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1.

About the project

This is the final event of our project, which h&sast the same name as this workshop, viz.

Similarities and Differences between Clauses andniNpals —
Comparative Syntax across Theoretical Approaches
Although the information is available on our webedvww.hum.au.dk/engelsk/engsv/clauses-

nominals}, | would like to introduce you to the other memsbef the project:

A Ay L '.r . ]
Eva Engels Steffen Krogh Henning Nglke Katrine Blem  Johanna Wood
Tafteberg
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One of the central ideas behind the project isstadmparative in (at least) three dimensions,
* approaches ("trees” vs. "fields")
* languages
* clauses vs. nominals

This first part of the introduction will only dewldith the first dimension, (1)a, and the second part
(after the short break) will then introduce theesttwo dimensions, (1)c and (1)d:

(1) a. Danish b. Danish
Clause Clause
Field Field
4 Danish *
Nom
Tree
German
Clause
Tree
v
Danish Danish
Clause Clause
Tree Tree
C.

Ge.
Da .CIaUse
Clause .= faue
Field. . |
r‘ Clause
..._‘ Ge.
.............  Ce.
............ o
.----
Da ...... ‘ Ge
Clause N\ | e  Ce.
R o
Da.
Clause

As far as languages are concerned, there is o6eaw reason to stop at just Danish vs. German:
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In fact, one could go on, including Yiddish, Icati) ...

In this two-part introduction, Eva Engels and llwevertheless focus on only two languages,
namely Danish vs. German. This language pair isqodarly instructive because of the directionality
differences: German verbs follow their objectsals® found in e.g. Dutch, Frisian and presumably
Yiddish, whereas Danish verbs precede their ohbjastfound in a number of languages, including the
other Scandinavian languages, English, Frenchladther Romance languages, etc.

2. Tree analyses vs. field analyses
A fundamental difference between various approathekause structure is the one between

» tree analyseslike the ones used in generative analyses of timrSkyan type, e.g. Principles
& Parameters or Minimalism, and possibly in othealgses,

» field analysesike thesaetningsskemanalyses of Danish of Diderichsen (1946) and many
others or like théopologische Modelhnalyses of German of Drach (1937) and many athers

The difference is to which extent the various cibmshts of the clause are seen to be inside other
constituents (trees) or to follow other constitseffields).

It is important that this is merely a question xfeat, as no analysis can only have constituesiden
each other or only have constituents one afteother: Even to Diderichsen (1946) or to Drach
(1937), some constituents are inside other comstifij e.g. the object is part of the content field
Danish and part of the central field in German.obdect clause is thus inside a slot or a fieldne o
clause and at the same time it consists itselfrafraber of fields and slots. Similarly, even in the
generative analyses some constituents follow atbestituents -- otherwise tree structures would
only contain mothers and daughters but no sisters.
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2.1 X-bar structure

In a generative analysis (a "tree analysis"), ssticaonstituents all have the same basic structure
namely theX-bar structure shown in (2) (where the sequence of the headreddmplement may
vary):

(2) Xp —— 1 MAXIMAL PROJECTION
—_— (PHRASE)
specifier X'
MINIMAL PROJECTION —_—
(HEAD) ——————— X° complement

(3) XP = phrase /the maximal projection of X

X' = X-bar /the intermediate projection of X

X° = head / the minimal projection of X (= eagword or an even smaller unit)

Saying that XP and X' are projections of X expregbe idea that these constituents are built up
around X°, such that i.epjacross the hallis built around §- acros$.

A head is always the head of its own phrase (its ovaximal projection), and all maximal
projections have a head (are endocentric). Insjppl@ase, there is also room for two other phrases,
namely in the specifier position and in the compatrposition.

The position of the so-called specifier positismriost often considered to be fixed, i.e. it is
taken to be the left daughter of XP. The sequehteechead and the complement may on the other
hand vary, depending on the language (in factishescrucial difference Danish-German).

X (and also Y, Z, and W) above may stand for dn® following categories:

4) lexical categories (word classes) "functional” caigories
N  (noun) C ("complementiser"
V  (verb) = subordinating conjunction
P (preposition) | (inflection)
Adj (adjective) D (determiner)
Adv (adverb) etc.

Both heads and phrases (minimal and maximal piojex) may move. Heads may only move
into other head positions, and phrases may onlyenm@o other phrase positions. X-bar constituents
(intermediate projections) may not move at all.

Both heads and phrases may be adjoined to othetitteents. Heads may only adjoin to other
heads, and phrases may only adjoin to other phr&siear constituents may not be adjoined at all.

