecture ]111 
[+1] 

and: 

(65) [cp Whlch lecture j [CI did [IP he [II e [vP come to t j 11111 

It 15 clear that 1° and"; cannot merge before movement; if 

they could, ve should be able to der ive the ungrammatical 

sequences: 

(66) *[ ~ [CI [I+V came 1 [IP he [II e to the lecture 111l 
CP[+?1 

210n the other hand, 1 ° (in dl) and VO vl1l still be 
string-adjacent at PF in the case of a subject extraction: 
only the trace of maximal projection movement will intervene 
between the nodes and merger will occur, deriving sentences 
l1ke "Who came to the lecture?" 
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and: 

(67) *[CP Which lecture j [CI [1+V came] [IP he [l' e to t j 1]]] 

But having determined that morphological merger and 
"do-support" only apply at PF gives rise to a problem for the 
ECP analysls based solely on the three parameters as formu­
lated by Travis. If ~ 15 base-generated empty in Engllsh 
sentences without a modal, and if it is only fllled at 5-

structure if one of the other raisable auxiljaries "be" and 

"have" 15 present, then s-structure ECP violations wlll sy5-
tematically occur in English sentences containing only a main 
verb. The Inescapable conclusion is that Engllsh 1° 15 in 
fa ct not empty at d-structure--containing only abstract fea­
tures as ln the other Germanie languages--but 15 alwa~s base­
generated with sorne lexical content, even in the absence of a 

modal, "be" or "have". 

Indeed, the description of the process whlch results 
in the appearance of the default auxiliary "do" in English ~ 
has been the subject of considerable debate in the literature, 
and in sorne theories (e.g. Emonds (1976); Akmajian, steele and 

Wasow (1979); den Besten (1977, 1983); Platzack (1983», "do" 

15 not Inserted by a late-levei rule but rather, in the 

absence of a modal or auxillary, ls Inserted ln 1° at d­
structure along with the tense/mood and agreement features, 
and 15 later deleted or "not phonetlcally realized" ln certaln 
environments. In present-day English these would be confined 

to when It occurs before the negatlon, before the sUbject (ln 
~ ), befora a deletion site (in anaphoric VPs and tag ques­
tions) or when it is stressed. 

1 do not believe it is necessary (nor partlcularly 

theoretlcally elegant) to resort to this approach to the 
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problem of base-lexlcallzatlon of t as a property of Engllsh. 
Rather, it is sufficient to say that rO is lexicalized at d­
structure either as a modal plus inflectional affix or, minl­
mally, as a bare Inflectlonal afflx vhlch ls fully speclfled 

as to phonetic as weIl as non-phonetlc features. Since rO 15 

nat empty, rals1ng of "be" and "have" ln Engllsh syntax-­

unllke t; to f in the other Germanie languages--wi 1] thus be 
unrelated to the ECP. The English auxl11aries presumably 

ralse from ~ in order to provide the affix in ~-a bound 
morpheme--with a bea~er (see Chomsky (l986a), p. 68), after 
which the appropriate marphophonemic changes can take place. 

Similarly, in sentences without auxiliaries, the default affix 
bearer "do" 15 Inserted at PF to carry an afflx left 

"stranded"--after aIl syntactic movement has occurred--in a 
position not adjacent to an in a11u verb with which lt can 
merge, the process of "do"-insertlon being again unrelated to 
the ECP. If, along these lines, we therefore incorporate 

"base lexicalizatlon of rO" into Travis' word order tYPology 
framework for the Germanie languages, her third parameter, 
pertaining to the ability of complementizers ta transmit fea­
tures and hence identify an empty ~, will, as a consequence, 
be simply irrelevant for English. ThiS, of course, will not 

affect the role of the ECP as the "tr 19ger" of movement of 1° 

to fili an empty ~ which ls nat properly governed, where such 
structures ar 1se ln English as lllustrated above. 

Another adjustment, or rather extension, which 

appears varranted for Engl1sh re lates to Travis' second para­

meter regarding the posslbl11ty of IP adjunction. While the 
position of the sentent laI negatlon partlcle "not" ls flxed 
(between 1° and", adjoined to VP) in English flnite clauses, 
as ev Idenced by (58), (59) and (63) above, other Engl ish II? 

adverbs may appear ta the left of 1°, in post-subject posl-
t 1 on. In fact, in the absence of a modal or auxl11ary, they 
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must be able to "leak" leftvard around 1° 50 that i and V 0 

rema i n ad jacent and can merge; support by unstressed per i­

phrastic !tdo" does not work vi th adverbs other than "not": 

(68 ) a. He would never come to our meetings. 
b. He never would come to our meetings. 
c. *He did never come to our meetings. 
d. He never came to our meetings. 
e. *He did probably come to the meet ing. (did unstressed) 
f. He probably came to the meeting. 

The only possible analysls of sentences like (G8d) and (G8f) 

Is one in vhlch the IP-Adv adjoins to II--the pre-1° adjunc­
tion position 1 argued ":'In not required for the mainland 

Scand inavian languages, but which does indeed appear to be 

mot i vated for Engl ish, at least for adverbials28 : 

(69) [IP He [II probably [l' [I+V came J to the meeting 111 

It therefore 5eems appropriate to modify Travis' Adjunction to 

IP parameter in order to assimilate the possibility of Il 

adjunction exhibi ted by Engl ish to the larger phenomenon of 

adjunction along the projection Une of 1°. 29 

We can now revlse Travis' table of pa:rameter5 

28 See, e.g., Jackendoff (1972); Emonds (1976); Travis 
(1988). 

UIt may turn out to he the case that a language which 
allows adjunction to l' will, by implication, also allow 
adjunction to 1P, but not vice-versa, as exemplified by French 
and many other languages which allow adjunction to IP but not 
to 1 t, IPs in such languages being accordingly "strictly V2": 

*Jean probablement a lu le 1 ivre. 

Investigation of thls proposed dlrectlonal unlversal i5 a 5Ug­
gested avenue for further research. 
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affectLng verb position Ln the var Lous GermanLe language sub­

types, completing it to refleet the additional facts about 
Engl ish d Lseussed in the preeeding paragraphs as follows: 

VP Headedness 
(Head-inLtial 
= "+") 

AdjunctLon to 
1 -Projections 

Base Lexical 
INFL 

COMP Features 
Identify INFL 

IcelandLcl Mainland Scan- continental West Engllsh 
'i1ddlsh (X/y) dLnayLan (MSQ) Germanic (CWG) 

+ + + 

IP, l' * 

+ 

+ irrelevant 

* Cf. Languages whlch allow adiuoctLon to XP ooly. 

4.9 On a Purported Argument agalnst the ECP Ana lysls 

Arguments for the trad i t i onal pos i t i on tha t V2 word 

order should be uniformly equated wi th movement to cf', and 

whieh are therefore, explici tly or implie i tly, aga! nst the 

type of aoa lys L5 of the Ger.man Lc languages advocated here, 

have in general revolved around a central claim. The conten­

tion whLch has pervaded the literature since the early genera­

t ive accounts of Germanie syntax has been that anyth 1 ng short 

of a ",; in d" account misses an important generalization 

about the 50-ealled "V2 languages", namely that any of a larga 

elass of di fferent phrasal eategor ies may appear in the pre­

verbal pos i tion ln matr lx clauses, the subjeet NP appearing to 

have no pr i vlleged right of occurrence there (see, e. g. 

Thiersch (1978». 
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1 have shown in this chapter that an analysis based 

on I-second base ward arder and the ECP can indeed account for 

the generality of surface V2 order in matrix clauses in these 

languages as contrasted 'Ii th the "non-V2 languages" as a con­

sequence of the parameterizatlon of the rules for frontlng 

non-subject constltuents. While subject-first sentences wi th 

V2 order are der i ved by VO to f rais1ng alone in the ECP 

analysis, fronting of other categories in languages which do 

not allow adjunction to IP, but instead front all categor les 

to SPEC-CP, 'Ii Il effectl ve ly tr 19ger the further movement of 

the verb to CO, agaln reaul tlng ln a V2 surface str 1 ng. 

It has been further demonstrated that a "vo in ~" 

account does not generalize ta the V2 word order exhibi ted by 

Most subordinate clause types (except for cEl'rtain infini­

tivals) ln languages like Icelandic and Yiddish and, indeed, 

by a certain subordlnate clause type found ln German. Such 

clauses, whlch, cruclally, are iust as "strlctly V2" as matrix 

clauses, are sub1ect-f irst and consequently amenable only to 

an analys is which lands the moved verb in a base-generated 

post-subject 1° node. There are therefore good reasons-- in 

addition to the evidence origlnally presented in Travis 

(1984)··-for teaslng apart "VU in fil and "V/1° in Co" as 

distinct sources of V2 surface word orders in the various 

Germanie languages, which Is only possible if they share a 

common I-second underlying structure. Indeed, far from 

mlssing a generalizatlon, an I-second analysis captures 

subtleties which are missed by a congruent analysis of 

Germanie verb movement. Moreover, none of the other, more 

specifie, arguments raised by the proponents of generalized 

movement to r! in "V2 languages" provides convincing evidence 

that that analysis has an advantage over the one presented 
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here. 30 

Recently, Schwartz and Vikner (1989) have challenged 

one of the spec if le proposa 15 of the ECP account of verb move­

ment, namely the prohibition on adjunction to IP ln the conti­

nental West Germanie and ma Inland scand inavlan languages, 

eiting evidence from German and Swedish, which 1 shall now 

examine br lefly. 

