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Part | — Danish Pseudo-coordination

1 Introduction

The subject of this thesis is quirky verbal morgigyl. Quirky verbal morphology | de-
fine as unexpected and/or semantically unmotivatedohology on verbs and my aim is
to establish the structural conditions under whichay occur.

While the cases that | consider to be quirky dig@ubstantial variation on the sur-
face, there are both immediately discernible simtiéss, and as | will show, structural
parallels which justify treating quirky verbal mbigdogy as a general phenomenon
which is far more homogenous than its heterogenewarsifestations may lead one to

believe.

Quirky verbal morphology is often connected to vellsster formation and | therefore
focus my investigations on cases where two or merbs form close units or clusters,
i.e. 1 do not concern myself with e.g. cross-clauseporal dependencies. A striking
similarity is that the verbs which are involvedsinch cluster formations (not necessarily
the verbs that have a quirky form themselves) eliogsiistically form a fairly uniform
and small group. | mainly concern myself with Nertth and West Germanic languages,

but will occasionally draw parallels to other laages which are not as closely related.

The hypothesis that | defend throughout my dissertais that quirky verbal morphol-
ogy may occur when two or more verbs share onesalalomain. Essentially this means
that two verbs form such a close connection they 8hare their argument structure and
project the functional clausal structure togetidre exact underlying structure differs
slightly for different constructions, while the pladogical output differs substantially.
These substantial surface differences | ascrib®=a.e. | argue that they are not syntac-
tic in nature. This view entails that the concepstatus government must be reconsid-

ered.

Traditionally, verbs which co-occur with non-finimmplements are divided into three
groups; Auxiliaries (including modal verbs), Ragwerbs and Control verbs. With Plat-

zack (2008) 1 will use the term ‘support verb’ aswanbrella term when referring to any



6 The syntax of quirky verbal morphology

verb which may take a non-finite verbal compleméitie connections these support
verbs form with their verbal complement may be maréess intimate and the degree of
intimacy between the verbs may result in diffeiggrnhantic and syntactic effects.
Intuitively the degree of support provided by albves related to its semantic weight,
for example auxiliaries used for analytic tensed aidtually nothing to the semantics;
they only influence the tense/aspeaktionsartof the main verb, (2). Modal verbs are
slightly less extreme, they contribute to the samarof the verbal complex by giving it
a modality, e.g. of possibility, volition, permiesi etc. but are semantically still clearly
subordinate to the main verb, (3). At the other ehthe spectrum, in German we find
so-called non-restructuring verbs likedauern‘regret’ which also allows infinitival
complements which are arguably full CPs (Wurmbra@dl: 328). In a sentence like (4)
it is hardly feasible to claim that the assistimghvis semantically weak; rather it denotes

an event of its own. While (2) and (3) are cleanignoclausal, (4) is probably biclausal.

(2) Peter liest dasBuch
Peter readsthe book

(2) Peter hat das Buch gelesen
Peter has the book readrAsT.PART ‘Peter has read the book’

3) Peter will das Buch lesen
Peterwill the book readiNF ‘Peter wants to read the book’

4) Peter bedauertdas Buch gelesen zthaben

Peterregrets thebook readPAST.PART to haveIiNF

‘Peter regrets having read the book’
These three examples are rather clear-cut cageg assisting verbs are at the extremes
of the spectrum. The really interesting questionceons the status of those verbs that
are in between the extremes.

While verbs of all degrees of the spectrum willeige some attention, the main focus
of the thesis will be on the verbs in the middhes bnes which can be considered semi-
functional. This group includes particularly veddfposition, of movement, of change of
state, of perception and certain other control serb

Cross-linguistically the behaviour of these verksembles both that of auxiliary
verbs as well as that of main verbs. Generallyjlany verbs show real selection in the

classical sense, for example when the German auxilaben‘have’ is used to form the
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perfect tense, the main verb must appear as gpestiple, and German modals always
have bare infinitives as their complements. Cldikgeinfinitival complements on the
other hand are always introduced by an infinitivarker; in Germarzu

The verbs in between however show a variety of &msome of which are very unex-
pected. Furthermore, when more than one instanceaarphological selection takes

place within one and the same clause, we get oddhntiogical effects.

One such (in)famous example is the West Germaffimitimus-Pro-Participio (IPP). IPP
is triggered in certain 3-verb-clusters and cosswsttwo interesting effects: One verb
appears in the infinitive instead of the expectadt participle and the internal ordering
of the verb also diverges from the canonical order:

(5) ...dassPeter es nicht hat (V) machen(V?) kénnen(V?)

...that Petent not has donF caniNF
Throughout my dissertation, | will use superscmpimbers refer to the hierarchical
status of each verb. In this example the modal kérimen‘can’ appears in the infinitive
despite being selected Imaben‘to have’ which normally selects a past particigle-
portantly, konnendoes have a past participle; it is only in thistigatar configuration
that the infinitive is required. Furthermore, the@nonical ordering of the verbs in a sub-
ordinate clause is such that a superordinate watbwss its complement. Under IPP
however, the highest, finite, verb, must preceaeather verbs.

My thesis takes IPP as its point of departurethin literature, people have more or
less successfully attempted to derive both morghoé and word order effects by dif-
ferent technical and theoretical means. As mentipngy aim is a different one. If one
looks at different variants of German and Dutchndard and sub-standard, the varia-
tion, both concerning allowed forms and word ordersnassive and a uniform account
which covers this variation still remains to beagiv Instead of attempting such an ac-
count, | will approach the problem from a differeamtgle; | will compare superficially
quite different constructions from different langea which involve unexpected verbal
morphology and attempt to show that the structooalditions under which it occurs are

quite similar.
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Among other things the variation found with IPPncerns which verbs are allowed as
the matrix verb. Standard German (SG) allows omlysatives, modals and perception
verbs, while e.g. Dutch additionally allows for anmber of control verbs to trigger IPP
(Schmid 2005: 23)

(6) a. Sie hatihn spielen lassen SG
Shehas himAcc playINF letINF

b. Sie hatihn spielen horen /gehort SG
Shehas himAcc playINF heariNF /hearPAST.PART

(7) a. Ik heb haar de kratternelpen dragen NL
| haveheracc. the crates helpnF. carryINF.

b. * Ik heb haar de krattergeholpen (te)dragen NL
I haveherAcc. the crates hel@PAST.PART. (t0) carryiNF.
Data from non-standard German dialects furthermiugtrate that a number of different
substitute forms can be found and also a biggesgyad matrix verbs is allowed, cf. the

following examples from the dialect Oberschwodiible 2006: 57).

(8) a. li hawe musd gi:e
| have mustsupr. go.NF. ‘I have had to go’

b. Se hunn waisd danze
they have.himshowsupr. danceNF. ‘they have taught him to dance’
The word order variation found in the non-standdiadects is also much bigger than in
the standard languages, such that of six potented orders within 3-verb clusters, five

are attested. This variation | argue is purely mhogical.

In my analysis of quirky verbal morphology, | brit@gether a number of different con-
structions from the Germanic languages. In the Maih Scandinavian languages we
can also observe quirky verbal morphology in cotinaowvith multi-verb constructions.
One such construction is the so-called Pseudo-Qumairdn (PC), exemplified in (9) and
(10) where the two verbs must always show idenimf#ctional morphology, despite

the fact that we are not dealing with a coordingtlout a subordination structure.

! In some German variantselfen‘help’ also allows IPP.
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9) a. Hvad for bgger sidder Peter og laeser?
What for bookssits  Peterand reads

b. Hvad for bgger sad Peterog leeste?
What for books satPRET. Peter and readPRET.

(10) a. Hvad for en bog gar Peterud og kaeber?
What for a book walks Peterout and buys

b. Hvad for en bog gik Peterud og kabte?
What for a book walkedPRET. Peter out and boughtpPRrET.

That this structure involves subordination can éensfrom the fact that extraction of the
embedded object is possible and also because theenlis act as one complex predicate
with a fixed temporal and causal interdependence.

| argue that the structure underlying pseudo-coatibns is very similar to the one un-
derlying IPP. My working hypothesis is that quinkgrbal morphology occurs when two
or more verbs form a very close connection; speadify | will identify three different
structural conditions; 1) When more than one verimerged in the functional domain of
the clause, Il) when more than one verb is mergetie lexical domain (including vP)
of the clause and IIl) when two vPs must share @daesal domain. The lack of func-
tional structure causes semantic and syntacticdependence between the verbs, some-
times giving rise to quirky morphology.

The quirky morphology itself | assume to be posttagtic. Essentially, the idea is
that the configuration dictates insertion of a bstem but due to a surface filter in the
languages in question, bare stems are generallgliosted to surface (in contrast to e.g.
certain verb serialising languages). In order terise the verb to surface, a non-stem
form will be assigned. | will uncover two differestrategies for this form assignment
which to some extent are language-specific; eitheon-finite form is inserted (such as
the bare infinitive) or the dependent verb copesinflectional form of another verb.

| also include other cases of quirky verbal morplggl Examples from Danish include
the otherwise rare present participle followlrlye ‘stay’ andkommeécome’ when they

combine with verbs of position or movement:
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(11) a. Peter kom gaende
Peter came walk PRESPART.

b. Peter blev  stdende
Peter stayed standPRESPART.
From German, | also treat non-finite complementsesbs of movement as quirky mor-
phology, such as the bare infinitive followigghen'go’ in (12) and the past participle
complement okommericome’ in (13)a. vs. the bare infinitive complemerh the same

verb in the b.-example.

(12) Ich gehe einkaufen
I go shopNF. 'I'm going shopping’

(13) a. Sie kommtgelaufen
Shecomes runningAST.PART.

b. Sie  kommimich besuchen
Shecomes meAcc. Visit.INF. ’She’s coming to visit me’
Furthermore, | include a construction from the &eut German dialect Bodensee-
Alemannic (14) where the construction correspondn@l?2) shows a remarkable phe-
nomenon, namely thg -infinitive following verbs of movement (Brandn&rSalzmann
2008: 82)

(24) | gang gi de Onggl bsuecha

| go Gl the uncle VisiINF.

'T'll go visit my uncle’
The origin and status of this element is dispupedbably it is derived from the preposi-
tion gegen‘against/towards’ or it is a reduplication of therbgehen‘go’. Either way, in
its current usage it appears to be a kind of itifieimarker related solely to verbs of
movement. Brandner & Salzmann analyse this cornstru@as a case of bare VP-

complementation, i.e. the structural conditionyjg¢al for quirky verbal morphology.

Despite a large amount of similarities, the langagagithin the Germanic language fam-
ily differ in certain crucial respects. One sucffedence is the one between basic word
orders, creating the division between the Cont@leWwest Germanic Languages
(roughly German, Dutch, Swiss German and theiredial but also languages such as
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Yiddish and Frisian) on the one hand, and the MontfGermanic languages (Mainland
and Insular Scandinavian) on the other (see e.qrZi®97b).

The Northern Germanic languages are characterisedding consistent SVO-
languages, i.e. the basic word order is subjedt-object. The internal ordering of verb
and object holds regardless of the nature of thectbsuch that if the object itself is a
verb it must follow the superordinate verb. The iobs exception to this order is the
Verb Second effect in root clauses, which requin@s the finite verb appears in C°, i.e.
after the first constituent of the clause.

The basic word order of the West Germanic languégesich less clear. If one is to
follow Kayne (1994) all languages are basicallydigatial, and any instance of surface
OV must be derived. Others (such as e.g. Vikned 20urmbrand 2001, Bayer, Schmid
and Bader 2005) assume SOV to be the basic ordeimportant distinction is of course
the one between the basic order and the “basidasarorder; while claims such as
Kayne’s Linear Correspondence Axiom (LCA) (19948 #neory-internally induced for
reasons of parsimony, the “basic” surface ordertrbasderived from the empirical facts
of the language; a task which is anything but &fivor a language like German. | will
give a brief discussion of the subject, but wilt ntake any definite claims about the ba-

sic word order.

Another difference between the languages that in@x@ concerns the extent of inflec-
tional morphology. While the continental West Genmdanguages display a fairly rich
inflectional morphology with specifications of persand number, the Mainland Scandi-
navian languages only inflect for tense. Thoughrrot prove a 1:1 correlation between
inflectional morphology and quirky morphology assitent, it appears to be a tendency
that poor inflectional morphology favours copyinfwerbal morphology while more

elaborate verbal inflection favours assignment nba-finite form to the verb.

1.1 Theoretical framework

This dissertation mainly explores the syntax olbeeicomplexes, but as my analysis is
based largely on the internal structure of supperbs and their complements, we are
moving at the syntax-semantics interface and as same reflections and remarks con-
cerning the relation between the internal structifra verb and its semantics are indis-

pensable. This in turn opens up for bigger questmmout the organisation of the lexi-
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con, i.e. what parts of language can be attribtvethe lexical features of a word and

what parts are combinatory, i.e. what meaning® dhough syntax.

1.1.1 Theoretical assumptions

Broadly speaking, | am assuming a combination ef Mhnimalist feature system (e.qg.
Chomsky 1995, 1998, Adger 2008) with a version imigGe’s (1999, 2001, 2004) carto-
graphic approach, and the constructionist view erbamternal structure proposed by
Ramchand (2008), i.e. | am assuming a fine-grastecdture for both clauses and word
and that certain basic properties of verbs (suctelasty) are reflected in the argument
structure, while other, more fine-grained differencan be reduced to different features.
Further, 1 will assume that (some) verbs (and fbgsither lexical categories) exist in
more than one version. In the realm of support ¥é@ris meaningful to distinguish be-
tween a full or heavy, main verb usage and a liginpport verb usage. In order to trigger
the light version of a verb, an agreement relatmust be established between the verb in
guestion and another element which carries thevaatefeature. In the absence of such

an agreement relation, the default meaning is kept.

1.1.2 Ramchand

Starting with the verb internal structure, in ord@implement the idea of optional aug-
mentation, a layered VP-approach is necessaryll fallow some of the suggestions of
Ramchand (2008), but while her approach is attradh its simplicity, | will show that

it is not able to account satisfactorily for quirkgrbal morphology. Therefore | will
adapt and elaborate her view on verb-internal giracIn its schematic form, she advo-
cates that the structure of any given verb carepeesented in terms of some or all of the

projections in Figure 1 (Ramchand 2008: 39):
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InitP/vP — causing projection

TN

Subj of Init'/v’

‘cause’ /\

Init°/v° ProcP — process projection

TN

Subj of Proc’

‘process /\

Proc® ResP — result projection

/\

Subj of

‘result /\

Figure 1

This tree constitutes what Ramchand refers to @d-ifst Phase; the domain where the
basic argument structure is created. The higheggiron, the Initiation Phrase (InitP) is
comparable to VP. It is the projection connectedaosation and it licenses the external
argument, theNITIATOR. The middle phrase specifies the process, i.echiamge and
licenses theJNDERGOER while the lowest expresses the Result Stateeptbcess and
licenses the argument which is the holder of thetes therResuLTEE (Ramchand 2008:
40).

In Ramchand’s system there is a direct relationslefpveen semantic and syntactic
decomposition. The semantic role of an argumerat dsrect reflection of its syntactic
position. Quite importantly, this system allows fame argument to receive more than
one semantic role, meaning that an argument mageberated in the specifier of the Re-
sult Phrase and then move up through the spepifigitions and receive additional roles.
This would be the case for an intransitive verke lirrive’. The sole argument of ‘ar-
rive’ is an active initiator; it undergoes a charayel ends up as the holder of a state
(Ramchand 2008: 79).

The 1:1 relation between syntactic position andas#io role and the phrasal status of
these three projections are points | will not commmyself to. The major advantage of
Ramchand’'s system is that it gives a very clearesgmtation of the complexity of a

given verb. Further, the internal organisationhe arguments seems solid and is highly
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useful. What I do not want to make claims abowthether this can be derived from syn-

tactic structure or from some semantic effectstbeiofactors.

According to Ramchand (2008: 108), all verbs midijnaave a ProcP and variation
concerns only the presence/absence of the InitRrenBesP. This means that to her, the

possible structures are the following:

STRUCTURE: EXAMPLES :
[Proc] — melt, roll

[Init [Proc]] — drive, push, eat, read
[Proc [Res]] — break, tear

[Init [Proc [Res]]] — enter, defuse, give

Here is another point where | distance myself fioen views. Mainly this concerns the
structure of stative verbs. These are, in Ramclsaodn words (2008: 204) somewhat
neglected. Essentially she believes that they arepions to the above generalisation;
she considers them bare InitPs with rhematic comeigation. She claims that the lack
of a ProcP ensures that the initiator is not inetgrl as being a causer, but simply as a
holder of state (Ramchand 2008: 55).

This view, | find, has some weaknesses, mainlyabse it fails to capture the similari-
ties between inherently stative verbs and deriviaties. Ramchand’&ESULTEE is a
holder of a state, as is intuitively the subjectaastative verb; therefore | will propose
that states are bare ResP’s (with a vP of a kiatltwill account for shortly). If the syn-
tactic position is really responsible for the setramterpretation, it makes very little
sense to suggest that the position associatedoatthation and initiation should also be
associated with holding a state. Assuming statey to be ResP’s has the advantage
that it captures a specific property of the semiela verbs that are connected to quirky

verbal morphology; they all have a ResP as theresi projection.

Furthermore, a refinement of at least the InitP #rel ResP is necessary. As for the
ResP, at least two different types or flavours #hdoe distinguished. This difference
may simply be semantic, but it would seem that Resfich denote position (simple or
derived ResP) have some special properties. Wheristinction is not relevant, | will
simply use the notation ResP, when it is, | wileak explicitly of positional result
phrases (RgsPs).
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As for the Initiation phrase, the issue is more pboated. Ramchand’s Spec-Init [i-
censes both active initiation (agentivity) and ragentive causation. Further, Init° is the
accusative case assigner. The refinement | sufyebtitP is the one proposed by Folli
& Harley (2005, 2007). They distinguish between tifavours” of little v; vgo and Vause
where the former licenses an agent, and the lattauser or an agent. Both flavours of
the v-head can assign accusative case. This distine quite significant and necessary.
Specifically we will see that in German some veablew agentive verbal complements
(Vao), but despite this no passivesa(¥). The fact that ayusemay but does not need to
be agentive ensures the correct predictions asdegassivisation; MuseS are passivis-
able, yo's are not. The distinction also ensures a moreate description of causatives
embedded under motion verbs (where only agentiueataves are licensed).

Also in terms of Burzio’s Generalisation (Burzi®8b: 179) it makes sense to make
this distinction. The generalisation states the¢rdp must assign an exterr@role to its
subject in order to assign structural accusatise ¢a an object and vice versa. While
this is valid for many cases across languagesaant years it has been challenged sev-
eral times (e.g. by Lavine & Franks (2008), Marknta@08), Woolford (2003), Bennis
(2004) and Pylkkanen (2002)). One of the reasongHallenging the generalisation is
the existence of verbs that appear to be non-agehtit nevertheless assign accusative
case to their objects. Among these are psych \eambdsverbs of passive perception. In-
troducing the concept of causation as opposed &mtagfy can explain such cases,

maintain the gist of Burzio’s generalisation, asdaunt for passivisation too.

Furthermore, possibly even a third flavour of wmecessary; apy which is the semi-
functional head of stative predicates. Obviousig ttepends on what one assumes the
role of little v to be, but descriptively it enableis to account for the differences con-
cerning agentivity in different verb types. Whilg and vauseappear to really be two dif-
ferent kinds of one headyais slightly different as it may be embedded uratesther v.
This is the case with derived States including ipass The flavours of little v help us

decompose events, as illustrated in (15):
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(15) Decomposing events/states:

Process verbs:

Peter reads a book

[X Vgo [Proc (Y) ]]

(Peter is actively performing the action of readjadpook ))

State verbs:

Peter knows your secrets

[X Vie [State (Y) ]

(Peter is in the state of knowing (your secrets))

Causative transitives:
Peter opens the door
[X Vcause[Y State (Z) ]]
(Peter causes the door to be in an open state)

Agentivity alternations:

Peter annoys me (just by being here)

[X Vcause Y State ]]

(Peter causes me to be in an annoyed state)

Peter annoys me (by pulling my hair)
[X Vgo [Proc Y]]
(Peter does annoyance to me)

Passives e.g. ‘see’

Peter was seen by Mary

[X Vcause[Y Vbe [State ]]]

(Mary caused Peter to be seen (by Mary))
One might argue that the ‘be’ component of the éxstimple is part of the ResP and not
of a separate projection. This is quite possibig,this would entail that inherent states
do not project a little v of any kind. For uniforypiof exposition, | will therefore use the
notion of e but it is important to remember that the natureghis v-head is different

from that of y, and Vauseln that the specifier ofp¥is not really an external argument.

It is clear that assuming different kinds of littles theoretically problematic in connec-
tion with Ramchand’s first phase syntax. To Ramdhdmere is a direct relationship be-
tween the structural position and the semantiapnétation and this 1:1 correlation is
not compatible with different flavours of one he&ill, as | am using Ramchand’s sys-

tem as a representation without necessarily acugptl its theoretical implications, it is
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defendable to combine the approach of Folli & Hal(2005, 2007) with that of Ram-
chand (2008).

Throughout my dissertation, | will therefore notaally replace Ramchand’s Init with
VaoVeausdVpe €XCeEpt When referring explicitly to Ramchand’s owaws. This also has
consequences, both notationally and otherwiseCioque’s (1999, 2002, 2004) system,

consequences | will return to in the next subsactio

1.1.3 Cinque and the functional hierarchy

Above the first phase; i.e. above the thematic domédere roles are assigned to the ar-
guments, is the clausal domain associated wittonstsuch as tense, modality and as-
pect. | adopt the views of Cinque (1999 and ladeg assume that this domain is made
up of a cascade of functional projections, each st own responsibility.

Parallel to the version of Ramchand (2008) thaddopt, | will not make definite
claims concerning the phrasal status of all thesggtions but simply use the functional
hierarchy as a means of representation of thenaterdering of functional elements,
regardless of whether this ordering is due to séimanoperties or other considerations.

The version of the functional hierarchy that | baseanalysis on is shown here in (16):

(16) Cinque’s universal hierarchy of clausal functiopadjections (Cinque 1999: 106)

[M0o0dspeech acfM0O0evaiuative[MOOevidential [MOdepistemic[ T (Past) [T(future) [Moog
realis [MOUhecessity] MOpossibility [AS Phabitual [ASPrepetitive(t) [AS Prrequentative) MOGyoiitional

[ASPcelerative(y[ T (anterior) [ASReminative[ASPeontinuative[ ASPperect [AS Pretrospectivel ASP-
proximative [ASPdurative [ASPgeneric/progressivEAS Pprospectivel ASPsgcompletive()[ASPricompletive

[Voice [AS pcelerative(ll) [Asprepetitive(ll) [Aspfrequentative(lI)ASpSgCompIetive(II)

There are refinements within some of these categdvut | will leave these out until
they are relevant. To each projection, adverbs lbeayerged in the corresponding speci-
fier, although nothing guarantees that a languageally has a lexical item for each
function. Presumably the hierarchy is universal ibig not always the case that an ad-
verb will surface in exactly that position; amontper disturbing factors, Cinque (1999:
3) mentions focus movement of the adverbial iteelbf a unit containing it, adverbial

modification of another adverb and polysemy of @een as some of the factors which
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sometimes make the picture murky. To these factaan add that in Danish, many ad-
verbs tend to appear clause-finally, and not justimstantial ones.

With respect to some of the projections Cinque9g194.36) admits that there may be
some cross-linguistic variation, but he maintaihat tthe relative ordering of Tense,
Mood, Aspect and Voice is fixed. Furthermore, fome of the projections, there is very
little evidence for their exact position but thésriot problematic to my analysis. Even if
for some adverbs, the exact position is not quetéam, testing for the presence/absence
of the corresponding functional projections is vasgeful for my purposes. As will be-
come evident, the verbal complements of thematrbs/@ssociated with quirky mor-
phology appear to lack the entire functional stitetabove Voice (Cinque’s variant of
little v).

My hypothesis is that only non-thematic materialyrba merged directly into the func-
tional domain of the clause. This means that tealpauxiliaries and modals head the
appropriate functional projections while thematichs are regular VPs which on the one
hand project the full clausal structure, while be pther, some of them select comple-
ments that are maximally vPs. The verbs that magcse/P-complements are semi-
functional; they are semantically weak and existwo or more versions: a full lexical
version and a light semi-functional one. Structyréthe common denominator of the
verbs is that they have a ResP as their lowestsphiRresumably, because the verbal
complement has no functional structure of its ottwe, matrix verb provides the aspec-

tual information for the complement.

When | choose to assume a monoclausal structureeéructuring configurations and

not clause union operations of two or more claugds,for methodological simplicity

rather than for considerations of economy of lagguiéself. This means | do not commit
myself to any views on what is really more econa@hito always project the same struc-
ture (i.e. the entire functional clausal domaindl éimen under specific circumstances de-
lete it, or to project only what is needed in thstfplace. For methodological economic
reasons, | will simply assume that if we fail te ssvidence for specific projections, the

most parsimonious solution is to assume they aré¢hece.
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1.2 The structure of the dissertation

My dissertation consists of three parts in all.tPancludes this introduction and a de-
tailed account of the so-called Pseudo-Coordinat@) construction. | primarily ac-

count for its behaviour in the Mainland Scandinavenguages, but also make a few ex-
cursions into other languages (Afrikaans, Englisl Marsalese). | provide here a de-
tailed account and discussion of the syntactic sgmdantic properties of the construc-
tion. PC, | analyse as corresponding structuralyPP with non-modal verbs, i.e. | as-
sume that PC involves vP-complementation of sem¢tional verbs which always have

a ResP as their lowest projection. At the end of Rd compare PC to serial verbs and
discuss whether it is reasonable to assume PCs #oKind of serialisation. | will con-

clude that this depends entirely on definitions thatt there are striking structural simi-

larities. Part | provides the basis for my analydisPP.

Part 1l deals with IPP specifically. Here | giveletailed account of the syntactic proper-
ties of the construction, both as concerns selealioestrictions, morphological and
word order variation, to some extent also in sandard variants. | also give a brief
overview of the historical development of IPP amavtit has previously been treated in
the literature. Building on Part I, | attempt tonuenstrate that IPP occurs under three
different configurations; i) when a causative veésbinvolved, two verbs share one
vP/VP, ii) modal verbs trigger quirky morphologydaese two verbs are present in the
functional domain of the clause (a temporal ausiliand a modal verb), and iii) when
IPP occurs with other verbs, the matrix verb sslecbare vP-complement, i.e. there are

two VP’s to only one functional domain.

Part Ill deals with other cases of quirky verbalrpimlogy in relation to verbs of posi-
tion and movement more generally and | try to uecovhat is so special about these
verbs, that they may so often be connected to gunmreirphology. Here again | use data
primarily from Danish and German, but | also magferences to other West Germanic
variants. | argue that these cases all involvectiras that are parallel to those underly-
ing PC and IPP.

Finally, I summarise the findings and my proposaisd briefly discuss some of the

guestions that have yet to be solved.
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2 Introducing Danish Pseudo-Coordination

The remainder of Part | is a detailed investigatdriviainland Scandinavian pseudo-
coordination structures. This is a constructionchihat first glance appears to have little
in common with IPP, but | intend to show that stmually, the two constructions are
quite similar. | will demonstrate the semantic aydtactic properties of the construction
and show that it is in fact a case of subordinatiomill also develop the technical appa-

ratus which | will apply to IPP in Part Il of mysdiertation.

Pseudo-Coordination (PC) is a frequent construdtiaiihe Mainland Scandinavian lan-
guages Danish, Norwegian and Swedish. It consiste@ verbs that are joined by an
element which is orthographically and phoneticalgntical to the coordinating conjunc-
tion og ‘and’. The first verb (V) is an intransitive verb denoting either a positar a
change of position, while the second®(\fay be just about any verb (see 4.3.1 for

comments on the restrictions 0A)VTwo typical examples are given befow

(18) Jeg sidder og teenker
I sit and think ’'I'm thinking’

(19 Louise gik ud og hentedavisen

Louise walked out and fetched the.paper

‘Louise fetched the paper’
While on the surface, these constructions look $itaight-forward coordinations, they
differ from these both semantically and syntaclcallhe first hint that pseudo-
coordination differs from ordinary coordinationsisen in the translation of the examples
where \} is left out entirely and furthermore, in the trimti®n of (18), \f appears in the
progressivébe + -ing. This is because the lexical content dfis/secondary (perhaps en-

tirely irrelevant) to the action ofd/

2 Many of the Danish examples are based on my otuitions which are usually very clear when it comes
to pseudo-coordination. Whenever the grammatic#@itgubious I've based my judgements on the intui-
tions of at least five other speakers of my ownardrof Danish, i.e. the Danish spoken in Eastettadd
around Aarhus. Generally there would seem to be tiégional variation.
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My claim is that in both examples we are dealinghvépecial cases of subordination
structures. In essence, the two examples are the sanstruction, yet it is meaningful to
classify them as positional (18) and directiond)(fiseudo-coordination respectively
depending on the nature of MPositional pseudo-coordinations have a progressiad-
ing, while the directional ones have something &kenceptive one.

Before giving a thorough account of the phenomesmhits extension in Danish and
a suggestion of an analysis, | will briefly turn ratgention to how it has been treated in
the past by two of the most recognised Danish granams: Mikkelsen (1911) and
Diderichsen (1946). They say very little about temstruction but what they do say
makes obvious one of the major problems of psewdoeination.

M IKKELSEN

The classic grammar of Danish by Mikkelsen (191tioes not regard pseudo-
coordination as an extraordinary phenomenon attadl.merely treated as a coordination
of two verbs in which the first expresses a conditior or introduction to the action of
the second one, and it is noted that when thikasctse, adverbials are adjacent to the
first verb (Mikkelsen 1911: 693). Although pseudmaination is treated as ordinary
coordination, it is interestingly considered todrej to the subgroup of coordinations in
which V? presupposesVi.e. cases which at least semantically showsti@isubordina-

tion.

DIDERICHSEN

As for Diderichsen (1946: 72 he does not treat pseudo-coordinations sepgreitéler.

He basically considers thog in pseudo-coordinations as a conjunction “whichestral
with respect to hypotaxis/parataxis, because nisj@lements which in some way or other
make up a closer unif’ This conclusion is based on the fact thg@and the infinitive
markerat are homophonous. In unmarked speech, they are grotitounced aso], a
matter | will return to in subsection 3.6. Didersem furthermore compares the second
verb to an embedded infinitive (1957: 156).

% The terms positional’ and 'directional’ are minBespite Pseudo-Coordination as such being a recog-
nised term, there is no consensus as to the ditf&iads.
* Mikkelsen (1911) is here cited from the 1975-editivhich is a photographic reprint of the original.