Adjunction takes the following form, where the@dpd constituent may be adjoined either to
the left or to the right of the XP that it modifies

(5) a. XP b. XP
/\ /\
modifier XP XP modifier
(ADJOINED POSITION (ADJOINED POSITION

Notice that what used to be called a noun phragy {fNhere called a determiner phrase (DP). There
still is an NP, it just does not include the detieen

(6) [op @[np teacher of physitg
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In a somewhat simplified generative analysis, thécture of a sentence (irrespective of
whether it is a main or an embedded clause) islasifs:

(7) Aclauseis a CP,
the complement of the head of CP (= C°) is araifg],
the complement of the head of IP (= 1°) is a VP.

For a sentence with no auxiliary verb and with arfot)transitive main verb the structure looks as
follows:

(8) Da. CP
/\
C'
XP A
Cce IP
/\
DP I
O/\
! VP
/\
DP v
/\
Ve DP

2.2 Diderichsen's (1946) analysis

Diderichsen's (1946) analysis (a "field analysaf'¢lause structure is the one most frequently
employed by functional linguists in Scandinavialiming Lundskeer-Nielsen & Holmes 2011 and
also the new major grammar of Danish, Hansen &dfte011).

9 a. Main clause: (Diderichsen 1946:162)
Foundation field Nexus field Content field
F v n a \% N A
Saa har | han | vist glemt Galocherng her
Then has | he probably forgotten| the galosh¢s  hgre
b.  Embedded clause: (Diderichsen 1946:186)
ConJ:cJ_nctlonal Nexus field Content field
leld
k n a v \% N A
... fordi han | vist har glemt Galocherne her
... because he probably| has forgotten  the galoshd®re

In the field analysis in (9)a,b/(10)b,c, the numbgtlevels and the kinds of constituents that cacuo
on each level are fixed: There are three levelsatoimg three different kinds of constituents, ngme
clause — fields — slotsséetning — felter — pladsein other words, the only possible sister of &fie
another field, and the only possible sister ofod isl another slot (even if a slot may contain heot
clause which again has the same three levelsheltrée analysis in (10)a below, on the other hand,
this strict separation between layers is not foainall. It is perfectly possible to have a head)(@nhd

a phrase (XP) as sisters.
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3. The structure of main & embedded clauses in both aalyses

If we take the structure in (8) and add the poksilihat adverbials (etc.) may be adjoined bothioa
left side and on the right side of a VP, the resulhe generative structure (10)a which may be
compared to the simplified Diderichsen model ofstd@nent order in modern Danish, Norwegian and
Swedish as illustrated in (10)b for main clausesian(10)c for embedded clauses.

(10) a.
CP
/\
Spec C'
/\
ce° IP
/\
Spec I
/\
1° VP
/\
AdvP VP
/\
Spec V'
/\
Ve VP
/\
VP PP
/\
Spec V'
/\
A DP
b.|F Nexus field Content field
F v n a \% N A
Nu | har | Peter| igen poleret bilen med staluld
Now]has | Peter| again polished car-the with steel wgol
c. | Con;. f. Nexus field Content field
k n a v \% N A
om | Peter| igen har poleret bilen med staluld
If Peter | again has polished car-the with steebivo
(11) Abbreviations used in (9) and (10)b,c (cf. Dideseh 1946, 1964):
F foundation (topic, theme)"fundament” 945:190)
v,V | verbal "verbal” (1946:169
n, N | nominal "nominal” (1946:18964:369)
(replaced the origina, S for substantialey
a, A | adverbial "adverbial” (1946:179
k conjunction "konjunktional” (1946:183
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Diderichsen (1946) does not relate the main clauseel with the embedded clause one.

The first attempt to establish direct correspondenwas Hansen (1977:73), cf. (16) below. The
analysis advocated in (10) above is Platzack (I®85n 5), cf. also (18) below.

These attempts fall into three groups, dependmiaw they handle the differences between the
slots in the nexus field of the main clause andstbes in the nexus field of the embedded clause.

» The first group haso correspondence$etween slots in the main clause nexus field ares an
the embedded clause nexus field:

(12) Allan et al. (1995:498) kinfa| |V|V|N|A embedded
KiF{v|in|la|V|N|A main

Herev in main clauses is the sameaaisi embedded clauses, aaih main clauses is the samevais
embedded clauses. In additiorvtanda swapping places, the subject is moved back in wiaimses
compared to embedded ones.

(13) Lundskaer-Nielsen et al. k nja|v|V|NA embedded
(2010:584) kiF|vin|ja|V|NA main

(Lundskeer-Nielsen et al. 2010 is the revised editibAllan et al. 1995 and it is also the unabriige
version of Lundskeer-Nielsen et al. 2011). Heregh&ia complete reshuffling of the three slotdm t
nexus fieldv-n-a in main clauses becomesa-v in embedded clauses.