As polnted out in earlier papers, notably by 

Pla tzack (1986b) who had consldered the matter ln some deta il, 

certain classes of elements may intervene between ~ and the 

subject in German and Swedish, in particular reflexive pro­

nouns and short IP-type adverblals. Schwartz and V lkner 

(1989) provide the following examples with an adverb: 

(70) a. Ieh weiB, ... 
'1 know 

[c' daB gestern [IP Peter diese Sache erledlgt hat )] 

that yesterday Peter thls matter take-care-of hast 

b. [cp Hat gestern [ IP Peter diese Sache erled igt ) ) 

[+7 ] 
'has yesterday Peter this matter taken-care-of' 

c. [cp D iese Sache hat gestern [ IP Peter erledigt ) ) 

'this matter has yesterday Peter taken-care-of' 

(German) 

lOsee, for example, ela ims such as those made by Platzack 
(1986a) and Holmberg (1986) to the effect that only a VO in CO 
analysis accords with the distribution of the Swedish adverb 
"kanske" or the possibllity of deletion of the auxiliary "ha". 
The "rules" they propose to account for such facts can just as 
easily be restated in terms of the I-second/ECP framework. 
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(71) a. Jag beklagar 
II regret 

[C' att aldrlg (IP Johan vill lc1sa de har bokerna 1 1 

that never Johan will read these books' 

b. [cp ViII aldrig (IP Johan lasa de har bokerna ] ] 
[+7] 

'viII never Johan read these books' 

c. [CP De hâr bokerna vill aldrig [IP Johan lasa ] ] 
'these books will never Johan read' 

(Svedlsh) 

These authors assume (following Eubank (1988) and Tomaselli 
and Schwartz (1988» that these elements are adjoined to IP, 
thereby disputing Travis' Adjunction to IP parameter vhich 
prohibits such adjunction in these languages. They then go on 
to claim that, if indeed adjunction to IP is possible but 
adjunctlon to CP is not, the ungrammaticality of: 

(72 ) *Gestern Peter hat diese Sache erledigt. 
'yesterday Peter has this matter taken-care-of' 

and: 

(73) *Aldrlg Johan viII lc1sa de har bokerna 
'never Johan will read these books' 

will follow under the traditional analysls only, where the 
subject NPs in (72) and (73) would have been fronted to SPEC­
CP, these structures receiving an analysis congruent with the 
equally ungrammatical: 

(74) 

and: 

*Gestern 
'yesterday 

diese Sache hat 
thls matter has 

Peter erledigt. 
Peter taken-care-of' 
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( 75) *Aldr Ig de har bôkerna v ill Johan lasa. 
'never these books will Johan read' 

This 1ine of reasoning ia entirely aelf-servlng, 

there belng no conclusive ba3is for the initial premlse that 

the highllghted elementa adjoin to IP at aIl. In fact, 
Platzack (198Gb) has convincingly argued that the distribution 
of these elements suggests they clitlcize to a lexical cfJ, 
which may be a complementizer or a fronted verb. The latter 
explanation ls consistent bath wlth the I-second/ECP analysls 

and with the Adjunction to IP parameter, according to whlch 

(72) and (73) are generated as bare IPs to whlch adjunction 

will be precluded in the languages in question. 

There ls, however, a class of cases ln German--not 
those raised by Schwartz and Vikner--which rnay calI into ques­
tion the absolute prohibition against adjunction ta IP for all 

categor les. 

Recalling the unlntroduced adjunct clauses dlscussed 

earlier in this chapter, ln whlch the flnlte verb 15 fronted 
to cJ, it is noteworthy that when a complementlzerless condl­

tional clause (with VI order, thus VO in~) is itself fronted 
to the SPEC-CP position of the matrix clause, the matrix verb 

moves to d of that clause, resulting in a surface string 

which gives the impression of two structurally indlstingulsh­

able clauses. Holmberg glves an example in Swedlsh (cf. (37b) 

ln Chapter One), which 1 adapt here to the ECP ana1ysis: 

(76) [cp [CI Kommer [IP han [l' e [VP inte e snart))))j 

'comes he not soon 

[ C ' b 1 i r [ 1 P j a 9 [ l' e [ VP [ vp e a r 9 ) t j ))))) 

get 1 angry' 
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As far as German Is concerned, formaI grammar textbooks 
recommend the use of a correlative element--usually an adverb 
such as "dann" or "so"--1n this context for pragmatic reasons, 
i.e. by way of facilitating recognition of the matrix clause 
(as the one introduced by the correlative). The "Duden­
Grammatik" (p. 567) provides the following example, the (b) 
sentence be lng strongly preferred over (a):31 

(77) a. (11) [ 1'111 ein Besitzer Grundstücke verauBern, ] 
'wants an owner lands to-dispose-of 

hat el eine Meldung zu machen. 
has he a notification to make' 

b. Will ein Besitzer Grundstücke verauBern, ] 

'vants an ovner lands to-dispose-of 

dann hat er eine Meldung zu machen. 
then has he a notification to make' 

structures Iike (77b) suggest a Contrastive Left 
Dislocation (etD) analysis, where the bracketed fronted clause 
would be in a TOPIC-like (CP-external) position, the correla­
tive adverb in SPEC-CP and the matrlx clause verb ln ~. In 
other vords, they would basically be structurally equivalent 

to sentences 1lke: 

(78) Maria, (cp auf ale kOnnen Sie 61ch verlassen. 

'Maria, on her: can you (ref1.) rely' 

But, cur:iously enough, thls i5 not what happen5 when a comple­
mentizerless concessive clause 15 fronted, there being nQ 

l~.~. The use of such correlatives is not neces­
sarily confined to contexts where the matrlx clause follows a 
complementlzerless clause. In fact, the pattern is quite 
common with all fronted adjunct clauses, with or wlthout 
complementlzer. 
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invers lon of subject and matr lx verb in such contexts. 1 
again cite the Duden's (p. 568) example: 

( 79) Ist es auch dunke l, w 1 r werden das Z le 1 schon er re ichen. 
'be It ever-so gloomy ve shal! the goal soon reach' 

Most Importantly, a subject-flrst condition is again ln evl­
dence--as vas the case with the German "daB"-less complements. 
But th is t i me the asymmetry applles to matr lx clauses, i. e. : 

(80) *Ist es auch dunkel, das Ziel werden wir schon erreichen. 
'be It ever-so gloomy the goal shaii ve soon reach' 

with a non-subject as the initial constituent following the 
fronted clause, is at best a highly unnatural German sentence, 
requir iog, as did the "daA"-Iess complement structures with 
attempted internaI topicalization, a stronger break ln the 
sequence, set off by punctuation such as a colon, etc. 1 have 
no particularly enlightening comments to make about the se 
structures other than to suggest that the prohibition agalnst 
IP adjunctlon in German may have to be relaxed to allov thls 

specifie class of fronted categories to adjoin to IP 50 that 
sentences 1 ike (79) but not (80) can be genera ted. 32 The 

point i5 that, far from undermining the ECP analysls, we have 

here another piece of evidence for a subject-flrst/non­

subject-first distinction in German matrix clause structure, 
converging vith Travis' evidence involving personal pronouns. 

The traditlonal analysis--where matrix clauses are always CPs, 

obscuring thls distinctlon--would seem to be at a 1055 to 

32cochrane (1963) links the "unexpected" unlnverted word 
order ln the second (the matrix) clause to the fact that, 
historically, these sentence types were once independent 
clauses. In terms of a synchronie description, however, there 
can be no doubt that a relation of subordination exlsts 
between the matrlx clause and the concessive clause which 
precedes i t. 
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explain the asymmetry. 

1 now turn to the promised defence of the "9" com­
plementizer l praposed above as an alternate to German "daB", 
speclflcally ta the clalm that this complementlzer ls an abso­
lute barrier ta extraction, to whlch claim l devote the next 
chapter. In the process 1 shall also refute certain addi­
tional purported counterevidence against the I-second/ECP 

analysls adduced, among others, by Schwartz and Vikner ln 
their 1989 paper. 
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CHAPTER FIYE 

GERMAN "PARENTHETICALS" REVISITED 

5.1 Long Distance Moyement ln German 

In Chapter Four 1 proposed an analysis of German 
"daB"-less flnlte complement clauses based on a "~" morpheme 
which may appear in CO instead of the [-WH] complementizeT. 

"daB". 1 argued that, unlike "daB" and German complementlzers 

generally, the "~" complementlzer lacks the features necessary 

to identlfy the base-generated empty 1° head of its comple­

ment, triggering ~ to f. This accounts for the fact that 
these clauses, optlonally selected by a certain clas5 of 

verbs, nouns and adjectives, have subject-first ya surface 

word order, any further movement of the verb being effectively 
blocked by "~" which occupies Co. 1 further claimed that the 

"~" complementizer exhibits the same island-creating ploperty 

as the German [+WH) complementizer "ob" and unllke "daB", 
which--subject to considerable dialectal varlatlon--allows a 

const 1 tuent to be "long extracted" ove r it to SPEC-CP of a 

higher cla1Jse. 

Conslder the following attempts at long dlstance 

[+WH) movement: 

(1 ) ('?) wen j sagte er, t j daB et t j gestern angerufen 

'who(m) sald he that he yesterday ca lIed 

hatte/hlltte? 

had' 
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( 2 ) (??) wen j sagte er, t j daB er selner Hutter versprochen 
'who(m) said he that he his rnother promised 
hatte/hatte, t j daB er t j dernnachst anrufen 

had that he soon calI 

würde? 

would' 

( 3 ) *wen j fragte die Hutter, t j ob ihr Sohn 
'who(m) asked the rnother whether her son 
t j gestern angerufen hatte/hatte? 

yesterday called had' 

( 4 ) *wen j sagte er, t j S er hatte/h~tte t j gestern 

'who(m) said he he had yesterday 

angerufen? 

called' 

While sorne speakers reject extractions over "daB" altogether, 

and while the contrast between (1) and (2) indicates accep­
tability diminishes each time "daB" 15 crossed, even in 

dlalects which allow the long movement, the complete ungram­

maticality of (4) as weIl as (3) would appear to support my 

clalm that "~", like "ob", is an absolute barrier to extrac­

tion of any klnd.1 

Th~re i~, however, an important set of data which 

the "~"-complement proposaI must deal with, which was first 
discusseà by Thiersch (1978) within the traditional generative 
framework and, latterly, has been adduced by Schwartz and 
Vikner (1989) as evidence against the ECP analysis in what is 

in essence an updated version of Thiersch's original argument. 