® Diderichen (1946) is here cited from tH¥' 2dition from 1975,
® My translation of “Denne konjunktion [4] er altsameutral over for Modseetningen Indordning :
Sideordning, idet den blot sammenknytter Led, dar éller anden Henseende udgar en snaevrere Enhed”.
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Despite not giving any elaborate analyses, theseawtremely brief presentations of
pseudo-coordination offer the intuitive insightsdgoresent the problem in a nutshell:

Are we in fact dealing with coordination or suboration and is ¥finite or non-finite?

| will now present two existing analyses from thengrative framework, pointing out
why my investigation is necessary for understangiagudo-coordination and copying

phenomena.

2.1 Generative accounts

JOSEFSSON(1991):
Gunlég Josefsson (1991) offers the first analy$iS@andinavian pseudo-coordination
within the Principles & Parameters-framework. Steats pseudo-coordination as an in-
stance of VP + VP-coordination. Obviously the techhapparatus available at the time
was different from the current one, not least webard to coordination structures. Her
basic idea is that ordinary coordination is progabP+CP coordination with deletion
processes, while pseudo-coordination coordinates \f®s. Thus she circumvents the
Coordinate Structure Constraint (CSC) (Ross 19617) by saying that coordination is
not in itself a barrier for movement; when it iotked in ordinary coordinations it is
simply due to the CP-barrier. While this would etplwhy extraction from the second
conjunct in ordinary coordination is not allowebe tfact that movement from the first
conjunct of an ordinary coordination to the C-damii not possible, is not accounted
for. As a kind of functional justification of theonstruction, Josefsson suggest that the
structure is there to enable existential constoastiwith subjects for transitive verbs, as
these are not independently licensed in the Scawudin languages.

Josefsson’s analysis of the senteKedle sitter formodligen och fisker abortKalle
sits probably and catches perch = Kalle is prob#bhing for perch’ essentially looks
like this (Josefsson 1991:142):
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CP
NP C
Kalle, "
C IP
sittef;, TN
NP I’
ti /\
I VP,
I+Tense/ _~"N_
Adv/Q VP,
fﬁrmodligen/’\
VP, Conj VP,
och
t|/>\ ti/>\
tj ti Vv DP

fisker aborre

Figure 2

Obviously, since then it has become standard tonassamong other things a split IP, a
vP and a binary branching coordination structuce,dbill the intuition that ordinary co-
ordination is coordination of CPs, while pseudofdamation is coordination of smaller
units, is one that could still be applicable (aguad by De Vos 2005).

There are a number of problems with Josefsson’lysisathe main one being that it
is not sufficiently elaborate, yet this is largélye to the technical apparatus available at
the time. As an example, even though she addreksefact that only a very limited
number of verbs may act as' \f pseudo-coordinations, her explanation is aerath
vague non-technical one, namely that it is “thesgmbty of a verb to cooccur with an-
other verb in creating a singkeeENE’ (Josefsson 1991: 146). By scene she means “an
EVENT or asTATE that is held together by means of causality ame'ti(Josefsson 1991.:
144). This intuition is quite likely to be true,tyié says nothing about what it is that al-
lows a verb to be a part of creating such a sdendtively verbs without an overload of
semantic content are more likely to enter compieents, but it still remains to be speci-

fied what this really means.
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WIKLUND (2007):

Wiklund’'s (2007) analysis of Scandinavian PCs isbaibly the most exhaustive one to
date, presenting a wide range of data on ‘copypiggnomena, mainly from Swedish,
but in part also from Danish and Norwegian.

Her analysis of PC is to be viewed in the lighhef more general analysis of copying
phenomena in Swedish. To her, copying is when b uaexpectedly and without con-
sequences for the interpretation appears to capfetitures of another verb. In Swedish,
copying can be divided into two groups: TMA (Temdebdd/Aspect)-copying and Parti-
ciple copying. Her general claim is that copyingaisurface phenomenon, i.e. it is se-
mantically vacuous, and copying possibilities refflhe size of the verbal complement.
Thus, participle copying applies to bare VP-commats, while TMA-copying requires
a larger complement (in her view, a full CP). Arample from Wiklund (2007: 1) of

participle copying is given below:

(20) Lars har kunnat skrivit

Lars has couldPAST.PART. written PAST.PART.

‘Lars has been able to write’
According to Wiklund, PCs, which in Swedish occungh more verbs than in Danish,
are instances of TMA-copying, meaning that ttfés/an embedded CP and she presents

three major arguments for this analysis.

The first argument is of a rather theoretical nat{and not really an argument for a CP
but an argument against a bare VP-analysis). Hemcis that “Copying is a reflex of
dependencies between functional heads of the save€ (Wiklund 2007: 68). It is only
possible if the corresponding functional projectisnpresent in the embedded clause.
This means that since®\6f PCs show Tense/Mood/Aspect features, it musesearily

have TMA-projections.

This theoretical assumption has its empirical basithe contrast found in Swedish (but

not in Danish between TMA-copying and Participle Copying. Paptie copying is very

"I will not completely exclude the possibility dhéling examples of participle copying in Danish.eyh
are, however, to be regarded as dialectal and deradly sub-standard.
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restricted. As the name implies, it only applieshte Past Participle, and®6 never pre-
ceded by any kind infinitival marker/complementiseordinating conjunction. Wiklund
assumes that this is due to the fact that thés\a bare VP and since it lacks all func-

tional projections, it is not able to appear in atiyer variants.

The existence of participle copying becomes theieoafly based argument for PCs be-
ing larger than VPs. PCs appear in all tensesttamtheoretical assumption that copying
requires that the relevant projection be preserithéncopying verb, appears to account
for why some Vs only allow copying of the past participle. In ethwords, the empirical

difference between PC and participle copying maéisdhe theoretical assumption.

The third argument, and the main argument in fawdr CP-analysis, relates to the na-
ture of p] which in Swedish too is the unmarked pronunciatid the coordinating con-
junctionoch and the infinitive markeat). She claims that the finite clause complemen-
tiseratt (Danishat) (ati,) and the infinitival markeatt (Danish alsat) (aty,) are of the
same category, i.e. that they are both complenestihat reside in C°. In this claim,
Wiklund mainly cites Holmberg (1986, 1990) and Pdak (1986). Platzack’s (1986)
assumption is that the Norwegian and Danish infiaitmarker is generated in I°, while
in Swedish (and Icelandic) it is generated in QiisTis mainly based on the fact that in
Swedish, adverbials may intervene betwa#irand the infinitive (as illustrated in (21)
(example from Platzack (1986))

(21) Han hade foresatt sig att aldrig sla hunden

He had decidedkerL to never beatthe.dog
Furthermore in Swedish there are parallels witpeesto deletion ofdy] andatt; (Wik-
lund 2007: 73):

(22) a. Han borjade (att) skriva brev
He started to  writelF. letters

b. Han boérjade (0) skrev brev
he startedeand wrote letters
Both: ‘He started writing letters’
This only goes for those cases of TMA-copying whaeeinfininitive is an alternative to

the inflected construction, i.e. this is not véhd regular PC.
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It is not an uncommon assumption théf; anqatin are of the same category, in part be-
cause the two are orthographically identical anehdygghonous; at least wheity is pro-
nounced carefully, they are bottt] and they appear to serve similar purposes. ll sha
not deny that the two are closely related; howdweill argue in 3.6 that the resem-
blance is somewhat deceiving and that at leastanighat,; does not belong in C°.
Johnson & Vikner (1998: 21) defend the view thaSimedish the infinitival marker is

merged in I° and in Danish it is merged in T°. Thigerent usages ob] are summarised

below:

atin at,s |coord.conj PC
orthography at at 0og og
unmarked usage [ee]/[eet] o] [0] [0]
emphatic usage [eet] [eet] o] [2]
Table 1

Unlike Wiklund, | take the more traditional starfgat the §] in front of infinitives is in
fact a phonetic variant @t and that alsog has the alternative pronunciatiar. [It does
however not follow, as claimed by Wiklund, that themonymous nature ob][is a
mere coincidence; in fact it is highly plausiblatht andog-usages ofd] are intimately
linked. I will not follow the issue any further ignow, but it is by no means impossible,
that p] is really derived from what is now a hypercorrectemphatic pronunciation of
the coordinating conjunctioog [oU] and then applied as a variantaifdue to e.g. am-
biguous context, i.e. when the verb is in the itifre or when the present or past tense is
identical or almost identical to the infinitive, situation that is not uncommon in the
Mainland Scandinavian languages due to the comfadeteof inflection for person and
number. In fact, though | will not attempt a degdilanalysis ofq], | find it plausible that

it is a kind of hybrid, containing both traits adardination and subordination, such that
despite it being used in a subordination structitrphonologically triggers identity of

inflection, i.e. traits of being a coordinating gumction.

It is possible to account for the difference betmv&svedish on the one hand and Danish
and Norwegian on the other, without takiat; to be a C°, for example the way it is

done by Christensen (2007: 158) who assumes thassathe Scandinavian languages,
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the infinitive marker is merged in v°. In his viewm, Swedish (and Icelandic) unlike in
Norwegian and Danishgtt obligatorily undergoes head movement to Fin° tec&hthe
strong features on this head. Hence in Sweidighiritnitive marker may precede some

adverbials.

Furthermore an alternative explanation is requteedccount for the fact that Swedish
(also unlike Norwegian and Danish) allows floatogantifiers betweeatt and the in-
finitive as well as sentential adverbs with narssope, as noted by Wiklund (2007: 70).
One such explanation is given by Johnson & Vikd&98: 21) who place Swedisitt in

I°, above Neg°.

(23) a. De provadeatt alla alltid jobba heltid
They tried to all alwayswork full.time

b. De provadeatt inte skrika
They tried to not yell

Having presumably established that;aind ag, are both C-heads, Wiklund turns to the
[0] in front of infinitives and rejects the standaslsumption that it is a carelessly pro-
nouncedatt. She argues that it is unlikely that [set] and][would be identical in care-
less pronunciation by coincidence and that the plogical change fromaget] — [o] is

a very complex and implausible one. Consequentyasdsumes the][in front of infini-
tives to be a variant afch/og

Her claim thatochis also in C° is based exclusively on the claiimet o] is really
ochand thatty is a C-head. She gives various examples wheieehaves just likatt
and consequently concludes that it must be a C:HBEaid argumentation is not com-
pletely convincing, seen as it relies completelytlom argumentation of the two founda-
tional claims, i.e. thaat; resides in C° and thai][cannot be a variant att.

In 3.6 | will present an argument against a uniféoreatment oft;, andatys, and the
examples given for all the parallels betweghgndatt can actually be seen as counter-
arguments against Wiklund’s own] [=ochanalysis, as all the parallels point towards
treating the two as variants of the same functiotesh. Consequently, the claim that
[0]/ochis a C-head would have benefitted from more emcglirguments.

The fact that the analysis af][is somewhat circular partially undermines theirent

CP-analysis of pseudo-coordinations, as it wasobtiee main arguments in favour of it.
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Furthermore, as | will show, there is no evidentarty functional structure above vP in
V2, in fact, the evidence is to the contrary. Altho@wedish differs slightly from Dan-
ish in allowing floating quantifiers and sententalverbs betweeatt and the infinitive —
which suggests that the infinitive marker is mergedr moved to a higher position than
in Danish, it does not necessarily entail that tioéds for PC too, unless one accepts
Wiklund’s claim that §] is a C°-related complementiser.

The apparently missing functional projections &f Wiklund explains by hypothesis-
ing that the functional heads are unvalued (andivecexternal valuation, i.e. from the
functional projections of ¥. While this is a theoretical possibility, it $tdoes not ex-
plain the asymmetry, that in some cases, matex@liring a subject position (and val-
ued features) is allowed to appear. Further, alkbigysame line, it seems odd that an
otherwise deficient functional domain should haveoamal C° to host the complemen-
tiser. Saying that the functional structure is defit is not far from my claim that the
functional structure is just not there, but suciimk having been made, we would as-
sume that the situation would have to be the samalf projections above a certain

point.

Another argument that is put forward is the fa@ttonly the TMA-copying construc-
tions (i.e. not the Swedish group of participle yiog verbs) are allowed to appear in the
imperative. Imperative licensing/checking arguataliyes place in the C-domain and as
such Wiklund uses this to back up her claim thaisva CP. The imperative of TMA-
copying constructions can however be explainedtbgraneans (and | will return to this
guestion in section 4.6), and the challenge iseratitn explain why the participle copying

constructions are so restricted.

2.2  Positional pseudo-coordination

My term, positional PC, refers to its' Which is a “positional” verb, the core verbs be-
ing: sidder/ligger/star/garsit/lie/stand/walk (go)’. To differentiate themofn other very

similar pseudo-coordination structures, | will mefeo these as positional pseudo-
coordinations, as opposed to the directional ps@ododinations, which are formed by

verbs such akomme‘come’, seette sigsit down REFL.)’, laegge sidlie down (REFL),
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rejse sig‘'stand up RerL.), ga ind/ud/heriwalk in/out/over’. These will be more closely
examined in section 2.3 of this chapter.
| will mainly be giving examples from Danish, btican be assumed that particularly

Norwegian and to some extent also Swedish largatiyem with Danish.

THE CORE CASES:

(24) a. Jeg sidder og teenker
I sit and think  ‘I'm thinking’
b. Jeggar og synger
I walk andsing ‘I'm singing’
C. Jeg ligger og laeser

I lie andread ‘I'm reading’

d. Jeg star og venter
| standand wait ‘I'm waiting’
At first glance these look like regularly coordiedtstructures, yet the reading is aspec-
tual and they also differ syntactically from cooatied structures.

From a semantic point of view, what is expressethi®/construction is a progressive
or imperfect aspect of the main verb, somethingctvtiidanish is unable to express by
means of verbal morphology. The vedidde ligge andstain PCs usually express that
something takes place presently and within a lidhibene frame, whereagd often refers
to something that takes place over a longer tirheéhe following example in which the
natural assumption would be that the person corsaehange of jobs for at least some

time.

(25) Jeggar og overvejerat skifte job

I walk and consider tochangejob

‘I'm considering changing jobs’
This does however not alter the imperfect or pregjke aspect, merely the amount of
time which is considered to be ‘the present’ oe ‘thoment’.

Despitega ‘walk’ being a verb of movement, | consider it asjtional PC-verb. The
aspect it expresses is very much like the otheitippal verbs and radically different
from the aspect in directional PCs. Further, itaglevdenotes movement within a limited
space, i.e. it is atelic, and as such there ard gemsons to say that it expresses a kind of

state/position. | will refer to the verb in thisage as a dynamic positional verb express-
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ing a dynamic state (a notion which will be elalbedaconsiderately in Part Ill on motion
verbs)

It should be noted that | have deliberately traieslga with ‘walk’ and not ‘go’. This
is due to the fact thaja is not grammaticalised as its English counterpat,it cannot
mean ‘movement in an unspecified manner nor caexfress immediate future (al-
though perhaps this is part of the reading yourgeases of directional PC). Still, as can
be seen from example (284 is perhaps less lexical than the other positigpdbs, seen
as thewalkingis not to be taken too literally. At least it da@ assumed not to be taking

place incessantly. A motion is and must howeveagibe implied.

Generally there is a semantic correspondence betiteepositional verb and the posi-
tion the person would be expected to be in whiteyirzg out the action in ¥ i.e. if one
is standing at the bus stop waiting for the bug, loais to say ‘I stand and wait’ and not ‘|
sit and wait’ but it is not a rigid 1:1 correlatioef. an example such as (2&)hich may

considered almost idiomatic:

(26) Jeg ligger og karertil Vejle hver dag

I lie and drive to Vejle every day

‘I drive to Vejle every day’
Furthermore, despite the fact thatisually denoting the actual position of the subjiec
is not uncommonly heard that speakerssisandlie more or less arbitrarily if speaking
of an action like reading. This can be taken teebers of production, but it could also
be seen as a step on a grammaticalisation pathgdwinich the first verb of pseudo-
coordinations is becoming bleached semanticallheEiway, it suggests that the seman-

tic content of \¥ is not considered crucial.

2.3  Directional pseudo-coordination

The telic counterparts dofidde, ligge, stéand gd, i.e. seette(ReFL) ‘sit down’, leegge

(ReFL) ‘lie down’, stille sig‘stand REFL), ga ind/hen/oveiwalk into/over’ can also enter

8 This example is probably licensed since the cpeiseived as ‘lying’ on the road and by extensamis
the driver. Non-literal usage difjge ‘lie’ is restricted to PCs with certain types ofrbal complements,
generally verbs of transportation. This could ssgdeatligge has gone a small step further on a gram-
maticalisation path than the other PC-verbs.
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pseudo-coordination constructions, yet their inhetelicity gives a rather different se-
mantic effect. Unlike positional pseudo-coordinatipthese are not progressive (and
possibly not at all aspectual, though something Iikchoativity could be argued to be

present).
(27) a. Hun seettersig og spiser(sin mad)
She sits REfFL and eats (herfood) 'she sits down to eat’
b. Hun leeggersig og laeser(sin bog)
She lies  RefFL and reads (her book) 'she lies down to read’
C. Hun gar hen og laeggesig (pasengen)

She walks over and lies REFL (on the.bed)

Unlike positional pseudo-coordinations, the direcél ones always imply a change of
state or position. The transitive vedme ‘take’ will be dealt with separately in subsec-
tion 4.5 because it differs from the other PC-varbsgarious respects. Syntactically the
directional pseudo-coordination acts almost like gnogressive one. The main differ-

ence appears to lie in the aspect expressed bydlrex verb.

A particular usage of verb + particle is the norediional, i.e. non-literal, usage g&
hen‘go over’ which imposes an aspect of unexpectesi(@sd perhaps undesirability). |

will get back to this construction in 4.2.1.

(28) Han gik hen og dade

He wentover and died ‘he just died (suddenly)’
A verb which may also be used in pseudo-coordinatiand which appears different
from other directional PC-verbs because it is sditaliy heavier, iginge ‘call (by tele-
phone)’. It is however likely that this is interpgd as movement/change of position,
even if it is in a metaphorical sense. Either waytactically nothing indicates that this

verb should be different from other PC-verbs, loé following example:

(29) Hvad ringede han og fortalte dig?
What called he andold you
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2.4 Positional vs. directional PCs

Directional and positional PCs seem to behave genylarly. As will be shown, they
obey more or less the same syntactic restrictibhere are however various reasons to

maintain the distinction.

First of all, the aspects expressed in the twoavasi are different; the progressive and
inceptive readings follow systematically from thiass of \*. Secondly the group of
verbs that are allowed as'd/behave differently; positional PC'4/belong to a very re-
stricted (if not completely closed) group, whileatitional PC-Vs form a semi-open
class; all verbs of a specific kind are allowed.

Furthermore, cross-linguistically, the two clasaes distinct. Here | will give a few
representative examples, but will not assume myngkes to be neither particularly sys-
tematic nor in any way exhaustive. They merely s@w illustration that other languages

have similar distinctions.

English is one such language. As is well known, ghegressive aspect is usually ex-
pressed by the auxiliary ‘be’ + -ing. This coulddé&unctional motivation for the lack of
positional PC. But when it comes to directional E@glish has a PC-like construction

involving the verbg£omeandgo (see e.g. Carden & Pesetsky 1977).

(30) a. *  What do you sit and read?
Intended: What are you reading?

b. I will go (and) talk to my professor
C. He will come and visit me soon

Dutch also displays constructions that resembleigseoordinations. Other strategies
are used, but still the distinction between thegpeesive and the inceptive is maintained
and lexically encoded. To express progressive asfiere are two options; one resem-
bles the Danish PC in that it consists of a pasatiocverb + infinitive markete + infini-
tive (31). It is worth noticing that the same vedne used as in Danish positional PC, i.e.
zitten, staan, ligge, lopéait’ ‘stand’ ‘lie’ and ‘walk’ (Donaldson 1997: 194

The construction resembling directional PC congi$igaan‘go’ or komen‘come’ +

infinitive in contrast gives a reading which closetésembles that of directional PC (fu-
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ture/inceptive/change of location). Notice thathie c.-examplgaanhas the particleit
‘out’ which makes it unambiguous that there is arge of location. Without such a par-
ticle, it is context-dependent and may be truly myumbus (e.), but clearly has the possi-
bility of not containing any movement at all (dall(examples from the electronic
ANS®).

(31) a. Ze zit eenboek te lezen
Shesitsa bookto readiNF

b. Vader gaat uit vissen
Father goes out fish.NF ‘Father is going fishing’

C. In verband met mijmieuwe baan gaan weverhuizen
In connectionwith my new job go.BPL we moveINF

d. Het gaat regenen
It goesrainINF ‘It will rain’
These examples provide a nice parallel to DanistsiR€e verbs of position and move-
ment are used for progressive and inceptive-likesttactions, even if the specific use
and morphological marking is language-specific.iksfans and the Italian dialect Mar-
salese also display pseudo-coordination. Afrikaamy has positional PC as shown in
(32) (De Vos 2005: 159), while Marsalese (33) (Gaalktti/Giusti 2003: 31) only has

directional PC. | will return to these languageseation 6.

(32) Hy sal die heeldag nadie wolke [é en kyk
He will the whole.dayat the clouds lie.INF. and look.INF.
‘He’ll lie looking up at the clouds all day’

(33) Va a pigghia u pani

g0.3G A fetch.3G the bread

‘He’ll go (and) fetch the bread’
While positional PC has a very easily identifiabkpectual (progressive) reading, it is
less clear if directional PC is aspectual as s@bkarly they are not cases of additive,
Boolean coordination, as the action of Mesupposes the action of,\but the question

arises if perhaps directional PC is to be treated par with other cases of asymmetric

° The examples are from the electronic ANS (Algemerdederlandse Spraakkunst)
http://www.let.ru.nl/ans/e-ans/ Paragraph 2.422 infinitief (onbepaalde wijs)’ and 18.5.4.3 igdan”.



Pseudo-coordination 35

coordination. | will return to this question in 32t until then | will assume that a uni-

form account of positional and directional PC isgible

2.4.1 PC vs. for at-infinitive

Another thing which distinguishes directional fraositional PC is the possibility of al-
ternating a directional PC with a non-finite pur@adause. In Danish this is done by
means of the prepositidor + infinitive markerat + infinitive, an alternative which se-
mantically differs only minimally. The difference that thdor at ‘for to’ adds a purpose
reading to the verbal complex; a reading whichcgyrispeaking is not present in the
pseudo-coordinated structure.

(34) a. Jeggar ud og hentervisen
I walk out and fetch the.newspaper

b. Jeggar ud forat hente avisen
I walk out for to fetchiNnF. the.newspaper
‘I go out in order to fetch the newspaper’

c. * Jegsidder for at leese minbog
| sit for to readiNF. my book
As can be seen from the examples, this alterné&tivaly available to directional PC, not
to positional PCs, but it is likely to be blockeither by the simultaneity of the two ac-
tions or by the fact that positional verbs areistadnd hence incompatible with a non-
finite purpose clause with an agentivity requiretnen
Crucially, there is one way to distinguish the teanstructions and this test further-
more supports the claim that even directional psexabrdinations which denote two
actions taking place successively are monoclaiiga.test consists of checking whether

the second action must be carried out or not:

(35) a. * Peter gik ud og kgbte madmnen butikkenvar lukket
Peter walked out and bought food, but the.storewas closed

b. Peter gik ud for at kebe mad, men butikkenvar lukket
Peter walked out for to buy food, but the.storewas closed
As (35)a. shows, in directional pseudo-coordinatibns not possible to negate the latter
action without including the former. If the ‘wallgrout’ and ‘buying food’ were separate

events nothing should prevent that only one oftteactually came to be realised. This



36 The syntax of quirky verbal morphology

is a clear distinction from the final non-finiteaclses which express that there is an inten-

tion to carry out both actions, but it does notcheehappen.

3 Coordination or subordination?

There are two general analyses of the constructigtizer they’re seen as coordination
structures (e.g. Josefsson 1991, De Vos 2005, BrE®#@P) or as subordinating struc-
tures (e.g. Johannessen 1998, Wiklund 2007). Armbofse there are analyses that sug-
gest a combination (Bjerre & Bjerre 2007).

In this section | will give a thorough account bétdifferences between ordinary co-

ordination and pseudo-coordination.

In the following | mark many of the PC-exampleshwét bold-facedPC. In part, | do this

to make it immediately clear which examples areugeecoordinations and which are
not, but it also serves another purpose. Certanstoactions are ungrammatical under a
PC-reading, but are available if the two verbspmperly coordinated. This means that
when an example marked wiBC is judged as ungrammatical, it may be grammatical
under another reading. For example, this can be se€36)b. which could be accept-
able, although very unlikely, as an ordinary cooation. Rather than pointing this out
every time, for ease of exposition, | have decittechclude it under th€C-label. The
proper coordination reading of a PC is hardly eMausible; whenever it should be, |

will make it explicit.

The main arguments for a proper coordination amabe obviously the presence of the
coordinating conjunctioog ‘and’, and the fact that the two verbs must hdwe dame

morphological form, e.g.:

(36) a. Laura gik 0g sang PC
Laura walked and sang

b. * Lauragar og sang PC
Laura walks and sang

This is a very strong argument, yet in most otlespects the second verb of a pseudo-

coordination acts more like an embedded non-fieid.
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An important fact to bear in mind is that, as de&sad above, the coordinating con-
junction og and the infinitival markeat are homophonous in unmarked speech (also in
Norwegian and Swedish), and thus there is widedpresecurity among many speakers
about when to use one or the other. In oral praedugcthis is hardly ever a problem, but
great variation can be seen in written texts.

While it is tempting to hypothesise that the cooadiion features have arisen through
a reinterpretation of the construction, such thaatwas taken for awg, the fact that
pseudo-coordination also exists in other languageshich the infinitival marker and
‘and’ are phonetically very distinct, speaks agathgs hypothesis. This is for example
the case in English and Afrikaans (de Vos 2006).

If ogis really a coordinating conjunction, it would éepected that it could be modified
by the particlebade‘both’ or substituted with another coordinatinghgnction. This is,
however not the case, as the contrast between {{®Cq and b. examples (proper coor-

dination) show.

(37) a. * Laura bade sidder og leeser PC
Laura both sits  andreads

b. Laura bade syngerog spiller
Laura both sings andplays

(38) a. * Laura sidder eller leeserhver fredag PC
Laura sits or readsevery Friday

b. Laura syngereller spiller hver fredag
Laurasings or plays everyriday
A way to test if one or two events are denotedifidve them take place at different
times. Two coordinated events can take place &rdiit times, whereas one event can
obviously only take place at one place in time. épected the a.-example is only
grammatical with the two-event reading, which ighty counter-intuitive since you

would rarely talk of a sitting-event

39) a. * Hun sadi sidsteuge og laestégar PC
She sat inlast weekandread yesterday
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b. Hun sangi sidsteuge og spilledd gar
She sangin last weekand played yesterday

3.1 Extraction:

The clearest difference between proper coordinahPseudo-Coordination is the pos-

sibility of extractiort®, although as will be clear, it is not sufficiestadefining trait.

Since Ross (1967: 161) it has been a well estadishct that you cannot move a con-
junct or a part of a conjunct out of a coordinastdicture (Coordinate Structure Con-
straint, CSC). The exception is across-the-boatthetton (ATB), exemplified in (41)b.
where the same element is extracted from both cctgu

Examples (40) show the CSC; the first conjunctnisrdransitive verb, thus the com-
plement DP can only be of\and movement is blocked. In (42) it is shown tetac-
tion is indeed possible in Pseudo-Coordinationstarsdpresents a very strong argument

against a coordination analysis of PCs.

(40) a. Hun griner og syngeren sang
She laughsand sings a song

b. * Hvad griner og syngerhun?
what laughsand sings she

c. * Hvad griner hun og synger?
What laughs she and sings

(41) a. Paul skriver og Johnsyngeren sang
Paul writes andJohnsings a song

b. Hvad skriver Paul og syngerJohn?
What writes Pauland sings John.

c. * Hvad skriver Paul og Johnsyngeren sang?
What writes Pauland Johnsings a song

(42) a. Hun gar og syngeren sang PC
She walks and sings a song

19 The possibility of extraction has been noticed asdd as a defining trait of PC by many others, e.g
Josefsson (1994), Wiklund (2007), Bjerre & Bjer20@7).
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b. * Hvadgar og syngerhun? PC
What walks and sings she

C. Hvad gar hunog synger? PC
What walks she and sings

The possibility of extraction makes Pseudo-coortiima pattern with regular embedded
infinitives.
(43) a. Hun glemmerat leesesine lektier

She forgets toread her homework

b. * Hvad glemmerat leesehun?
What forgets toread she

C. Hvad glemmerhun at lsese?
What forgets sheto read

ATB-extr. | non-ATB-extr.
object only of \(40) * *
shared obj of V+ V?(41) ok *
pseudo-coordination, obj. of’\({42) * ok
control verb + to-infinitive + obj.of ¥(43) * ok
Table 2

In short this shows that PCs pattern with contndihitive constructions, and not with
ordinary coordinations. Clearly, we cannot be awplvith a kind of ATB-extraction as
V! is intransitive. Extraction of the embedded objeeing such a strong diagnostics of
PC, I will be using examples where the object isamted when | test for other proper-

ties, to ensure that only a PC-reading applies.

3.2  What-for-split and asymmetric coordination

So far | have merely maintained a distinction bemverdinary coordination on the one
hand and pseudo-coordination on the other with@dinchg what “ordinary” actually
means. When | speak of ordinary coordination, éreinly to strictly additive, Boolean
coordination. | assume that an adequate analysioofean coordination is as follows
(Johannessen 1998: 109), i.e. a binary branchingu@otion Phrase (CoP) where one
conjunct is in the specifier and the other in thenplement position:
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CoP

T

Spec Co’

1st conjuny\

Co’ Comp
Conjunction 2nd conjunct

Figure 3

Pseudo-coordination appears extraordinarily freguenMainland Scandinavian lan-
guages, but many other cases of asymmetric codiainbave been observed, in Danish
as well as in various other languages. (44) anjl 445 examples where the object of the
second conjunct has been extracted; in (46) hasobject of the first conjunct (example
(46) translated and adapted from Culicover & Jadkénl997: 196):

(44) ? Hvad for bil kan man drikke vodka og alligevel kagre?
What for car can you drink vodkaand still drive?
(45) Hvad abnedehan dgren og sa?

What openedhe the.doorand saw

(46) ? Hvad for fag kan man underviseog alligevel skrive gode artikler?
What for classescan one teach andtill write good articles
Although extraction distinguishes PC from ordinapordination, these examples dem-
onstrate that simple extraction is not a sufficienterion. They allow extraction but
other than that they appear quite different, bathmf each other and from pseudo-
coordination as treated here. At first glance,dbmmon denominator appears to be that
there is a temporal and causal relationship betweeconjuncts, which for instance ex-

cludes changing the internal ordering of the cocisin
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Syntactically, (44) to (46) differ from standard RCthat they do not allowhat-for-

split of the object of the second conjuict

47) * Hvad kan man drikke vodka og alligevel kagre for en bil?
What can you drink vodkaand still drive for a car
(48) * Hvad abnedehan dgren og sa fomoget?