« In the second grouphe v-slot in the main nexus field and in the embedded owenstant:

(14) Becker-Christensen (2010:82) |k|n|a|v VIN|A embedded
F v n+ta|V|N|A main

The price for keeping constant in the main and the embedded clausati®tthn anda have to be
in different slots. On top of this, there is thgrasetry thain anda occupy two different (and
adjacent) slots in the embedded clause, whereg®tilg occupy one slot together in the main clause.

* In the four analyses of the third group, btite n- and thea-slot in the main nexus field and in
the embedded one are constant:

(15) Togeby (2003:98-102) kKinla|V|V|N|A embedded
k|F|v njal| |VINIA main

(16) Hansen (1977:73) K|k nja/v|V|NA embedded
K| |F|v|nja] |V|N|A main

In (15)and (16)y (the finite verb) in main clauses does not comesitok (the subordinating
conjunction) in embedded clauses, even though2adixamples illustrating the collapsed model in
Togeby (2003:102) either haveempty and filled, or v filled andk empty.

In the last two analyseg,(the finite verb) in main clauses correspondk {the subordinating
conjunction) in embedded clauses. The main difieedretween them is that in Jgrgensen (2000:70),
one slot K) in the embedded clause corresponds to two $fo8s\() in the main clause:

(17) Jargensen (2000:70) k |nja|v|V|N|A embedded
Flv[nla] |[VIN[A] main

(18) Platzack (1985:71, fn 5), (A kinja|Vv|V|INIA embedded
Heltoft (1986:108), Flv|inja| |V|N|A main

Hansen & Heltoft (2011:328-330)
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(19) "The termfundamentfel{approximately. ‘foundation field’) is in principderhetorical term,
meant to signify a position in the Danish senteheg transmits the rhetorical clue of the
sentence (topic, theme). It is defined formallytesposition in front of the main verb in main
clauses. In the syntax of Danish, this positiothéonly position that is open to different types
of syntactic phrases. " (Bjerre, Engels, Jgrgensen & Vikned&Q40)

The possibility of having a "fundamental field"an embedded clause to the left of the subordinating
conjunction, as in (16) and (18) above, is illustdaby the following authentic colloquial example:

| F [ k]
(20) Da. Han turdeikke sige hvorfor|at | han selv havde veeret pa politistationen
He dared not say | why thdte self had been on police-station-the
1990, Corpu®K87-9Q cf. Bergenholtz (1991, 1992)

In the generative analysis, the initva-element in an embedded question is in CP-specthee
fundamental field (E). To e.g. Hansen (1977:72) and Togeby (2003:8@)jrtitial wh-element in an
embedded question is in the field of the subordigatonjunctionk. The problem with this is that
such awvh-element can clearly be seen to be an XP, a philasender whathe preferss/s.| wonder
which of the two solutionse prefery just like the elements occupyiiigand as opposed to the
elements otherwise occupyikgcf. Vikner 2007).

Finally, please note that the difference in (1&een tree analyses and field analys®&13
one of notation. The tree in (10)a can also beesgad by means of boxes (or at least square bsacket
as in (21)a, and the boxes in (10)b can also bstiited by means of a tree structure as in (21)b:

(21) a. [cp [Ava NU] [C° haﬂ [||:> [Dp Pete} [Vp [Ava igen] [Vp [Vp [V° polere] [Dp bilen]] [pp med StE°l|U|§j_|]]

8 . Cawe
Foundation field Nexus field Content field
| I
Ge. \Y; n a Vv N A
Clause har  Peter igen polere:  bilen med staluld

4. Further developments of the Diderichsen analysis

Before we go on to a more detailed comparisonwanfiere words about the Diderichsen model.
The following is a less simplified though still nquiite complete version of the Diderichsen
model for the main clause (Diderichsen 1964:379)37

Vikner: Introduction, pt | — Trees & fields & Damislauses p. 8 of 24



(22)

As seen in the previous section, there have bessraenodifications of the original model. The

Forbinder-| Fundament Nexusfelt Indholdsfelt
felt felt v-plads| n-plads| a-pladd V-plads| N-plads| A-plads
a! Ajv! V[IO!'DO]| fast! frit

Connector{ Foundation| Nexus field Content field
field field v-slot | n-slot| a-slot| V-slot| N-slot| A-slot
a, Al v V|10 DO|fixed, free

following is adapted from the new large grammabahish, Hansen & Heltoft (2011:238-330), cf.
also Bjerre et al. (2008:141).