1 Not surprisingly, long movement over any of the 
complementizer-like elements whlch head adjunct clauses 15 
aiso completely impossible in German. 
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1 refer to structures like the equivalent of (4) with vetb­

subject arder in both clauses, which structures, unlike (4), 

are grammatical: 

( 5) Wen, sagte 
' .... ho(m) said 

er, 
he 

hatte/hêltte er 
had he 

gestern angerufen? 
yesterday called' 

(6) Seine Tante, sagte er, hatte/hatte er gestern 
'his aunt said he had he yesterday 

angerufen. 
called' 

Since Thiersch (1978), the consensus among generativists (e.g. 
Travis (1984); Haider (1986); Schwartz and Vikner (1989» has 
been that sentences like (5) and (6) should be tLuated as con­
gruent .... ith (1), l.e. as the result of long movement of a non­

subject constituent out of a complement clause ta the front of 

a matrix clause, the extracted constituent maving cyclically 
(through SPEC-CP in current theories). It is routinely 

assumed that as the extracted constituent moves through the 

embedded SPEC-CP to the matrix SPEC-CP in structures llke (5) 

and (6), the embedded flnite verb moves into the embedded ~, 
followed in turn by the matrix flnite verb which moves into 

the matrix d. Thus (5) and (6) would be derived 1n the 
following manner (assuming I-second base word order and 

extrapositlon of complement clauses to VP-final position as 

argued for independently ln thls thesls): 

hatte [IP er [l' e [VP t k gestern angerufen e 11]11 j 1 1 ) ) 1 

(6a) [cp Seine Tante k [CI sagte [IP er [ l ' e [VP t j e 

[cp t k [e' hatte/hatte [IP er [ l' e [VP t k gesterr. 

angerufen e 11111j 1 1 1 ] 1 
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Slmllar derlvatlons purportedly obtaln for extractions out of 
multlply embedded "daB-drop" clauses, Y/Io to CO ("subject­
verb inversion") occurring in each clause as the extracted 
constituent moves from its base position in the Most deeply 
embedded clause through successive SPEC-CPs to the front of 

the sentence, e.g.: 

'who(m) sald he 

CC' hatte/htltte [IP er [ l ' e [YP seiner Mutter t j 

had he his mother 

versprochen e [Cp tm [C' wUrde [IP er [ l ' e 

promised would he 

[YP tm demn~chst anrufen e ]]]])j )))])k ] ) ] 1 ) 

soon call' 

If the long extraction analysis were the correct 

analysis of such sentences, this would obvlously undermine my 

proposal that ~ in "daB"-less complement clauses i5 filled by 

".6", blocking extraction. Clearly, CO heading these comple-
ments would have to be empty, either by base generation or as 

the result of complementizer deletion, to be able to serve as 

the landing site for Y/lo to ~ movement, giving rise to the 

verb-subject surface order. Moreover, if this vere the case, 

then, prima facie, the ungrammatical examples vith subject­
verb order in the complement clause, like (4), mlght weIl be 

construed as evidence in favour of the traditional viey of 
Germanie V2 order, as claimed by Schwartz and Yikner (1989), 

after Thiersch (1978). These ungrammatical sequences, the se 

authors argue, invite an analysis vhere the pre-verbal subject 

NP occupies the embedded SPEC-CP position, having moved there 

on the initial cycle in conjunction vith V/lo ta co, bath 
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maximal projection and head movement to ~ applying obllga­
to~ily in the absence of a complementizer ln the traditlonal 
account. This achieves the very desirable effect of making 

extraction of any other constituent out of the embedded clause 

lllicit, for lack of .:\n "escape hatch", as ln the type of 

structure that would be assigned to (4) under these assump­

tions: 

(4a) *[CP wenm [C' sagte [IP er [ l ' e [vp t j e [cp er k [CI hatte/ 

hatte [IP t k [ 1 1 e [vp tm gestern anger.ufen e )]))lj ) 1 1 ] ] 

The same "blocking" effect i5 not available ta the 

ECP analysis where the subject in a subject-first V2 clause 
remains in its base position in SPEC-IP. Indeed, in the ECP 

analysis, where movement of the finite verb into ~ 15 expli­
citly associated with the prevention of ECP violations, It is 

unclear why extraction of a [+WH] or toplcallzed phr.ase 

through an embedded SPEC-CP to the matrix SPEC-CP would 

trigger movement of the embedded finite verb into ~ ta der ive 

sentences like (5), (6) and (7), nor is it clear what would 

rule out (4), as such empty ~ he ad of the complement clause 
would be properly governed, hence identified, by the bridge 

verb in its superordinate clause. As pointed out in Chapter 

Four, even ~ ta f would not be motivated under the standard 
assumptions of the ECP analysis if ~ were empty in the 
complement clause. 

The problem for the traditlonal analysls, however, 

is that this still leaves unexplained the subject-first condi­
tion on these V2 complements in the absence of long extrac­

tion discussed in Chapters Three and Four, as instantiated by 

the ungrammaticality of: 
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( 6 ) '/tEr sagte uns, ",en hatte/hatte er gestern angerufen. 
'he told us who(m) had he yesterday called' 

(9 ) '/tEr sagte, seine Tante hatte/hatte er gestern angerufen. 
'he said his aunt had he yesterday called' 

As polnted out ln Chapter Three, a specifie prohibition on 
(+WH) COMP structures appearing in V2 complements may serve, 

in an ad ~ fashion, ta rule out examples like (8), but does 
not account for the general reslstance to toplcalizatlon ln 
these complements evidenced by (9). 

My answer to the puzzle 18 that the complementlzer 

is not "dropped" or deleted in "daB"-less flnite complements, 
cfJ being indeed occupied by an lsland-creating '!.tW', as l have 
claimed all along. Accordingly, examples like (4) are 

correctly analyzed as failed attempts at extraction over "0", 

thus: 

(4b) *[CP wen k [CI sagte [IP er [l' e [vp t j e [Cf S [IP er 

[l' hatte/hêtte [vp t k gestern angerufen e 1)))j ]1]]] 

and the grammatical surface strings in (5), (6) and (7) are 

not derlyed by long moyement. Long extraction out of a com­

plement clause must arguably be involved in the genesis of 
German structures 11ke (1) and (2) ln those dialecte whlch 
allow them, as is the case in their English counterparts 
where, ln addition, the complementlzer "that" (being ln a 

properly governed position) may be deleted wlthout affecting 

the structure: 

(10) Who(m)j did he say t j (that) he had called t j 
yesterday? 
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t j (that) he had 
would soon calI 

But 1 suggest that the claimed structural parallellsm wlth 

German sequences llke (5), (6) and (7) ls illusory. The 

h1s 

ma tr lx clause 1 n (5) and (6) 15 rull. the one conta 1 n 1 nq the 

left-most verb, i.e. the verb "sagte", but rather the sen­
tences "Wen hatte/hatte er gestern angerufen?" ('who(m) had he 
yesterday called?') and "Seine Tante hatte/hatte er gestern 

anyerufen" ('his aunt had he yesterday called') respectively, 
"sagte er" ('sald he') being a type of Interpolated clause or 

"parenthetlcal" embedded ln the main sentence frame. 2 

The idea that sequences 11ke "sagte er" ln (5) and 

(6) could be a type of parenthetical 15 of course the option 
which Thiersch (1978) considered and rejected in favour of 
analyzing them as the matrix clause taking a "daO-drop" com­

plement out of which a constituent has been long-extracted (in 

the "Engllsh" manner) ta derlve the constructions ln question 
along the llnes sketched above. Thlersch makes much of the 

fact that a sequence llke "sagte er" ln (5) and (6), if It 

were a "parenthetical" whlch he contends it ls not, would be 

fundamentally different from a "true insert", the latter being 

totally Independent of the matrix clause. An example he glves 

15 a German "Schaltsatz Il1 , which i5 Itself a structurally 

intact matrlx clause interrupting the main sentence, 5uch 

structures belng often used as a literary device, as in: 

2 Incidentally, the two commas whlch surround and set oif 
sequences like "sagte er" in these examples are obllgatory in 
written German in accordance with standard punctuation conven­
tions, while in (1) only the second comma (the one before 
"daB") 15 required, all German subordinate clauses belng 
preceded by a comma (see, e.g., Cochrane (1963, p. 367». 

3see Duden Grammatlk, ~~, p. 526. 
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verzwelfelte 
despaired 

es ist furchtbar zu 
it 15 terrible to 

er 
he 

verzweifeite an 
despalred of 

Wissenschaft und 
science and 

Fortschritt. (Th. Mann) 
progress' 

He argues that such intrusions in the main sentence frame, 

just llke phrases such as "Gott sel dank!" ('Thank God! '), can 
appear virtually anywhere in a sent.ence, whereas the inverted 

order sequences Iike "sagte er" in (5) and (6) are limited to 

certain positions. While this ls undeniably true, and while 1 
concede that the label "parenthetlca1" applied to these 
sequences may be somethlng of a misnomer, 1 suggest that the 
comparison vith "true parentheticals" 15 entirely beside the 

point and does not speak to the issue of whether the [verb -

subject -(X») sequences ln question are or are not the matrix 

clause. As 1 shall show below, there is in fact good empiri­

cal evldence for malntaining that they are embedded as depend­

ent structures in, rather than belng, the matrix clause. 

5.2 AdjunctiQn to SPEC 

1 propose that sequences like "sagte er" in (5) and 
(6) are a type of sentence-medial clausal adjunct, predicated 
of a phrasaI category in sentence-initial position. 