What openedhe the.doorand saw for something

(49) *  Hvad kan man underviseog alligevel skrive for artikler?
How can you teach andstill write for articles

It generally appears to be the case that whenéeeretationship between two conjuncts
is something other than a simple coordinationvleen there is a dependency of a tem-
poral, clausal or other kind of nature, you getnaisyetry effects, such as the extraction
possibility. Importantly, this dependency needs Iettriggered by subordinating con-
junctions, although adverbs may be inserted tongtheen the dependency reading (such
as alligevel ‘still’ in (44)). Examples like (44) and (45) ardten considered CSC-
violations, but it is entirely possible that the @8nly applies to Boolean coordination
and that an entirely different and coherent treatnoé asymmetric coordination is called
for. This is however beyond the scope of the diasen.

Finally, cases of repetitive/emphatic coordinatguth as (50) are arguably also in-
stances of asymmetric coordination, but | will paly any further attention to these ei-
ther.

(50) Peter spiserog spiser

Peter eats andeats ‘Peter eats a lot’
Despite the fact, that | will not make any clainecerning asymmetric coordination in
other languages, nor attempt to give an analysishwis adequate for all instances of
asymmetric coordination, it is still necessary éorow down the definition criteria of PC

in order to avoid that other constructions makeddi@ more confusing than necessary.

M What-for-splitof an object of the first conjunct is possiblay.élvad kan man undervise for fag og sta-
dig skrive gode artikleravhat can you teach for classes and still writedypapers’.
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What-forsplit allows a very clear distinction of PC botlbrh cases of ordinary coordi-
nation and other instances of asymmetric coordnatihere are other differences be-
tween PC and other asymmetric coordinations, legdlare mainly of a semantic nature
and are hard to substantiate. The syntagtat-forsplit in contrast gives rather clear
grammaticality judgements and hence, it is the lesill apply whenever there are

doubts about the nature of a construction.

There are however two problems with thleat-for-split:
I) When two verbs in an ordinary coordination shameobject, i.e. when the conditions

for ATB-movement are met, they also allevat-for-split, as in (51):

(51 Hvad syngerog spiller du for en sang? ATB
What sing andplay youfor a song

Il) When a preposition intervenes due to Danistpgséion stranding, i.e. when\Aas a

PP as its object and not just a simple DP-compléngen end up with two adjacent

prepositions and the sentence is much degraded:

(52) ?? Hvad sidderdu og taenkempa for ting PC
What sit you and think of for things

Obviously this does not mean that (52) is not a R&her it is a general effect which

can be observed when preposition strandingwanat-for-split are in conflict. This can

be seen from the contrast between the following $&otences whereese‘read’ may

combine with a PP or DP-complement (with almoshia&l meaning):

(53) a. Peter laeser (i) lingvistikbgger
Peter reads (in) linguistics.books

b. Hvad leeser Peter for bgger?
What reads Peter for books

c. ?? Hvad leeserPeteri for bgger?
What read Peterin for books

The same effect can be observed with control itifistructures:

(54) a. Hvad forsgger Peter at laesefor en bog?
What tries Peterto read for a book
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b. ?? Hvad forsggerPeter at leesei for en bog?
What tries Peterto read in for a book
Whether this is due to parsing difficulties triggerby two adjacent prepositions or to
other factors, the fact is that the effect is obsdr independently of pseudo-
coordinations. The consequence of this observasgidhatwhat-forsplit cannot be used
as the single defining property of PC. Whehat-for-split is not possible, one is forced
to consider the other differences between the mdiffiekinds of coordination.

3.3  Topicalisation of V %

Topicalisation of V¥ in PCs requires co-topicalisation of the objethére is one and it is
only possible by insertion of the dummy vegbre ‘do’. Og must remain in situ. That
(55) c. has not been judged as completely gramalaticprobably due to the fact that
topicalisation of verbs is a strategy which is afdén applied in Danish and that the rela-

tive weight of the topicalised element and the oés¢he clause is highly marked.

(55) a. Petersidder og spiller en sang PC
Petersits andplays a song

b. * og spiller en sang sidder Peter PC
and plays a songsits  Peter

c. ? spiller en sangsidder Peter og g@r PC
plays a songits Peterand does
Interestingly, there was quite a bit of disagreenanong the speakers | have consulted
with respect to the form of the topicalised verthil@ some advocated the inflected form
as in (55) c., others would only accept topicaissatof an infinitive. Crucially, these

speakers also require an inflected dummy verb ajnmdy not precede the infinitive:

(56) (*[s])  spille en sang sidder Peter og gar

playiINF. a songsits Peterand does
It was furthermore not the case that the speal@rsl @ccept both a finite and an infini-
tival topicalisation and the judgements were qaléar as to which one was grammatical
for each speaker. As | have not been able to aer¢his with any other effects, | tenta-
tively conclude that it has to be related to toledion as such, rather than to PC. It is
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however not wholly unexpected that we should sed @n effect, given the dubious

status of the inflection of the second verb.

In the case of embedded infinitives, topicalisatainthe infinitive is possible, while
proper coordination disallows it, regardless of thiee the topicalised verb is finite or
non-finite, whether the coordinated conjunctioncestopicalised or not, or whether a

dummy verb is inserted or not:

(57) a. at spille en sang forsgger Peter Control
to play a songtries Peter

b. * (og) spille Ispiller ensang synger Peter (og ggar)
(and) playINF. /playsFIN. a songsings Peter(and does)
Based on: ‘Peter sings and plays a song’ Object shared

c. * (og) skreelle /skreeller Kkartofler arbejddteter (og gar)

(and) pealINF. /pealsFIN. potatoes works  Petefand does)

Based on: ‘Peter works and peals potatoes’ Object not shared
Even if verb topicalisation in connection with PE€ not a frequent or very felicitous
strategy, it still contrasts sharply with propepatinations in which the second conjunct
may not be topicalised under any circumstances.

Still, PCs also do not pattern exactly with conirdinitives; a trait that distinguishes

pseudo-coordinated structures from embedded iivfisitis that V cannot be pronomi-
nalised, cf.: (58) and (59):

(58) a. Peter forsgger at laesesin bog Control
Peter tries to read his book

b. Peter forsgger det
Peter tries it
(59) a. Peter sidder og lsesersin bog PC
Peter sits  andreads his book
b. * Peter sidder og det PC
Peter sits  andit
c. * Peter sidder det PC

Peter sits it

This could be an argument against my claim thairifiection of \# is not syntactically

based; were it really an infinitive in disguise,eomight argue it should be able to be
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pronominalised. However, the simple fact thdti¥ intransitive would explain why it

does not allow a pronominal as its complement.

3.4  Negation

Another difference between ordinary coordinatiod B concerns scope of negation; in
positional PCs, negation always has scope over\mtis. However, the following two
circumstances make this a lot more complicateddug

You can actually negate only?\but only as constituent negation, cf. (63). Insthi
case, matters are complicated by the fact that timeg@deems to apply to pseudo-
coordinations the same way it does proper coondinayet, in most of these cases, the

negation forces a two-event, i.e. a proper cootainaeading.

To avoid interference from the verb second propeftipanish main clauses | will use
subordinate clauses in the following examples.ubnosdinate clauses the verbs remain

in situ, i.e. sentential negation precedes the:verb

NEGATION OF PROPER COORDINATION :
Negation preceeding V: Narrow and wide scope possible" Megated, ¥ probably ne-

gated (although a non-negatefli¥ marginally available):

(60) a. ...at hunikke syngerog spiller
...that she not sings andlays

Negation preceding \V: Unambiguous, ¥not negated, ¥negated:

b. ...at hunsyngerog ikke spiller
...that she sings andnot plays

Negation preceding each YUnambiguous V+ V2 negated

C. ...at hunikke syngerog ikke spiller
...that she not sings andhot plays
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NEGATION OF PSEUDO-COORDINATION :
Negation preceding \}: Unambiguous: V+ V? negated

(61) a. ...at hunikke gar og synger PC
...that she not walks and sings

b. Hvad gar hunikke og synger?
What walks she not andsings

Negation preceding \/: Ungrammatical

(62) a. * ...at hungar og ikkesynger PC
...that she walks and not sings

b. * Hvad gar hunog ikke synger?
What walks she and not sings
(61)b. has variant which is acceptable, nameikki&is a constituent negation, and not a

sentential negation cf.:

(63) ..at hungadr og ikkesyngermen spiller PC
...that she walks and not sings but plays

As this is arguably a case of adjunction (probablyP), it does not give any indication

of absence vs. presence of a NegP @f Whe claim that this is constituent negation is

backed up by the fact that topicalisation of thgat®n + verb is possible:

d. ? Ikke syngermenspiller gar hunog gar PC
not sings but plays walkshe and does
Negation preceding each YUngrammatical in an unmarked reading.
The only possible, but very implausible, readingichhwould be grammatical is if it
would express negation of the constituent negationthis case the sentence would

strictly speaking not be counter-factual if indestte’ was singing.

(64) a. * ...at hunikke gar og ikkesyngermen danser PC
...thatshe not walksand not sings but dances
‘That she wasn’t not singing’

b. * Hvad gar hunikke og ikke synger men danser PC
What walks she not andnot sings but dances
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Furthermore, under verb second, there is a cortesteen PC and proper coordinations
in that both verbs of proper coordinations may edecthe negation (scope is ambigu-
ous) while in PCs only ¥may precede the negation if non-narrow scope ibeo

achieved.
(65) a. Derfor  syngerog spiller hun ikke PC
Thereforesings andplays shenot
b. * Derfor gar og syngemhun ikke PC
Thereforewalks and plays shenot # ‘she is not singing’
C. Derfor gar hunikke og synger PC

Thereforewalks she not andsings

These data indicate thaf does not have a position that licenses a sentemtigtion.

3.5 Verb Second effects:

Pseudo-coordinations and proper coordinations edsat differently to Verb Second
(V2) effects, i.e. the phenomenon observed in nWisst- and North-Germanic lan-
guages that in root clauses, the finite verb musveno C°(see for example Vikner
1995 or Haider 1986 and references there for adsmin/2).

In the case of ordinary coordination, it makes féetence whether the conjuncts have
complements or not. If neither conjunct has a cemgint, both verbs combined by the

coordinating conjunction move to C°:

(66) Derfor  syngerog lgberhan aldrig i weekenden
Thereforesings andruns he neverin the.weekend

The same thing happens if both verbs share amadtargument:

(67) Derfor  syngerog spiller han aldrig sine sangemere
Thereforesings andplays he neverhis songsanymore

When the first conjunct does not have a complenieritthe second one does, it is how-

ever ungrammatical to move both verbs into the &Sipon, instead only the first verb

moves.
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(68) a. * Derfor  sangog lsestehan en bog
Thereforesangand read he a book

b. Derfor  sanghan og laesteen bog
Thereforesang he andread a book
If the first conjunct has a complement, only thisby moves into the C-head, regardless

of the nature of the second conjunct:

(69) Derfor  sanghan en sangog lsesteen bog

Thereforesanghe a songandread a book
Pseudo-coordinated structures on the other harutl ddéerently to Verb Second. Since
Vv!is always an intransitive verb, we cannot tesngas parallel to those in (67) and
(69). We can only have cases like (66) and (68)dddrvV2, you get the same result,

whether V2 has an internal argument or not:

a. erfor sidder hun ikke og arbejder P
(70) Derf idd h ikk bejd C
Therefore sits she not andvorks

b. Derfor  sidder hun ikke og laesersin bog PC
Thereforesits  shenot andreads her book
Without going into the details of an analysis obger coordination, this could indicate
that (66) is an instance of coordination of head$ype of coordination that may only
take place when there is no internal argument. Waig67) - (69) then are cases of VP-
coordination or of CP-coordination with deletionidéntical elements is not crucial, the
fact is, they cannot be™toordination..

In the case of PC, something else is clearly hapgeif we accept that (66) shows
that complex heads are allowed to move into CPcareexclude a head-coordination-
analysis of Danish PC (as the one suggested byd3e200%?), as PC never allows for
both verbs to move to C°.

(71) * Derfor gar og syngerun aldrig i weekenden PC
Thereforewalks and sings shenever i the.weekend
Intended: ‘Therefore she’s never singing @ekends’

12 |mportantly, De Vos (2005: 135) shows that exattlg is indeed possible in Afrikaans.
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3.6  The nature of [ 9]?

As mentioned at an earlier point, written Danish tie coordinating conjunctiarg, the
complementiser of embedded finite clauaegati,) and the infinitival markeat (ati).
When pronounced carefully they are never interchahlg. Carefully pronouncedg is
[oU], andat is [eet]. It should be noted that the careful pramation, particularly obgis
very marked.

Og andatj,; are homophonous in unmarked pronunciation, wdtije andat,; are ho-
mophonous in more careful pronunciati@, is pronounced [aet] while in unmarked
speechat,s andog can always be pronounced.[

Atin, may be deleted entirely (and perhaps reduced ft@famaybe even too]), but
the fact thatits, is never pronounced][indicates that it is a different category fr@ty.
Although og/at are often homophonous, thecan always be reconstructed by means of
careful pronunciation in an unambiguous contexe $ame usually holds fog except
in pseudo-coordinations, the problem being thatcdrefully pronouncedg [oU] is so
contrastively marked, it automatically forces a {ew@nt reading of a pseudo-
coordinated structure, as can be seen from thehactit blocks extraction, as exempli-
fied in (72):

(72) a.  * Hansgar [oU] leesersin bog PC
Hans walks AND reads his book

b. * Hvadgar Hans[oU] leeser? PC
What walks Hans AND reads?

Still, it is a fair assumption that if aat cannot be reconstructed, thexj inust be of a
different category. Because reconstructioro& fnay be excluded for other reasons, we
cannot determine whetheqg is really underlying 4]. A third option is to compromise
and assume a third variant of,[namely one which is i) neithat nor og or ii) a hybrid
of the two. As far as | can tell this third categawould only be used in pseudo-
coordinations.

In pseudo-coordinationsy][forms a prosodic word with ¥(or whichever word im-
mediately precedes it. Furthermorg,hay not be preceded by a glottal stop:

(73) a. i. Peter gik —  gilK]
Peter walked
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ii. Hvad Peter gik og leeste...— [gigo] / *gik [ 9] PC
What Peter walked and read

b. i. Peter blev staende — [sta:rp]
Peter remained standing

i. Peter blev stdende og leeste — [sta:m] PC
Peter remained standing and read

C. i Peter seetter _sig — [sai] / [sa]
Peter sit.CAUS REFL

i Hvad seetter Petersig o0g lseser— *[sai’o] [/ [sao] PC
What sit.caus Peter.REFL and reads

Consonant reduction is very frequent in Danisheneagal and as such it is not easy to
say exactly which circumstances allow for this &pben. It is however striking that not
only the highly focussed{] is not possible but even the glottal stop preacgdowel
initial words is not an option. This is a strongdication that theog of pseudo-
coordinations is not an independent word. Sugggshat it is a kind of particle belong-
ing to V! does not seem feasible either, as it will attacwhatever word immediately
precedes it. Could it then be attached foaxd by some phonological process be forced
to excorporate? The following facts speak agaimstassumption:

Topicalisation of ais [eet] or p] + infinitive is possible ([eet]d] may also be deleted),
while V2 of pseudo-coordinations can only topicalise withol regardless of whether a
copied p] and a dummy verb is inserted.

(74) a. ([=t] / [5]) leesesin bog har hun forsggt
([eet] / p]) read her book has she tried

b. * [eet] / [o] drikker kaffe sidderhun (og ger) PC
[eet] / [0] drinks coffeesits  she (and does)
This is a further indication that the] [of pseudo-coordinations is not atys. If ogwere
a kind of complementiser it should be able to tajge with its verb. Rather it seems
thatog always stays in the same position, marking in a thaystatus of what follows it.
Possibly, as it has been proposed for zbén German verb clusters (Vogel 2009), it

marks the right edge of the clause and the redsainligatorily attaches to the preceed-
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ing word is because it is syntactically not preséns not a head and only exists as an
enclitic. Speculatively, | suspect that it only\ses at purpose at PF where it signals the
right edge and triggers copying of inflectionaltteas.

3.7  Subject-related material

In proper coordination, the subject can optionblyrepeated; however, this is not possi-

ble in pseudo-coordination (cf. Bjerre & Bjerre:)41

(75) a. Hun syngerog hun spiller
She sings andshe plays

b. * Hun ligger og hunleeser PC
She lies andshe reads

C. * Hvad ligger hun og laeserhun?
Whatlies she and readsshe

The fact that PCs do not allow repetition of théjeat, in itself indicates that3toes
not have a subject position available. Furthermitnis,suspicion is confirmed by the fact
that \* does not allow for subject-related material, sashsecondary predicates or for
floating quantifiers (a. examples). This contrasith ordinary coordination (b. exam-
ples). Presumably the same thing that prohibitsomert subject of ¥ in pseudo-
coordinations also prohibits subject-related matemore generally.

(v6) a. * Peter og Paul sidder og lseserbeggeen bog PC
Peter and Paul sit andread both a book

b. Peter og Paul syngerog leeserbeggeen bog
Peter and Paul sing andread both a book

(r7) a. * Peter og Paul sidder og lseserfulde PC
Peter and Paul sit andread drunkeL.

b. Peter og Paul spiller og syngerfulde
Peter and Paul play andsing drunkeL.

Possibly, a repeated subject and subject-relatadrimlacannot surface because the fi-
niteness is only apparent, i.e. not syntactic.
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4 Restrictions on PC

4.1  Auxiliary selection

Danish has alternating auxiliary selection, andhiis respect there is a difference be-
tween positional and directional PC-verbs. Whiknsitive verbs always requiteave
‘have’ as their auxiliary, intransitive verbs maseweitheveere’be’ or havedepending in
part on telicity, such that atelic usage requhlragewhile telic requires/eere The posi-
tional verbssiddeand ligge andsta are always atelic, thus obligatorily seldave.Ga
requireshavein its atelic usage, while in the telic usage iestsvare Non-reflexive
verbs denoting change of position lik& op also selectszere.Telicity (and transitivity
for that matter) being the crucial factors indictitat the actual selection of the auxiliary
depends on the internal structure of VP.

The telic counterparts @iddeandliggei.e. seette + sigandlaegge + sigon the other
hand usdave In this respect, they pattern with real transitwerbs. However, as will be
shown in (120), there is a significant differenagveen reflexive pronouns and “real”
internal arguments which receiv®arole.

In languages which have two different perfect baries, the choice is often linked to
the unergative/unaccusative distinction, such thregrgative verbs choose ‘have’ and
unaccusative ones select ‘be’. An unaccusative ietsually defined as a verb which
does not assign an exterr@drole and no structural accusative case (e.g. But286:
28). Telic manner-of-motion verbs are a bit triddgcause they involve a kind of agen-
tivity. They do however respond to unaccusativégts, and as such are to be considered
unaccusative. This is in line with e.g. Friedmannat. (2008: 357) and McFadden
(2007: 696). Despite the apparent agentivity, et that telic motion verbs are unaccu-
sative tells us that the little v must be of theckwhich involves external causation, i.e. a

Vcause

As for PCs, we can see that they are not as suateldan the perfect tense, but they are
excluded if there is a conflict between the chaitauxiliary of V! and \A. This is true
for both directional and positional PC. Note tHat ban is not on interaction between
telic and atelic verbs as such, but on conflicangiliaries:
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(78) a. Peterlda og faldti s@vn PC
Peter lay and fell in sleep

b. ?? Peterhar ligget og faldeti sgvn PC
Peter has lain andfallen in sleep

c. * Peter er ligget og faldeti sgvn PC
Peteris lain andfallen in sleep

(79) a. Louise gik ud og hentedavisen PC
Louise walked out and fetched the.paper

b. * Louiseer gdet ud og hentet avisen PC
Louise is walked out and fetched the.paper

c. * Louisehar gdet ud og hentet avisen PC
Louise has walked out and fetched the.paper
Granting each verb its own auxiliary is not possié$ seen from the ungrammaticality of
(80) (and cf. (155) where | will use this to ardioe the absence of the Asp-Domain
above V):

(80) * Hvad er Louise gaet ud og harhentet foraviser PC
What is Louise gone out and has fetched for papers

The only available option is forAto be an infinitive, an alternative only used fbe
periphrastic perfect, not for any other tenseseHt#re nature o] is even more uncer-

tain than in normal cases of PC:

(81) a. Louise er gadet  ud [o] hente avisen (PC?)
Louise is walked out [o] fetchINF. the.paper

b. ? Hvader Louise gdet ud [o] hente for enavis? (PC?)
Whatis Louise walked out [o] fetchiNF. for a paper

c. * Louise gik ud [o] hente avisen (PC?)
Louise walked out [o] fetchINF. the.paper

d * Louise gar ud [o] hente avisen (PC?)
Louise walks out [o] fetchINF. the.paper

This option is not available to positional PCs:

82) a. * Peter har ligget [o] sove (PC?)
Peter has lain  [0] sleep.NF.
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b. * Peter har ligget [o] falde i s@vn (PC?)
Peter has lain  [o] fall.INF. in sleep

In (81)a. it may be that it is actually a non-fexiurpose clause of the type mentioned in
2.4.1. The fact that this repair strategy is orngplecable to directional PCs is a hint that
this could be the case, but the ungrammaticalit{8@) c. and d. speak against this as-
sumption. Presently this is not crucial, the imanttobservation is that the auxiliaries of
V! and V¥ may not be in conflict, and if such a conflictsas, it is not possible to repair
the construction by assigning each verb its owriliamx Again, this is evidence, thatVv

is deficient; there is no position that would liseran auxiliary of ¥

4.2 RestrictionsonV !

RESTRICTIONS ON SUBJECTS

The restrictions on subject selection in pseudadioation are determined by*Which
suggests that the matrix verbs are true thematlzsvand not auxiliaries merged directly
into the functional structure of the clause. Thoisdéxample, if V¥ allows an inanimate
subject in simplex constructions, the same subjexy be part of pseudo-coordinations
as well. Among the positional PC-verlligiger ‘lie’ star ‘stand’ andsidder ‘sit’ allow

inanimate subject$a ‘walk’ on the other hand does not:

(83) a. Bagerne liggerpa bordet
The.bookslie on the.table

b. Blomsterne stdr i vindueskarmen
The.flowersstandin the.window.sill

C. Ngglen sidderi dgren
The.keysits  in the.door

Consequently, the following PCs are also grammiatica
(84) a. Bagerne liggerog roder pabordet PC
The.bookslie and make.a.mes®n the.table

‘The books are scattered on the table’

b. Blomsterne star og visneri vindueskarmen PC
The.flowers stand and wither in the.window.sill

C. Ngglen sidderog rusteri dgren PC
The.keysits  andrusts inthe.door
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In the examples in (84) the’¥also allow nonagentive subjects, and in 4.2.ill Islow
that it is indeed V that imposes the requirements on the subject bingjiexamples
where the subject requirements df ahd \* are in conflict. This | take as evidence that
even the internally simple positional verbs mustifeated as main verbs and not, like
modals, be assumed to be merged in a functiongtgiion (such as A$Rgressive Cf.
Cinque 1999: 99).

As for the directional pseudo-coordinating verhshject selection is even more re-
stricted, in that they disallow inanimate subjegitegether, an exception being the non-
literal use ofga + particle, in which case they are allowed. Thesés in turn are in-

compatible with pseudo-coordination:

(85) Lyset gk ud
The.light went out

(86) Smerten gik over

The.painwent over ‘the pain passed’
These examples may be almost idiomatic, yet tleeadsb one very productive construc-
tion, namely the one mentioned in (28), consistifigyd + hen‘go over/towards’, in
which case the subject can be just about any catebwill deal with this construction

in subsection 4.2.1.

Regular directional PC-verbs all have agentive ettbj while positional PC-verbs occa-
sionally even allow inanimate subject. To sum tiisin Ramchand’s terminology it
means that ¥of PCs comes in two shapes; positional PC-verdsian-agentive stative
verbs: [w.P [ResP]] while directional PC-verbs must projéet tull structure, i.e. for the
unaccusative onesdys&® [ProcP [ResP]]] and jP° [ProcP [ResP]]] for the others.

4.2.1 Impersonal subjects
Danish has distinctive uses of the pronominallyeldasnpersonal subjectet and the

truly expletive, adverbially foundeder. Weather verbs always use the pronomuotetl

and are not allowed in pseudo-coordinations, nefbsitional nor directional:
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(87) a. * Detgar og regner PC
It walks and rains

The same thing holds in general for constructioits impersonal subjects

(88) a. Det lgb ham koldt ned adryggen
It ran him coldly down by the.back‘he got the chills’

b. * Det gik og lgbham koldt ned adryggen PC
It walked and ran him coldly down by the.back

(89) a. Det sortnede forhans gjne
It blackenedfor his eyes’he was blacking out’

b. * Detgik og sortnede fohans gjne PC
It walked and blackenedfor his eyes
Thus, what we see here is that the subject reqeinestof \f (impersonal subject) and
V! (personal subjects only) are in conflict and comsatly pseudo-coordination is
blocked.

THE EXCEPTION OF GA HEN ‘WALK OVER’

As mentioned,gd hen ‘walk over' differs radically from other directi@h pseudo-
coordinations. It has one use which appears toobgpletely regular directional PC (as
seen in (27) repeated here as (90)), and thenamwttich is different (91).

(90) Hun gar hen og leeggesig (pasengen) PC
She walks over and lies REFL (on the.bed)

This other use seems to be completely grammatschlighere is no movement implied

and syntactically it differs from regular directednPC in that it allows inanimate and

impersonal subjects (and weather verbs) but disalkexpletive subjects.

(91) Blomsterne gik hen og visnede PC
The.flowerswent over and withered ‘the flowers just died...’

(selvom jedhavde passet dem samhyggeligt)
(even.though had taken.care.othem so carefully)

13 Constructions with impersonal subjects are reddyivare in Danish, and the examples are rather idi
matic. Since we are dealing with subjects herghatuld however not influence the grammaticality.
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(92) Det gik hen og regned@a hendesbryllupsdag PC
It went over and rained onher wedding.day

(selvom hunhavde habet pasol)
(even.thoughshe had  hopedfor sun

This is also what happened in the case of (28gateal here as (93).

(93) Han gik hen og dgde PC

He wentover and died ‘he just died (suddenly)’
This example is ambiguous, it may either be inttgat as a regular directional pseudo-
coordination, in which the subject moves to a défe location before carrying out the
action of \#, or, more likely in this case, that the actionvifh happened unexpectedly
(which is why | chose to translagd in these example with ‘go’ and not ‘walk’). Al-
though there is an animate object, it is an unatowesuse of the verb, there is walk-
ing or going taking place at all. In conclusion, in this pastar use of the verbgd is a
lot more grammaticalised than when it stands opwis or with any other particle and it

is also more grammaticalised than any of the d&t&werbs.

A very similar phenomenon was observed for EngtighCarden & Pesetsky (1977) in
their paper on “fake coordination”. They distinduisvo usages of “go and V”, one
which is similar to ordinary directional PC and onhbich they refer to as the “unex-
pected-event reading” (Carden & Pesetsky 1977: B%. difference between the two is
illustrated by the constrast between the a. amckdémples of (94):

(94) a. ?? As we had arranged, the Presidertavehaddressed the graduating
class.
b. To our amazement, instead of addressingrédmuating class, the

President went and harangued the janitors.

While the a. -example is not ungrammatical, ittiersgly degraded. Carden & Pesetsky
assume that the underlying structure of this canstn is different from that of other
“fake” coordinations, as it does not obey “the bsitem condition”, assumed by Carden
& Pesetsky for pseudo-coordination, i.e. it app@aem inflected past tense.

| will not propose an actual analysis for the yreoted event reading of PC wigid

hen Supposedly the inflectional copying mechanisithéssame, but whethgé is to be
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considered thematic or not is not clear, thoughspect that it is not thematic. The re-
strictions imposed on the subject are oppositeetimasmally imposed by directional PC-
verbs, i.e. something unexpectedly and unintentipheappens to the subject. It is not
the subject which carries out the action. Howetleg, presence of the partidenalso

indicates that it cannot simply be merged in a fioma@l projection as only simple mono-

phrasal verbs may do so.

4.2.2 Expletive subjects
In Danish you may have the expletive subpet‘there’ in connection with intransitive

verbs, whether unaccusative (95)a. or unergative Ifip contrast, Transitive Expletive

Constructions (TECs) are not allowed (c.).

(95) a. Der kommernogen
There comes somebody

b. Der lgber mangemenneskeiinde i skoven
Thererun many people inoc. the.woods
c. * Der laesernogen enbog

There reads somebodya book

If a transitive verb is part of a pseudo-coordimatithe expletiveleris readily available,

(96) a. Der sidderen mandog drikker kaffe PC
there sits a man andlrinks coffee

b. Der gik enkvinde ud og sa timaden PC
therewalked a womanout and saw to the.food
‘A woman went to check on the cooking’
One would perhaps assume that the expletive islgihgensed because of the intransi-
tive V1, but there is a sharp contrast here between P@ramer coordination. Consider
(97), a proper coordination of an intransitive, rggee verb and a transitive verb. The

subject may but does not need to be overt.

(97) a. En mand arbejder og (han) skeererlag
A man works andhe) cuts onions

Intransitive verbs allow expletive subjects, ag gigown in (95). (97)b. is a proper coor-
dination and hence there are no problems in haaingxpletive subject for and an
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overt pronominal subject of3/however, as the c.-example shows, if the sulevf is

left out and the expletive has to be the subjettodh verbs, the result is ungrammatical.

(98) a. Der arbejderen mandog hanskeererlgg
Thereworks a man ande cuts onions

b. * Der arbejderen mandog skeererlag
Thereworks a man anauts onions

(99) on the other hand, is perfectly grammatical.

(99) Der star enmandog skeererlgg PC
There standsa man andcuts  onions

This is a very strong argument that pseudo-cootiding are radically different from or-

dinary coordinations. In order to license an exyéesubject there must be an extra sub-

ject position, one that is standardly assumed tonkssing in transitive verbs in those

languages that disallow TECs. What we see is ttestbject requirements of \h PC

does not influence the availability of an expletsuhject.