(23) a. Main clause ("declarative"):

(adapted frornsten & Heltoft 2011:329)

Modal field | Core field Localisation

F M Subject Content field field

X Vi S SA M DO P MV FVIFA

maske | har | de farst sendt brevet ud i gar

maybe | have| they | first sent letter-the | out yesterday

de har nok skudt pa dem | uden skrupler

they have probably | shot at them | without scruples
b. Embedded clause ("neutral®): (adapted framden & Heltoft 2011:330)

Modal field | Core field Localisation

M Subject Content field field

K S SA \Y DO P MV FVIFA

hvis de farst har sendt | det ud i gar

if they | first have sent| it out yesterday

at det ikke var rigtigt | af hende| dengang

that it not was right | of her then

(24 Abbreviations and terminology used in (23), cf. Beam & Heltoft (2011:311, 319, 1583, 1585):
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modal field "modalfelt” X |any phrase "variabelt led"
core field "kernefelt" Vi [finite verb "finit verbum"
localisation field'lokaliseringsfelt] |K |conjunction "konjunktion”
S |subject "subjekt”
SA [sentential adverbial "seetningsadverbial
F [first slot "fagrsteplads” Vi |non-finite verb "infinit verbum"
M|Modal slot "modalplads" V |verb "verbum"
subject "subjekt” DO |direct object "direkte objekt"
content field "indholdsfelt" P |(non-temporal) predicatpreedikativer"
MV |prepositional valency ["middelbart valensleg
arguments
FA |free adverbial “frit adverbial”
FV |free valency arguments "frit valensled"
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5. Similarities between the two analyses

5.1 Topology vs. syntax

The generative analysis with its tree structureghtnseem to not have any distinction corresponding
to the one between Diderichsen's two levels ofymmaltopology’ and 'syntax’, which Heltoft
(1986:121) describes as followsopological analysis(Where are which constituents placed?) and
syntactic analysis(Which constituents may a sentence consist of amdrhay they be combined?)".

In the generative analysis, both "topological gsial' and "syntactic analysis" would surely fall
under syntax. Very similar distinctions can be midde tree analysis, however, by means of the
movement mechanism. A moved constituent leavescea {in fact, more than one if it moves in
several steps). An example like (25) is thus aral\yas in (26):

(25) Da. Den her bog kendtePer ikke
This here book knew Pernot = 'This book, Per did not know"

(26) Da. CP

XP C
/\
Den herbog o P

Den her bogs in CP-spec (Diderichseri@pology. it is placed in the "foundation fieldF) and it has
left a trace in the complement positionkehdte(Diderichsen'syntax it is the object okendtg.

We might therefore say that Diderichsen's diffeeebetween syntax and topology corresponds
to the difference between the base position anthtiging position (i.e. to the difference between D
structure and S-structure) in the tree analysis.

5.2 Topological fields and their equivalents in the tre

structure

Another point of convergence concerns the fieldhefield analysis and what they correspond to in
the generative tree.

The main constituents on the clause level in the &analysis, i.e. CP, IP and VP, can be seen as
convergent with domains that are commonly accejpt@aost of those treatments of clause structure
that employ field analyses. (27) shows a layerads# structure from Dik (1997:67, here cited from
Christensen 2005:51), see also Harder (2005:10)-wt@re each level takes in more and more
constituents of the clause, and whergands for "grammatical operators” antbr "lexical satellites"
(e.g. adverbials):
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(27) | Level 4: clause (speech act)
o4: “briefly"
74 illocutionary force (declarative, interrogativeperative)

Level 3: proposition (possible fact)

03: “in my opinion”

n3: subjective modality (evaluation, attitude)

Level 2: extended predication (state of affairs)

o2: time, location, space

n2: tense, objective modality (time, space, cognjtio

Level 1: core predication (property or relation)

ol: manner, speed, instrument,
direction, beneficiary

nl: (im)perfective aspect,
(non-)progressive aspect
(Subj, Obj)

Level O: nuclear predication

Predicate and terms (arguments)

The same layered structure is also found in theemexent versions of generative linguistics, . th
following illustration adapted from Christensen @30), which is in turn based on Platzack
(2001a,b):

(28) CP — Discourse Form
Proposition; lllocutionary Force, Topic, Focus

IP — Grammatical Form:
Subject-Predicate (EPP/“Nexus"), Tense,
Aspect, Voice, Polarity

Predication; argument structure

VP Thematic Form:

____________________________________________________________________

At first sight, this convergence between functiggrammar and generative syntax might seem
not to include the Diderichsen model: Whereas @dthe levels in both (27) and (28) contains the
next lower level, the fields in Diderichsen (194611162) are discrete entities, which do not contain
each other. This difference may be less crucial tree might expect, however, for two reasons.