A first observation Is that there ls an obvious 
structural parallel between a sentence such as (6) (repeated 

below) and its equivalent made into a direct quotation: 

, 

1 
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(6 ) Seine Tante, sagte er, hatte/hatte er gestern 
'his aunt said he had he yesterday 

angerufen. 
called' 

(13) »Meine Tante«, sagte er, »habe ich gestern angerufen.« 
'my aunt said he have l yesterday called' 

the clause "sagte er" in (13) being commonly assumed to be a 
type of parenthetical, sornetimes referred to as a "perforrner" 

or "p-parenthetical,,4. The sarne parallelism obtains between 
indirect and direct discourse when a 5ubject NP ls the initial 
phrase: 

(14) Seine Tante, sagte er, hatte/hatte ihn gestern 
'his aunt said he had hirn yesterday 

angerufen. 
called' 

(15) »Meine Tante«, sagte er, »hat mich gestern angerufen.« 
'rny aunt said he has me yesterday cal1ed' 

In addition to appearing after the initial phrasaI constitu­
ent, "performer parenthetica1s" a1so typlca11y appear at the 

very end of the main sentence and, aga1n, there are paraI leI 

indirect discourse examples, e.g.: 5 

(16) Seine Tante hatte/hatte er gestern angerufen, sagte er. 
'his aunt had he yesterday ca11ed said he' 

(17) »Melne Tante 
'my aunt 

habe 
have 

lch 
l 

gestern 
yesterday 

4 See, e.g., Holmberg (1986). 

angerufen«, 
called 

sagte 
said 

er. 
he' 

5 As noted ln Chapter Four, there 15 a requlred intonation 
break in sentences like (16), setting off the words "sagte er" 
in final position as a parenthetical appended to the matrix 
clause. 
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Thus the sequences l am clalmlng are clausal 
adjuncts share a slml1ar distribution and form with a class of 
structures which are, quite uncontroversially, acknowledged to 
be "parentheticals", subordinate ta the matrix clause. 
Indeed, the inverted form of the "sagte er" parentheticals in 
(13), (15) and (17)--and by analogy thase in their indirect 

discourse counterparts (6), (14) and (16)--suggests that they 
project to the C' level, that thelr finite verb has moved to 

rO and then ta ~ because these empty heads are not properly 
governed, and that they have an empty complement position in 
VP. Those occurring sentence-finally «16-17» presumably 
adjoin to the whole matrix clause (IP or CP as the case may 

be). Those that Intercede sentence-medially «6) and (13-

15» are typlcally positloned after the flrst phrasal con­
stituent of the clause in which they are embedded, which 
suggests that in German they adjoln to the SPEC(ifler) posi­

tion of either of the functor projections, i.e. to SPEC-IP or 

SPEC-CP. ' 

Another set of parallel structures gives further 

support te the clalm that "sagte er" in sentences like (5) and 
(6), as weil as in the subject-first example (14), ls a C' 
adjeined to a SPEC position. Conslder the perfectly well­
formed sentences corresponding to (5), (6) and (14) respec­
tively: 

(18) Wen, wle er 
'who(m) as he 

sagte, 
said 

hatte 
had 

er gestern angerufen? 
he yesterday called' 

6 While sentence-m~dlal parenthetlcals typically Intercede 
after a specifier position, this being by far the most seman­
tically neutral pattern, they may arguably appear in positions 
lower down in the sentence as weIl, especially following a 
category which receives contrastive stress (but cf. Thiersch 
(1978, p. 141), who considers the latter type somewhat mar­
ginal). 1 shall in any event confine the discussion here to 
parentheticals of the SPEC-adjunct type. 
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(19) Selne Tante, wie er sagte, hatte er gestern angerufen. 
'his aunt as he said had he yesterday called' 

(20) Seine Tante, wie er sagte, hatte ihn gestern angerufen. 
'hls aunt as he said had hlm yesterday called 1 

Almost needless to say, clauses of the form "wie er sagte" (= 

'as he says') can only be adjuncts, hence parenthetlcals ln 
(18-20). In (18) and (19) they are adjolned to the malrix 

S~EC-C~ and in (20) to the matrix S~EC-IP. Moreover, the "wie 
er sagte" type are clearly C's. Accordingly, the "sagte er" 
type found in (5), (6) and (14) are, quite plausibly, the 

unintroduced equivalent of the fuller version headed by a 

complementizer. Indeed, such SPEC-adjuncts are most commonly 
unintroduced, trlggering movement of the flnite verb, e.g. 

"sagte" in (5), (G) and (14), v la 1° 1 into the vacant, ungov­
erned ~ head of the adjunct clause to derive their inverted 
surface order. 

1 therefore propose that the sentences (5), (6) and 
(14) are correctly analyzed as follows (cf. the traditional, 
long movement analysis illustrated in (Sa) and (Ga) above): 

'who(m) said he had 

hatte [IP er [l' e [vp t j gestern angerufen e }}]]} 

he yesterday called' 

'his aunt sald he 

had he yesterday 

angerufen e )))}) 

called' 
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(14a) [ IP [SPB~ SPIC Se 1 ne Tante] [C' sagte [IP er [1 ' e [vp e ] ) ] ] 

'his aunt said he 

[ l ' hatte/hatte [VP ihn gestern angerufen e ] ] ] 

had him yesterday called' 

Thus (5) and (6) are actually cases of short extraction out of 
a matrix clause, in which a [+WHl object ("wen") and a topica-
11zed object ("seine Tante") respectlvely are moved to the 
matzlx SPEC-CP, tziggerlng head movement of the matrlx verb 

"hatte/hatte" into 1° and then into c!, while in (14), where 
the sentence-initial NP "seine Tante" is the subject, no 
matrlx CP ls generated and "hatte/h4tte" lands in the matrix 
1°. The form of the intervening SPEC-adjunct clause (= CI), 

which ls not properly governed ln any case, ls of course 
Identical in the three examples, with the verb in ~. 

It is important to poInt out that the fact that the 
verbs 1 clalm are the matrlx verb in sentences like (5), (6) 
and (14) are often in the subjunctive cannot b~ used as an 
argument against the analysls 1 propose. It should be clear 
from the short passage from a contemporary German text repro­

duced ln Appendix "A", ln whlch several syntactically Indepen­
dent sentences conta in a subjunctive verb, that the use of the 
"indirect dlscourse subjunctlve" ls not conflned to embedded 
contexts in Modern German. Unlike in English, the avail­
abillty of this type of sUbjunctive enables the speaker/writer 
to convey a doubtful, skeptical or ironical attitude toward, 
or merely distance himself from, an assertion reported in an 
isolated sentence--e.g., "Seine Tante hatte er gestern 
angerufen" ('hls au nt had (subj.) he yesterday called' )-­

without having to resort to an Introductory clause such as 'He 
claimed', 'She says', or the like, or even provide surrounding 

contexte 

) 
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The major challenge my "parenthetlcals" analysls 
faces is how to account for the "multiple embeddings" cases 
llke (7) above, in which proponents of the long movement 
analysls clalm a constituent 15 questloned (or toplcallzed) 

from a deeply embedded "daO-drop" complement, trlggerlng verb 

movement into d ln each clause as the fronted constituent 
passes through successive SPEC-CPs. The surface string ln 

question 15 repeated below: 

(7) Wen, sagte er, 
'who(m) said he 

hatte/hâtte er seiner Hutter versprochen, 
had he his mother promised 

würde er demnachst anrufen? 
would he saon cali' 

The flrst pos51bl11ty that cornes to m1nd 15 that 
SPEC-adjuncts can "stack", much like "stacked" r.elative clause 
structures. Sentences llke (7), and even more complex 
examples, could then be derlved as follows: 

(7a) [Cp [SPBC [ SPBC [sne wen j ) [c' sagte [ IP er [ l' e 

'who(m) said he 

[VP e ] ) ] ] )[C' hatte/hatte [IP er [ t ' e [Vp seiner 

had he his 

Mutter versprochen e ) ) ] ) ) [c' vOrde [IP er [ l ' e 

mother promised would he 

[VP t j demnêlchst anrufen e ] ) ] ) ] 

soon calI' 

Thus rather than belng a multlply embedded complement struc­
ture under the verb "sagte" as assumed by the traditlonal 

analysis, the matrlx sentence ln (7) would be the frame "Wen 

varde er demnachst anrufen?" ('who(m) would he soon calI?') 
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with two "parenthetica15" ("sagte er" and "hatte/hatte er 
seiner Mutter versprochen") appended to "wen" in SPEC-CP, the 
second stacked upon the first by successive adjunction to the 
SPEC-CP Incorporating the first adjunct. 

The problern with this explanation 15 that it 5Ug­

gests the two parenthetical clauses are not directly related 
to each other. Unlike stacked relatives, where the indlvidual 
adjoined clauses are predicated of one and the sarne head noun, 
there is clearly a relationship of subordination between the 

parenthetlcals themselves ln (7). part of the meanlng encoded 

ln the structure is equivalent to "he said that he promised 
his mother X" and this is not captured by the representation 
in (7a). On the other hand, this does not mean that the 

clause contalnlng "hatte/hatte er seiner Mutter versprochen" 

has to be the complement of the verb "sagte", any more than 

the clause contalnlng "vOrde er demn~chst anrufen" has to be 

the complement of the verb "ver~prochen" despite the fact that 

"he promised his mother that he would soon calI Y" is a com­
ponent of the sentence's meaning, or, indeed, any more than 

the matrlx clause had to be the complement of the verb con­
tained in the parenthetical in a simple example like (5). 

Consideration of certain variations of structures 

like (7) appears to shed sorne llght on Its derivation. The 
following are all possible sentences: 

(21) a. wen, 
'who(m) 

hatte/hatte 
had 

er, 
he 

sagte er, 
said he 

seiner Mutter 
his mother 

versprochen, 
promlsed 

wOrde er demn~chst anrufen? 
would he soon call' 
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b. Wen, sagte et, hatte/hatte er seiner Hutter 
'who(m) said he had he his mother 

versprochen, würde er demnachst anrufen7 
promised would he soon call' 

c. Wen, hatte/hatte er seiner Hutter versprochen, 
'who(m) had he his mother promised 

sagte er, wÜrde er demnachst anrufen7 
said he would he saon cal l' 

curiously enough, the meaning 15 unchanged by the relocatlon 
of "sagte er": bath (21a) and (21c) are equivalent ln meaning 

to (21b) (which is the sarne as (7», i.e. aIl three variations 
encode the same baslc meanlng whlch ls equlvalent to that of 

the complement structure "he sald that he told hls mother that 

he would saon calI X". Ptesumably, therefore, the three sen­

tences have the same LF representation. l suggest that they 

are very ciosely related syntactically as weIl and that in 
fa ct (21b) and (21c) are both derived from (21a). 