It appears that there is a cross-linguistic negatierrelation between the occurrence of
TEC and pseudo-coordination, such that one excltidesther. Based on this, the Ger-

manic languages can be divided into two classden@ri1995, de Vos 2005):

+ TEC| - PC|strong infl| German, Dutch, Frisian, Icelandic, Yiddish

- TEC | + PCiweak infl. | Danish, Norwegian, Swedish, Faroese |iEhgAfrikaans

Most noticeable here are Icelandic and Afrikaarie fact that they show a different be-
haviour than the languages they otherwise pattetim, \wmdicate that the correlation is
not arbitrary. It furthermore indicates that it mot a direct consequence of the
SOV/SVO-difference. There does however seem to jpattern concerning (lack of) in-

flectional morphology. Vikner's (1999: 105) defioi of strong inflectional morphology

is the following: I) SVO-languages: Inflection f@erson in all tenses and Il) SOV-
languages: a) no inflection for tense without iafien for person and + b) inflection for

person in all tenses. With this definition, the @adarouping is covered, if still unex-

plained.
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Regarding expletive subjects there is an intergstontrast between Danish and Norwe-
gian on the one hand and Swedish on the other.

Like Danish, neither Norwegian nor Swedish usuallpw TECs, but have no prob-
lems with expletive subjects for intransitive verb®te that both languages have a pro-
nominally based expletivdet ‘it' while Danish has an adverbially baseeér ‘there’.

Still, Norwegian patterns completely with Danighig this cannot be a determining fac-

tor.
(100a. *  Det leser en mannen bok Norwegian
b. * Det laser en man enbok Swedish
It readsa man a book
(101 a. Det kommernoen! Norwegian
b. Det kommernagon Swedish
It comes someone
(102 a. Det sitter en mannog drikker kaffe Norwegian

b. * Det sitter en man ochdricker kaffe Swedish
It sits a man andlrinks coffee

c. ?? Detgar ut enkvinna ochser till maten Swedish
It walksouta womanand saw to the.food

The ungrammaticality of (102)b. and c. is unexpediat a possible explanation could
be that in Swedish, the pseudo-coordination mustirismbiguous. This | base on the
fact that for both positional and directional P@,expletive subject is allowed if a loca-

tive/directional expression is added (Maia Andreasg.c.):

(103 a. Det sitter en mani vardagsrummeich dricker kaffe  Swedish
It sits a manin the.living.room and drinks coffeee

b. Det gick ut enkvinna i koket ochsag till maten
It walkedout a womanin the.kitchenand saw to the.food

Because manner is incompatible with result, whetrectional expression is added, a
manner-reading of the motion verb is not availablege same thing holds for positional
PC; if a locative expression is added, the posilimerb is necessarily interpreted as ex-
pressing position and not posture. Why Swedishkediffrom Norwegian and Danish in

this requirement, | leave an open question.
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Pseudo-coordination is highly productive in Danigét, there are quite a few restrictions
on the construction. Among other things these ic&tns apply to what kind of verbs
that are allowed as matrix verbs (4.2.3), as mamw(4.3.1), and as to what kind of ad-
juncts/arguments that may be connected with eitbey (4.2.4 for VV and 4.3.2 for ¥).

4.2.3 Verb selection

Only intransitive verbs may function as' ¥h pseudo-coordinations. There are a few
cases in which a transitive verb appears to heR@,abut | will show that this is not the
case. These apparent exceptions are reflexive \@rthtage ‘take’ (which | deal with
separately in 4.5).

PC-verbs fall into two classes, and while the dédfeees between the two are quite
clear (telicity being the determining factor), llmalso try to establish why only some

verbs are allowed to be PC-verbs.

PosiTioNnAL PC

Only very few verbs are allowed ass\of positional PC, the core ones besidpe'sit’,
sta‘stand’, ligge ‘stand’, ga ‘walk’. A few other verbs may be allowed, althoutyieir
use is much more context-dependent and they oftgumire an element likeundt
‘around’ to emphasise their non-directional usetliim example (104) the verendehas

a non-literal reading):

(104 a. Hun render rundt og teenkepa  alt muligt pjank PC
She runs aroundand thinks aboutall possiblenonsense
‘She only has nonsense on her mind’

b. ? Hvadrender hunrundt og teenkepd? PC
What runs  shearound and thinks about

(105 a. Han lgber rundt og sparkertil en bold PC
He runs aroundnd kicks ata ball

b. Hvad lgber han rundt og sparkertil? PC
Whatruns he aroundind kicks  at

DIRECTIONAL PC
Compared to the positional PC-verbs, there is ahmaiger flexibility with respect to
the choice of matrix verb for directional PC; adiris that denote a change of position

may enter directional pseudo-coordinations. Evemflequent verbs indicating a very
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specific manner of motion are allowed (althoughhpes slightly degraded (106)). Com-
mon to the directional PC-verbs compared to thétipoal ones is that they always con-
tain either a telicity-inducing particle or a refiee pronoun.

(106 a. Peter hinkede ud og hentedeosten PC
Peter hopped.on.one.legut and fetched the.mail

b. ? Hvad hinkede Peteud og hentede? PC
What hopped.on.one.le@eter out and fetched?

(207 Hvad lagde hun sig og leeste foen bog? PC
What laid she REFL. and readpPrET. for a book

4.2.4 Augmentations of V '

In cases of proper coordination, both &hd \* allow a great variety of arguments and

adverbials modifying both conjuncts or either ohéhem:

(108 a. Hun syngeri et kor og spilleri to bands
She sings ina choirand plays intwo band

b. Hun drikker aldrig cola og spisersundt
She drinks never coke and eats  healthybv.

C. Formentligt laver hunmad og ger rent idag
Probably = makeshe food and makesclean today
‘Probably she’ll cook and clean today’
In (108)a. two different circumstantial PPs modifyerb each and this interpretation is
the only one available. In b. an adverb modifies ¢skecond verb (and the second verb
only) while the negation above the first verb isbéguous between having scope over
just the higher or over both verbs. Proper cootthna may take place at a rather high
level (CP) or lower, and therefore both verbs dieeed a variety of modifications. In c.
there are a sentential adverb ‘probably’ and a teal®P ‘today’ which both have scope
over both verbs. ‘Probably’ is a high adverb in (2899: 11) Cinquean sense while ‘to-
day’ is circumstantial.
Thus we see that ordinary coordinations allow dowéo have either narrow or non-
narrow scope depending on the context and the Ewehich the conjuncts are coordi-

nated.
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PosITIONAL PC
In pseudo-coordinations, the use of adverbialesricted. If an adverbial is semanti-
cally or syntactically only applicable to one veithyill cause the construction to lose its

aspectual meaning, forcing a reading of ordinalrdmation.

(109 a. * Hvad gik hun hurtigt og taenkte pa PC
What walked she fast  andthought about

b. * ..at hunliggeri bilen og karertil Vejle hver dag PC
...that she lie in the.carand drive to Vejle every day
The ungrammaticality of (109) contrasts with (140§ (111) which are grammatical. In
the a. example the problem could be that an adwverst be able to modify both verbs
and sincehurtig cannot modifyteenke(at least not in the common usage of the word),
there is a semantic mismatch. The b. example dealilone to the erroneous conclusion
that locative expressions are not allowed but tieblpm is a different one and one that
relates to this particular non-literal usagdigge; while one may ‘lie in the car’ this can
only be understood quite literally and not as atriimental ‘drive the car’, which would
have required an indefinite NP, i.e. in Danish ‘ydnive in car’. In both cases, a PC-

reading is not available/grammatical.

Adverbials that are able to modify both verbs assifioned higher than the finite verb,
the exception being circumstantial (e.g. local)/RBgPs, as in (110). These adverbials
obligatorily have scope over both verbs. The imgarpoint here is that adverbials in
positional PC always have scope over the entireal&omplex.

(110 a. ...at hunligger i sengenog teenkerpa  skolen
...that she lies in bed.theand thinks aboutschool.the

b. ...at hunligger hjemme og tenkgra  skolen
...that she lies at.homeoc and thinks aboutschool.the

(111 a. ...at hunlige/bare sidder og leeser
...that she just/just sits andeads

b. ....at hunaldrig/ikke sidder og laeser
...that she never/not sits andeads
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C. ...at hundagligt ligger og kearer til Vejle
...that she daily lies anddrivesto Vejle

d. ...at hunhver dagligger og karer til Vejle
...that she every day lies anddrivesto Vejle
Two kinds of adverbials show a particular behavioamely locative/directional expres-
sions and manner adverbs. If we take up (109)bndgst change the PP to a locative
expression compatible with both verbs the resugranmatical:

(112 ...at hanligger pa motorvejen og karer tiVejle

...thathe lies onthe.motorwayand drives to Vejle
In this contextigge is not the most illustrative example as its usageon-literal. If we
look at the regular usages we find that locativpressions are always possible, and

probably even preferreld:

(113 Hvad sidder Peteri haven og leeser?

What sits  Peterin the.gardenand reads?
The positional verbsidde, ligge, stdeing stative, they only combine with locative ex-
pressions, although fg/a ‘walk’, directional expressions should in princigle possible
too. As it turns out, these are grammatical butaoonpatible with a progressive reading.

Instead they are turned into directional PCs:

(114 a. Hvad gar  Peter nede i byen og laver Pos PC
What walks Peter downLoc in the.town and does
‘What's Peter doing in town?’

b. # Hvadgar Peterned i byen og laver Pos PC
What walks Peter downbDIR in the.townand does
‘What will Peter go do in town’

Trivially assuming that positional verbs (includimgn-telic verbs of movement, as |

consider these dynamic positional verbs) have asgmfeature which could be labelled

4 This is not the case when extraction takes plaoese focus is perforce on the object and locatien
comes less interesting. Still |1 will use exampldthwhe embedded object extracted to make sure anly
PC-reading is available.
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something like [+position], it is not at all surgping that they are always compatible with
locative expressions which have that very sameaifeat

Kgre rundt'drive around’ can also be used as a positionavB®-and with this verb
we have the advantage that it can be transitigeyou can drive someone around. In its
transitive usage it is however incompatible with. P@sumably because, as a transitive

verb,kgre rundtis semantically too heavy:

(115a. * Hvad kerte hun rundt og teenkte pa?
What drove she around and thought about

b. * Hvad karte hun hamrundt og teenkte pa?
What drove she him aroundand thought about

As for manner-of-posture, my claim is that all piasial verbs exist in (at least) two va-
rieties; one specified for manner, one unspecifa@edvith a latent semantic manner fea-
ture. | claim that, in most usages, manner is petsied on these verbs, even if it looks
as if it were. Compare the difference between Ra®mamd Germanic verbs of position
and motion where roughly speaking, Romance languhgee verbs of directed motion
and Germanic languages have manner-of-motion \(sdese.g. Zubizarreta & Oh 2007),
and while Romance languages do have manner-of-megobs too, to my knowledge
the only verb German has of directed motion withanly element of manner is
(an)kommenarrive/come’. Considering that it has often beeguad (see e.g. Levin &
Hovav (2008)) that manner and result are in complgary distribution, it is not unrea-
sonable to suggest that the manner-component aiqra verbs is repressed when po-
sition as opposed to posture is the intended rgatlit is fairly banal to say that telic
verbs of motion are resultative, yet | also claiattthis holds for States, and hence for
positional verbs. Or rather one could say thatltastustates and inherent states are very
similar (and | will discuss this claim again in 1.Due to the parallel between the
achieved state of a resultative verb and the urgthgrstate of inherently stative verbs, |
claim that positional verbs are in fact bare ReBuiltases (i.e. without InitP and ProcP).

To capture this similarity, it might make more sems exchange the term Result Phrase

15 There are those who have argued against this géssion, e.g. Koontz-Garboden & Beavers (2009),
but even if is not a strict generalisation, it rémsaa strong tendency.
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for State Phrase, however, to avoid terminologmatfusion, | will continue to use

Ramchand’s term ResP.

Explicitation of manner can be triggered eitherthg context (a “how-question”) or by
manner adverbs. As can be seen in the followingngkas, pseudo-coordination is not
available, when the manner component is activdtédw-questions” may however re-

late to the second verb, as illustrated by (117):

(116 Q: Hvordan sidder Peter og leeser?
How sits  Peterand reads

A F Han sidder godt
He sits  comfortably

117 Petergar og friserer sig heldiden
Peter walks and combs.hairrerL all  the.time
‘Peter is combing his hair all the time’

Q: Hvordan gar Peterog friserer sig heldiden?
How walks Peter and combs.hairrerL all  the.time

Al: Med en kam
With a comb

A2: * Med gummistavierpa
With rubber.boots on

(118 * Peter gar  staerkt og teenker
Peter walks strongly (fast)and thinks

* Hvad gar Petersteerkt og teenkepa?
What walks Peter strongly and thinks about
The adverbsteerktused in (118) is very illustrative as its basic meg is ‘strong’ and
not ‘fast’. The default meaning is not compatiblighwga and the alternative meaning is
only available with motion verbs and hence it isompatible with 7. Hence either us-
age of the adverb is incompatible with one or theeoverb and the result is ungram-
maticality. | draw the conclusion that “manner”imcompatible with PC, and that the

verbs involved in pseudo-coordination are lightsiems of themselves.
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DIRECTIONAL PC

In positional PC, Vis always an intransitive verb and as such it méiver need to have
an internal argument; in this respect, directid?@tverbs differ in that they have the op-
tion of having a nominal argument of their own. YetPCs, this is highly restricted.
Only when the object is a reflexive pronoun islibvaed to pseudo-coordinate, as can be

seen from the following contrast, between (119l @20)b.:

(119 a. Hun lagde sig pasengenog leestesin bog
She laid REeFL on the.bedand read herbook

b. Hvad lagde hun sig pasengenog laeste?
What laid she RerL on the.bedand read

(120 a. Hun lagde barnet pasengenog laestesin bog
She laid the.childon the.bedand read herbook

b. * Hvad lagde hun barnet pasengenog leeste
What laid she the.child on the.bedand read
In a scenario where e.g. a disabled person liesdifndown by means of an aid, we
could insert the strong reflexive pronosig selv‘him/herself’, i.e. a reflexive pronoun

which receives 8-role from V1. In such a case, PC is ungrammatical.

(121 Hvad lagde han sig selv og leeste?

What laid he refl self and read
This means that in (119) there cannot be @&ngle assignment and thus the presence of
a reflexive pronoun does not mean thdt ifay be transitive (cf. Vikner 1985: 13).
Whatever the exact internal structure of theses/édy the crucial point is whether the

internal argument receivedaole or not.

While the positional verbs either denote a statipnzosition or (in the case afd)
movement within a limited space, the directionalbgeare all telic and denote a change
of location, the archetypal examples bekamme‘come’ andga hen/over/ud/indgo
towards/over/out/in’.

More often than not, after these verbs, a direaligpecification will occur, usually in

the shape of a PP or an AdvP. This is paralleh#oldcative specifications of positional
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PC, and similarly here only directional expressiars licensed, as locative expressions

will force a positional PC-reading.

(122 ?  Hvad gik Peterind I huset og hentedfor aviser? PC
What went Peter in.DIR. in the.houseand fetched for papers
Usually, circumstantial adverb like expressiongochtion are assumed to be adjuncts as
they create islands for extraction. However, motenbs cannot usually stand alone,
suggesting that they may have locative/directi@exg@iressions for complements.
Directional expressions relating to directional Biow us to draw a conclusion we
could not for positional PC. When a locative expi@s is added to positional PC, the
scope of it cannot be tested as the locative egjmesnay relate to either one or to both
verbs. This is different in directional PC. In Dsimi certain locational adverbs differ de-
pending on whether they are directional or locaawel here it becomes unambiguous

that the directional expression relates fo V

(123 Hvad gar  Peter hjem 0og spiser?

What walks Peter homeDIR and eats
In (123),hjemcan only relate t@a, in a simplex clause with ‘eat’ the locative vatia
hjemmewould be required. However, | assume that motiahvenay take their path as
a complement, not as adjuncts, and as such tmetigvidence that the structure is bi-
clausal. Rather, it is evidence that the intertialcsure of directional PC-verbs is al-
lowed to be relatively complex.

Parallel to positional PC, directional PC-verbs nmay be specified for manner. If the
manner component is triggered, pseudo-coordindtmomes ungrammatical:

(124 a. * Hvad gik Peter staerkt ind og hentede?
What walked Peter strongly (fast)insidepir and fetched

b. * Hvad gik Petertil fodsud og kebte?
What walked Peter on foot out and bought
What these data tell us is first of all that alsthwespect to adverbials, do positional and
directional PC behave the same way. They diffewhether they allow directional or

locative expressions, but this can easily be ddrivem their semantics. We have addi-
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tional confirmation that PC-verbs are light(er) h&rand that specifically the manner

component is incompatible with pseudo-coordination.

CINQUE'S FUNCTIONAL PROJECTIONS

| will now turn to Cinque’s (1999, 2004, 2006) faiomal hierarchy which has the ad-

vantage that it provides a means to determine tbsepce or absence of functional pro-
jections. Having demonstrated that ¥ a regular thematic verb and not an auxiliary
merged directly in a functional head, | triviallgsaime that it projects the entire range of
Aspectual, Modal and Temporal projections. The gotipns Voice and the few projec-

tions below it do however make up the (semi-)lexittanain (vP/VP) and as the realisa-

tion of these very low adverbs seems to be depé¢respecific phrases being present
verb-internally, Cinque’s adverbial hierarchy camegsome insights into the nature of

V1. Cinque himself is in fact not too explicit abaytbut since Voice is the head con-

nected to the passive, | take it to be the oneesponding to little v. He says even less
about the projections below Voice, and hence | tiylto establish how these projections
relate to verb-internal structure. This piece @ kierarchy looks like this (Cinque 1999:

106):

(125) [VOiCG [ASQeIerative(Il) [Asprepetitive(ll) [Aspfrequentative(ll)[ASp sg.Completive(ll)

Recall from the introduction that | apply Folli &ey’s (2005, 2007) flavours of little
v and further distinguish a third kind, such th& get Vo, VcausednNd Ve Positional PC-
verbs being stative then project @ while the agentive directional PC-verbs projegga

Or a Vtause

As for the ASpeierativeqry it S€€MS to be related manner-of-process of ¢hle &nd as such
it cannot occur with even simplex positional verlasd its activation blocks directional

pseudo-coordination:

(126.a. * Peter sad hurtigt
Petersat quickly

b. * Hvad satte Peter sig  hurtigt og laeste?
Whatsat PeterrerL quickly and read

Asprepetitiveqry | Understand to be the projection that host tkgste igen ‘again’ and we

would not expect any difficulties when insertinghbwever, as illustrated in (127), this
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is ungrammatical. That this projection is verb-intd is confirmed by the fact that in
Danish, on some verbs, restitutive ‘again’ be beressed by the prefigen-which cor-
responds to Engliste-. Nevertheless, as we can see from the b.-examte;re-* can-

not attach tsiddein a simplex usage, even if semantically it oughbe possible:

(127a. * Hvad sad hanigen og lsestefor en bog? Restitutive®®
What satPRET. he againand read fora book

b. * Han gensadpa stolen
He resat orthe.chair

This suggests that Agpeiiveqry (Cinque 1999: 114) is connected to a phrase wisich
higher than ResP (as | assume that stative veelisaae ResP’s).

Directional PC-verbs differ slightly from the pasital ones with respect to verb-
internal modification. The first difference concenmrestitutive readings ofiV These are

possible, even if the restitutive prefix is not:

(128 a. Hvad satte Petersig igen og leeste?
What satPRET. Peter REFL again and readPRET.

b. * Peter gensattesig.
Peterresat  REFL.
As | argue that directional PC-verbs project thiévarb-internal structure [InitP [ProcP
[ResP]]] and according to Cinque, the Asgiveqr IS the second-highest verb-internal
projection, it is not surprising that the restiatireading is available. | cannot determine
the exact location of As@etiveqry DUt it sSeems an educated guess that it is corthéate
ProcP. Without a process, there can be no distimdietween repetitive and restitutive

‘again’.

ASPrequentative(ry @ISO seems incompatible with PC-verbs, at leash lunable to get any

other reading of (129) than a high frequentativweeall with scope over both verbs:

% The sentence is grammatical, but onligén‘again’ has scope over both verbs.
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(129 a. # Hvad sad Peterofte og laeste?
What sat Peteroften and read

b. # Hvad satte Peter sig ofte og leeste?
Whatsat PeterrerL often and read
Aspeompletivery | Would speculate corresponds to a resultatiengvand hence we would

expect it to be compatible with positional verbhkislis however not the case.

(130 * Hvad sad Peterhelt og leeste?

What satPRET. Peter completely and readPRET.
Such completive adverbs are much better with doeat PC-verbs, and so this may be a
difference between resultative states and inhestates. Specifically, as | will get back
to in the chapter on IPP, | assume that the.fAgRiveqn iS dependent on the presence of
a Process Phrase. Only when there is a changejtdnake sense to express whether the

change is complete or not.

Nevertheless, with directional PC-verbs and #sfeiveqy WE encounter the same prob-
lem as we did with positional PC-verbs. Semantyctiley are simply incompatible with
adverbs of completion, even if one completely didsacases with PC. Possibly this is
because the AsgnpieiveqP €quals the ResP, and hence two elements conyretieef

same position; Spec-ResP:

(131a. * Han gik fuldsteendigtud
He walkedcompletely out

b. * Han satte sig fuldsteendigt/helt
He sat REFL completely /wholly

In other words, what we see is that verb-internalification is highly restricted, par-

ticularly for positional PC, and slightly less sw tlirectional PC.
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4.3 RestrictionsonV 2

4.3.1 Verb selection

PosiTioNnAL PC
As V?, a great variety of verbs is allowed, whetheransitive (132)a. or transitive with
a DP (b.) or a PP-object (c.)

(132 a. John sidder og gaber
Johnsits  andyawns ‘John is yawning’

b. Jeg sidder og teenkerpa dig
| sit and think of you ‘I am thinking of you’

C. Johngdr og syngeren sang
John walks and sings a songJohn is singing a song’
Despite this, there are some limitations on théaghof \A. Given that the two verbs ex-
press one complex event, they must be compatib®8)(s ruled out since®™and \f are

logically incompatible.

(133 *  Jegsidderog gar PC

I sit and walk
A consequence of this is that verbs that are altbae \'s of pseudo-coordinations are
generally not allowed to be pseudo-coordinated Haedves. If they are combined with
the PC-version of themselves you get a repetivehatigp coordination structure as in
(134).

(134 Petergar og gar

Peter walks and walks
This construction is probably also an example g@frasetric coordination, possibly re-
lated to pseudo-coordinations, but it is one thilitvat receive further treatment in this

context.
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The only way to rescue this construction is by fitise of a particle such asare
‘just’ or ‘only’ *". This ensures that the repetitive/lemphatic coatibn (De Vos 2005) is

blocked and it turns the secoligher into a process verb instead of a state.

(135 ?  Jegligger bare og ligger
I lie just andlie 'I am just lying (here)’

It is however not only PC-verbs that are blockemfrpseudo-coordinations. Due to the
fact that \} has its own lexical content which must be resgedaenerally verbs of posi-
tion and to an even larger extent, verbs of movenee blocked. It is however not in
the nature of these verbs themselves, logicallthing should prevent a verb of move-
ment to be progressive, but a consequence of theifepconfiguration of pseudo-
coordination. For these verbs there is anothetegtya but this will be treated in chapter
four which deals with motion verbs more generally.

Furthermore, verbs that resist a progressive rgadue to their own semantics are
also blocked from pseudo-coordinations. Hencectitrpunctual verbs are thus ruled

out, unless they allow an iterative reading (adlB6)b.), and so are proper stative verbs.

(136a. * Ballonen liggerog springer PC
The.balloonlies  andexplodes

b. Ballonerne liggerog springer PC
The.balloonslie and explode
'the balloons were exploding’ (i.e. one attez other)

(137 * Peter sidderog ved enhel masse PC
Peter sits andknows a whole mass 'Peteknows a lot’

DIRECTIONAL PC
Just as positional PC disallows$svthat reject a progressive reading, directionad BE
not allow verbs that cannot have an inchoative irepdhus states cannot be comple-

ments of directional PC, but punctual verbs can.

7 admittedly, this example is not likely to appebut this is due to pragmatics. As positional PChser
only express states and not active activities #reynot likely to be referred to as such. In avahé con-
text it is however perfectly grammatical, e.g. iwid be an appropriate answer to the question: $nme
asleep, yet?”
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(138 Peter gik ud og eksploderede PC
Peter walked out and exploded ‘Peter threw a fit’
(139 * Petergar ud og ved erhel masse PC

Peter walks out and knows a whole lot

4.3.2 The functional domain of V 2

In the following | want to establish the possiliéit of modifying \f and thereby attempt
to establish the exact size of ¥h terms of Cinque’s (1999) functional projections
While a variety of material may follow?/circumstantial and non-circumstantial adver-
bials alike, these always have scope over bothsyemd. they must be merged in the
functional domain of V. Only modification below vP can have narrow scdpear. con-
venience, | repeat here from the introduction,fthretional hierarchy that | base my in-

vestigation on (Cinque 1999: 106):

(140)  [MoOGspeech aclM0OGevaluative[MOOTevidential[MOdepistemic[ T(Past) [T(future)
[M0oOdirealis [MOUnecessity] MOpossibility [ASPhabitual [AS Prepetitive(t) [AS Prrequentative() MOGyoii-
tional [ASPeeterative(y [ T (@nterior) [ASRerminative[ASPeontinuative[ ASPpertect [ASPretrospective ASP-
proximative [ASPdurative [ASPgeneric/progressivEASPprospectivel ASPsgcompletive(h [ ASPricompletive[VOICE

[Aspcelerative(ll) [Asprepetitive(ll) [Aspfrequentative(lI)ASpSgCompIetive(lI)

PosiTioNnAL PC

THE MOD-DOMAIN (EPISTEMIC + ROOT):

Modal verbs cannot be embedded in positional Pgardéess of the reading. It is to be
noticed that epistemic modal verbs are obligatditiite (as | will return to in the chap-
ter on IPP), however this requirement is met ir8j1and hence this cannot explain the
ungrammaticality. Despite the fact that some ofdhistemic projections are above T, |
will treat them together with the lower epistemscveell as the root modals; the outcome
is always ungrammatical. | show here only two exi@aspbut the same holds for other

modals:

(141 a. * Hvad sidder Peter og vil lave
What sits Peterand wants/will FUT.AUX. dOINF.
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b. *  Hvad sidder Peterog mé lave
What sits  Peterand mayPERMISSIVEMUSINECESSITY dOINF.
THE T-DOMAIN :
Given that the two verbs in a PC must always dispdentical inflection, we have a
sound indication that ¥does not have its own TP. We can back up thisisiospby

showing that the two verbs are temporally dependadtcannot have separate time ad-

verbials:
(142 a. * Hvad sad Peteri sidsteuge og leeste i gar?
What satPRET. Peterin last weekand readPRET. yesterday
b. * Hvad vil Petersidde nu og leese I morgen?

What will Peter sitINF. now and readINF. tomorrow

THE AsP-DOMAIN
The next section of functional projections is tispectual domain. Here the main test is
for perfective verbal complements. These are atd@itowed in pseudo-coordinations:

(143 * Hvad sidder Peter og har leest foren bog?

Whatsits  Peterand has readPAST.PART. for a book
Although adverbials provide less solid evidence, caa demonstrate that these cause
problems too. First some of the high adverbs, whack ungrammatical regardless

whether the adverbs are pre- og post-verbal:

(144 a. * Hvad sidder Peter og stadiglaeserfor en bog?
What sits Peterand still readsfor a book

b. * Hvad sidder Peter og leeser stadig for en bog?
What ssits  Peterand reads reads foa book

(145 a. * Hvad sidder Peter og med vilje tegnepa bordet?
Hvad sits = Peterand intentionally draws on the.table

b. * Hvad sidder Peter og tegnermed vilje pabordet?
Hvad sits  Peterand draws intentionally on the.table

The functional projection immediately above VoiseASRompletiveqry AN adverb of com-

pletion may however not modifyAin positional PC.
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(146 * Hvad sad Peter og leestefeerdig for en bog?

What sat Peterand read to.the.endor a book
Hence it would seem that the entire Modal, Temparal Aspectual domain of?\is
missing
THE VoICE-DOMAIN (VP)
Implicitly, | have shown several times that verbghwagentive subjects are allowed as
the complement of a PC-verb, which would indichie presence of a vP. Furthermore,
passives may be embedded too, given of courseathappropriate ¥is chosen. Ac-
cording to the hypothesis of flavours of little passives projectcyuseS, meaning that
both wo's and VauseS may be embedded under positional PC-verbs. Qislyowe can
no longer extract an object as the passive onlyahsigbject but the progressive reading

is obvious.

(47 Peter sidder og bliver fotograferet.
Peter sitsPRES and PASSAUX.PRES photographed

If the embedded passive has an additional prepasitiobject, this may be extracted:

(148 Hvad sad Peterog blev hart i?

What satPRET. Peter and passaux.PRET. heardin

‘What was Peter being examined in?’
The possibility of embedding passives under pasiioverbs confirms that a vP is pre-
sent in the complement. There is a restriction assjfye verbal complements as well as
on active ones; they must be compatible with a i@sgve reading. Passives of States

and punctual verbs are therefore not licensed:

(149 a. * Hun sad og blev hadetaf sin mand.
She sat andpAssaux. hated by her husbond

b. * Hun stod og blev set akine fans.
She stood and pAssAux. seenby her fans

ASF’repetitive(ll)
A restitutive reading of ‘again’ is, not unexpedtedbossible in pseudo-coordinations.
Even the restitutive prefigen-‘re-‘ is allowed, given that the lower verb is okiad that

allows for it
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(150 Hvad sad Peter og genforhandleddor en kontrakt?

What sat Peterand renegotiated foma contract?

‘Which contract was Peter renegotiating?’
For unknown reasons, restitutigen‘again’ seems to create an island, such thatriots
possible to do ahat-for split of the object. Possibly, these are indepahdeEasons; with

a simple object extraction, the sentence is gramsaiand the progressive reading is not

altered:
(151 a. Hvad sidder Peter og (*igen) forhandler for en kontrakt (*igen)
What sits  Peterand again negotiate fom contractagain
b. Hvad for en kontrakt sidder Peter og forhandlerigen?

Whatfor a contractsits  Peterand negotiates again

| will now draw the conclusion that the complemeinta positional PC-verb is maxi-

mally a vP, either aqy or a \ause

DIRECTIONAL PC

As was the case with positional PC, a number oéduals, circumstantial and others, in
Danish occur clause-finally, and hence we cannategdiately see whether such adverbs
have scope over both verbs or only ovér There is however one way we can test this.
Since V! of directional PC is a perfective verb, we woutt Bxpect it to be compatible
with durative adverbs. As PCs of a perfective amdngperfective verb are not ruled out
on principled grounds, if a durative adverb und€rvere acceptable, we could assume
that it would only have scope over the lower, infpetive verb. As illustrated here, this

is not the case:

(152 b. * Hvad gik Peterud og leesta mangetimer? PC
What walked Peter out and read inmany hours
Now | will turn to a more systematic investigatiohthe functional domain of ¥in di-
rectional PC and | will show that by all appearanite verbal complement has the same
structure as in positional PC, i.e. it is@R/or a ¥aus&. As it could be the case that a mo-
tion verb + directional particle would behave diffistly from the telic positional verbs
involving reflexive pronouns, in the following exafes, | will show what applies to
both kinds of verbs.
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THE MOD-DOMAIN (EPISTEMIC + ROOT):
As was the case with positional PC, modal verbs nmybe embedded under directional

PC-verbs. Again | test for the epistemic and thet modal projections simultaneosuly.