One reasonis that some of the proponents of Diderichsen tdkeast some fields to be part of
other fields. In Hansen & Heltoft (2011:329), dlge content field is part of the core field. Simya
in Togeby (2003:268) and Blom (2006:43), and atyusko in a few places in Diderichsen (1946)
itself (!), e.g. p. 186, where the bracket struesuabove the tables look as follows:

(29) . S
Hovedsetning: k VSA
ovedsetning: k (, AL 2 (from Diderichsen 1946:186)
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("Hovedseetning” = main clause.

S was only later replaced by.

S aboveA is the indication for the foundation field, whicaAn host both
nominal expressions and adverbial ones.)

The second and more important reason is that ivergh Diderichsen's fields may not be part
of each other, the insights are basically the sanadl three frameworks: The generative view of wha
happens at the IP-level (which comprises the VR28)) or Dik's (1997:67) view of what happens at
his level 2 (which comprises level 1, cf. (27)) bogh very much parallel to Diderichsen's view of
what happens in the nexus field, even if the cdrfteld is not part of the nexus field, cf. (9) a(iD):

(30) Foundation field | Orientation towards the context of the sentence
Discourse-relevant elements
Nexus field Interface between communication and content,
e.g. polarity, aspect
Content field Organisation of content: actants, circumstantials

(based on Diderichsen 1941:35; Togeby 2003:50-®lipH 2005:115-117)

This is because Diderichsen's nexus field comptlsese parts of the generative tree which areqdart
the IP but not of the VP or those parts of funciagrammar's level 2 which are not part of level 1.

5.3 Movement and traces

As shown in (26), in the generative model constitsenay move around. What is less generally
known is that this is also the case in the Didesgchmodel, cf. e.qg. the following discussion of
preposition stranding and pied piping in Dideriah§£946:228):

(31) Man kan laegge Genstanden selv til Grund for Udda@oen "Genstandsfundament”), og
Konjunktionalet bliver da adskilt fra Ledstammentanstaar paa sin Plads i Indholdsfeltét:
Mig teenkte du vel ikke pa@aPans sidste Digte er der ikke meget veller man kan gaa ud
fra en Situation og flytter da Konjunktionalet méden lille By var der stort Rare.

"You can make the object itself the basis fordtagement (as object foundation), and the
conjunction [i.e. the preposition, SV] is then spp from the object and remains inside the
clause:Me thought you proably not ofHis latest poems is there not much(tiis latest
poems are not much good’). Or you can take theasitas basis and then move the
conjunction [i.e. the preposition, SV] as wel:the little town was there great commotion

A%
[ d

Hansen (1977:55) talks about movement to the fueddahfield ("opflytning til fundamentfeltet”),
and gives examples (1977:61, 75) with moved elesn@htre the "normal position" of the moved
element is marked "( )" (corresponding to a tracie generative analysis):

(32) Da. a. Vinden fgrer ()med sig langt ud overhavet
Wind-thecarries  with it far out over sea-the
en duft af hg og nysldede enge
an air of hay and new-mownmeadows
b. Den bemaekninglod jeg bare som om jeg ikke havdehgrt ()
That remark pretended just as if | not had heard

Allan et al. (1995:510) also talk of movement te fandamental field, and Jargensen (2000:69) talks
of movement (“fremrykning") both to the fundamerfteld and of the finite verb in declarative main
clauses.
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6. Differences between the two analyses

6.1 The number of positions

The generative structure in (10)a contains twesqlgiladser") more than the Diderichsen
model as in (10)b: VP-spec (the sister of V') &d10) is repeated here:

(33) CP
Spec C'
/\
c° IP
/\
Spec I
/\
I° VP
/\
AdvP VP
/\
Spec V'
/\
Ve VP
/\
VP AdvP
/\
Spec V'
Ve DP
F [ v n a | | Vv N A
Nu har han igen polere  bilen med staluld
— | | | |
k [ n a v | |V N A |
om han igen har polere  bilen med staluld

VP-specis the base position of the subject, which howaleays moves to the specifier of IP
(the sister of I'), in order to be assigned cad@dwis nominative in most cases).

I° is always empty in Danish (and in English, it igydilled by finite auxiliaries and the finite main
verbbe), but on the other hand all finite verbs occul’im Icelandic and French (cf. Vikner 1995,
1997).

The generative structure can thus say somethimgipted about differences between related
languages, whereas different languages need diffgpairs of) models in the Diderichsen view

-- one pair for Danish/Swedish/Norwegian as in fJ€))another pair for old Danish/Icelandic, cf.
Diderichsen (1941:89), and a completely differendel for e.g. German, cf. the second part of this
introduction. It is thus not possible for the figldalyses to give any principled reason why Danish
does not follow the model for German or why Gerrdaas not follow the Danish one.