Slnce Inverted order parenthetlcals are cls, they 

have no SPEC-CP but do contain a SPEC-IP position which can ln 
turn serve as the adjunction site for another parenthetical, 
such that a second parenthetical may be embedded (as a SPEC­

IP adjunct) within the first one. There 15 aiso the potentlal 

for the latter process to apply recursively, deriving as com­

plex examples as processing constralnts will allow. Returning 

to (21a), it is thus derivable as follows: 
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(22) [Cp [SPIC [SPIC wenj ][c t hatte/h4tte [IP [SPIC [SPEC er 

'who(m) had he 

[c' sagte [IP er [ l ' e [Vp e ) ) ) ) )[ l' e [vp seiner 

said he his 

versprochen e 11]1 1[c, würde [IP er [l' e [vp t j 

promised would he 

demnachst anrufen e ))]11 

saon call' 

The orders in (21b) (= (7» and (21c) are then obtained by 

scrambling the "sagte er" clause leftward or rightward, 
respectively, ta the positions indicated by the arrows:' 

Hutter 

mother 

(23) Wen hatte/h4tte er [ sagte er ] seiner Mutter versprochen 
t ___ ~ ____ (--_______ J l... __ . ________________ . __ ,}---__ . ___ >-_______ t 

(21b) (21c) 

würde er demnachst anrufen? 

In contrast with (2la-c), any attempt ta permute the order of 
clauses--as for example, to scramble "er sagte"--will result 

in an ungrammatical or anomolous sentence or, at best, in a 
meaning change, in sentences like the following, which are 

indeed multiply embedded complement clause structures, of the 
"daBIt-less variety (with "lJn in Co): 

1 Scrambling of sentence-final parentheticals presumably 
occurs in a similar manner, e.g. to derive: 

Wen vürde 
'who(m) would 

er demnachst anrufen, [sagte er 1 ] j 
he soon cal1 said he 

hatte/hatte er t j 
had he 

seiner Hutter versprochen? 
hls mother promised' 



l 
( 24 ) 

(25) 

- 144 -

a. Er sagte, er hatte/hatte seiner Hutter 
'he said he had his mother 

versprochen, er würde seine Tante demnachst 
promised he would his aunt 500n 

anrufen. 
call' 

b. *Er hatte/hatte, er sagte, seiner Hutter 

versprochen, er wOrde seine Tante demnachst 

anrufen. 

c.(??)Er hatte/hatte seiner Hutter versprochen, er 
'he had his mother promised he 

sagte, er würde seine Tante demnachst anrufen. 
said he would his aunt soon call' 

d. *Er hatte/hatte seiner Hutter versprochen, er würde 

a. 

b. 

c. 

seine Tante demnachst anrufen, er sagte. 

Er sagte, sie 
'he said she 

schlieBlich eine 
eventually a 

Sie behauptete, 
'she claimed 

schlieBlich eine 
eventually a 

*Sle behauptete, 
'she claimed 

Losung 
solution 

flnden, 
f ind 

behauptete, Peter wUrde 
claimed Peter would 

LOsung finden. 
50 l\,lt 10n find' 

er sagte, Peter wUrde 
he said Peter would 

LOsung finden. 
solution flnd' 

Peter 
Peter 

wUrde schlieBlich eine 
would eventually a 

er sagte. 
he said' 
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Clauses like "er sagte" cannot Interrupt another clause (only 
parenthetlcals may do 50), sa (24b) is precluded; the status 
of (24c) Is very questlonable, due ta a sequence of tenses 

violat:~n and, if it is marginally acceptable, It represents a 
meanlng change from (24a); both (24d) and (25c) vlolate the 

Theta Criterlon as weIl as the subcategorizatlon requirements 

of the verb "sagen". On the other hand, (25b) ls a perfeetly 
good sentence, but the meaning does not correspond to that of 

(2 5a) . 

A final observation ls ln order here with respect to 

parenthetical scrambling. The fact that (21c) is taken to be 

equivaient in meaning to (21b) undoubtedly has something to do 
with considerations which are not purely syntactic, such as 

verb tenses and semantic eues, which favour an Interpretation 

corresponding to a derived structure in which "sagte er" in 

(21c) has scrambled rightward around "hatte/h8tte er seiner 

Mutter versprochen M, rather than the other way around. But if 

aIl such contrasts are neutralized, i.e. if we use two very 

simllar non-factive verbs with the sarne tense/mood features ln 

multiple parenthetieal examples slmilar to (21b-c), such that 

the sentences might be systematieally amblguous between a 

"left-serambled" and a "rlght-serambled" Interpretation, we 
find that a "left-serambled" Interpretation Is always pre­
ferred. In accordanee with this default strategy, whlch l 

take to be an Interpretive heuristic, the following will 

normally be assigned dlfferent meanings:' 

8 The reverse would appear to hold for the "wie er sagte" 
type of parentheticals, or they may be able to "staek" in the 
manner originally suggested and rejected for the inverted 
order type. Both derlvations appear possible, depending on 
the reading of sentences like: 

wann j , 
'when 

wie er behauptete, 
as he clalmed 

wle sle sagte, 
as she sald 



t 

1 

l 

- 146 -

(26) a. wann j , 6agte er, behauptete aie, VUrde Peter 
'when sald he claimed she would Peter 

t j eine L6sung finden? 
a solution find' 

b. Wannj' behauptete sie, sagte er, würde Peter 
'when claimed she sald he would Peter 

t j eine L6sung finden? 
a solutlon flnd' 

In contrast with German, the possibll1tles for 

adjunction to SPEC, in particu1ar to SPEC-CP, are limlted in 

Eng1ish sinee, as discussed in Chapter Four, only certain 

kinds of elements front to the SPEC-CP position in the first 

place.' If we conslder the two relevant cases, we note that 

whi1e [+NEG) topics seem to admit clausa1 adjuncts (whieh, ln 

contrast with German where they are C's, are generally of the 

form IP): 

(27) Never, she i says, 
she ean tru~t. 

does MarYj expect to find anyone 

this ls not generally the case wi th [+WH 1 fronting. All the 

following attempted variations are elearly bad: 

wQrde Peter 
would Peter 

eine LOsung finden? 
a solution find' 

, Sinee [-WH), [-NEG) constituents normally adjoin to IP 
in English and thus do not trigger inversion, examples llke 
"This man Mary clalms 15 an honest man" invl te both a "long­
subjeet-extract ion" and a "parenthet Ica 1" (ad j unct lon to SPEC­
IP) Interpretation. Similarly, two analyses appear possible 
when the initial e1ement 15 a fronted [-WH) UQU-subjeet, as ln 
"This man Mary claims she can trust", assuming parentheticals 
could also adjoin to the English Adj-IP position. Parenthe­
tical structures \rIould presumably be distinguished by an 
intonation break or set off by commas. 

----------_._~- ._~ 
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(28 ) *Who (m) she thinks can Hary trust? 
does she thlnk can she trust? 

Mary thinks 
thlnks Hary 

does Hary think 

Indeed, the grammatical structure closest to ( 28), namely: 

(29 ) Who (m) does Mary think (that) she can trust? 

15 the type whlch, as not~d above, can only be analyzed as a 
case of long movement out of a complement clause. 1 n fact, 

the only "parenthetlcal" clauses that can adjoln to a [+WH1 

phrase ln SPEC-CP in Engllsh are those which contaln a verb 

which is Itself marked for the [+WH] feature (e.g. "wonder", 

"ask", etc.), as ln the following Indirect and direct speech 

examples whlch, unl1ke (29), cannot be long extractIons: 

(30 ) Who(m) in the world, she j wonders, can she j trust? 

MarYj wonders, can she j trust? 

shej wonders, can MarYj trust? 

(31) "Who (m) in the world, " Mary asked, "can 1 trust? " 

Whatever accounts for this particular condition on clausal 
adjuncts of [+iH] phrases ln English (or its relaxation in 

German), the differences between the two languages in regard 

to the respective domains of long movement (broader in 

English) and of clausal adjunction to SPEC positions (broader 

ln German) would appear to be responslble for the cons1derable 

confus1on that has ar iset\ in the li terature surrounding the 

analys15 of German sentences like (5), (6), (7) and (14). 
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Empir1cal Evidence against Long HQvement out of 

"PaB-Drop" clauses 

In this section, l shall adduce certain specifie 

empirical evidence against the long movement analysis and ln 

favour of the SPEC-adjunct analysls of structures l1ke (5-7) 

and (14) in German. 

First, consider the following paradigms: 

(32) a. Er sagte, daB er se iner Hutter versprochen h4tte, 
the said that he his mother promised had 

daB er seine Tante demnâchst anrufen vOrde. 
that he hls aunt soon call would' 

b. Er sagte, er hatte seiner Hutter versprochen, 
the said he had his mother promlsed 

daB er seine Tante demnachst anrufen vOrde. 
that he his aunt soon call would' 

c. Er saqte, daB el se iner Hutter versprochen hatte, 
the sald that he his mother promlsed had 

er wo.z:de seine Tante demntlchst anrufen. 
he would his aunt saon call' 

d. Er saqte, er hAtte seiner Hutter versprochen, 
• he said he had his mother promised 

er vürde seine Tante demntlchst anrufen. 
he would his aunt soon call' 

(33) a. Wenj sagte er, daB el se iner Mutter verspr ochen 

'who (m) said he that he his mother promised 

hAtte, daB er t j demnâchst anrufen vOrde? 

had that he soon call would'? 
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b. Wen j , sagte er, hatte er seiner Hutter 

'who(m) said he had he his mother 

versprochen, daB er t j demnachst anrufen wOrde? 

promlsed that he soon calI would' 

c. (1) wen j sagte er, daB er seiner Hutter versprochen 

'who(m) sald he that he his mother promised 

hAtte, würde er t j demn~chst anrufen? 

had vould he soon calI' 

d. wen j , sagte er, hatte el seiner Hutter 

'who(m) said he had he his mother 

versprochen, vUrde el t j demnachst anrufen? 

promised would he soon calI' 