(153 a. * Hvad seetterPeter sig og il lave?
What sits PeterrerFL. and wants/will FUT.AuX. dOINF.

b. * Hvadgar Peterud og ma lave?
What walks Peter out and mayPERMISSIVEMUSNECESSITY dOINF.,
THE T-DOMAIN :
Given the fact that with directional PC, the twabsdo not express that simultaneous
but consecutive actions, we might expect thathes a T°. However, the temporal de-

pendence remains and Wust follow immediately after and presupposes’/

(154 a. * Hvad satte Petersig i sidsteuge og laeste i gar?
What satPRET. Peter REFL. in last weekand readPRET. yesterday

b. * Hvadvil Peterga ud nu og leese i morgen?
What will Peter walk.INF. out now and readiNF. tomorrow
THE AsP-DOMAIN
Here | will test for the presence of the aspectiomhain of \f. Again, the first test | ap-

ply is that of embedding a verb in the perfect ¢emsd again, we see that these are disal-

lowed.
(155 a. * Hvad seetterPeter sig og har laest foren bog?
What ssits  Peterrefl and has readPAST.PART. for a book
b. * Hvad gar Peterud og harleest foren bog?

What walks Peter out and has readpAST.PART. for a book
Aspectual adverbs are also not licensed, regardibsther they occur before or after the

lower verb:

(156a. * Hvad seetterPeter sig og stadigleeserfor en bog?
What sits  PeterrerL and still readsfor a book

b. * Hvad seetterPeter sig og leeserstadig for en bog?
What ssits  PeterrerL and readsstill for a book
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(157 a. * Hvad gar Peterud og stadiglaeserfor en bog?
What walks Peter out and still readsfor a book

b. * Hvad gar Peterud og leeserstadig for en bog?
What walks Peter out and readsstill  for a book

(158 a. * Hvad seetterPeter sig og med vilje tegnepa bordet?
Hvad sits  PeterrRerL. and intentionally draws on the.table

* Hvad seetterPeter sig og tegnemed vilje pabordet?
Hvad sits  PeterrRerL. and draws intentionally on the.table

(159a. * Hvadgar Peterud og medyvilie  tegnepa bordet?
Hvad walks Peter out and intentionally draws on the.table

b. * Hvadgar Peterud og tegnemed vilie  pabordet?
Hvad walks Peter out and draws intentionally on the.table
As for Aspompletiveqry it Would seem more likely semantically that it wle be combin-

able with a telic verb. Still, this is also ungrasiial.

(160 a. * Hvad satte Peter sig og leestdeerdig for en bog?
Whatsat PeterrerL. and read to.the.endor a book

b. * Hvad gik Peterud og leestdeerdig for en bog?
What walked Peter out and read to.the.endor a book
Again, | draw the conclusion thafVias no Modal, Temporal and Aspectual domains of

its own.

THE VoICE-DoMAIN (VP)
As for the Voice-Domain, we have evidence that ltheer verb indeed has its own.

Agentive subjects @¢'s) (161) are allowed as well as passivegs) (162):

(161 a. Hvad seetterPeter sig og laeserfor en bog?
What ssits  PeterrRerL and readsfor a book

b. Hvad gar Peterud og leeserfor en bog?
What walks Peter out and readsfor a book

(162 a. Peter seetter  sig og bliver fotograferet.
Peter sitsPRES refl. and PASSAUX.PRES photographed

b. Petergar ud og bliver fotograferet.
Peter walks out and PASSAUX.PRES photographed
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Again, we can only extract prepositional objects.wat-forsplit is very marked be-

cause of the preposition stranding, | demonstraiengle extraction:

(163 a. Hvad satte Petersig og blev hart i?
What sat PeterrREFL. and PASSAUX.PRET. heardin

b. Hvad gik Peterind og blev hart i?
What walked Peter in and PASSAUX.PRET. heardin
Both: Approx. ‘What did Peter go/sit down ayet examined in?’
Unlike positional PC, directional PC-verbs do mapose restrictions on which passives

may be embedded under them. Only States which tpassivise in the first place are

excluded:
(164 a. Hun gik ud og blev set afine fans.
She walked out and pPAssAux. seenby her fans
b. * Hun gik ud og blev hade&af sin mand

She walked out and pPASsAux. hated by her husbond

Again, | must draw the conclusion that since agensiubjects and passives are possible
under directional PC-verb, the verbal complemenstninave a vP as its highest func-

tional projection, whether it is aP or a ¥aus®.

ASPrepetitive(ll)
As we expect, a restitutive ‘again’ is also possibhder directional PC-verbs with the

restitutive prefixgen-‘re-".

(165 Hvad gik Peterud og generobredéor en by?
What walked Peter out and reconqueredfor a town
‘What town did Peter go reconquer?’

The same thing holds for the telic positional verbs

(166 Hvad satte Peter sig og genforhandledéor en kontrakt?
Whatsat PeterrerL and renegotiated foma contract

4.4 The structures

Before providing the structures | propose undgrtieudo-coordinations, a point of Ram-
chand’s First Phase theory must be addressed;siesuiRamchand (2008: 152) points

out that recursion of the entire first phase isvaéld. This is based on examples from
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Hindi/Urdu where roots that are morphologically gfied as being causative may be
embedded under a permissive light verb (an InitRenwords). Ramchand (2008) gives
only few examples of such recursive structures,itoigta crucial notion for my analysis
of quirky verbal morphology. | argue that in marases, the structural condition which
enables quirky morphology to appear is exactly rgon of the first phase. In other
words this means that below the lowest phraseeofrtatrix verb (which as it turns out is
always a ResP) a new first phase may stand witimolgippendent clausal structure, and
that exactly this configuration is in fact fairlpmmon with semi-functional verbs, and
not just with a few functional verbs such as causaterbs. This lower first phase may
project the full argument structure (three projaasl) or only some of them.

Another option, (which was already pointed ouR@amchand & Butt (2005)), is that
in a few rare cases, more than one verb may makmeirst phase. Schematically it is
the case when a light verb heads the InitP andstakerocP as its complement (the com-
plement may of course also have a ResP), and lityrgéas when a causative verb takes
a non-causative complement. This is exactly théyarsal will apply in the next chapter
to a specific usage of Germésseniet’ + infinitive, i.e. | assume the structurg Jas-
sen[yp main verb]]. As far as | can tell, this phenomermdeed exclusive to causative

verbs (for the time being ignoring thg,\and \ausedistinction).

The basic idea | would like to advocate is that R€escomplex predicates, base gener-
ated as monoclausal structures where orlly)as any functional structure above vP. V
has a ResP as its lowest projection and requirg@®dicational augmentation which is
realised by theg + V2.

Finite verbs are ususally not immediately licenasdomplements; you cannot have a
structure likeHan sidder leesethe sits reads’. The joining elemend) is not present in
the syntactic structure, but it serves as a phagicdb copying marker. The apparent fi-
niteness of ¥is deceiving. It is semantically vacuous and sim@means to license the
lower verb which would otherwise have had to swefas a bare stem — which is not li-
censed in Danish and would have caused the demivadicrash. In other words, PCs are
to be viewed as a subtype of control infinitivefiene the difference is that the comple-
ment is structurally deficient.

In its most basic form, the analysis can be sediguare 4.



82 The syntax of quirky verbal morphology

VP!
/\
V! 1
VOl /\
Sidder vP
‘sits’ ///\\\
V)
/\
v VP?
/\
V! 2
/\
V02
leeser
‘reads

Figure 4

The next question regards the internal structurthefindividual VPs, a question that is
complicated by the fact that PC-verbs do not forhoaogenous class. We are basically
dealing with two different types: Positional PCl®mwhich have no additional comple-
ments and form a very small class consisting of ¢iné 4 “basic” verbs ‘sit’, ‘stand’,
‘lie’, and ‘walk’, directional PC-verbs with a p&fe or a reflexive pronoun. The latter,
though restricted, is a much more open class.thasefore crucial to establish what it is

that these verbs have in common and how they diiben other verbs.

The two classes are not as different as they mpgapthe directional PC-verbs can ac-
tually be considered enhanced positional verblansense that the result of a directional
verb is position. Thus, when you have a clause f&ter gar udPeter walks out’, the
result is ‘Peter is outside’. In a parallel fashiBeter saetter sigPeter sits himself — Pe-
ter sits down’ results ifPeter sidderPeter sits’. In other words, the lowest phrase is
identical to that of a positional verb, and we daaw the tentative conclusion that ResP
is required as the lowest projection of a PC-mateirb.

For positional PC-verbs | suggest the followingisture: The argument structure is sim-
ple, there is only a subject, no active initiatmor a change of state and in this usage no
manner component or locative specification, heheg have to be bare Result Phrases.

The semantic feature [position] defines the ResR Begof. As discussed in the intro-
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duction, | assume that stative verbs have a senatifunal projection, p, though this is

mainly for uniformity of exposition.

VpeP Peter sidder

N ‘Peter sits’
subj Vpe

Peter "
Vbe’ Re$oP

sidder N

subj Resgos

Re$os
<sidder

Figure 5

Directional PC-verbs have a more complex intertralcsure; the unaccusative ones pro-
ject a auseWith external causation while the telic positionatbs with a reflexive pro-
noun have an agentive subjectR). Both kinds also contain change (ProcP) and an
achieved result state (ResP). The reflexive prormugoal particle | take to be in ResP
as these elements are what signal a result stesiead for the simple positional verbs, the
ResP is a RgsP. When in Figure 6 and Figure 7 | paraphrasedkiedl content of the
ResP asit or be out | do not intend to express that they are basergéed as simplex
positional verbs and then pick up more semantitufea as more phrases are projected. |

simply want to capture the similarity between dedstates and inherently stative verbs.
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VdoP Peter seetter sitPeter sitsREFL.’

Subj Vdo’

Peter /\

Vo' ProcP

s@tter "

Subj Proc’

SIQREFL " ™

Proc® ResoP

Subj Re$os
<sigo REFL _—" ™
Resos

<sidde> ‘sit’

Figure 6

Peter gar udPeter walks out

Vcaus®

N

1
Vcause

N

ProcP

subj

o
Vcause

Subj Proc’

<Petep /\
Proc® Resgof
<gé > /\
walk Subj Regos

<Peter

Resos
<ga ud>
‘be out’

Figure 7

In the particle verb construction, it is the loeatiparticle which defines the ResP as a
Reso. Figure 6 and Figure 7 are essentially identtbal differences being whether the
little v is a W, Or a \ause and whether the Res® is occupied by a particla pronoun.

Comparing the structures for positional and ditewl PC respectively, we see that the

lowest phrase is a result phrase, and more spaltjfiene which positions the subject.
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4.5 The exception of tage ‘take’

The verbtage ‘take’ is a somewhat extraordinary case. In additio being a transitive
lexical verb (167)a., it has at least two othergesa one of which is rather intangible.
While gé in Danish does not correspond to the Engtishi.e. in the unspecified-
movement-readingage actually covers this use, cf. (167)b. and c. whagge can be
assumed to be a main verb. It is also a part adraéwdioms (d. and e. examples), and

thus it is a rather flexible verb.

(167 a. Han tog tasken fra hende
He tookthe.bagfrom her

b. Jeg tager til Tyskland naestear
| take to Germanynext vyear
‘I'm going to Germany next year’

C. Jeg tager af sted
| take off place‘I'm taking off/’m leaving’

d. Han tog billetten
He took the.ticket ‘He died’

e. Jeg tager afsked
| take leave ‘I'msayinggoodbye’
Further, it may combine with a particle or a PP asuter directional pseudo-
coordinations as in (168). This usage appears tstdoedard directional PC, as can be
seen from thevhat-for-split possibility:

(168 a. Jeg tager ind og kgbertgj PC
| take in andbuy clothes

b. Hvad tager du ind og kegberfor tgj? PC
What take youin andbuy for clothes
The auxiliary selectional properties of this usafjgeconfirm that we are dealing with
a verb of directed motion (PC is not an option thdare to auxiliary selection clash) and

not with a light version of the transitive vadye

(169 a. Peter er taget indtil byen
Peteris takePAST.PART in to the.town
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b. * Peter har taget indtil byen

Peter has takePAST.PART in to the.town

‘Peter has gone to town’
The last usage | will refer to here is the realigkly one. It looks like a pseudo-
coordination, in thatage interacts with another verb with identical inflectiand they
are combined bgg. Yet it is difficult to pinpoint whatageactually means. It adds little,
if any additional information, and it shows propestthat deviate from standard PC. Fur-
ther unlike the other PC-verbs, it has a counténphich is a transitive verb. According
to Vannebo (2003: 172), it is only compatible w#hbjects that are potential agents.
This patterns with the fact that it appears mosgdently either with modals or in the
imperative. These contexts require a cognizantestilindage seems to have a weaken-
ing effect on the predicate, i.e. it may turn adesrinto a more polite request or recom-

mendation:

(70 Du skal tageog lseseden bog PC
You shall take and read that book ‘You should read that book’

In this case there is no actual ‘taking’ of the koas the following example shows, nor

is there any movement involved:

arzy Du skulle tageog hgreefter PC
You should take and hear after ‘You ought to pay attention’
Nu tagerjeg og holder mund PC
Now take | andhold mouth

‘I'm shutting up now’

Tagefurthermore shows the odd property of not workiwell) in past tenses:

(172a. ?? Hantog og holdtmund PC
He took and held mouth‘he did shut up’

b. * Han har taget og holdt mund PC
He hastakePAST.PART. and hold PAST.PART. mouth

c. * Han er taget og holdt mund PC
He is takePAST.PART. and hold PAST.PART. mouth

This deficiency contrasts with the motion veage even if this cannot form PCs in the

perfect tense
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Presumably, we are actually dealing with pseudadination, but a case where'V
has grammaticalised in a way otherwise not comrad?Gs.

As for the other characteristics of PC, generdily $ame things hold, i.e. the subject
may not be repeated, negation has scope over leolis \and subject-related secondary
predicates are disallowed. Admittedly, it will redtow the expletive subjecter but this
may be derived from the fact that it has a tramsithain verb counterpart. This fact in
itself is also potentially problematic; althougleté may in principle be nothing to hinder
transitive verbs in PCs, it is remarkable thato#iier PC-verbs are intransitive. Further-
more, the other PC-verbs maintain the semantich@fmain verb (even if slightly
bleached), whiléage has a radically different meaning, both in itsedtronal PC-usage
and in the particular usage in (170) and (171). érerdetailed study of this particular
verb is necessary in order to give a credible amsand | therefore content myself with

noting the problem.

4.6  Imperative copying?

A few Danish verbs allow something that looks lkeestricted pseudo-coordination,
namly one which is restricted to the imperativéh@lgh it is difficult to determine if it

really is the case, as Wiklund claims that it igaBple (174) is from Wiklund (2007:

190)

(173 Veer sgd [o] ga din vej (PC?)
Be nice[o] go your way ‘please leave’

174 Begynd [o] lees lleese (PC?)
Start [0] readiMP. /READ.INF.

One immediate problem with (173) is that the impieeaand the infinitive ofja ‘walk’

are homophonous. In (174) however, the imperatieiafinitive oflaese'read’ are pho-

nologically distinct, although the difference isryesmall. A bigger problem is that test-

ing imperatives is practically impossible, partamly in a language like Danish where

the imperative is always form identical with therat Tests for extraction, scopal proper-

ties etc. are not applicable to imperatives.

There is another peculiar property relating to imfiees. In a directional PC with

komme'come’ in the imperative,o] may optionally be omitted. There is no intonatibn
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break between the verbs, i.e. they are not jusaposed. The following examples are

two adjacent lines of a Danish pop song which titates the optionality:

(175 a. Kom lige og leeg dig
ComeMpP. PRT. and lay.IMP. REFL.

b. Kom lad mig meerke digigen
Comevp. letimp. me feeliNF. you again
| will return to this construction at the end ofstithapter in subsection 8.3.1. | have
speculated that quirky morphology emerges whemguiage does not permit bare stems
to surface. Imperatives are an exception and letbex hypothesise that when a bare
stem is independently licensed, the copying mafkers redundant. This would mean
that in (175)b. the form of ¥has not emerged due to copying; rather the bara &

exceptionally allowed to surface.

5 Summary

So far we have established that pseudo-coordindgdiifers radically from ordinary co-
ordination. These differences concern extractiompletive subjects, restrictions on the
verbs that may enter PCs, scope of negation, sziopdjuncts, topicalisation possibility,
subject-related secondary predicates and floatirmgtifiers. Thus, the evidence that PCs
are different from ordinary (i.e. minimally the atikk Boolean) coordination is over-
whelming. Furthermore, it has been shown (andlilisbe elaborated in the next sec-
tion) that asymmetric coordination is a phenometiat is not exclusive to Mainland
Scandinavian progressive constructions, for whieason a more widely applicable
analysis would be preferable.

As for the nature of the two “conjuncts”, it haseheestablished that although i a
light, but thematic verb, its semantics must b@eeted and subject selection depends on
V1. It is thus not feasible to claim that i6 a functional veriper se the exceptions per-
haps beingage‘take/go’ andga hen‘walk over= happen suddenly’.

The common denominator between directional andtipasPC-verbs is essentially
that the lowest verb-internal phrase dfi¥ a ResP. While it is not clear why this is $0, i
seems a general requirement for quirky verbal maggy that the higher verb is a state,

whether a derived or a simple one.
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As for V2, all things indicate that there is no functionalisture above vP. Evidence for
the lack of clausal structure was that modals,goétenses, negations and sentential ad-
verbs may never intervene between the verbs (exdegh the higher verb has moved to
C° under V2 and then scope is still always ovehhatrbs).

Regarding the joining element][ | have so far shown that it is not a coordingtin
conjunction, nor a complementiser introducing a-fioite clause. My suggestion is that
while it may have originated as a coordinating aagfion, it has been syntactically
bleached, retaining only its phonological featudas no longer serving any syntactic

function at all.

6 Non-Scandinavian PC:

| will now make an excursion into pseudo-coordioasi in three other languages, Afri-
kaans, English and Marsalese, a Western Sicilialecti Afrikaans and English pseudo-
coordinations are treated in depth by Mark De \V2B06) while Cardinaletti & Giusti
(2001, 2003) give accounts of Marsalese.

6.1 Marsalese

Cardinaletti & Giusti (2001) and (2003) essentialgfend the same analysis, and as the
data immediately relevant to the present discussi@most the same in the two papers,
here | will be quoting the most recent one. In $ellian dialect Marsalese there is a
construction very similar to directional PC, cotisig of one of the motion verhbs ‘go’,
viniri ‘come’ orpassari‘pass’ +a + verb. Just as with Scandinavian PC, the secorid ve
shares inflection with the first verb and the stabfi the joining elemerd is uncertain.

An example is provided below (Cardinaletti & Giua@i03: 31):

(176 Va a pigghia u pani
g0.3G A fetch.3G the bread

This construction always has the alternative ofitgithe second verb in the infinitive as

in (177):

@ar7 Va a pigghiariu pani
g0.3sG to fetchiNF the bread
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Cardinaletti & Giusti argue that in the PC-versigvhat they refer to as “the inflected
construction”), the motion verlsi is an auxiliary in a high position in the functibna
clausal domain and that together the two verbs fammonoclausal predicate, in contrast

to the infinitival construction.

This conclusion is reached by first arguing agamstoordination analysis of the con-
struction based on criteria similar to the ones klzan applying; the order of the verbs is
fixed and extraction from the embedded complemepbssible. The joining element /a/
is not homophonous to the regular coordinating wactjon /e/ but to the infinitive
marker /a/ (as illustrated in (17%)

They also address the etymology of /a/ and /e/tasgd on Rohlfs (1969), they state
that the coordinating conjunction /e/ is derivednir Latin ac, the infinitive marker /a/
from the Latin prepositioad, and importantly, the /a/ in the inflected constian also
from ac (Cardinaletti & Giusti 2003: 33). If this is coote we have evidence from a non-
Scandinavian language that the joining elementpdeaido-coordination may be derived
from the coordinating conjunction.

The inflected construction does however not pattenmpletely with the infinitival
counterpart. Differences can be observed with @sjoethe position of adverbs; in the
inflected construction, frequency adverbs and/agatiens obligatorily appear after the
first verb, while in the infinitival constructiorméy may occur before or after. The same
pattern is found in auxiliary constructions wilviri ‘have’. Furthermore, no floating
guantifiers are allowed to surface between the wexps, in contrast to the infinitival
constructions. Cardinaletti & Giusti deduce fronstthat the inflected construction is
monoclausal. To them, the motion verb is an auxlmmerged in an unspecified but nec-
essarily very high functional projection (Cardirttil& Giusti 2003: 45). As such their
analysis is very much in line with my analysis ofrgy verbal morphology.

There is further evidence that the motion verbghan inflected construction in Mar-
salese are more grammaticalised than in Scandmgsaudo-coordination. One such

piece of evidence concerns complements of the moterb. Parallel to Danish, the

18 But note that in the ltalian dialect, Calabres$e joining element of the inflected constructiorhis
mophonous to the coordinating conjunction /e/.
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manner-of-motion can only be explicit in the infimal construction, cf. (178) (Cardi-
naletti & Giusti 2003: 37):

(178 a. Peppeva a mangiaric’a machina
Peppego.3G to eatiNF. by car ‘Peppe goes to eat by car’
b. * Peppeva a mangiac’a machina
Peppego.3sG A eat3sG by car ‘Peppe goes to eat by car’

However, unlike the case of Scandinavian PC, doeat complements of the motion
verb are not allowed. Locative expressions areiplessut necessarily relate to the sec-
ond verb (Cardinaletti & Giusti 2003: 39):

(179a. * Va agghiria casa amangia
ga3sac toward to home A eat.3G

b. * Va a mangiaagghiri a casa
ga3sG A eat.3G toward to home

C. Peppeva a mangiaa casa
Peppego.3G A eat.3G *DIR./LOC home

Recall that in Scandinavian, locative/directiongpressions are not only allowed, they
seem to be preferred. The fact that these areigestsed in Marsalese suggests that the
motion verbs have indeed been grammaticaliseddegaee where the argument struc-
ture of the main has been altered. This is remamisof the fact that in Spanish, an alter-
native to the morphological future tensejrisgo’ + a + infinitive, cf. example (180).
Importantly, in the non-reflexive version of therlvgactual movement may be involved,

but it is not a requirement:

(180 Va a hablar con su jefe

Go0.36 to talk.INF. with his boss ‘he will talk to his boss’
A further peculiarity of some Marsalese auxiliangshe occurrence of certain invariant
verb forms. The core of this phenomenon is thatnathe verbsri ‘go’ aviri ‘have’ and
stari ‘stay’ appear as auxiliaries, th& person singular form may be used for any per-

son/numbeé?.

¥ There are some limitations to this usage, butettags irrelevant for the current purpose.
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This property is also observable in the infleatedstruction (with the exception of'1
and 29 plural), but not in the infinitival constructiosuggesting that in the latter, a less
grammaticalised version of the verb is used, assbems to be a property of auxiliaries:

(181 a. Eovajo /*va a pigghiariu pani
| golsc /go3sG to fetchinr. the bread

b. Eo vajo /va apigghio u pani
I golsG /go3sG A fetchlsG the bread

Another interesting point made by Cardinaletti &&i concerns inflection. As | have
suggested, the presence of agreement inflecticdhe@merb seems connected to the pos-
sibility of pseudo-coordinating. At first glance,a¥éalese seems to be counterevidence
to this assumption. Interestingly however, notfalims are allowed and particularly the
past tense, the imperfect and the subjunctive anmdd. Even in the present tensg, 1
and 29 person plural are ruled out too. The véibhas two allomorphs, and exactly
those forms which are disallowed all belong to ademorph, while those allowed be-
long to the other group. Cardinaletti & Giusti dat pursue this property any further, and
neither will 1. Suffice it to say that inflectionlgys a role for the licensing of pseudo-
coordination, but Marsalese provides evidence pleaton/number agreement in itself is
not a sufficient criterion for excluding pseudo-oioation constructions.

Cardinaletti & Giusti's (2003) analysis gives ateresting parallel to Scandinavian PC,
with the main differences between the constructimgiag the degree of grammaticalisa-
tion that the first verb has undergone. Unfortulyatihey do not the draw any conclu-
sions as to the exact nature of the joining eleraasther than saying it is neither an in-
finitive marker nor a coordinating conjunction. Al&eft unanswered is the question of
how the second verb comes to be inflected. It rasnan important observation though
that PC is not exclusive to Germanic languagestlaaidverbal agreement morphology is

not completely ruled out from pseudo-coordinations.

6.2  English and Afrikaans PC

In his dissertation, Mark de Vos (2005) discussesuBo-coordinations in English and

Afrikaans and defends a coordination analysis.
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6.2.1 English PC
De Vos distinguishes three classes of English pseodrdinations, exemplified in

(182)-(184) (De Vos 2005: 195). (182) is what hdélsc&cene-setting coordination
(SceCo), (183) is Contiguous Coordination (Con@ay (184) is Reduplicative Coordi-
nation (ReCo). ReCo corresponds to what | refetoeds repetitive/emphatic coordina-

tion; a phenomenon | will not be dealing with here.

(182 Caesarwent to Gaul and devastatedt SceCo

(183 Caesar saluted his legions before he went and addressedthem
ConCo

(184 Caesar’slegions marchedand marchedfor days ReCo

In SceCos a PP or particle intervenes betweenntberérbs, while in ConCos adjacency
is a strict requirement, but this is not the onifyetlence. Supposedly there are also syn-
tactic differences between the two.

De Vos establishes certain criteria to separate difeerent kinds of pseudo-
coordinations. Below | list the most important eria and how the distribution of the
two kinds of English pseudo-coordination is wihese criteria:

* Violation of the Coordinate Structure constraint:
o ConCo: Arguments and adjuncts may be extracted

o SceCo: Arguments may be extracted. Low adjuncts moay

This means that while ConCos are not islands aSakCos are selective islands, as il-
lustrated in (185)b. ii. (De Vos 2005: 25).

(185) a. How did you go and pay the proprietor? ConCo
* i. By bus
ii. By credit card
b. How did you goto town and pay the proprietor?SceCo
i. By bus

* ii. By credit card
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* XPs in the verbal string:
o ConCo: No XPs allowed in the verbal string.
0 SceCo: Certain XPs allowed.

(186) a. What did the hermit...
... Sit and *never/ *carefully/ *regulariin 2004 read? ConCo

b. What did the hermit...
... go off/ to town /*last week /*with dignand buy? SceCo

* Restrictions on matrix subjects (De Vos 2005: 30):
o ConCo: V selects the subject (187)
0 SceCo: V selects the subject (188)

(187) a. It rained
b. * It went
C. It went and rained
(188) a. It rained
b. * It went out over the English Channel
C. It went and rained out over the English Chanel ConCo
d * it went out over the English Channel and rained SceCo

* Semantic bleaching (De Vos 2005: 36)
o ConCo: First conjunct semantically bleached if theject is inanimate
(189)a.
0 SceCo: No semantic bleaching (189)b.

(189) It's not worth using an iron postto prop up that tree;...
a ..Ul just go and rust in  the rain ConCo
b. * ..itll just go off andrustin the rain SceCo
* VP-deletion

o ConCo: disallow partial elision

o SceCo: Partial elision is possible:

(190) a. *  Mary will go and get pregnant and Sarah will go too ConCo
b. John goes to town and watches a movie and Mary gaoes SceCo
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To sum up, two basic kinds of PC are distinguisiheBinglish, one (ConCo) in which'V
is strongly grammaticalised, i.e. it has lost @gital specifications and as such it only
adds aspectual/temporal information to the maib V¢t is responsible for subject selec-
tion as \} is “transparent” due to lack of semantic contents.

In SceCos on the other hand, i still a lexical verb and contributes to the mieg,
creating a complex event, consisting of two actiovisose temporal (and possibly
causal) relationship is fixed, such that i a condition for ¥. As a consequence,'V
imposes restrictions on the subject selection asdaHiteral meaning.

My proposal would be that the ‘go’ of ConCo’s ifuactional verb merged in a func-
tional projection, while the SceCo ‘go’ is a thematerb which selects a small verbal
complement, in parallel to directional PC.

6.2.2 Afrikaans PC
De Vos applies the same criteria to pseudo-cootidiman Afrikaans. In Afrikaans, PC

only occurs with the four positional verlsg, loop, staan, lésit, walk/go, stand, lie’
(2005: 148), i.e. exactly the same verbs as in $hapbositional PC. The aspect is also
progressive and the behaviour of the constructsoalinost identical to that of Danish
PC, although Afrikaans PC-verbs are possibly meeengnaticalised than their Danish
counterparts. Afrikaans like Danish, has no verb#éé¢ction to speak of, it is unable to
express aspect by means of verbal morphology aodsNerb Second effects in root
clauses. There is, however, one fundamental difterebetween the two languages,
namely that Afrikaans is an SOV-language and thigausly triggers somewhat differ-
ent effects.

Another particular property of Afrikaans regards ¥2-effect; in some cases, includ-
ing pseudo-coordinations, there are two possigsljteither only ¥ moves to C° or the
entire verbal string, i.e. + en + V? move to C°. De Vos convincingly shows (2005:
chap. 6) that the optionality is real, i.e. theibad the two derivations is one and the

same despite different spell-outs. This is a sigaiit challenge for the analysis.

By applying the criteria proposed for English P@, Yoos reaches the conclusion that PC
in Afrikaans is of a different kind, one that isryeimilar to Englishtry andPC (which

is different from both SceCo’s and ConCo’s). Heaedtathe following empirical facts
about Afrikaans PC (2005: 151):
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- Allows non-ATB argument and adjunct extraction
- Disallows an overt subject ofV

- Disallows coordinator substitution

- Disallowsboth modification

- Disallows stressed coordinator

- Wide-scope reading of quantifier is possible

- Restrictions on possible'y

- Subjects are restricted by V

- V'is semantically bleached

De Vos suggests this underlying structure for #r@ence (2005: 159):

(291) Hy sal die heeldag nadie wolke 1€ en kyk
He will the whole.dayat the cloudslie and look
‘He’ll lie looking up at the clouds all day’

vP
/\

v VP

sit v object V
/\ Particle

en v

Figure 8

What Figure 8 shows is that the coordination ithatlevel of vP, more specifically it is a
coordination of features, reminiscent of Zwart (Z9%s shown in Figure 9 (adapted
from De Vos 2005: 167):
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r N
SIT v
PHON &
¢ ¢
\ J \ J
Figure 9

This means that only certain features (categovidehture and—features) of Vare co-
ordinated, and not with the lexical material of Yut only with its v°. The point is that
in this way, the phonetic features of &te unaffected by the coordination and thus they
are free to be extracted. The same thing hold¥®rand its inventory.