On the other hand, the Diderichsen model(s) foriffaand the one(s) for German, etc. have the
advantage that they contain no positions whichaxer filled.
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6.2 The number of constituents

There are more constituents in the generativetstrelc(10)a than in the Diderichsen model (10)b,c,
also if we assume the extended Diderichsen mod@2pabove. A high (or a low) number of
constituents are of course not negative (or pasitas such. What is crucial is that the constitient
that can be shown to exist are also representedrestituents in the analysis.

I will use two kinds of arguments for the existennéa constituent: Movement (to CP-spec/the
"foundation field") and substitution (by a pronotnere with subsequent movement of the pronoun to
CP-spec/the "foundation field"). [ ] delimits thenstituents under discussion, _ shows where they
came from. The top lina/) above (34) shows the field analysis, the nex (M°) the tree analysis.

Thus it can be shown that a VP whinbludesa final adverbial is a constituent (which
corresponds to the "content field" in the field lggas, provided that there is only one non-finieby:

Vv N A (V+N+A = content field)
Ve DP PP (V°+DP+PP = VP)
—— —— A ~N
(34) Da. [ Kritisere regeringen for aben mikrofon ] ...

Criticise government-the for open microphone

... ville departementschefen undergen omsteendigheder .
would the permanent-undersecretannder no  circumstances

Vv N A
Ve DP PP
—A I_A_\ - —N— N
(35)Da. [ Bagtale folk uden at leegge fingrene imellem et kunne hun __ .
Slander people without to put fingers- in- that could she
the between

(= 'Talk about people behind their backs withouhneing her words, that she could’)

In the tree analysis, a final adverbial is adjoit@the VP, which means both that there is a VP tha
includes a final adverbial (as shown by (34) & (8bpve) and that there is a VP that excludes & fina
adverbial (as shown by (36) & (37) below). Thedata VP thaéxcludesa final adverbial does not
form a constituent in the field analyses, and softiowing data are unexpected:

Vv N A
Ve DP PP
—= - ~N ~ A~ ~
(36) Da. [ Lave en anstendiglasagne J]kanjeg kun [ ved hjeelp af en kogebog ].
Make a decent lasagna can| only by help ofa cookbook
\Y N A
Ve DP PP

— A N K_H

(37) Da. Det viser sig at Bo kan | rette eksamensopgaverne[]i  toget |

It turns out that Bo can correct exam-papers-the intrain-the
... det kan jeg kun ___ ved mit skrivebord.
that can| only at my desk
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Furthermore, in the tree analysis for Danish, evenp heads its own VP, which means that if there
are three verbs in the same clause, there arasdttleee VPs, two of which are headed by nonefinit
verbs. In such a clause, VPs headed by the malm ver by the last of two non-finite verbs, are
completely impossible in the field analyses, a®larnon-finite verbs occur in the same s\at,

It can however be shown that such VPs are nevegheonstituents, because they can be
moved, as in (39) and (41), or substitutediby as in (40) and (42). Two different VPs are again
relevant here: One VP headed by the main verb oentaly the main verb and its object (marked as
VP-a in (38)a), whereas another VP headed by the maimaantains the main verb plus its object
plus the final adverbial (marked ¥®-p in (38)a).

(38) CP
/\
a Spec C'
. Co/\

VP-a, which contains only the main verb and its objeat) be moved, as in (39), and also be
substituted bylet as in (40):

Part ofV N Part ofV
Ve DP Ve
f_H r A ) f_H
(39) Da. [vp, Lave en anstendiglasagne Jhar jegaldrig kunnet  [p.q | ...
Make a decent lasagna havel never could
A
PP
A
r N

... [ uden enkogebog vedhanden].
without a cookbookto hand
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\Y N A
A A A
r N\ ( \ < N
Ve Ve DP PP
I_H ,—H ( A \ - A ~N
(40) Da. Hun sagdeat Egonskulle [vp., dbne pengeskabet med en papirkniv , ...
She said thaEgon should open safe-the witha paper knife

... mendet sagdehanat hanikke kunne [vp.q | uden  rigtigt veerktg;j.
but thatsaid he thathe not could without proper tools

VP-B, which contains the main verb plus its object ghesfinal adverbial, can both be moved, as in
(41), and be substituted gt as in both (41) and (42):

Part ofV N A
Ve DP PP
— N A N\ A N\
(41) Da. [vepp Snakke ordentligt tysk uden atlave fejl ] har jegaltid

Speak proper  German without making mistakes havel always

Part ofV Part ofV

Ve Ve
r N[ A N
... gerne villet kunne lp-p_ |, men det er aldrig helt lykkedes.
really would could but it isnever quite succeeded
Vv N A

r A N\ f_H r A N
A Ve DP PP

f_H ,—H I—H e A ™~

(42) Da. Oles mor sagdeat Oleskulle [vpp lappe sincykel med det samme], ...