The flrst set (32a-d) are, quite uncontroversially, 

mul ti ply embedded complement structures, vi thout any attempt 

a t extract ion, and serve to i llustrate that "daB" complements 

(vith V-final order) and "daB"-less complements (with sUbject­

flrst V2 order) May be systematically varled at successive 

levels of embedding vith a perfectly grammatical result. But 

\.n the extraction paradigm (33), one member of the set, (33c), 

stands out conspicuously as much less acceptable than the 

other variants, 1.e., speakers who admit extraction over "daB" 

stumble over thls partlcular sentence and some reject 1 t out­

r ight. Glven the tradltlonal assumption that long movement 15 

possible out of "daS-drop" complements (being at least as 

acceptable as extraction over "daB") and tr iggers VIIO to ~, 

the lover acceptabllity level of (33c) remains a mystery. In 

particular, the traditional (Thiersch-type) analysis, which 

treats all four members of the set as cases of long movement 

out of the most deeply embedded clause, predicts that (33b) 

and (33c) should be equally acceptable. 
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on the other hand, if the SPEC-adjunct analys15 pre­

sented above 15 assumed, ln conjunctlon wlth my cla lm that 
German "daB"-less complements are headed by an alternate 
[-WH) complementlzer "ra" which blocks extraction completely, 

the contrast becomes expla i nable • 1 n the ana lys ls 1 have 

proposed, (33a) is the only sentence ln the group in whlch the 

matrlx clause ls the one contalnlng "sag-te er", wlth "wen" 

hav Ing moved out of two complement clauses (over "daB" 1 n each 

instance) to the matr lx SPEC-CP posi tion. Movement of "wen" 

out of the lowest clause ls ruled out as a possible analysis 

of any of the other var iat ions, as "~" headlng ei ther or both 

complement clauses \fould have blocked such attempted extrac­

tion. Rather, the grammaticality of (33b) results from the 

fact tha t the matr lx clause 15 the midd le clause 1 n the 

sur face string, the one containing "h4tte er seiner Hutte!: 

versprochen ••. ", "wen" havlng been extracted out of the 

complement of "versprechen" (over "daf3 ") to the matr lx SPEC­

CP and "sagte er" being a "parenthetlcal", 1.e. a SPEC-CP 

adjunct. In (33d) (the same example as (7)), the matrlx 

clause Is the last clause in the string, the one contalning 

"wC!:de er demni!ichst anrufen", out of which "wen" has been 

short-extracted to SPEC-CP, "sagte er" and "h4tte er seiner 

Hutter versprochen" belng a multiply embedded parenthetlcal 

structure adjoined te It ("sagte er" havlng scrambled leftward 

from its original adjunction positIon to the rlght of "h3tte 

er" as shown in (23». The problem wi th (33c) Is that the 

presence of "daB" in the mlddle clause suggests to the hearer/ 

leader that a sequence of one or more complements 15 about ta 

follow at this point in the structure and therefor e that the 

"sagte er" clause ls the matrlx clause. But the clause whlch 

follows "versprochen htitte" 1 "wOrde er demntichst anrufen", 15 

not a proper form of complement clause ("daB tI and block i ng-" 11''' 

be i ng the only lie i t heads of asserted f lni te comp lements in 

German), not ls the context approprlate for 1 t to be a SPEC-
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adjunct "parenthetlcal", hence the sentence Is seen as anomo­
lous. 

The only posslbll1ty for analyzlng the sentence as 
grammatical--which ls the vay it is apparently construed by 

speakers who accept 1 t on careful readlng--ls if "wenj wOrde 
er t j demnachst anrufen?" is seen as the matrix clause (again 
a case of short [+WH] extraction) and "sagte er, daB er seiner 
Hutter versprochen hatte" is considered a complex "parenthe­
tical" or SPEC-CP adjunct. Accordingly, the sentence would 
receive the following analysis: 

'vhom(m) said he 

( daB [IP er [l' e (VP seiner Hutter versprochen C' 

that he his mother promised 

hatte ] ] ] ] j ] ] ) ) ) [c' vürde [IP er [ l ' e [VE> t k 

had vould he 

demn4chst anrufen e ]))]] 

soon call' 

Thus the acceptability of (33c) reduces to the question of 
vhether a SPEC-adjunct may itself incorporate a "daB" comple­
ment as part of the "parenthetical" (or is necessarily mono­
clausal). In vritten German, a comma after "ven" can provide 

a subtle eue, demareatlng "sagte sie, ••• " as the beginnlng 

of an extended parenthetical, such that the reader anticipates 
the eventual resumptlon of the matrix clause frame, thus: 

(35) Wen, [C' sagte er, da8 er seiner Hutter versprochen 

hatte), wOrde er demn8ehst anrufen? 
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Indeed, such an 1ntroductory comma--equat1ng with an 1ntona­

tional break--would be absolutely obllgatory in order for 
(33c) to stand a chance at such a "complex parenthetical" 
Interpretation. But the important point is that the long 

movement analys1s 15 unable to differentiate this structure 

from the other members of (33).10 

A second, even more compell1ng argument, against 

extraction out of so-called "daB-drop" clauses 15 derlved from 
a careful consideration of embedded [+WHl contexts. Compare 

the followlng attempts at formation of complex indirect 

constituent questions: 

(36 ) Ich kann mich nicht er i nnern, (von weml j sie sagte, 
, 1 can (refl. ) not remember from whom sie said 

daB sie den Brlef t j bekommen hatte. 

that she the letter received had' 

(37 ) *Ich kann mich nicht erlnnern, (von weml j sie sagte, 
, 1 can (refl.) not remember from whom she said 

h4tte sie den Brlef t j bekommen. 

had she the letter received' 

l~he marginal status of such complex parenthetlcals ls 
not unexpected, given that parentheticals in direct quota­
tions are always monoclausal. Note that speakers who accept 
(33c) (analyzed as (35» also accept the equivalent with the 
parenthetical in sentence-final position: 

(?) Wen 
'who(m) 

wQrde er 
would he 

er seiner Mutter 
he his mother 

demnachst anrufen, sagte 
said soon call 

versprochen 
promised 

hatte/hatte? 
had' 

er, 
he 

daB 
that 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------~--
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(38) *Ich kann mlch nlcht er Innern, [von veml j sle sagte, 
, 1 can (refl.) not remember from vhom she sald 

sie hltte den Brlef t j bekommen. 
she had the letter recelved' 

Unlike in (33c) in the direct question parad!gm, 
there ls no possibllity of analyzlng (36-38) ln any other 
manner but as multlply embedded complement structures: the 
[+WH) phrase ln the middle clause can only Introduce an 
indirect question as a complement of "Ich kann mich nicht 
erinnern" whlch must be the matrix clause, and in turn the 
last clause of the sequence can only be a complement of a 
complement. As was the case above, the long movement analysls 
cannot differentiate between (36) and (37)--if extraction is 
supposed to be posslble out of "daB-drop" complements and 
trlggers VII· to <!, (37) should be a perfectly good sentence . 
Here we have a clear case of overgeneration as a result of 
allowing long movement out of the se clauses: (37) is not 
merely marglnal or questlonable as vas (33c); It Is com­
plete1y ungrammatlcal. 

The SPEC-adjunct analysis, on the other hand, again 

makes the rlght predictions vith regard to (37), for the same 
reasons (33c) was predicted to be impossible when the Middle 
clause vas read as a complement of the first. The verb­
subject order in the 1ast clause makes it inadmissible as a 
complement and the envlronment is inappropriate for a SPEC­
adjunct. Of course (38), vith subject-verb order in the 

offending final clause, is no better, since "0" heading such a 
complement vou Id still bar extraction, vith or vithout inver­

sion. In fact, the on1y possible sequence under the embedded 
[+WH) phrase vhich results in a grammatical sentence vithout 
"daB" 15 the following: 
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( .39 ) lch k.:uH1 mieh nicht erinnern, (von wem) j' eagte 
, 1 can (refl.) not remember from whom said 

sie den Brief t j bekommen hatte. 
she the letter received had' 

Whlle the long movement analysls ls incapable of accounting 

for thls posslbility, it can be explained very stralght­

forwardly if "sagte sie" ls considered a "parenthetical" 
adjoined to the pp which has been short-extracted to SPEC­
cpll , thuJ2: 

ele, 
she 

(40) [IF Ich [ l ' kann [vp mich t j nlcht erinnern [ CP [ SPIC 

, l can (refl.) not remember 

[me von wem} k [ C' sagte [ IP sie [ l ' e [ VP e ) 111 1 [ C' e 

ftom whom sald she 

[IP sie [ l' e [vp den Brlef t k bekommen hatte )l}l]j 

she the letter received had' 

Exactly the same pattetn of gtammatical and ungram­
matical examples can be found in relative clauses, e.g.:13 

}]] 

llsPEe-cp 15 genetally assumed to be the ini tial landing 
site of embedded [+WH] movement, even if SPEC subsequently 
restructures with ~ to become the derived head of an embedded 
[+WHI clause, as has been suggested by some authors (see, 
e.g., Holmbetg (1986); Taraldsen (1986». 

l~s in the other examples, the long fotm "wie sie sagte" 
could equally weIl be substituted fot "sagte sie" as the 
patenthetical in this sentence. 

l~he Getman telative pronouns of the "der/dle/das" 
patadigm alternate with the overtly [+WH) forms "welcherl 
welche/welches". 

A pp has been deliberately chosen as the extracted con­
stituent in the examples 50 as not to obscute the contrast, 
thete belng independent reasons why exttaction over "daB" 15 
genetally bettet with a PP than an NP ln Getman, especially in 
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( 41) Sie hat dem Mann, [von deml j sie glaubte, daB 
'she has the man by whom she believed that 
ihre Freundin t j bere t ts betrogen worden sei, 

her glrlfrlend already betrayed been has 
ihr Geld dennoch anvertraut. 
her money nevertheless entrusted' 

( 42) *Sle hat dem Mann, [von deml j sie glaubte, sel 
'she has the man by whom she believed has 
ihre Freundln t j berei ts betrogen worden, 
her girlfriend already betrayed been 
ihr Geld dennoch anvertraut. 
her money nevertheless entrusted' 

( 43) *Sie hat dem Mann, [von dem] j sle glaubte, ihre 
'she has the man by whom she believed her 
Freund!n se! t j berelts betrogen worden, 
girlfriend has already betrayed been 
ihr Geld dennoch anvertraut. 
her money nevertheless entrusted' 

( 44) Sie hat dem Mann, [von dem) j' glaubte sie, Ihre 
Ishe has the man by whom believed she her 
Freundin t j beretts betrogen worden sei, 
girlfriend already betrayed been has 
Ihr Ge ld dennoch anvertraut. 
her money nevertheless entrusted' 

A final argument relates to backwards pronomlnall-
zation, e . g. , in: 

relative clauses. 