The idea is then, that when only Woves to the C° under Verb Second, this coordi-
nation is all that happens, i.e?gtaysin situ When the entire PC moves to C°, what
happens is that the lexical verb moves to v° aed the whole verbal string continues to
Ce.

There are certain problems with this analysis. ®gor concern is the claim that &
only a vP; De Vos claims that"i6 semantically bleached but as far | can judgmfhis
examples, V does not behave much differently in Afrikaans tfimrDanish PC. Al-
though the PC-verbs seem slightly more grammasiedlin Afrikaans than in Danish
(e.g.staanmarginally allows an impersonal subject (de Vo8320.42)), their semantics
still have to be respected. This means that althahg importance of the lexical content
is reduced, it is still there and it is dubiougeer to a PC-verb aslight verbin his in-
terpretation of what a light verb is (a bare v) (Des 2005: 159).

Another issue is the claim that V-to-v movementyaiakes place when followed by
movement to C. This issue is however addressedeby@» and is backed up by Bar-
biers (2000).

6.2.3 De Vos and Danish PC
While the distinction between SceCo and ConCo, dase(non)adjacency may be rele-

vant for English, | have shown that it is not fédeifor Danish Pseudo-coordination.

First of all, in Danish, ¥in PCs is always responsible for subject select&econdly,
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the adjacency effects are not consistent eithepokitional PC, certain non-obligatory
elements such as locative expressions are allowedervene between the two verbs. In
directional PC, on the other hand, you almost atMagve an intervening element (verb
particle or reflexive pronoun). Importantly thisrist a requirement of the configuration,
but a lexically determined requirement. This iswhdy the vertkomme'come’ which

creates directional PC but due to its lexical dpmtions does not require an intervening

element.

It would seem that the tests that distinguish EmgConCos are not applicable to Danish
positional PC, but seeing as the English ConCosvarb directional in nature, this is not
all that surprising. It does however indicate thia relevant grouping of PC-verbs
should not be based on whether it allows somettorigtervene between its conjuncts,

but rather whether it signifies change of stateamstancy.

Roughly speaking, directional pseudo-coordinatiorresponds to SceCo, while ConCo
and positional PCs are two different categoriesgaither. One may hypothesise that
English has no need for positional PCs due to tbgrpssive ing-form which serves a

very similar purpose, even if it differs radically its expression. ConCo-like construc-

tions do not exist in either Danish or in Afrikaans

7 Motivating PC

| will try to answer the question of why the psetmmrdination construction even exists
or in non-technical terms: what is the functiorparpose of pseudo-coordination?

As for positional PC, an obvious answer would ks #t times there is a need for ex-
pressing that an action is taking place right laer@ now, i.e. a progressive reading. This
however does not motivate the existence of diraeti®C. So what do the two kinds of
PC have in common? They both denote complex evenisjsting of a main action ty
and one other action which is semantically veratlign fact, one might claim that™\is
little more than an overt expression of the existeof the subject. Whenever you have a
simple clause such &eter lseser en bodpeter reads a book’, Peter’'s very existence is
presupposed and a prerequisite for him to to be tablead a book.

In English progressives, the copula ‘be’ is usedm@suxiliary. If you have a clause

like Peter is readingyou are saying two things: i) ‘Peter is’ and Peter reads’. Com-
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bining an existential predicate with another veiggers a progressive reading in Eng-
lish. Similarly, in the Danish pseudo-coordinati®ater sidder og leesePeter sits and
reads’ one is saying i) ‘Peter is’ and ii) ‘Peteads’.

Verbs of position or movement, i.e. the Danish R@3g, obviously have more lexical
content than the existential copudg but they can hardly be said to be full predicates
The copulabe whether it is existential or positional, needspacification of some kind,
i.e. out of context, you are very unlikely to helae sentenc®eter is either you must
specify wherePeteris (e.g.Peter is in the gardgnwhat state or position he is in (e.g.
Peter is asleep/Peter is lying doyvor what he is doing (e.geter is readiny

In a parallel fashion, at least Danish positionatbé and verbs of motion require
some kind of augmentation. By themselfeter sidderPeter sits’ orPeter gar udPe-
ter walks out’ are not sufficiently specified. Mimally, they require a location, i.e. an
AdvP or PP specifying where ‘Peter’ is sitting dnewve he is going. Thus, in sentences
like Peter sidder i havefPeter sits in the garden’ &eter gar ud i havetPeter walks
into the garden’ the argument structure of the vedaturated.

An alternative to specifying the location is spgitif the activity, i.ePeter sidder og

laeserPeter sits and reads’ &eter gar ud og laeséPeter walks out and reads’.

One problem for this claim is that you actuallythtEar sentences likieg gar ud| walk
out’. I will however maintain my claim and say thatthese cases the context provides
the necessary information which makes a locatiezifipation unnecessary. This claim
is backed up by the fact that certain conditionstiie met, for instance that both inter-
locutors are at the same place, such that ‘outhderstood to be relative to their current
position.

In other words, positional verbs and verbs of mosentan be considered slightly aug-
mented existential verbs. This also holds for &#féexkive directional verbs; while a sen-

tence like (192)b. is perfectly grammatical, in theexample something is missing. It is
not completely degraded, since the requiremenbwfeskind of object is satisfied by the

presence of the reflexive pronoun, but there isetbing incomplete about it as long as it
is not specified where Peter sits down. This leadsto suggest that it is not enough to
take into consideration the strict selectional resaents of a verb; one also has to take

in account “preferred predicational augmentatior&, the fact that certain verbs do re-
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quire (or strongly prefer) some kind of augmentatibut this augmentation need not

necessarily be of a specific kind.

(192)a. ?

Peter seettersig
Petersits REFL ‘Peter sits down’

Peter saetter tasken
Peter sitsvT the.bag‘Peter puts the bag down’

As an aside, it is worth mentioning that Danishnse¢o have a general preference for

expressing overtly the often presupposed existepitiaing. This can also be observed

in the extensive use of clefts (193) and existéntastructions (194).

(193) a.

(194) a.

Det er Peter, der har gjort det
It is Peter whohas doneit ‘Peterdidit’

Peter har gjort det
Peter has doneit ‘Peter did it’

Der er mangemenneskerder kommerfor sentpda arbejde
There are many people whaome toolate at work
‘Many people are late for work’

Mange menneskekommerfor sentpa arbejde
Many people come tolate at work
‘Many people are late for work’

The lack of TECs in Danish (cf. 4.2.2) may motivite latter strategy; since (195)a. is

not available, the b. -example can be seen astamaitive way to rescue the existential

construction (PC being the other way to do it).

(195)a. *

Der drikker en mand kaffe
Theredrinks a man coffee

Der er en mand, der drikker kaffe
Thereis a man, whodrinks coffee

7.1.1 An alternative progressive strategy
In Danish there is another widespread construstibich has a progressive reading. This

one is exemplified in (196):
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(196) Jeger vedat lave mad

| amat tomakefood ‘Il am cooking’
| will not discuss this construction in any detdijt simply state that although it differs
from pseudo-coordinations, there are some sinmgarinamely that the subject is intro-
duced explicitly by the copulasere‘be’ and that the “at’-phrase gets some sort of
pseudo-locative reading. As in PCs, here the stlgesituated in time and space before
the action of the main verb, and again this resol{gogressive reading. As | will touch
upon in the next subsection, this appears to beryn general trait of progressive con-
structions in both the Romance and the Germanigulages. | will briefly return to this

construction in part 11l of the dissertation.

7.1.2 Progressives in other languages

While the specifics of how progressive aspect isressed are language-dependent, it
seems to be a general strategy, in Romance andaBermat least, to combine an exis-
tential verb with a main verb.

Until now, | have paid little attention to Germalue to the fact that German does not
have constructions similar to pseudo-coordinati@@erman is however, still able to ex-
press something like progressive aspect. One oitmuse the adverbigkrade‘right

now’ as in (197) but this strategy is obviously mety interesting in this context.

(297) Ich lese gerade
| read right.now ‘l am reading’

There are also two other ways, as exemplified #8)XDuden 4: 8540):

(198) a. Er ist am /beim Arbeiten
He is at.the/at.the work.NOM.INF. ‘He is working’

b. Ich bin dabei zukochen
| am there.atto cookiNF. ‘I am cooking’
In the a.-example the verb is nominalised and enlthexample there is a regular infini-
tive with the infinitive markerzu, and as such the construction differs quite drtmon
PCs. Interestingly, both constructions involve ttmpulasein ‘be’ and a location-like
element. In the a.-example the PP ‘at the cookimg/activity is conceptualised as a kind

of pseudo-location. Similarly in the b.-example ffrenominal adverlaabei, which is
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formed by the locative adverbidh ‘there’ and the prepositiobei ‘at’, add a location-
like element.

Thus, the underlying principle of the progressieading is the same as in Danish;
you have a semantically light verb, a location andain verb, resulting in a progressive
aspect. The subject of the main verb is expliddbated in time and space, and although
it is not quite clear why this is so, this triggénat the main verb is understood to be tak-
ing place at the present moment.

The situation is almost identical in Dutch. As menéd in section 2.4 of this chapter
Dutch both has the option of applyizgten ‘sit’, staan‘stand’, liggen‘lie’ andlopen

‘go/walk’ + te + infinitive, and the other option is the one 199) where the existential
zZijn ‘be’ combines with the prepositicaian ‘at’ and a nominalised infinitive (in the ex-

ample the clitic fornit of the definite articldetis used):

(299 Ik ben urenlang aan ‘t koken geweest

I am for.hoursat the cookNOM.INF beenpAST.PART.

‘I have been cooking for hours’
So the strategy here is the same as in the Gerraamptes, the subject is introduced ex-
plicitly, i.e. its existence is expressed followmda location-like element; in this case the
activity is perceived as a kind of location.

As mentioned in 6.2.2 Afrikaans has regular psetmlurdination, much as in Danish,

but furthermore, they also have the same opticBeasan and Dutch (Donaldson 1993:

221) of using a prepositional phrase containingminalised infinitive:

(200) Ek is ‘n brief aan die skryf
| ama letterat thewrite ‘I am writing a letter’

The strategy is not limited to the Germanic langsa@lso the Romance languages have

a similar way to express progressive aspect as @¥erd here in (201):

(201 a. Esta hablando con su jefe
Be3sG talkingeer with his boss‘he is talking to his boss’

We also find a similar strategy in Urdu, which idyremotely related to the Germanic
languages (data from Butt 2005: 4)



Pseudo-coordination 103

(202 a. bulli bistar ke nile so  rah-i I
catr.sacNom bedwm.sc GENoBL. under sleep staperrr.sc bepres3sc
‘The cat is sleeping under the bed’

b. nadya saddaf=se bat kaiah-i he

Nadyar.scNnom Saddaf.sc=insT talk.F.senom dO  stayrerrF.sc bepres3sc
‘Nadya is talking to Saddaf

Obviously this construction is different from thesi@Ganic ones, and here it is not the

simple ‘be’ that creates the progressive reading,the durative verloah which is se-

mantically heavier, yet semantically a variant loé’: The exact shape and function of

the auxiliaries does not concern us presentlyitygtould be noted that these are seman-

tically very light verbs too and seem to serve dhly purpose of introducing the subject

prior to the main verb, in order to create a pregne reading.

8 Serial verb constructions

Serial verb constructions (SVCs) are a much distughenomenon for which there is

little consensus. In this section | will providens® of the basic characteristics of the
SVCs with examples to illustrate and sketch a féthe most significant analyses. Fol-

lowing that, | will discuss whether it is feasibie analyse pseudo-coordinations as a
kind of SVC.

SVCs constitute a non-uniform type of constructonl as such it has proven very diffi-
cult to define them. While some linguists have aoa definition of SVCs and hence
distinguish these from “apparent” SVCs which ardaict different constructions, others
divide SVCs into subgroups, arguing that these diaglay different behaviour due to
properties like verb class (including argument c&a), temporal relation between the
verbs etc. but that they belong to the same bagmgory, i.e. that they have the same
underlying structure.

Very roughly, SVCs can be described as multi-verbstructions in which one verb
carries all the functional information and the remray verbs appear to be simply ad-
joined? to this verb, adding lexical information, and ttge the verbs form complex

2 »pdjoined” is here used in a non-technical sense,| am not saying that the remaining verbs are a
juncts, but only that a number of verbs appearb&ads on a string.



104 The syntax of quirky verbal morphology

event. SVCs often occur in certain West-Africanjafisand Creole languages and al-
though shape and behaviour vary significantly assdbe view of linguists on SVCs, the
following characteristics are considered by modtedypical of SVCs, even if no single

point is defining (Hagemeijer 2001: 415ff and Aikikald 2006: Chap. 1):

(203) SVCs consist of a series of verb which:

. Act together as a single predicate

o p

Have no overt coordination or subordination reark
Show monoclausal properties
Have only one tense/aspect/polarity value

May share arguments (internal/external)

~ o o o

Can each appear alone in other contexts

In what follows | deviate from the norm by refegito the higher/first occurring verb as
the ‘serialising verb’. | do this because this vestusually restricted, i.e. only certain
types of verbs (varying across languages) may lbmixfed by bare stems.

Serialising languages differ with respect to whigrbs are allowed in SVCs but
across non-related languages, certain verb tymeseay frequent. These include motion
verbs, positional verbs, ‘take’/’give’ and verbsparception. In the following, 1 will give
some examples of what SVCs may look like in diffédlanguages:

Examples involving motion verbs can for examplefdaend in Jamaican Creole (ex-
amples from Winford 1993 184):

(204 a. Di  pikni ron kom hoom
The child run comehome ‘the child ran home’

b. Mieri kyari di pikni go a skuul
Mary carried the child go to school
‘Mary carried the child to school’
Another language showing SVCs is Sranan, a Creoniguage spoken in Suriname,
based on Dutch, English, Portuguese and West-Afil@aguages (examples from Baker
1989: 516):
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(205 a. Kofi haria ston puru na inia olo
Kofi pull the stoneremoveLoc in the hole
‘Kofi pulled the stone out of the hole’

b. Kown seni wan boskopugi  Tigri

King senda  messagajive Tiger

‘King sent a message to Tiger’
In (205)a. the interesting thing is that it is pobper motion verbs that form the SVCs,
but still the verbs are related to motion verbghat they both specify directed move-
ment, in the a. example towards the reference pioirit. away from the reference point.
Both SVCs consist of two transitive verbs, in theekample the second verb is a ditran-
sitive. The verbs share the first object (obligdyomaccording to Baker 1989: 527), but
the ditransitive may allow for an additional objedbich is not shared. The subject is
also shared by both verbs and they are not joiogekiher by any overt element.

Serial verb constructions differ with respecttie tlegree of grammaticalisation of the
relevant verbs, in some case - such as (205) ichwthie verb ‘give’ has been grammati-
calised to an extent where all that is left sentaiij is directionality or benefit to some-
one. This SVC does not denote that the messagdirstasent and then given, i.e. there
is complete simultaneity. This is in fact a ratlgpical case and a parallel one from
Yorub&? is given here (Baker 1989: 514):

(206 O ra iu fan mi
He buy yam give me ‘he bought a yam for me’
This high degree of grammaticalisation is howevar anrequirement as the next exam-

ple, also from Yoruba, shows (Baker 1989: 516):

(207 Won bu  omi mu

They pour water drink ‘“They poured water and drank it’
A very frequent occurrence in SVCs is that a dioeal verb (be it a proper verb of mo-
tion or not) unspecified for manner combines witmanner-of-motion verb such as in

(208) with an example from S&o Tomense, a Portugesele (Hagemeijer 2001: 416):

% Yoruba is a West-African language spoken by app2&mill. speakers, mainly in Nigeria, Benin and
Togo
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(208 Bisu vwa subli

Bird fly go.up ‘The bird flew upwards’
This example is reminiscent of the distributionvefbs of directed motion and manner-
of-motion in the Romance languages, as in (209)revitiee finite verb simply denotes
putting/moving oneself somewhere else and the gesignifies the manner of motion.

Here a Spanish example from Morimoto (2001: 195).

(209 El raton se meticcorriendo debajode la mesa

The mouseREFL put  runGer under of the table

‘The mouse ran under the table’ (directional)
Positional verbs are also serialisation candidagethis example from Nupe shows. As
the translation indicates, the positional verb astan aspectual marker, in a fashion par-

allel to positional pseudo-coordination (George 597

(210 Tsodaélele ci kata o

Tsodasleeplie houseLoc ‘Tsoda is sleeping in the house’
As for simultaneity vs. consecutivity + causalitgsearchers differ in whether they con-
sider simultaneity a prerequisite for serialisattwmot. Winford (1993: 186), for exam-
ple, rejects that SVCs (at least in a strict sens&) be consecutive, i.e. that they may
denote a series of sub-events following each otad, when they appear to, they are
really cases of parataxis without overt conjunctiorbe analysed as in Figure 10 (but cf.
that exactly this is by some considered the undeglgtructure of SVCs):

22 George 1976 here quoted from Baker 1991: 80.
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S
/\
NP VP
A /\
Di bwai VP VP
‘the boy’ /\
‘ \% NP
Y, \ T
f%al‘l',do”g im fut
v his foot
brok
‘broke

Figure 10

This view is also shared by Hyman (1971: 29) and (993), in contrast to e.g. Baker
(1989) and Baker & Stewart (2002). Data from Srafizaker 1989: 548) show that con-
secutivity and apparent lack of argument shariregmet mean that a construction is not
an SVC. In the following example, despite the vesbig sequential and*\hot being
semantically bleached, extraction is possible frbath conjuncts (data from Sebba
1987) and hence it cannot be a case of covert ocw@imn:

(211 Kofi teki a nefi kotia brede
Kofi take the knife cut the bread

(212 a. San Kofi teki a nefi kotit;?
what Kofi take the knife cut
‘What did Kofi cut with the knife?’

b. San Kofi teki t; koti a brede?
what Kofi take cut thebread
‘What did Kofi cut the bread with?’

In this case, the two verbs take different intemr@uments and only share the subject.
As mentioned, definitions of SVCs vary, some arguimat argument sharing must take

place for a construction to be an SVC, others hes®rigid definitions.

When researchers reject consecutivisation in SMGsay be due to the fact that in a
language like English, verbs are often internalyyvcomplex but as this is a general

trait, it often goes unnoticed. For example a \@&rbh as ‘fetch’ can be decomposed into
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a series of sub-events; the “fetcher” leaves hgirmal position, moves somewhere else,
picks up an object, carries it to (yet) anotherntpms where he may hand the object over
to someone else. As such, the semantic bleachmhgianultaneity claimed to take place
may in fact not there. Rather, in SVCs each sulteigemade explicit by verbs which
each has much more reduced semantics than thgigrggish, counterparts. As such it
is debatable whether a verb such as ‘give’ in (20& buy yam give me> ‘he bought a
yam for me’ is in fact semantically bleached or thiee it is simply the overt spellout of
a subevent.

The issue of consecutivity is of course relevanthe context of Danish pseudo-
coordination, as it constitutes an example of twostructions - one establishing simul-
taneity between two verbs (positional PC), onehtistaing a consecutive-causal rela-

tionship between two (directional PC) — which sygtitally behave the same.

Another issue that should be considered regardingexutivity is the so-called Tempo-
ral Iconicity Condition (Li 1993: 498)

"Let A and B be two subevents (activities, statdsnges of states, etc.) and let A’
and B’ be two verbal constituents denoting A anddspectively; then the temporal
relation between A and B must be directly refleatedhe surface linear order of A’

and B'..."

This condition is based on the observation thahewesOV languages with serialisation,
the internal order of the verbs does not refleetaesumed SOV-base order but instead
they obey the order in which the subevents takeeplathe actual world.

It remains speculation, but this condition mayrélevant for the absence of pseudo-
coordination in German. If pseudo-coordinationnigact a kind of serial verb construc-
tion, the fact that pseudo-coordination involvegying and not bare stems combined
with German being an SOV-language may block theuweace of pseudo-

coordinations.

% Supposedly, Li's (1993) formulation is in part bdn a manuscript by Pieter Muysken (1988) with th
title “Parameters for Serial Verbs”.
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As for the point of serial verbs having only onen§e&/Mood/Aspect value, this does not
necessarily entail that TMA is only marked once.sbme cases it may or must be
marked on more than one verb. This is illustratece lwith another example from Sao
Tomense (Hagemeijer 2001: 417) and, in order tovdhat this is not exclusive to Cre-
ole languages where interference effects may behied, an example from Ak&h
(used by Baker (1989) but originally from Schacl{i&74).

(213 a. Zon ka dese bgposon Sé&o Tomense
Zon AsP go.downgo city ‘Zon usually goes down to the city’

b. Zon ka dese ka bgoson
Zon ASP go.down ASP go city  ‘Zon always goes down to the city’

(214 a. Me-ye adwumame-maaAmma Akan
1ss.do work  1sS.give Amma ‘I work for Amma’

b. Ma-ye adwumama-ma Amma

1sSPERFdO work  1sSPERFgive Amma

‘I have worked for Amma’
In (213) the aspectual marker is always attached'tand obligatorily has scope over
both verbs (as in a.), however, it may appear 61od for emphasis (b.). Importantly,
this does not signify independent aspect; ifi& marked, the marking must be identical
to that of \!. Similarly, in (214), the tense/aspect marking @nd subject agreement
(a. + b.) must be identical on both verbs. CleaHis is reminiscent of Scandinavian PC
where V¥ may or may not be finite, as long as any markargFiniteness/Tense is iden-

tical on the two verbs involved.

8.1  Analyses of SVCs

BAKER

The first analysis | will take a closer look attlet of Baker (1989). Baker suggests that
the following parameter is responsible for whetbenialisation takes place in a language
or not (Baker 1989: 519):

2 pAkan is a Kwa language spoken mainly in Ghana.
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(215) Generalised Serialization Parameter
VPs {can/cannot} count as the projection of entiran one distinct head:
CAN: Yoruba, Sranan, ljo, ...
CANNOT: English, French, ...

In other words, his claim is that serialisatiorssentially when a VP contains more than
one head. For a sentence like (216) we get theseptation in Figure 11 (Baker 1989:
520):

(216 Kofi nake Amba Kkiri
Kofi hit Amba kill ‘Kofi struck Amba dead’
S
NP @ VP
Kofi \ (Ag)(AQ)
4 o
e e v _J
\Y NP Y%
naki Amba
(Ag. Th) \
: AA Y,
L kiri
T : (Ag. Th)
- :
. K

Figure 11

In Figure 11, the arrows show theta-role assignmedtthe structure is able to explain
the object sharing effect. The objdetole is assigned by both verbs and as they project
one VP only, the agent theta-role of both verbxgate to VP, and hence they get to
share the subject too. This doull@ssignment is made licit by this formulation of

Chomsky’s (1986) theta assignment condition:
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(217) a may6-markp only if
a.o andp are structural sistersr

b. a projection o# is a structural sister @f

Hence, in Figure 1haki may theta-markAmbabecause they are sisters (a.), &rd
may do so because a projection of it is a siste&kmba(b.). In Baker’'s view, serialisa-
tion and complex predication are structural phentamaot lexical ones.

Figure 11 represents one of the first attemptpéitiag up the verb-internal structure
(cf. Larson’s 1988 VP-shells hypothesis). Basicallys is the same approach that has
now become elaborated and refined by e.g. Ramclaawdalso the baseline that | adhere
to. Essentially it allows one to argue that verbadisation is an overt spell-out of indi-
vidual components of complex events. In other |aggs the same components may be
inherent in an individual verb or they may be espesl by means of for example adver-
bial modification. For the example in Figure 11 een — in the terms of Ramchand
(2008) for example assume thregtki ‘hit’ occupies the InitP and ProcP whikdl is the
head of the ResP, i.e. adding a terminal poinh&Hitting. Ambais in the specifier of
the ResP filling the role of ‘*holder of state’ ambves to fill the specifier of the ProcP,

as ‘undergoer’ or ‘patient’.

Baker’s syntactically based analysis is also ablaccount for those cases where the in-
ternal argument of Vis the subject of ¥ This is for example the case in the following
Yoruba example from Bamgbose (1974) (quoted frokeB4a989: 529):

(218 Olu ti omMp naa subu

Olu push child the fall ‘Olu pushed the child down’
Here the fact that the child can be the object bakd subject of ¥is explained by the
fact that ‘fall’ being unaccusative holds only otteta-role to assign. Hence no agent

theta role is percolated to VP, i@lu is only the subject of ‘push’.

But what about (211)? There, both verbs appeamate ltheir argument structure satu-
rated independently of each other, at least wiipeet to the internal argument. Baker
(1989: 539) argues that this is due to the fadt tima verbkoti ‘cut’ has an optional in-
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strumental theta-role. As such the two verbs in dacshare the argument ‘knife’ but as-
sign it two different thematic roles. The exampereminiscent of a dubious case of
pseudo-coordination, namely a sentence such asfr@8) Danish, for convenience re-
peated here as (219) where a causal relationshipebe two verbs trigger pseudo-
coordination-like behaviour, despite the verbs galhe not being allowed to pseudo-

coordinate:

(219 Hvad dbnedePeter dgren og sa?

What openedPeter the.doorand saw
The exact status of this construction is still uteie but as | have shown, it does not pat-
tern completely with pseudo-coordination. Rathegppears that the semantic subordi-
nation here (the causal relationship between tlevisvbs) by whatever mechanism dis-

solves the coordination structure, making it tramept for extraction.

BAKER & STEWART (2002)

Baker & Stewart’'s (2002) work on Edo, Nupe and Yaruwlepart from the double-
headed VP approach of Baker (1989), but maintamesof the earlier insights. Preced-
ing their analysis they argue against Kratzer (@81 Chomsky (1995) whose claim is
that licensing of the agent theta role and assighmieaccusative case takes place in one
head (Voice or little v). Baker & Stewart arguettkizese two tasks are carried out by
two different heads; the higher head “Voice” beregponsible for the agent theta role
and v for accusative case. In between the two heheyg further assume the presence of
an Asp/MoodP with a specifier available for operatmvement, giving this representa-
tion [TP [VoiceP [Asp/MoodP [vP [VP ]]]I] (Baker &tewart 2002: 9).

They argue that three kinds of SVCs can be disisfiged in the relevant languages
(although not claiming that SVCs cannot be differérom those); consequential
(CSVCQC), purposive (PSVC) and resultative (RSVClllastrated below (Baker & Stew-
art 2002: 2-3):

(220 a. Musadu etsi kun Nupe — CSVC
Musa cook yam sell ‘Musa cooked a yam and sold it’

b. Oz6 gha gbé éwé wu Edo — RSVC
Ozo FuUT hit goat die ‘Ozo will strike the goat dead’
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C. Oz6 gha mién iyan éva lé Edo — PSVC
Ozo FuT find yam two cook
‘Ozo will find two yams to cook’ (assertive)
Their focus is on consequential SVCs but analy$esdl dhree kinds are presented, and

summarised in this table:

Type Size of VP2 Object of VP2 Attachment site
CSVC |vP pro adjoined to VP
RSVC VP none complement of'v
PSVC AspP wh-trace adjoined to AspP
Table 3

The main difference from Baker (1989) is that nowre object of \ is assumed for
some SVCs and that the notion of double-headed plerdses has been abandoned. Also
of importance is that Baker & Stewart admit thegpoifity that some instances of SVCs
are cases of complementation and others are ohettha.

It should be noted that the SVCs under investigatiare of a different type than those
relevant to Danish pseudo-coordination. In BakeBt&wart’s manuscript all SVCs have
a transitive verb asand this obviously affects the analysis. Theirlgsia is however
still relevant in this connection, in part becaitsallows different kinds of underlying
structures of SVCs but also because they showthieasecond verb is always function-
ally reduced. For CSVCs they argue that the sewenalis a vP, but it should be kept in
mind that due to their separation of agentivitynireP, it is a non-agentive complement.
Also the AspP of PSVCs is below the VoiceP contajrthe agent.

As for the attachment site of’Mthings get slightly more problematic. Recall,tthds
argued that RSVCs are complements, whereas PSVES8VCs are adjuncts. For
RSVCs, Baker & Stewart (2002: 36) rely on Saito &sHi’'s (1998, 2000) analyses of
complex predicates involving incorporation of ito V* at LF. As incorporation is not
allowed from an adjunct, they conclude that in RSV is a complement of ¥ They
back up this claim with Edo data showing tha¥RSVCs may not co-occur with goal
PPs or resultative APs, presumably because the leamept position of V is already
filled.
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The problem is that PSVCs and CSVCs are assumied &aljuncts and this makes it
difficult to explain extraction facts; objects diet second verb of CSVCs but not of
PSVCs may be extracted. This is accounted for gyiag that only the latter type con-
tain a wh-trace and are formed by null operator enoent (Baker & Stewart 2002: 29).
In the former type there is no operator to scoper tive second verb, and hence it is not
an island for extraction. The lack of extractioonfr PSVCs indeed suggests that the pur-
posive SVCs are adjoined (as most purpose claunsdg®iGermanic languages, too, cf.
the chapter on motion verbs), but it does not ktltat CSVCs are adjunction structures
as well. Rather, the fact that extraction is pdss#a strong indication that we are deal-
ing with a subordination structure.

This, they argue, cannot be the case becauseWinZerporation takes place (based
on compounding facts from Edo) and therefore tloerse verb must be in a position that
disallows incorporation. It is however quite possithat incorporation is blocked for in-
dependent reasons, e.g. a filter blocking inconpmmeof transitive verbs or something
similar.

Furthermore Baker & Stewart (2002: 37) argue tHatan be the complement of Y if
and only if X and Y enter into a thematic relatibips. Since in their terms, a vP cannot
assign a theta-role (cf. the separation of VoiaehfvP) there is no thematic relation-
ship between the verbs. However, if would appeat ithsome cases the limits of what a
speaker can perceive as one (complex) event alsd and semantic subordination

may be achieved (cf. Culicover & Jackendoff 1997).

| will leave this issue unresolved at this poimdanerely state once again that the data
and considerations delivered by Baker & Stewartbgreno means conclusive evidence

that SVCs are adjunction structures. Rather, tiseegidence to the contrary.