Ole's mumsaid thatOle should mend his bike right away

... 0g det synesjeg ogsaat du skulle {pp |
and that think | also that you should

So, yes, there are many more constituents in therggve structure, (10)a than in the Diderichsen

model(s) (10)b,c/(22). But this is a good thingt adad one, as it can be shown that at least sbme
those constituents that Diderichsen does not resegctually do exist.
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6.3 C-command

In generative syntax, it has turned out to be ugefassume the existence of the following relgtion
which goes by the name Gtcommand

(43) C-command: X c-commands Y if and only if
a. all constituents that contain X also cony¥
b. neither X nor Y dominates the other.

(44) In other words:
If Y is either the sister of X or part of the sisté X, then X c-commands Y.

(45) In other words again:
If you can get from X to Y in the tree by takingeostep upwards and then climb
downwards the rest of the way (not passing viab@n X c-commands Y.

C-command is used in a multitude of different gahsations, e.g. concerning where reflexive
pronouns may and may not be used (e.g. Vikner 198%gre negative polarity items may be used
(e.g. Vikner 2011), and also where personal pros@nmid DPs may or may not corefer:

(46) A pronoun and a DP may not be coreferential ifgf@oun c-commands the DP

(47) En. a. John thinksh_e is intelligent NAME C-COMMANDS PRONOUN COREFERENCE POSSIBLE
b. He thinksJohnisintelligent PRONOUN GCOMMANDS NAME, COREFERENCHM POSSIBLE
(48) IP 1P
/\
DP ' DP
John — T~
B VP John
I
VI
/\
& CP c-command:
thinks I one step up,
C then down the
/\
Co P rest of the way
that —— ——
DP ' DP
E VP he
is |
VI
/\
Ve AdjP
intelligent

Such generalisations would seem much more difftculormulate within field analyses. In a field
analysis, (9)a,b/(10)b,c/(21)b, the subject woully @-command other elementside the nexus
field, but it would not c-command the object itseifany elements inside the object clause in (48).
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In this way, the difference between the possib® & (51) and the impossible (50) & (52) may be
accounted for in a tree structure, whereas a pliredgr rule would not be able to make the right
distinctions between them.

(49) Da. cp
/\I
PP /C\
/ ce P
A va g
pPe° CP Anne IO/\
Uden | og Ba VP
2 P v
/\
Co IP tl O/\
at DP i ts DP/\V'
dEl /\ /\
|° /VP\ 15} \/° VP
levet
Spec \Va bleve DP/\V.
b /\ 2] o/\
Ve DP Vv DP
vidste det fotograferet t;

Without that they knew it had Anne and Bo beenqgnaphed
In (49) at least one constituent contaies'they’, without also containingnne og Bp'Anne and Bo',
e.g. the embedded clause tHais the subject of. (In other words, héene og Bp'Anne and Bo', is
not part of the sister ade, 'they'.)

In (50), on the other hand, no constituents cordejtthey’,without also containingnne og Bp
‘Anne and Bo'. (In other words, hekane og Bp'Anne and Bois part of the sister ade, 'they'.)

Thus the pronoun c-commands the name(s) in (5Gichwieads to ungrammaticality if there is
coreference, according to (46) — whereas the prodoes not c-command the name(s) in (49).
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(50) Da. *Jeg tror ikke ...

CP
|
Cl
/\
Ce° P
at o S
DP I
dEl N
[° VP
/\
Spec V'
t1 /\
Ve CP
vidste |
Cl
/\
CO /lP\
at pp i
Anne T
ogBa I° VP
—
DP V'
/\
b P
var DP/\V'
t /\
1 oye VP
blevet — .
DP \Va
15} — T
Ve DP

fotograferet t;
| think not that they knew that Anne and Bo hadl@etographed

Similarly, in (51) at least one constituent consalares 'their’, without also containind\nne og Bp
'‘Anne and Bo', e.g. the DP of whidkresis the determiner. (In other words, h&mne og Bp'Anne
and Bo', isot part of the sister aderes 'their'".)

In (52) on the other hand, no constituents cordanes 'their',without also containingnne og Bp
'‘Anne and Bo'. (In other words, hekane og Bp'Anne and Bo'is part of the sister aleres 'their'.)