Agaln, a "wle sie glaubte" parenthetical could be 
substltuted in the grammatical (44). 
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(45) wem, glaubte s le l' kl)IHlte Marla l nunmehr noch 
'who (m) thought she could Maria now still 
vertrauen, nach allem, was geschehen war? 

trust after all that happened had? 

The possibll1ty of coreference of "sie" and "MarIa" 113 ln 

accord w i th the idea that "glaubte s le" in (45) is not the 

matrix clause but an adjunct, as opposed to an example of 
extraction out of a "daB" complement, where coreference, just 
as in its English equivalent, 15 impossible, in accordanc~ 
with the standard a5sumptLons of Binding Theory: 

(46) *Wem glaubte siei' daB Har la i nunmehr noch 

'who(m) thought she that Mar la now still 
vertrauen konnte, nach a llem, was geschehen war? 

trust could after aIl that happened had? 

Ali these facts together, 1 suggest, provide ample 

support for my claim that a "B" complementizer" heading German 
"daB"-less finite complements effectLvely blocks extraction 

out of these clauses, long movement, to the extent 1t la 

possible in German, being limited to extraction over "daB". A 
closer examination of the klnds of examples cited by Th1ersch 

(1976) and Schwartz and Vlkner (1969) as support. (or the tra­

dIt 10nal analys is--where long [+WH] extract 10n out of "daB"­

less clauses to form questions purportedly triggers movement 

of the verb in a complement clause Into an embedded ~-­

reveals that thls 15 only an illusion of long movement based 

on a misgulded attempt ta asslmllate these sentences to the 

Engl1sh pattern . 
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5.4 A Note on earentbeticals in sub1ect Clauses 

Thiersch (1978, p. 142) cites a final piece of 
evldence agalnst a "parentheticals" treatment of the sentences 
ln question, which 1 shall brlefly address, namely the pur­
ported prohibition on would-be parentheticals ln sententlal 
subjects. The relevant example, as given by Thiersch, 15: 

(47) *Wen, sagte Hans, 
'who(m) sald Hans 

lch anstellen sollte, lst nlcht klar. 
1 appoint should is not clear' 

What seems to be the issue ls not that (47) Is ungrammatlcal 
as such, but that "Hans" and the pronoun "Ich" must co-refer, 
I.e. the sentence can only be Interpreted as a direct quota­
tion--which Thiersch considers the "unintended" reading. 
Contrastlng thls wlth a simllar sentence vith a parenthetlcal 
pp where "Hans" in the parenthetical and "lch" in the fol10w­
log clause do not co-refer: 

(48) Wen, nach Hansens Melnung, 
'who(m) ln Hansls opinion 

nicht klar. 
not clear l 

1ch anstelien soilte, lat 
1 appoint should i5 

Thiersch's quarrei seems to be that a non-co-referentlal 
readlng of a sentence 11ke (47) ls unavailable. He deduces 
from thls that the distribution of clauses like "sagte Hans" 
ls restrlcted to positions where a complement may follow them 
and thus that they are the top clause. 

1 fall to see how this constltutes evldence that the 
clause to the right of "sagte Hans" in (47) must be a comple­
ment of "sagte" or that "sagte Hans" cannot be a parenthe­
tical. It merely means that--for reasona about which 1 will 
not speculate here--a parenthetlcal in the sentential subject 

-----------------
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context must be construed as an Insert ln a direct quotatlon, 

as opposed, for example, to cases where one ls adjoined to the 
SPEC-CP of an embedded [+WH1 clause which, needless to say, 

cannot be a di~ect quotation. As demonstrated above, "sagte 
aie" can perfec~ly well be 1nserted after the [+WH1 phrase in 

(39), as can "glaubte sie" in (44), and the clause which 
follows these clauses ls clearly not the complement of 

"sagte". 1 therefore do not believe this data speaks to the 
issue of whether German sentences 1ike (5), (6), (7) and (14) 
are der1ved by long distance movement. Rather, there 1s 
5ubstantial eVidence, as adduced in the precedjng section, 
that these structures must in fact be derived in accordance 
wlth the clausal adjunction or "parentheticals" analysis 1 
have presented here. 
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CONCLUSION 

This thesis has, first and foremost, marshalled 

evidence for the claim that the Germanie languages have INFL­

second underlying word or der within the extended X' system of 
phrase structure assumed in Chomsky (1986a) and most subse­

quent work in generative grammar. l have argued that a post­

subject INFL position, which is base-generated as an empty 

node in all the Germanie languages except English, is required 

to serve as the target site for movement of the finite verb, 

der i vi ng "verb-second" (V2) word order in certa 1 n types of 

subordinate clauses and in sUbject-first matrix clauses in aIl 

these languages, including, most controversially, the conti­
nental West Germanie languages exemplified by German. 1 have 

clalmed, as per the analysis of Travis (1984, 1987), that 
generation of a COMP projection in matrix clauses and the 

additional movement of V/lo into ~ should be reserved for 
sentences in which another category appears in the matrix 

SPEC-CP position as a result of processes such as topicaliza­

tion and WH movement. 

This "non-congruent" treatment of clauses which 

exhibit surface V2 word order runs counter to the traditional 
analysis of the "V2 phenamenon" in the continental Germanie 

languages as the uniform result of a process or pracesses 

which maye the verb to a final ~ target site. The analysis 

also challenges the prevalent bellef among researchers worklng 

in comparative Germanie syntax that the continental west 

Germanie languages shauld be distinguished from the other 

subgroups of the Germanie languages as having INFL-final, in 

addition to V-final, base word order. My argument that while 

V-final, the continental west Germanie group, like aIl the 
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other Germanie languages, are INFL-second, has been based in 

large measure on careful consideration, in Chapters Three and 

Four, of an important set of data from German, namely com­

plement clauses vith V2 vord order, vhich 1 have shown are 

8ubject-first and should therefore be differentlated from 

embedded root phenomena or "EMCs". 1 contend that t.he 

subject-first/non-subject-first asymmetry exhibited by these 

V2 complement converges with certain asymmetries of a simi1ar 

nature found in matrix clauses in German and the other 

Germanie languages, in particular those relating to persona1 

pronolln distribution (Travis (1984» dnd frontlng of German 

complementizerless concessive clauses as discUS5Cd in my 
Chapter Four. Together, aIl these data provide a forceEul 

argument that ~ structural distinction between sUbject-first 

and non-subject-first V2 word ord~rs Is warranted [or German 

and for most of, if not aIl, the other Germanie languageA (cf. 

Diesing (1990) on Yiddish), wherAas the tradltional, congru­

ent (V ln COMP) treatment obscures these 5ubtle asymmetrlps. 

Clearly, 5uch a distinction betveen V2 with ~ in f and V2 

vith VO in CO ls only possible if the languages in question, 

Includlng the continental West Germanie and malnland Scandl­

navian subgroups, are all strictly INFL-second. 

second ly ( assuml ng l NFL-second t'\s a cr OSS -Germa Id c 

generalization, 1 have argued that the ECP analys\s of vcrb 

movement phenornena across languages, as forrnuldted by Travln 

(1984, 1987), vith certain modifications, is superior, on both 

conceptual and empirical grounds, to all other verb movement 

"trlgger" theories vhlch have been proposed in the literature 

thus far. It has been demonstrated that an I-second/ECP 

framework, which appeals to a very general prlnclple of Uni­

versaI Grammar, is successful in explaining a wide array of 

data, avoiding the problems of other analyses. With regard to 

the basic clause types, as discussed by Travis, matrix claus~ 
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V2 orders ln aIl the languages are accounted for, the cross­
linguistic variation being attributed to parameterization of 
the processes exploited by languages for fronting constitu­

ents. The cross-linguistic variation in verb position in 

clauses headed by complementizers (typically, subordinate 

clauses) is traced to the headedness of VP in conjunction with 

the abllity of complementizers to identify the empty he ad of 

the!r IP complement by head-feature transmission. 1 have 

suggested that the latter parameter 15 in fact irrelevant for 

determining verb position in English in that it is dis­

tlnguished from the other Germanie languages by its property 

of having INFL base-lexicalized, minimally by an inflectional 

affix which is a bound morpheme requiring subsequent amalgama­

tion with a carrier. 

In addition to the data already covered by Travis, a 

number of additional clause types were examined in this 
thesis. The ECP analysis was shown to correctly lsolate 

Icelandic control infinitivals (headed by the complementizer 

"a~") as a unique case of !lQ.!l-finite VO to 1° (V2) movement in 

the Scandinavian languages and ta predict the correct dis­

tribution of object shift in the different clause types in 

those languages. Moreover, it was demonstrated that by focus­

s1ng on the complement/non-complement distinction between 

clause types, the ECP analysis approprlately predlcts the 

common behavlour of ail. the Germanie languages, Including 

English, with respect to movement of the verb into d in 

complementizer-less adverbial adjunct clauses. 

Glven that the abllity of complementlzers ta Iden­

tif Y the empty head of their IP complement 15 considered a 

property of lexical items, allowing for variation among com­

plementizers within a language, an explanatlon for the German 
subiect-first V2 complements was provided. 1 proposed that a 
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"~" complementizer alternates with "daB" as the CO head of 

finite [-WH] complements of certain verbs, nouns and adjec­

tives, serving to block head-feature transmission under proper 

government from outside the clause, but that, unlike "daB", 

such "0" complementizer lacks the necessary features la 

identjfy 1°, hence triggering ..; to 1° (V2). lt 1s hoped that 

this notion of a null lexical entry (a phonetic "zero" mor­

pheme selected as a clausal head by a partlcular class of 

lexical items), as distinct from a syntactic empty category-­

which 1 have used here to describe a particular phenomenon ln 

German--wlll eventually flnd further support, on both the 

theoretical and empirical levels, as a r~sult of future 

investigation of other languages and configurdtlons. 