Baker & Stewart (2002: 14) make another highlyvalg point; that presence/absence of
resultative and consequential SVCs is related tbalanflection, such that languages
with verbal inflection do not serialise and vicasa That there actually is a correlation
between these properties is backed up by a landikegigbo. Igbo is of the Kwa family
where serialisation is very common, but Igbo haatikely rich verbal morphology and

does not display serialisation.
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Baker & Stewart first establish the following twdnziples for SVCs and then the pa-
rameter which supposedly distinguishes serialisgnon-serialising languages (Baker
& Stewart 2002: 16):

PRINCIPLES

(221) The two verbs of an RSVC and a CSVC must matctphologically
(222) Each tense node has a unique morphologicaratiah in the clause
PARAMETER

(223) Verbs must be inflected for tense and finitenes

If the parameter is active in a language (as iegaty is in the European languages) it is

incompatible with the two principles.

As for (221), note that PSVCs are not mentioneds ©hdue to two facts. For one, Eng-
lish has a construction which is similar, namelythad typeChris bought a book to read
(Baker & Stewart 2002: 15). Secondly there is &dénce between PSVCs vs. RSVCs
and CSVCs in Edo. Edo has one tense-suffix (foptmst perfective) and when it is real-
ised, only PSVCs are possible.

Under 8.3, | will return to Baker & Stewart’'s apsis and see how it relates to con-

structions in the Germanic languages.

The main views of Baker & Stewart (2002) which ash are the relationship between
inflectional morphology and serialisation and thertial or entire lack of functional

structure above the second verb.
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L EFEBVRE (1991):
Lefebvre (1991) looks specifically at ‘take’-sesal.e. constructions where ‘take’ is the
highest verb in the series and she suggests a eoreptation analysis. ‘Take’ she un-
derstands as a causative verb which selects a sitigmal complement (a bare VP).
Based on the argument structure changing effeleteteto SVCs, she concludes that the
verbs not only form one event, they even confla@rt‘Lexical Conceptual Structures”
(LCS). She says explicitly that, unlike Baker (198991), she considers serialisation to
be essentially a lexical operation, not a syntamtie.

For the sentence <Koku take crab go market> ‘Klokngs a crab to the market’, the

conflation presumably looks like this (Lefebvre 1980):

LCS of ‘take’: [x cause]
LCS of ‘go”: [y undergo change of location to z]

LCS of ‘take-go’:  [x cause [y undergo change ofdliban to z]]

After this conflation has taken place, the deril@dcal element projects in the syntax
into a Larsonian layered VP, resulting in the follog representation (Lefebvre 1991
66):

VH
/\
arg. A\
, /\
i V Vn
! T~
i arg \%A
: E Y, arg.
X [take [y undergo change to]] z
[+Case] [+Case]

Figure 12
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The main reasons Lefebvre attributes serialisatiolexical properties are that i) not all
verbs serialise, ii) hierarchical and word ordesgarties of SVCs are fixed, and iii) the
argument structure of the verbs involved is altefideerefore serialisation cannot be tak-

ing place in syntax, she argues.

In the context of this dissertation, the main p®iot interest in Lefebvre’s analysis are
that she consideres SVCs to be subordination stesi@and that the size of the embed-
ded VP is so reduced as to not contain any indepgrfdnctional structure. Whether or
not a lexical conflation takes place is not dingctlelevant, but her semantic

(de)composition closely resembles my own.

COLLINS (1997)
Collins (1997) presents a different analysis of SyBased on Ewe (a Kwa language
spoken in Ghana, Togo and Benin) and mainly cosceimself with the SVC property
of object sharing. His analysis goes explicitlyiagaBaker’s (1989) analysis.

In essence, Collins’ proposal is also a VP-shedllgsis with an empty category (pro
object) which is coreferent with the higher objduénce mediating the object sharing.
Collins’ analysis crucially depends on the sematiijeempty elemenyi, a case assigner

which Collins describes as follows (Collins 199894

(224) Case assignment by
Any NP in the government domain of a verb thatrnatsbeen assigned
Case can be assigned Case by the postpogition

This case assigner may not appear if case hagiglbe®n assigned, or if there is no po-

tential case receiver, i.e. a nominal element,ges

(225 Kofi fo Yao (*yi)

Kofi hit Yao pPosSTPOS
Collins shows that in true SVE&sconsisting of two transitive verbs, the postpositis
optional, suggesting to him that there must be teni@l case receiver present which

has not been assigned case already, i.e. a prctobje

% Collins accepts Baker's distinction between triéCS and cases of covert coordination or parataxis
(Baker: 1989: 546 ff and Collins: 1997: 464)
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This renders the following basic structural repn¢égon in Figure 13 for the sentence in
(226) (Collins 1997: 474).

(226 Me nya devie; dzo [e¢ (yi)]
| chasechild-per leave posTpos ‘I chased the child away’

/vpl\
NP V’
A VP?
me T T~
T NP v
| 3
deVi-{;‘i Va VP
‘child-DEF | /\
nya ,
‘chase’ PP v
NP P ‘
‘ \ dzo
‘leave’
g yi

Figure 13

The insertion of VPis done in order to derive the actual word ordeenved in (226); it
provides a landing site for the?\thase’. It follows that for Collins, object shagiper
seis not taking place; instead it is a case of aibgy control (i.e. the object of the
higher verb must necessarily be the subject ofiagthwer verb). Finally, Collins (1997:

485) assumes that the second verb incorporateshiatiirst at LF.

Collins’ analysis is relevant in the present cohfex a number of reasons. He defends a
subordination analysis of SVCs with layered VP-shels | do too, and the structure is

close to my analysis of ECM-cases with IPP whighllldevelop in Part .
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8.2  Preliminary Conclusion on SVCs

As could be seen, the analyses of SVCs differ Bagmtly, particularly with respect to
the way, \/ is joined to \f. There are however similarities, particularly agards the
structure of the complement verb. As | have shdumguists also disagree with respect
to whether lower serial verbs have objects, artialy do, what the nature of these will
have to be but it is generally agreed that the toxeebs (all except the first in the series)
are bare VPs or maximally vPs.

We have furthermore seen that the verbs thatliserieross-linguistically form rela-
tively homogenous groups. Motion verbs are higldient serialising verbs; sometimes
they can be seen either as light verb versionsaf full verb counterparts, signifying
for example only that a change of state/locatidedaplace whereas at other times they
are to be considered the overt spell-out of sultsvéys such, there are cases of simulta-
neity and of consecutivity in a nice parallel tospional and directional pseudo-
coordination

We have also seen a less homogenous group ofisegaserbs. These verbs do not
appear to be characterised by their own intermatgitre as such, but they become able
to serialise when a causal, consecutive relatigsiablished between two verbs. These
constructions display similarities with the PC-likgymmetric coordinations described in
3.2.

In the following, | will compare serial verb consttions to pseudo-coordination in
Danish and English, and entertain the notion these superficially rather different con-

structions are in fact structurally very similar.

8.3 Germanic serial verb constructions?

DANISH

| will now briefly touch upon the topic of PSVCs#et Purposive SVCs that are not in-
cluded in Baker and Stewart’'s (2002) principles padameter. The prototypical exam-
ple used by Baker & Stewart was <Qzo find yam two cook> ‘Ozo will find two yams
to cook’, i.e. a SVC with object sharing. In Danisiere is a comparable construction,
but it is highly restricted, only with indefinitergmoun objects is the sentence unprob-

lematic; with a proper DP, the example is much deed:
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(227 a. Jegvil  have noget at spise
I want have somethingto eat

b. ?? Jegvil haveen burger at spisé®
I want have en burger to eat
Bayer & Brandner (2004) examine this constructiortwo German dialects, Bavarian
and Alemannic and compare it to Standard Germastdndard German, the construc-
tion is parallel to the Danish with what looks lizeegular infinitive, including the stan-
dard infinitive marker, taking an indefinite promoabject.
In Bavarian and Alemmanic, however, in this paac construction, the verb that

surfaces shows a particular form, cf. (228) (Ba@&randner 2004: 2):

(228)a. gib ire ebbes z’essit Alemannic
give her somethingto.eat

b. host wos z’'trinka? Bavarian
have.yousomethingto.drink

In Alemannic, the morphological curiosity is thentld stop at the end of the infinitive
which otherwise does not appear at the end ofitivies, and in Bavarian, the infinitive
marker is not the regulaunzun instead it is a cliticised version of #, This indicates
that the construction is structurally differentrfroa clausal infinitive, and Bayer and
Brandner analyse the infinitive as a small clauselipate with the indefinite pronoun as
its subject. The fact that the restrictions on ¢hiedinitives are similar to those of Stan-
dard German (and Danish) indicates that these daseslespite superficially looking
like a clausal infinitive, have a different undenky structure.

If we are willing to assume that object sharingas necessary in SVCs, we have an-
other parallel to PSVCs; directional pseudo-coatiom, in which the second verb is
semantically and syntactically dependent on tret, fire. in which the purpose of the first
verb is to achieve the second.

% This sentence is marginally available to some legrsa however, as pointed out by Bayer & Brandner
(2004) the intonation is different and so is thelipretation. It can be paraphrased as ‘| wantrgdruand
then I'll eat it which is a different structure.l$d, while the sentence may be processable, itlikaly to

be uttered and the processing probably appliesrrsfrategies to get an interpretation at all.
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Furthermore, in German there is a construction whiso differs from both normal
final clauses and from standard infinitives, namalgtion verb + bare infinitive, which

will be examined and analysed in chapter four.

As mentioned earlier in this chapter, Danish sheasie peculiarities with respect to
imperatives, specifically that in the imperativelahe imperative only, verbs suphave
‘try’ and begyndebegin’ are allowed to pseudo-coordinate. As kommein colloquial
speech, there is one more peculiarity, namelyith#te imperative you may add a sec-

ond verb without any joining element:

(229 Kom har hvadeg kan spille
ComeMP heariMP/STEM what | can play

An option is that there is a pause between thevsvbs in which case we would be
dealing with an ordinary coordination structure vehthe coordinating conjunction has
been elided. For several reasons, this is not leely. First of all, there is no intona-
tional break between the verbs. This is obvioustpmewhat unreliable criterion, unless
backed up by actual measurements of recordingsedike. A more principled argument
can however be derived from the fact that the cansbn is only possible witkomme
as V.

Generally the verlgd cannot appear in the imperative without a partmiea PP-
complement. When such a particle is present, stilsnot possible to add another verb
without a connecting element. Whkommeappears with a particle or a directional PP,

the construction is equally ungrammatical:

(230a. * G& ud her hvadeg kan spille
goiMP out hearwp/stem what | can play

b. * Kom ind har hvadjeg kan spille
comeMmpP in  heanmp/stem what | can play

The only we to save this, is to make a proper ps@adrdination:
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(231 Kom ind i stuen og hgr, hvad jeg kan spille
comeinto the.living roomoG hearwhat | can play

AMERICAN ENGLISH

American English also displays this apparent ssaabn with motion verbs, and to an
even higher degree than Danish. First of all, inedisan English both ‘come’ and ‘go’
allow bare verbal complements when they show natamélection (Jaeggli & Hyams

1993: 316 ff).

| MPERATIVE :
(232)a. Go see your supervisor as soon as possible
b. Come see me when you have the time
INFINITIVE :
(233)a. I will go get a doctor as soon as possible
b. He will come visit me soon

FINITE +/- INFLECTION
(234)a. They go see him every day

b. They come visit very often
c. * He goes sees his supervisor every day

d. * He comes visits me every day

Recall from 6.2.1 that English PC is less restddfean the examples where the verbs
serialise without a joining element, such that omlythose cases where the verb is in-
flected for person (3 ps. sing.), PC is not possible. Past tense indlecilone is not a

problem.

While the Germanic languages appear to have a dirglirface filter prohibiting bare

stems, they do allow it when the bare stems, sscim §229) and (232)-(234), are li-
censed for other reasons, either by the imperaiovgext, or in (233) and (234) where
non-inflected forms that also equal the stem. Tdasls me to draw the tentative conclu-
sion that we do have serial verb constructionshex Germanic languages, even if it is

very restricted.
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My analysis patterns with Carden & Pesetsky (19vflich was one of the first attempts
to give an account of “WV,” construction in English. As do I, they considemme/go
(and to some extent ‘run’) + V a subtype of pseuadordination.

Their main contribution concerns the bare surfacms which are always required in
English. They argue that in English, the presemséglexcept's person singular), infini-
tives, and imperatives are in fact bare stemsthey do not have a @-morpheme. The
main argument comes from the verbmewhose past participle is homophonous with
the infinitive. However, a past particle obmecannot take a bare verb as its comple-

ment, cf. the following examples (Carden & Pesetsky7: 83):

(235)a. John will come live with us
b. *  John has come live with us

This means that the filter regulating which verbayntake bare verbal complements is
not sensitive to the surface output but rather bhetver a tense morpheme is at all pre-
sent. While a parallel test cannot be set up foni§labecause the past participle of
komme‘come’ is morphologically distinct from the infimie, | will assume that the

same generalisation holds there too.

It looks as if the surface filter against bare stezasentially works the same way in Eng-
lish as it does in Danish, the difference being thaEnglish, many more verbal forms
are identical to the stem, hence allowing occumsraf finite and non-finite verbal com-

plements without a subordination marker.

8.3.1 SVC properties revisited
Keeping in mind the general properties of pseudwrdioation and specifically the prop-

erties of ‘come’/'go’ + bare form in Danish and Hgeb, we will see how they fare with
respect to the properties of serial verb constustlisted at the beginning of section 8.
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» Serial verbs act together as a single predicate:

Pseudo-coordinations have been shown to work aspoegicate. For example modal
verbs and negation (constituent negation excluaddigatorily have scope over both
verbs. Temporally and aspectually the two verbscadependent. Futhermore, in direc-
tional PC, the action expressed by/dannot take place, if Ms not realised.

» SVCs have no overt coordination or subordinationkera

Normal Scandinavian pseudo-coordination has theex p] between the verbs. It is
evident that this element is neither a proper doatthg conjunction, nor an infinitive
marker. In my analysis, it is a kind of “light” cabnator, stripped of its syntactic fea-
tures and hence not present in the syntactic streiclt has retained its phonological fea-
tures and therefore it surfaces. In other words,stiatus of normal PCs with respect to
the SVC-property depends on the exact definitiorfosert marker”. | will leave this
open and simply state that despite the fact thatlament does surface between the
verbs, its status is not that of ordinary coordorabr subordination markers.

In the imperative, it has been shown that the elgrbetween the verbs may be left
out entirely, arguably because the bare stemsamesked independently and therefore a
phonological copy marker is not required. To bapkthis hypothesis, | presented evi-
dence from English where finite and non-finite ferf verbal complements of ‘come’
and ‘go’ are licensed without an element mediatagylong as the surface form is identi-

cal to the bare stem.

* SVCs show monoclausal properties:

As clear restructuring effects such as object sbhizug or other kinds of movement have
not been established for Danish, it is hard tofsthis property. However, the fact that
the temporal reference is fixed, is a strong intecathat it is a monoclausal structure.
Even in directional pseudo-coordination, wheretthe verbs are not simultaneous, they

must be immediately consecutive and cannot haverdift time references.
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» Serial verbs have only one tense/aspect/polarityeva

Pseudo-coordination may be finite or non-finite Iputist always appear in the same
form, i.e. despite tense being marked on both vehese is always one tense value only.
Verbal inflection is very limited in Danish but tldependency is present in both the in-

dicative and the imperative.

» Serial verbs may share arguments (internal/external

Pseudo-coordinations always have a shared subjgchws not allowed to be repeated.
As the PC-verb is always intransitive, object gh@uris not a relevant parameter. Only
reflexive pronouns acting as non-thematic objeétsamsative positional verbs are al-
lowed.

» Serial verbs can each appear alone in other cantext

All PC-verbs are full-fledged lexical verbs that ynact as the main predicate in other
contexts. By virtue of being positional verbs aretbs of movement, they do however
always require complementation of some kind or mthe it a final non-finite clause, a

locative/directionality expression or a specifioatof manner.

After presenting data and analyses of serial veristtuctions, we can now add one fur-

ther property:

» “Complements of serial verbs have little if anydtional structure above vP”
In fact this is not an additional property, buthetthe underlying reason for the proper-
ties listed above. As other people have showedritSNVCs, | have shown that this is

likely to be the case under PC too.

| will now return to Baker & Stewart’'s (2002) priptes and parameter for serialisation
((221) - (223)), repeated here as (236) - (238).

PRINCIPLES
(236) The two verbs of an RSVC and a CSVC must matctphologically

(237) Each tense node has a unique morphologicatatiah in the clause
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PARAMETER
(238) Verbs must be inflected for tense and finitenes

The question to be explored now, is whether theseria can be applied to English and
Danish pseudo-coordination and ‘come’/('go’) + batem and whether that brings us
any closer to an explanation.

First, consider pseudo-coordination. As for priteif236), we see that this criterion
is met. The two verbs in a pseudo-coordination géashow identical inflection. As for
(237), it is not a problem either. It has been adgthat there is no tense node associated
with the second verb and as such only one morplaabrgalisation is required (i.e. the
one on the first verb.

Next we consider the variable parameter. Baker &w@tt claim that in the European
languages this parameter value is positive, eveuagth this claim is actually not trivial.
True, it does hold for most European language$ydireg many instances in English and
Danish, but it is remarkable that exactly thoseleges that allow pseudo-coordination
are the ones in which the verbal morphology has begnificantly weakened (cf.
Mainland Scandinavian vs. Icelandic or Dutch vsriksfans). Danish shows no per-
son/number agreement at all and for many verbsnfivgtive and the present tense are
homophonous (or the present tense marking cordistchange of vowel quality only),
and sometimes these equal the stem. In Englisiprérent tense (excluding’ erson
singular), and the infinitive of almost all verb® adentical, and these in turn are identi-
cal to the stem.

One possibility could be that this parameter sgtttmweakening as part of a gram-
maticalisation process. In other words, it couloki@s if at least Danish and English are
in the process of resetting this parameter. It ik not been reset completely, verbal
stems are not allowed to surface unless licensdéependently and therefore the lan-
guages must resort to repair strategies such agngpgHowever, Mainland Scandina-
vian and English PCs are very stable and haveegkiflr centuries. Also, these lan-
guages at least superficially appear to have aéthsetting” for this parameter; we gen-

erally do inflect for Tense and finiteness, but aletays.

Next, consider the Danish imperative of ‘come’ ¥ébatem and the English come/go +

bare stem. Here the first criterion is met and tthe verbs always appear in the same
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morphological form. As for the second criterionc@n be assumed that it is also met. |
assume that imperatives are bare VPs and henangee hode is present at all. As such
they show the same properties as pseudo-coordmalioey do however differ from
these with respect to the parameter of markinguse/finiteness. Imperatives are neither
finite nor non-finite and cannot appear in any otsleape, i.e. they cannot show inflec-
tional agreement or appear in different tensesy Ta@ be taken to be bare lexical roots
and because of this they are allowed to serialit@owt overt marker of coordination or
subordination.

In other words it would seem that Baker & Stev&a(2002) parameter is too strongly
defined. Languages may have a tendency to eithek firateness/tense or not, but it
need not hold for all cases in any one languagthdRat should probably be considered
a principle of true SVCs which could be reformutes®mething like (239):

(239) If a verb is inflected for tense and finitenesayjalisation without

overt marking of subordination/coordination is possible.
| will not commit myself to a firm answer to theegtion of whether Danish and English
have serial verb constructions or not; it all dejgeon the definition of SVCs, and as
such the question is not even that interesting. Wall conclude is that the structure
underlying serial verb constructions and constamgiwith verbs of movement and posi-
tion in Danish and English is very similar. In edlses we have complex event formation,
with one verb carrying the functional load (and stimes adding lexical information
too) and the second verb being a purely lexicaheld with only a minimum of func-
tional structure (vP).

The surface differences between SVCs (in genesahey differ significantly too) on the
one hand, and Germanic complex predicate formatrerjust that, surface differences —
which can possibly be reduced to a single surfdteg fgainst bare stems (or in Baker &
Stewart’s (2002) terminology to the parameter i88(2. This filter in turn probably has
to do with the fact that the European languagesnrdiectional; even in languages like
English and the Scandinavian ones where infledtas become greatly reduced, we do
nevertheless usually mark (non)finiteness/tenseusrverbs.
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Part Il — Infinitivus Pro Participio

9 Introduction to IPP

IPP or the Infinitive for Participle is a well-knowiddle of West Germanic synfax
The amount of literature on the subject is immeyetestill no consensus as regards its
analysis has been reached.

In this chapter, | will first give a characterizati of the basic properties of IPP, both
with respect to the morphology and the word ordeperties and give an overview of
which languages have IPP and to what extent. Theh move on to give a presentation
of some of the most significant accounts of IPPresentation that will be far from ex-
haustive due to the amount of literature on thactopinally 1 will present my own
analysis of IPP, according to which IPP should déensn a larger context of quirky ver-
bal morphology. In defending this view, | base nliysa the chapter on Scandinavian
pseudo-coordination. | argue that IPP is indepenhdefor at least not caused by) reor-
dering effects. Rather, | claim, it is an effectthrises when a verbal complement is too
small for independent form assignment to take plactehis, to a large extent, | follow
Zwart (2007)

9.1 Basic properties of IPP

The phenomenon of IPP is characterised by the oaote of an infinitive where a past
participle would have been expected as in (1) wileeemodal must obligatorily be an
infinitive (superscript numbers refer to the hietdcal position of the verb, such that v

is superordinate to %

1) a. Ich habe(V') es nicht sehen(VV®) wollen(V?)
|  have it not SsemF. wantINF.

b. * Ich habe(VY) es nicht sehen(V?) gewollt(V?)
|  have it not semF. wantedPAST.PART.

27 Although English is also a West Germanic langudgeall intents and purposes of this chapter.geit b
longs to a different sub-group than the Continewakt Germanic languages. For ease of expositiam |
using the term “West Germanic” throughout, but salstated explicitly, | am not including English.
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Importantly this is not due to a defective paradigmother contexts the past participle is

available (and in fact obligatory):

(2) a. Ich habe es nicht gewollt
| haveit not wanted?AST.PART.

b. * Ich habe es nicht wollen
I haveit not wantINF.

While the extent to which IPP occurs varies witthia relevant languages, the following

formal criteria are valid for all cases of IPP:

e [TP{V", V™ V™3] where n is arbitrary
« V'"is a perfect tense auxiliary

« V™is an IPP-verb

This means that all cases of IPP contain a vethamerfect tense. This verb has a ver-
bal complement in the shape of an infinitive withnathout an infinitive marker. Above
and below other verbs may occur. The variable nesipte for the varying extents of IPP
in the different languages is which verbs are diassas IPP-verbs. | will get back to

what defines an IPP-verb in section 9.3.

In Standard German, IPP is obligatory with the ae#iue verblassenand with modal
verbs, and optional with perception verbs:

3) a Der Konig hat seinen Dienerholen lassen
The king hashisacc. servantfetchINF. let.INF.

b. * Der Konig hat seinen Dienerholen gelassen
The king hashisAcc. servantfetchiNF. |let.PAST.PART.
Both: ‘The king had his servant fetched’

4) a. Maria hat Peter nach Hause kommen sehen
Maria has Peterto  home comevF. seeiNF.

b. Maria hat Peter nach Hause kommen gesehen
Maria has Peter to home CcOomeJF. SeePAST.PART.
Both: ‘Maria heard Peter come home’
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As for the internal word order of the verbs, poht it could be ascending, descending
or mixed. A descending word order is one wherehiigber verb precedes its comple-
ment, i.e. it is the dominant word order in heaitiahlanguages such as English (super-

script numbers refers to the hierarchical statub@fverb, such that\selects V)

(5) Peter has(V') wanted(V?) to read(V®) a book fora long time

The descending word order is found in Dutch 3-\austers with IPP with a modal verb
(http://wwwe.let.ru.nl/ans/e-ans/ § 18-5-7- Aar) embedded clause is used to avoid inter-
ference from Verb Second):

(6) Ik hoor dat Jan die brief heeft(V) moeten(V?) schrijven(V3)
| hear that Jan the letter has MUSINF.  writeINF.
‘I hear Jan has had to write the letter’
In contrast, the ascending word order is found ia.gzerman future tense constructions

or constructions with certain control verbs:

(7) a ...dasser das Buchmorgen lesefv?®) kénnerfv?) wird(VY)
...that hetheacc. book tomorrow readIiNF. caniNF. will. Aux.
‘...that he will be able to read the book twrow’

b. ...dassMax die Végel zwitschern(V?) gehért(V?) hat (V%)
...that Maxthe birds twitteriNF. heardPAST.PART has
In connection with IPP, mixed word orders are oftdrserved, such as in (8)a. from
Standard German in which the highest verb mustegi@the two verbs which in turn are
ordered in ascending word order. Here, the strasiyending word order from (7) would

be ungrammatical (b.-example):

(8) a. ...dassPeter das Buch hat (V') lesen(V?) wollen(V?)
...that Peterthe book has readNF.  wantiNF.
b. * ..dassPeterdas Buch lesen(V®) wollen(V? hat(V?%)

...that Peterthe book readiNF.  wantINFE. has
Both: ‘...that Peter has wanted to read thakb

9.2  The historical development of IPP

The IPP-effect is observed in German and DutclstBrin as early as the middle of the
13" century (Hinterhélzl 2009: 192, Paul 1988 § 33%)er both time and space there
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has been great variation with respect to which yente considered IPP-verbs. Kurrel-
meyer (1910) lists 15 German verbs which are oeHasen IPP verbs and when they
were first attested as such. The oldest of thesédo’, now enters periphrases in some
dialects (mainly Southern German) and no longggéis IPP. In Dutch, the correspond-
ing verbdoenis a causative verb with obligatory IPP (Schmid 2080). Among other

examples Kurrelmeyer illustrates the contrast betwivo examples, one from 1254
where the past participle is still used and onenfrt268 with the substitute infinitive.

Both examples are from official records (Kurrelme$810: 158):

9) a. Zo hebbenwi ze _ghedaen beseghelen (1254)
Thushave wethem doPAST.PART. seallNF.
‘Thus we have sealed them’

b. Soe hebbiaesenbrief doen besegelen (1268)
Thus have.l this letter doINF. sealINF.
‘Thus | have sealed this letter’

Over the next centuries, the phenomenon expandethén verbs, covering modal verbs
(including the no longer existintgjirren ‘dare’), the semantically more or less specified
causative verbkssen’let’, helfen‘help (which now triggers IPP in some dialects gnly
and heiRen‘bid’ (now antiquated, but when used, with optiofaP), and the verbs of
passive perceptiohtren ‘hear’ andsehen'see’ (now these optionally trigger IPP in
Standard German). According to Kurrelmeyer (1918¥)1the construction as we know
it today was fully developed by the beginning af &6" century, i.e. by the time the first
steps towards a standardisation of the German &gyegwere taken (cf. Luther’s transla-
tion of the Bible in 1522; see e.g. Bekker-Niel2801: 393).

Interestingly, in the many cases attested by Kueger we also see a variety of word
orders. In 3-verb clusters in root clauses whetdd moved to C°, we see both word
orders 2-3 and 3-2, as illustrated here by the meeld misserimust’, (Kurrelmeyer
1910: 161). Judging by the examples provided byr&oreyer, the (1)-2-3 order was
however by far predominant.
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(10) a. hat ... angelober(V®) muesseifV?)
has... enlistiNF. MUSLINF.
‘...has had to enlist (in the army)...’

b. hat miesen(V?) angelober(V®) bis zu austrag seinersachen
has mustiINF. enlistiNF. until  settlement of.hisaffairs
‘He has had to enlist (in the army) until #ettlement of his affairs...’
In these two examples in (10), it should be noted the-ge- infix of angelobens not
the participial prefix. More likely, it is an examepof the older usage whege-was used
to create perfectivity. The verb also existed m fitrmloben‘promise’ which, combined

with ge-and the telicity inducing particken-, has created a specific lexical meaning.

Grimm observed the IPP phenomenon and charactetiskd following way (Grimm
1819: 195):

“Wenn nun nhd. nicht das allein stehende, sondasnnat einem inf. verbundne
part. scheinbar selbst in den inf. verwandelt wsd,begreift sich eine so seltsame
structur bl@ aus der zufalligen &hnlichkeit starker particifiehen mit dem inf.; der
wirkliche inf. ware widersinnig. wir sagen: idilabees thunkénnen, sollen, wollen
mogen, missen, durfetattgekonnt, gesollt, gewollt, gemocht, gemust, ged"t.?rft

With this statement, Grimm makes his own view oR tRiite clear; to him, the replace-
ment infinitive is not an actual infinitive, but neality a strong participle that just hap-
pened to be phonetically similar to the infinifive

Kurrelmeyer disputes this claim, by referring be tfact that the strong participles of
the modal verbs did not start emerging until th& ¢éntury. In contrast the verhgren
‘hear’, tun‘do’, heisserorder’, helfen‘help’ andmusserimust’ were the first to appear
with substitute infinitives, and of these, the \gethat were first affectedgren, tun did

not have strong participles. Kurrelmeyer furtherenogjects the claim made by Meyer

% When in Modern High German, the participle whisttombined with an infinitive, apparently turnsoint
an infinitive itself, this queer structure resuitsm the arbitrary likeness between strong pariatiforms
and the infinitive. The real infinitive would begposterous. We say: ‘I have it do cawr[ AK]', should
[INF. AK]', want [INF. AK]’, would like [INF. AK]', must [INF. AK], may [INF. AK]' instead of... [list of
the past participles of these same verbs, AK]nfietion: AK)

2 The verbs of Modern Standard German can be dividedtwo classes depending on the conjugation.
The socalled strong verbs form the past particifdeablaut and the past participial prefig-and the suf-

fix -en. The weak verbs in contrast have no ablaut,also display the prefige-and the dental suffix -t.
Thege-prefix of the past participle is a relatively retdevelopment (Behaghel 1928: 470). The past par-
ticiple of strong verbs then, was phonetically guimilar to the infinitive which consists of thiem + en
(Nubling 2006: 6/246).
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(1909) that the substitute infinitive is in faciedsas a kind of suffix of the main verb and
therefore reduced. While it is quite likely thabpody plays a role for reduction, the fact
that the originally predominant word order was 3;3peaks strongly against such a suf-

fixation analysis.

Kurrelmeyer sums up his findings that the subditafinitive required that the depend-
ent verb had to be a bare infinitive and that lelyi@ copying mechanism is in play. He

expresses it the following way (Kurrelmeyer 19169}t

Die KonstruktionICH HABE SAGEN HOREN SCHREIBEN LERNEN KOMMEN
KONNEN usw. wird also durch die Form des Infinitivs begtinder eine (einfache)
Infinitiv ruft den andern hervor. Es liegt alsa)(eine Ausgleichung, Assimilation
der Formen vor; der Sprechende hatte von dem &fieeoum den Infinitiv schon
in rCf)aoedanken und bildete danach auch die Form ddsranihm eng verbunde-
nemn-.