Thus the pronoun c-commands the name(s) in (52jchwieads to ungrammaticality if there is
coreference, according to (46) - whereas the pnomimes not c-command the name(s) in (51).
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(51) Da. CP

/\I
PP &
[ s =
PN vals  pp I
po DP Anne I"/\
Uden | og Ba VP
D P v
/\
D* NP N
deres |\|l 5 /\\/
, DP —
No tl o
_ \% VP
tilladelse blevet — ™~
DP \A
t]_ —  ——
Ve DP

fotograferet t;

Without their permission had Anne and Bo been mrajzthed

(52) Da. *Jeg har ikke hgrt om...

DP
|
D'
/\
D° NIP
dere
S N
/\
N° PP
tilladelse FI>
/\
P C|P
til c
/\
¢ B
at  pp I
/\
e e
g DP V'
tl V°/\VP
/\
kunne DP v
ty T~
V° DP

fotograferes t;
| have not heard about their permission to that &@and Bo could be-photographed
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Another generalisation involving c-command is th@P may only be coreferential with a pronoun
that it c-commands if the pronoun is inside a défe clause.

In (53),Anne og Bp'Anne and Bo'anddem 'them',are in the same clause afdne og Bo
c-commandslem The example is therefore correctly expected tarlgrammatical with coreference
betweemAnne og B@anddem

(53) Da. *Jeg tror ikke...

CP
|
CI
/\
C° IP
at —
DP I
/\
fre e
g DP V'
/\
b VP
/\
har DP V'
ty T~
V° DP

fotograferet dem
| think not that Anne and Bo have photographed them

In (54) Anne og Bp'Anne and Bo'anddem 'them',are also in the same clause, but erae og Bo
does not-commandiem The example is therefore correctly expected ltmatoreference between
Anne og B@anddem

(54) Da.Jeg tror ikke...

C,P
CI
/\
c° IP
/\
at DP; i
|. T~
/D\ 1° VP
D° NP = v
/N\ 2 e VP
N PP il 55T Y
billede | t, —
P’ A DP
N imponere  dem
P°  DP
af  Anne
og Bo

| think not that that picture of Anne and Bo witipress them
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In (55) Anne og Bp'Anne and Bo'does c-commandem 'them’, but as the two expressions are not
inside the same clause, this example is therefmrectly expected to allow coreference between
Anne og Banddem

(55) Da. Jeg tror ikke ...

CP
|
Cl
/\
Ce° IP
DP I
Anne I°/\
0g Bo, VP
Spec V'
t1 /\
Ve CP
vidste |
Cl
O/\
C P
at _
DP I
dEJ_ /\
1° VP
—
DP V'
/\
b P
var DP/\V'
t /\
LoV VP
blevet — .
DP \Va
15} —
V° DP

fotograferet t;
| think not that Anne and Bo knew that they hachljgetographed

Such generalisations, which are not only validDanish, cannot be formulated within a field anaysi
framework like the Diderichsen (1946, 1964) onatdeast not as far as | can see.
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7. Conclusion

The objective here was to illustrate both how milngtree analysesand thdield analyseshave in
common, and what exactly distinguishes them. (Ehast compared clauses with nominals or Danish
with other languages, as this is what Eva Engdlsdwiafter the break in part 1l of the introdugctip

The most striking difference is probably that treetanalysis is not tailor-made for Danish, and
therefore requires more comprehensive machinerytitiafield analyses do. This more
comprehensive machinery on the other hand hagitrengage that the tree analysis has more to say
about comparative data. This is made even moresstiag by the fact that when it is possible to say
something about the difference between Danish egldridic, then it is also possible to say something
about the diachronic development of Danish.

It is important that these different approacheshawnumber of properties in common. Underlying our
project is also the idea that syntacticians wodvell advised to look further than the surfacéhef
different formal and functional approaches. Desthieeoccasionally polemic tone, the various
approaches actually have much in common, whichralsans that they may learn from each other's
insights.

All linguists, regardless of theoretical persuasi@n ultimately interested in explaining langudgéa.
Given the complex subject matter of the discipliwe,need all the help we can get, and therefore
none of us can afford to ignore the results reaetigdn ‘the opposite camp’.

It should be emphasised that this does not meatinigaists should forget all the differences betwe
the two approaches, but merely that they shouldarget that in spite of such differences, theee ar
areas where the two approaches can learn fromathehand build on each others' insights.

At the end of the day, linguists from the two agmtoes will still set out in different directions erhit
comes to searching for an explanation, and thas i should be, given thahé growth of knowledge
depends entirely upon disagreenmigiftopper 1994:x).

This quote is further explained in Popper (1994983-"Since the method of science is that of critical
discussion, it is of great importance that the tieodiscussed should be tenaciously defended. For
only in this way can we learn their real power. Aordy if criticism meets resistance can we leam th
full force of a critical argument.
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