Also, contrary to standard assumptlons in the 

literature, 1 have argued that topical ization, direct question 

and relative clause formation Dy long dislance extracLion oul 

of these German V2 complements--purportedly triggering multi­

ple ~ ta ~ movements as the extracted consLituent mavps 

cyclica lly through success ive SPEC-CPs --are actua 11 y lll!L:.. 

cluded. 'l'h15 1 have attrlbuted to the fact lhal lhe "0" 

complementizer completely blacks extraction, unlike its 

counterpart "daB" which does (with dialectal varialion) allow 

certain long extraction possibilitles. 1 have Ruggest~d that 

the class of German sentences wh1ch look deceptively dB If 

they were formed by long extraction out of a V2 complement 

should be analyzed entirely differently. On the hasis of 

subtle eVidence, 1 have claimed that the clause which 15 

standardly assumed to be a V2 complement, out of whlch exlrac­

tion has allegedly occurred by successive cyclic movement ta 

the SPEC-CP of it5 5uperordinate clause, 15 Instead iLself lhe 

superordinate clause such that the extraction IH actually 

"shor ter 21, the clause i nterven i ng a f t.er the cxlr de Led con­

stltuent belng a type of "parenthetlcal" whlch may adjo!n to 
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SPEC-IP or SPEC-CP. The distribution of these "parenthe­
tieals" parallels that of the "performer-parenthetieals" which 
may be inserted sentence-medially in direct quotations. 

But ln splte of the elegance vith whlch the ECP 

analysis, in conjunction with Germanie I-second base vord 

order, deals vith a variety of V2 phenomena in a Principles 
and Parameters GB framework, certain problems remain. 1 shall 
briefly sketch a fev which come to mind. 

First, 1 have omltted any detailed discussion of the 

position assumed by the verb in embedded [iWH] clauses in the 
varlous languages under scrutiny, its treatment under the ECP 

analysls belng clouded by the same unresolved issues regarding 

the matrix/subordinate asymmetry in [+WHl clauses which beset 
other analyses of V2. 

Travis (1964, 1967) has suggested that in embedded 
(+WH1 questions, the chain of identification of empty cate­

gories begins with the matrix verb selecting the [+WH1 com­
plement, which fills the empty ~ position and ln turn empty 

1° by head-feature transmission under proper government. The 

assumption 15 therefore that the [+WH) phrase originates in 

and remains in SPEC-CP. Whi1e this analysis works for the 

continental Germanie languages where there 15 no movement of 

the verb from d-structure position in VP, the predictions it 

makes about verb position ln embedded [+WHl questions are not 

borne out in 1celandic, in which ~ raises to 1° as it does in 

clauses vith a lexical complementizer. In terms of the ECP 

analysis, this suggests it is the (+WH) phrase Itself which 

determines the position of the finite verb, as it would if it 

vere in~, ln accordance wlth the proposed Inabillty of 

complementizers to transmit features to 1° in Icelandic 
generally. 



l 

t 

1 

- 164 -

Such facts are consistent vith earller observations 

in the literature to the effect that [+WH] phrases in a number 

of "V2-languages" and "non-V2 languages" "act like comple­

mentizers" in embedded contexts. As required to accommodate 

Engllsh and certain malnland Scandlnavian data wlthin his own 

theory of V2 movement, Holmberg has, for example, suggested 

that the [+WH) phrase, preposed initially to the "XP" (::. SPEC­

CP) position, may undergo a restructuring procese vith an 

empty ~ in embedded clauses whcreby lt becomes the der\ved 

he ad of the clause. Taraldsen (1986) makes a simllar pro­

posaI. The ECP analysis, as weIl, appears to requlre that 

embedded [tWH) phrases ultimately occupy ~ such that ~ la rD 
will be triggered in Icelandic indirect questions. Relatives 

likewise support the view lhat embedded [tWH1 phras~s in 

general occupy CO 1 ike a complementi zer. Assumi ng lhal dS 

modifiers, relative clauses are adjuncts and thus not properly 

governed, if CO vere empty one might expect the fini te verb to 

move there as it does in adv~rbial clauses in aIl the Germanie 

languages. The verb position facts, however, roincide wilh 

those of clauses headed by complementizers in the languages in 

question: " lands in f in Icelandic and remains in VP in 

the other subgroups. Moreover, the data regardlng embedded 

[tWH1 clauses are further Gomplicated by the appearance of the 

morpheme "som" (in Co) after the [+WHl phrase in Swedish and 

Norweglan under certain conditions, as weIl as by the Eact 

that sorne languages, such as Afrikaans, do allow verb movemenl 

to ~ as an option in embedded questions (see du Plessis 

(1986)). 

A related problem pertains to Engllsh relativ~s wilh 

no (tWHl phrase or complementizer ("that"-less relatLves), 

which in accordance with the ECP analysis would have lü be 

bare IPs in order to prevent verb movement ta an empty ~ 

node--agaln, assuming an adjunction analys1e of relative 

--------- ~_._ .. _-- -
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clauses. Thls ls not implauslble, glven that certain other 
types of English adjunct clauses, in particular direct and 
indirect discourse parentheticais as discussed in Chapter 

Flve, are aiso usuaIIy IPS. 1 In any event, the same issues 

Involving embedded [+WH) clauses would seem to be problem­

atlcal for aIl competlng descriptions of the Germanic 

languages. 

Another remalnlng dlfflculty, as framed by Webelhuth 
(1989), is the question of how the ECP analys is wouid deal 
with control Infinitivals in subject and topicalized object 
positions. Specifically, what licenses the empty ~ heads of 
these clauses--arguably required for the PRO Theorem of 

Binding Theory when they are in the complement position--when 

they appear ln subject/topic positions where they are not 

properly governed? 

A final important empiricai issue which bears 

investigatlng is the question of just how pervasive EMCs with 
V2 order may be in various spoken and written dialects of 
German--a problem 1 touched upon in the discussion ln Chapters 
Three and Four, noting that such EMCs, to the extent they are 

entering or have entered the language, would have a different 

structure (p1ausibly C-CP with an empty higher d node) from 

that of ordinary V2 complements, whlch are subject-flrst. It 

is important to polnt out that the existence of such embedded 

root phenomena ln German wou Id not affect my "parentheticals" 

analysis of the purported long extraction cases. If EMCs are 

posslbl~ in German, they are--on independent grounds-­

predlcted to be Impervlous te extraction as discussed in the 

thesls. Thus the sentences in question would not be deriv-

1 Weisler (1980) has proposed such a bare IP analysis of 
"that"-1ess relatives on independent grounds. 

--~- --------
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.:\ble by means of long distance movement out of EMC's ally \\Iore 

than out of subject-first V2 complements headed by the 

"blocking" complernentizer "J3". Moreover, l would speculate 

that, irrespective of the analysis of V2 in Yiddish, the 

equivalent cases of purported long extraction (triggering 

movernent to ~ in intermediate clauses per Diesing (1990)) 

will, on cl oser examination, turn out ta be more appropriately 

analyzed in the manner l have claimed for the German sentences 

with "parentheticals". 

l leave these issues as open questions to be 

explored in further research. 
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APP8Nprx "A" 

REFERENCE TEXT 

M. Walser, porle und wolf; eine Noyelle. Frankfurt/Main; 
Suhrkamp, 1987. (Pages 91-93) 

Indirect speech subjunctive forms are highlighted. 

le •• ) 

PaS dIe lm Haus MA JOIE liebenswUrdige Henschen 
people That they in-the house MA JOIE kind 

seien, sagte sie, bezweifle sie überhaupt nicht. Sie 
vere said she doubted she not-at-all. She 

werfe es 
reproached 

slch wirklich vor, 
(refl.) truly (pfx.) 

daS sie so verklemmt 
that she 50 inhibited 

gewesen se 1. 
been had. 

vorelngenommen, 
presumptuous, 

angstlich und nicht5 als 
fearful and nothing but 

selbstbezogen sei sIe gewesen. Pas werde lhr noch 
self-centred had she been. That was-going-to her still 

lange nachgehen. 
for-a-Iong-tlme haunt. 

FOr sie selen die aIle 
For her had they aIl 

mltelnander 
together 

ein Trupp gewesen, 
a clique been 

ausgeschlckt, Wolf 
sent Wolf 

zurÜckzuholen. 
to-fetch-back. 

lm Gegenteil, sagte Wolf. 
On-the contrary, sald Wolf. 

Ja, ja, 
Yes, yes, 

aber letzten Indes 
but In-the-flnal-analysls 

Anblndungskommando. PaS 
enticement-commando. That 

demonstrleren sel 
demonstrate had 

deren 
their 

sind die doch ein 
are they neverthle5~ an 

er dorthin gehOre, das zu 
he there belonged - that to 

Auftrag gewesen. peshalb 
mission been. Because-of-that 

sel sie so empflndlich gewesen gegen 
toward 

alles, was 
everythlng had she 50 hyper-sensitlve been 
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Er sagte, 
He sald 

er 
he 

flnde 
found 

es toll, 
It great 

daB Dorle 
that Dorle 

es abgelehnt 
It refused 

habe, mit 
had vith 

noch nle 
never-before 

Bergmann 
Bergmann 

zu sprechen. 
to speak. 

passiert. 
happened 

Der 
He 

sei 
had 

Das 
That 

sei dem offenbar 
had him apparently 

ganz verlegen gevesen 
been entlrely overcome 

vor 
by 

Oberraschthelt. 
surpr lse . 

Aber 
But 

gegen 
agalnst 

den 
the 

General 
qeneral 

k6nne 
could 

sie 
she 

nun virkl1ch nichts sagen. Sie sage auch nichts 
(part. ) truly nothlng say. She had-to-say also nothing 

gegen Bergmann, sagte Dorle, der tue Ihr durch und 
against Bergmann, sald Dorle, he made her utterly 

durch leid. Warum, visse sie nicht. Vielleicht 
feel-sorry. Why knev she note Maybe 

sel es AnmaBung ihrerseits. Wenn sie Bergmann 
vas It presumptuousness on-her-part. When she Bergmann 

anschaue, kônnte sie heulen. So trostlos wirke der 
looked-at could she cry. So mlserable appeared he 

auf sie. 
to her. 
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