Kurrelmeyer is here referring to assimilation, the idea is that the IPP-verb assimilates
itself to the shape of its infinitival complemeiitiis corresponds to what | will refer to
as copying. | am quite sympathetic to this attetogxplain the IPP-effect. As assimila-
tion can be progressive or regressive, both wodgrsr3-2 and 3-2 would be possible
triggers. However problems arise when variants e/iee substitute form is not identical
to that of the verbal complement (see section ldn#)ideally we would want a uniform
analysis. Still, | agree with the basic insightttti@e substitute infinitive is not as such
just an “alternative” past participle and it mustddmitted that when the substitute form
is an infinitive, we cannot determine whether we dealing with assimilation/copying
or “arbitrary” insertion of a non-finite form (a tion | will return to several times

throughout the dissertation).

%0 “The construction “I have ‘say heanf, AK]', ‘write learn [INF, AK]' ‘come can NF, AK]' etc. is de-
pendent on the form of the infinitive; one infinii (the bare one) triggers the other one. As Erdiman
(8153) points out, there is a harmonisation, amakdion of forms. Because of the first verb, gpeaker
already had an infinitive on his mind, and therefproduced a second, closely related one. (trémsiat
AK)
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9.3 IPP cross-linguistically

The different extents of IPP in the relevant larggsadepend on which verbs are IPP-
verbs. Schmid (2000, 2005) investigated seven \@estanic languag&sand in what
follows | will give an account of her data.

One of the most interesting observations Schmidesiais that cross-linguistically, a
hierarchy can be established for the verbs thgger IPP (Schmid 2005:32):

Be | Ge| SG| Zu | Du | WF | Af |verbal class Examples
+ | + | + | + | + | + | + |causatives let, make, do
+ |+ |+ | + | + + | + |[modals may, can, must, shall, need|...

+/-|+/-|+/-|+/-| + | + |+/-|perception verbs|hear, see, feel, ...

+/-1+/-|+/-|+/-| + | + |+/-|benefactives help, learn, teach

+/-| - - - + | + |+/-|duratives stay, remain, lie, sit, be, ...
+/-1 - |+/-] - - |+/-|+/-|inchoatives begin, continue, stop, ...
+/-f - - - - |+/-|+/-|control verbs try, dare, promise, ...

o * * * * - |raising verbs seem, appeatr, ...

+ = obligatory IPP  +/- = optional IPP

- =no IPP * = not applicable for independent reasons

Be: Bern German Ge: Standard German SG: Sanldri3aerman
ZU: Zurich German Du: Standard Dutch  WF: Wdstrish Af: Afrikaans
Table 4

The cross-linguistic implicational hierarchy is stlication that the IPP-ability of spe-
cific verbs can be derived from more basic propertBasically it leaves us with two
possible explanations for this cross-linguisticia@on: Either the IPP-verbs have differ-
ent internal structures/differently sized completseor the languages show parametric
variation as to what kind of internal structuresaivkize of verbal complements is re-

quired for IPP to be triggered.

31 The term ’language’ is here used indiscriminafetynational standard languages as well as foedial
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IPP is probably a subphenomenon of a more genespkpy, verb clustering, although
it is very controversial exactly what the relatibipsbetween the two phenomena is. A
further complication with respect to verb clustershe question of basic word order in
the West Germanic languages. For the time beingrigg Kayne’'s (1994) Antisym-
metry Hypothesis, the languages show a mixed ardethe surface. Clauses, preposi-
tional, adjectival and determiner phrases are gdélgdread-initial, and also subjects ap-
pear before objects and verbs. The problems arisnveonsidering complements of
verbs; nominal objects precede the verb, verbalptements may appear before or after
the matrix verb depending on several factors, amtefclausal complements always fol-
low the verb.

| will attempt not to commit myself to either the/Oor the VO-view, as this question
would require a dissertation of its own. Howevarthe following | want to address the
guestion of underlying word order and show how ptié word orders can be derived
from both an underlying OV and VO order. Followihgit section, for ease of exposition
| will be assuming that German is in fact SOV, bwt question is not crucial to my
analysis, as | attempt to show that the reordeointipe verbs in a verb cluster is a PF-
phenomenon and that although it does arise froniasirronditions as IPP, it is not di-

rectly caused by IPP or vice versa.

9.4  Verbal Status and word order

Both the selectional properties and the interndeong of German verbs were elegantly
captured by Gunnar Bech (1955). Typical for hisgtimierarchical relations and linearity
are not considered two aspects of the same propgeiye his description is strictly lin-
ear.

As for morphological selection, Bech introduced tiogion of “status”; as a parallel to
nominal case, status is the verbal “case”. Herdisishes three kinds of status and two
levels Stufen. The £' Status is the bare infinitive, thé%ds the marked infinitive and
the 3 is the past participle. The two levels are pagt@supine which denotes the dif-
ference between the forms that can be inflectegdirigdl or not (participle). These dis-
tinctions are given in the table below and exenwgdifoy the verdieben‘love’ (Bech
1955: 19):
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1% level - participle 2% level — supine
1% status lieben liebend(-er)
2" status zu lieben zu liebend(-er)
37 status geliebt geliebt(-er)
Table 5

The idea is that verbal status is assigned in laidasparallel to case. A status is gov-
erned by an adjacent element, usually a verb argdah inherent property of that verb
whether it selects the''12" or 3¢ status. Modals for example select tfesfatus, many
control verbs select thd'Dstatus, and perfect tense auxiliary verbs setex3f. Thus,
looking at Bech from a more modern point of vietisireasonable to say that IPP is an
instance of “quirky status”, as a parallel to “dgyicase”.

This concept of status government has dominateditérature on verbal periphrases,
but in light of IPP and other instances of quirlerbal morphology, | think a revision is
called for. Possibly, status government shoulderaie seen as a kind of surface reflex,
such that a verb which selects a verbal complemeay trigger specific morphemes
(such agye- zuor -t) but such morphemes are not bound to appear omtinediately
dominated verb. They may occur elsewhere and treydisappear if other factors, such
as prosody interfere.

The internal ordering of words is captured by meaina division of the sentence into
fields. Bech’s basic unit is thKoharenzfeld(K) ‘coherence field’. He uses the term
‘(in)coherence’ such that an incoherent infinitiseone that is extraposed and a coherent
one is one that remains to the left of its selectiarb. ThisKoharenzfelds divided into
a SchlussfeldS) ‘end field’ andRestfeld(R) ‘rest field’. Under Verb Second, the finite
verb is in theRestfeldi.e. R precedes S, but otherwise all verbs beiorige Schlussfeld
(which in the German tradition is often referrecayechte Satzklammeright sentence
bracket’ and thisin turn is divided into théberfeld, ‘upper field’ and anUnterfeld,
‘lower field” (Bech 1955: 62).

If an infinitive is inkoharent‘incoherent’, the clause has more than one coleren
field. Activation of the upper field, i.e. havinghagher verb precede a lower verb, re-
quires that a minimum of two verbs remain in thedo field, i.e. it is only activated

when the clauses contains minimally three verbd éuen under these circumstances the
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activation of the upper field (= verb raising) doex follow automatically). Hence for a

two-verb clause like the following, only the lowfeld is present:

(12) ...dassich es nicht gewollt habe
..that | it not wanPAST.PART have

...dass ich es nicht gewdllhabé

Unterfeld
Schlussfeld
— )
I
Kohéarenzfeld
Figure 14

The internal ordering in the upper field is descegdi.e. a verb precedes its comple-
ment, while in the lower field the order is theeese, ascending.
In a 4-verb-cluster like (12) the upper field tieated and occupied by"\and \/ in

descending order and the lower field is occupietbgnd \# in ascending order:

(12) ...dasser sie unbedingthat wollen  singen  horen
...that heher really haswantINF. singINF. heannr.
‘that he really wanted to hear her sing’

...dass er sie unbedingt ﬁmollerﬁksingeﬁ h('jreri

Oberfeld Unterfeld

— _/
~—

Schlussfeld

Figure 15

As 5-verb-clusters in practice appear to be theimam in German, you get the verb
orders in Table 6. The number in the top row isrtbenber of verbs in the verbal com-
plex while the number in the leftmost column gitke number of verbs in the upper
field (Bech 1955: 63):
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1 2 3 4 5
0 [vi|v2vi| v3v2Vvi | v4v3v2vi V5V4V3V2V1
1 vi|v3v2| Vil v4aVv3Vv2 | V1|V5V4V3V2
2 V1iVv2| v4av3 | Viv2|vs5Vv4 V3
3 V1V2 V3| V5v4

Table 6

According to the prescriptive grammar of Duden @9®16), the activation of the upper
field, i.e. the deviation from the ascending ordsronly obligatory under IPP and op-
tional when the auxiliaryerden'will’ or ‘become’ is used instead dfaben‘have’, as in

(13). Here all the verbs match the selectionakia&ins of the superordinate verb. It is
however worth noticing that the optional verb nagsis form-identical to the verb raising

under IPP (V finite, the rest infinitives)

(13) a. ..weil sie sich dasPaket wird schicken lassen
...becauseshe REFL the parcelwill sendINF. let.INF.

b. ...weil sie sich dasPaket schickenlassen wird
...becauseshe REFL the parcel send letNF. will. INF.
‘because she will have the parcel sent to her’
Duden (1998: 191) also makes simple and specificnd about which verbs are IPP-

verbs and these are given in the table below:

Verbs in German English gloss IPP-tendency

modals,brauchen ‘need/to have to’ obligatory IPP

heiRen, lassen, sehenhere: ‘order* ‘let’ ‘see|predominantly IPP

fuhlen, helfen, horen |‘feel’ ‘help’ *hear’ 50/50

lehren, lernen, machefteach’ ‘learn’ ‘do’ occasionally IPP

Table 7

Unfortunately, the situation is a lot more complkean this. First of all, as | shall show,
this basic pattern only holds for Standard Gerntarmther dialects there is much more
variation both with respect to the number of IPPgeand to the word order possibili-
ties.
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| now want to turn to the topic of the internal erthg of the verbs under IPP in more
recent generative literature. There are a few m@agds with respect to verb clusters;
those who assume the clusters to be base gendsated as Haider 2003, Wurmbrand
2001, 2004a, 2006) and those who assume that teeyeaived. The derived variant can
in turn be caused by head-movement (e.g. Evers)1®@7phrasal movement (e.g. Hin-
terho6lzl 1999, Koopman & Szabolcsi 2000, Haegemara& Riemsdijk 1986). My own

approach is one of base generation. Still, | wifeoa very brief sketch of the deriva-

tional approaches.

10  Deriving (im)possible word orders

In this section | want to address the issue of tyihg vs. surface word order and show
how the potential word orders can be derived. My & to demonstrate how reordering
of the verbs in verb clusters can be accountethttependently of IPP. In doing so, | am
first briefly quoting some of the advocates of tafothe most popular ways of dealing
with surface variation in verb clusters; Head mogatvs. phrasal movement. After this,
| will turn to Wurmbrand (2006) who in turn is basen Williams (2003, 2004 but pre-
liminary versions also in earlier work) and hisad# “flipping” of sister nodes. Wurm-
brand (2006) applies the flipping mechanism to Westmanic verb clusters and | will
attempt to show that — even if this may not bedfegnal truth about verb clusters — this

approach is superior to the head movement approach.

10.1 Head Movement

The first generative account of verb clusters (utdd and German) was given by Evers
(1975). Although ground-breaking at its time, ongymargue that it has outlived itself as
generative theories have developed quite signifigamce then. Still, it bridges the gap
between the topological account of Bech (1955)randern generative accounts.

At the core of Evers’ analysis is the view thatvestn D-structure and S-structure, a
multiclausal structure gets reanalysed as one ejaies cluster formation is a result of
movement; it is not a base generated structure. tldresformations consist of Verb-
Raising followed by pruning of the S-node(s) suudtt regardless of the number of verbs

in the cluster, after the pruning, what is leftase S-node with several verbs. This
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movement supposedly takes place between D-struetogeS-structure. Evers distin-

guishes different classes of matrix raising vebased on the following criteria:

ii)

Whether the complement verb is bare or has anitivénmarker

Whether equi-NP-deletion applies (under the assiompghat the subject of
the embedded verb was deleted when identical tarvtheix subject, i.e. in
current terms whether the verb complement has art ova PRO subject)

Whether the matrix verb has a sentential objesubject in deep structure.

These criteria result in the following five classafsraising verbs, applicable to both

Dutch and German, which show obligatory or optioreab raising.

(1

(1N

(1)

(V)

(V)

Sentential object in deep structure, no infinitiverker, embedded PRO-
distinction not applicable. E.g. perception verbshe ECM-type which show
obligatory verb raising if the complement is teessl

Sentential object in deep structure, no infinitivarker, obligatory PRO of
embedded verb. Verb raising is obligatory whendtplement is non-finite.
In German, this group contains “benefactive” vearsbsalso the modalsollen
‘want’, kénnericould’, sollen‘should’ anddiurfen‘may’.

Sentential object in deep structure, presence fafitive marker, obligatory
PRO of embedded verb, verb raising obligatory fdsgsoup apflegen‘usu-
ally do’, wissen'know’, optional for subgroup b: subject controkls.
Sentential subject in deep structure, no infinitiwvarker present, no PRO sub-
ject, obligatory verb raising when the complemenhon-finite. Contains the
verbskonnen/kunnercan’, missen/moetemust’, werden‘will’ ( FUT. AuX.)
andzullen‘shall/will" (FUT.AUX.)

Sentential subject in deep structure, obligatofynitive marker, no PRO sub-

ject, obligatory verb raising when complement isfioite. Raising verbs.

The derivation proceeds such that Verb Raising @éapfirst, bringing about the pruning

of the S-node. Under Verb Second, movement of ithieefverb to C happens subse-

quently. If “Equi-NP-deletion” applies (i.e. turgrthe embedded subject into a “PRO”),

it takes place prior to the S-pruning.
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The most important points of Evers’ analysis dmestthat the underlying structure is

multi-clausal and that the restructuring is a restimovement.

Evers’ analysis is for the most part compatiblenviBech’s account (1955). The Status of
the verbal complement is translated into beingedéit complementisers, Bech’s has a
notational system of control which corresponds seha¢ to Evers’ Equi-NP-Deletion,
the ‘verbal fields’ which make up his ‘end field'prresponds to each of Evers’ underly-
ing clauses, and th€oharenzfelds the verb cluster resulting from verb raising €Ev/
1975: 50).

As for the possible verb orders (for German actedifor by Bech, cf. Table 6) Evers
assumes that after verb raising and S-pruning,h@nosometimes string-vacuous in-
stance of verb raising may take place, such thaonly the differences between the de-
fault Dutch verb order (e.g. 1-2-3) and its Staddaerman counterpart (3-2-1), but also
other potential word orders can be derived.

Evers did not go into the morphology of IPP, buicei he assumes verb raising to be
the trigger for restructuring, the morphologicalrguness of IPP would presumably also
be considered an effect of the movement operafisnmentioned, | will argue against
most of Evers’ assumptions, i.e. | will assume adeanlying monoclausal structure, and
suggest a separation of the morphology of IPP &nl keordering. | will however main-
tain the intuition behind Evers’ notion of (potexty string-vacuous) additional verb

raising applications, which | will translate intcone modern terms of PF-movement.

Head movement has been a very popular way to atémuword order variation in verb
clusters. Due to the flexibility, any possible wardler can always be derived. In what
follows | will not go into a theoretical discussiabout the viability of head movement
as such, instead | will simply show that for thievant data, head movement is not the
ideal way of capturing the possible, and in paticunpossible word orders.

Head movement as a general movement operatiobdeas suggested by e.g. Baker
(1988) and Chomsky (1986) and within the literatomeGermanic verb clusters it is ad-
vocated by many, for example it is at the core\#r& (1975) Verb Raising account and
the idea is maintained by Den Besten & Edmonds883), Haegemann (1998a, 1998b)
and more recently by e.g. Haider (2003) and Hiritzti{2006), to mention just a few.



Infinitivus Pro Participio 143

Verb Raising/Head movement is also assumed to ancstring-vacuous contexts; it is
the process that creates the verb cluster. Acopidiiben Besten & Edmondson (1983),
the word order variation occurs when a ruleiofERSION applies following the verb
raising (Standard German) or simultaneous wittERSION (Dutch). In the standard case
of a three-verb-cluster in Standard German, vedingis assumed to apply twice, first
left-adjoining V*° to V?° and consequently raising of {%V?°] to left-adjoin it to \/°,
giving the order 3-2-1. Obviously, this order ig mlowed in Standard German, and so

inversion applies, swapping the order tdyV3° V?°]]. This cluster formation is shown

in Figure 16.

pl
/\ /\
/\ —
Ve
/\ VR
Vo
‘ Inversion
VO
/\
Vlo Vo
/\

v v

Figure 16

For Standard Dutch, on the other hand, verb raiaimyNVERSION are assumed to take
place simultaneously-¢ right-adjunction), i.e. when % raises, it right-adjoins to %
and in turn, [\** V*] right-adjoins to V¥°, giving [V°[V® V*]] (Den Besten &
Edmondson 1983: 194 ff.) as seen in Figure 17.
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1

/VP\ /VP\
VP? vl VP2 Vo
{\ )
VP \VAn
/\ VR + VR +
V3° Inversion Inversion

Figure 17

While verb raising andhvERSION are empirically adequate tools to account for nodst
the word order variation, there are conceptual lerob. In the days of Move-(e.g.
Chomsky 1981, 1986), anything could move anywhEoelay however, movement must
be motivated, and at least some of the word ordeation in verb clusters does not ap-

pear motivated.

10.2 Phrasal Movement

A slightly less popular strategy to account forbagrreordering is by means of phrasal
movement, or on some occasions it is consideragpplement to account for more spe-
cific phenomena. The explanation of Verb Projectitaising (VPR) has always been
applied more often to Dutch due to the positionhef object of the matrix verb. Specifi-
cally this relates to sentences such as the fatigwine from West Flemish (Haegeman
1994: 509)

(24) ...da ValéreMarie; an Jan t, zag [ve ti tj dienenboek gever
...thatValere Marie to Jan saw that  bookgive.NF.
‘... that Valere saw Marie give that bookla’

VPR is assumed to account for the fact that theixaérb and its complemearie
both appear to the left of the lower verb. Here, ittea is that the lower vergeven
generated to the left of the matrix verb has rigthined to a maximal projection after
the subject and the indirect object B® Janhave scrambled out of the VP. The VPR
approach is followed by e.g. Koopman and Szabd@R300), Hinterhélzl (1999), Hae-
geman and van Riemsdijk (1986).
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| will now present a different approach, accordingwhich only a small part of the

variation is due to syntactic movement; the laggat being a surface phenomenon.

10.3 Flip and Reassociate

Williams (here quoted from 2003, 2004, but the ides developed in 1998, 1999) in-
troduced some mechanisms to account for alterretiothe organisation of elements in
a clause. The idea is that in many cases, it maly &3 if syntactically driven movement
has taken place but that this does not need tbéedse. In other words, we may think
of such cases of reordering as non-syntactic, anguah there is no need for a func-
tional/communicational motivation behind all reaidg phenomena.

First Williams assumes that a composed unit caarinhot only the type of the head,
but also the subcategorisation from the non-hebd e dubs the Rule of Combination
(RoC) which may apply to a set of elements in dargha which an element; Bubcate-
gorises for k1. RoC is stated in the following way (Williams 20@35):

(15)  RoC: Xy+Y 7= [X+Y]x_~
where 'y’ is the complement of ‘X’ and Y in turn $idhe
complement ‘z’, rendering in effect ‘'z’ a complemen ‘X'
The notion of “subcategorisation” is often saidctintain i) Type (N/V etc.) ii) Order
(left/right) and iii) Level (X°/X') but Williams weakens this by claiming that sulecat-
risation involves only type and not order or le(Milliams 2003: 205). By doing so he
opens up for the possibilities of word order alégions in principle regardless of the
‘size’ of the relevant element.

Williams assumes two operationsif-and REASSOCIATE which work together with
the Rule of Combination and which are responsibteliose surface word orders which
do not reflect underlying orders but which have cmne about by syntactic movement
either. These operations, he defines in the folhgwway (where the angle brackets </>
denote subcategorisation, such that in A > B, Biéscomplement of A) (Williams 2004
176):
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(16) FLIP: If X =[A>B], A and B terminal or nonteiimal,
Rip (X) =[B<A]

REASSOCIATE  IfX=[A>[B>C]],
ReASSOCIATE(X) =[[A>B] > C]

Precedence works together with selection such(li@gtstates Er and REASSOCIATEfor
head-initial languages. For head-final languages,mechanisms must be stated as the

mirror image with reversed brackets, i.e.:

a7 FLIP-2: If X =[B <A], A and B terminal or nontermiha
P (X) =[A>B]

REASSOCIATEZ: IF X =[[C<B]<A],
ReAsSSOCIATE(X) = [C < [B<A]]

These operations allow for surface variation bsb akstrict the potential reordering pos-
sibilities. F.IP is the most relevant operation in this contexit &sthe one used to derive
most word order alternations in verb clusters andwch RASSOCIATE IS in fact only
relevant for restricting variation in a principlechy. REASSOCIATE is based on the in-
sight that if A subcategorises B, which in turn catiegorises C, then A+B also subcate-
gorises C. ThereforeHRssocIATEdoes not violate any selectional restrictions.

Despite the apparent flexibility of these two opierss, multiple movements are in
fact very restricted due to the interaction of the. In particular we get the following
restrictions: (Williams 2004: 177):

(18) Restrictions ORLIPPING
)] No movement of a moved constituent
i) No movement out of a moved complex constituent
i) No movement out of an extracted-from constituent

These restrictions are due to the fact that engehas been applied, the angle bracket is
reversed (i.e. the hierarchy remains but the lioeder of the elements has changed) and

hence application G(#EASSOCIATEIS blocked.
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10.3.1 Applying FLIP to 3-verb clusters

| will now proceed to the application efip to West Germanic verb clusters as carried
out by Wurmbrand (2004) and see how this mechafases with respect to deriving the
possible word orders. | will provide the represeotes for both head-initial and head-
final word orders. In section 10.4 | will discuseetactual word orders and | will show
that the order 2-1-3 is unattested. Because of till not attempt to derive this missing
word order. | adopt the terminology of Wurmbran@®@2) and will refer tarLIPPING of

the highest verb with its sister as ‘high inversiand FLIPPING of the second verb with
its sister as ‘low inversion’. The following figwseare quoted from Wurmbrand (2006:
243-244).

The inversion patterns of an assumed underlyingbdkfinal word order can be seen
in Figure 18; the order 3-2-1 (I) results if no emsion takes place at all. 1-3-2 (lI) re-
guires one instance of high inversion while 2-3I) ¢(esults from one instance of low
inversion. The mirror image pattern of the underyivord order requires two instances
of inversion, one high and one low (IV). The or@et-2, | will return to after showing
the patterns of the corresponding head-initialcstmes.
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Underlying order head-final

) 3-2-1 - No inversion

II) 1-3-2 - High inversion

1P 1P
/\ /\
2P 1° 1° 2p
/\ /\
3P 2° 3P 2°
/\ /\
3° 3°

[ll) 2-3-1 - Low inversion

V) 1-2-3 - High + low inversion

1P 1P
/\ /\
2P 1° 1° 2P
2° 3P 2° 3P
/\ /\

30

30

Figure 18

As can be seen by comparing Figure 18 and Figurdra® both a head-initial and
head-final starting point, four of the possible darders can be derived from simple
applications ofLip, each deriving three by a single application, ane by double appli-
cation. For both the head-final and the head-ingiaucture, the 3-1-2 has not yet been

derived.
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Underlying order head-initial

) 1-2-3 - No inversion II) 2-3-1 High inversion
1P 1p
/\ /\
1° 2P 2P 1°
/\ /\
2° 3P 2° 3P
/\ /\
3° 3°
[l) 1-3-2 - Low inversion V) 3-2-1 - High + low inversion
1P 1P
/\ /\
1° 2P 2P 1°
/\ /\
3P 2° 3P 2°
/\ /\
30 . 30
Figure 19

To derive the last possible word order, 3-1-2, Waonand (2006) applies one more
mechanism; left-ward movement of the lowest phraseelatively non-controversial

claim. This gives the two representations in Figz0e
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3-1-2 surface order - head-final/-initial

) Head-final — [I) Head-initial — Movement of 3P
Movement of 3P + high inversion

XP XP
3P 1P 3p 1P
1° 2P 1° 2P
t3P 20 20

tap

Figure 20

Here, the movement of the lowest phrase is offergifiit nature thanLIPPING. Arguably

it is syntactic movement proper and it needs tdyappor to inversion of sister nodes.
As stated in the restrictions eniPPING on page 146, movement out of a moved complex
constituent is not possible. In other words, if itneersion of 1° and its sister (containing
the lowest verb phrase) were to have taken plasg feft-ward movement would no
longer be available.

There are good reasons to assume that in sonecidialeftward movement of the
lowest verb is a syntactic operation. | base tlhérclon the fact that for my informants,
when the 3-1-2 order occurred, the scopal propeitiere altered and the moved con-
stituent focussed. If we look at the following t@wamples, in the a-example the moved
verblesen'read’ is stressed and the b.-example confirmsithatin a position where the

constituent can be negated:

(19) a. ...dassPeter das Buch LESEN hatwollen
...that Peterthe book readINF. has wantiINF.

b. ...dassPeter das Buch nicht LESEN hatwollen,
...that Peterthe book not readNF. has wantINF.

sondernnur anschauen
but only look.atINF.

Furthermore, the acceptability is much degradeahyf other constituent is focussed:
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a. ?? ...dassPeter das esen atwollen
(20) ?? d P das BUCH | h Il
...that Peterthe BOOK readINF. has wantINF.

b. ?? ..dassPETER das Buch lesen hatwollen
...that PETERthe book readINF. has wantINF.
It does however seem that in other dialects, tdera3-1-2 does not involve focus-driven
movement, but is the unmarked option. Such dialectsde Bavarian and Austrian ones
(cf. Bader & Schmid 2009a). For these dialects, dintain the view that syntactic
movement is involved, but it is not to a focus Hosi Rather, it would appear that these
dialects, due to information structural reasonsjeha preference for spelling out the
main verb first and therefore this verb is movedhe left. The order 1-2 seems to be
prosodically motivated (Josef Bayer, p.c.) anddfger 3-2-1 is also an option. If this is
true, we can assume that in these dialects, untdeadinitial (i.e. [1 [2 [3]]]) approach,
the order 3-2-1 does not arise through high + loversion. Rather, it involves the same
kind of syntactic leftward movement of the lowestly as in Figure 20, followed by in-
version of \} and V2. Figure 21 shows the derivation of 3-2-1 in thdi&gects where 3-

1-2 does not involve focus driven syntactic movetnen

Head-initial
— Movement of 3P + high inversion

XP
N
2P 1°
2° tap

Figure 21

The big advantage of this approach is that theuwnadtested word order, 2-1-3, cannot
be derived. This is due to the restrictions on ipl@tmovements, mentioned in (18). Be-
cause of these it is not possible to derive 2-3-334suming syntactic leftward movement

of V* followed by two applications (high and low) sfip. Syntactic movement takes
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place prior toFLIPPING, and so the syntactic movement would reverse tigéeabracket,

i.e. give the intermediate resulf ¥ V* > V%, which would block inversion of $V/2.

In contrast to therLIPPING-based account, approaches that attempt to acéoume-
ordering in verb clusters by means of head-moverhame difficulties accounting for
the absence of 2-1-3. Or more specifically, to aotdor the absence of 2-1-3 without
simultaneously excluding 3-1-2 where the highesb\aso intervenes between the two
lower verbs.

Assuming that 2-1-3 is in fact ruled out in a pipted way, | take this to be a crucial
advantage of theLIPPING approach compared to approaches involving headcement.
This assumption can of course only be upheld ag &nthe order is not attested in any
of the relevant languages.

The FLIPPING approach to word order variation in multiple vetbsters does not pro-
vide any empirical evidence as to the underlyingdivarder; on both a head-final and a
head-initial approach, the possible five out ofword orders can be derived with neither
underlying word order requiring significantly masteps in the derivation than the other.
| will therefore leave this question as unsettleatk, in what follows, for ease of exposi-

tion, 1 will be assuming that the underlying wordler is in fact head-final.

In this section | have shown that all the possieted orders of 3-verb-clusters can be
derived in a principled way by assuming two operaj one being the post-syntactic
reordering operatioALIP which reverses the order of a head and its sigterpther one
being a syntactic leftward movement of the loweststituent. The former operation is
semantically vacuous and does not change any spopaérties of the verbs involved,;
the latter focuses the moved constituent (in soialedals).

The differences between languages as to what ormlers are allowed and for which
verb classes, must be captured in terms of thgaogtef X and Y and for which catego-
ries,FLIPPING applies. This | will return to in subsection 10.4.

10.4 Actual verb cluster word orders

Having derived the five out of six potential worters in verb clusters, | now want to

turn my attention to the distribution of the wondiers in the different dialects.



Infinitivus Pro Participio 153

10.4.1 2-verb clusters

Wurmbrand (2004b, 2006) summarises her own findengs those of others on word
orders in verb clusters and as such, the empibaais is fairly solid. A problem with
Wurmbrand'’s data is that because she is quoting\Wwaras well as the findings of oth-
ers, it is not quite clear which variants are nefdrto or whether dialects with potentially
different word orders, may have been merged andapgs one language with different
word order options.

| compare Wurmbrand’s (2006: 237) data to thos¥ikher (2001: 66, 84). Vikner
refers to three Swiss dialects; Bernese German hwbarresponds to Wurmbrand’s
Swiss-2, and Zurich and Sankt Gallen-German whichte relevant cases behave alike
and therefore can be merged as a comparison te3wis

Vikner (2001) does not test the orders for Aux-lvéxere the auxiliary is finite, but
unlike Wurmbrand (2006), he tests for non-finitét@ans, i.e. what are essentially 3-verb
clusters but where the finite verb has moved todstjnguishing between the Aux-Lex
and the Mod-Lex configuration. For these non-fiméeses, in order to ease comparison, |
refer to the highest non-finite verb as 1. Thatnék (2001) and Wurmbrand (2006) do
not test for the exact same things is the reasatrtllere some gaps in Table 8.
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Wurmbrand (2006) Vikner (2001)
Language Aux-Part Mod-Inf | Aux-Part Mod-Inf
Afrikaans (1 = finite) 21 1-2 1-2
(1 = non-finite) 2-1 1-2
Dutch (1 = finite) 1-2 1-2 1-2
2-1 2-1 2-1
(2 = non-finite)  1-2 1-2 1-2 1-2
2-1 2-1
Frisian (1 = finite) 2-1 2-1 2-1
(1 = non-finite) 2-1 2-1
Standard German (1 = finite) 2-1 2-1 2-1
(1 = non-finite) 2-1 2-1
Swiss-1 (1 = finite) 2-1 2-1 2-1
1-2 1-2
(1 = non-finite) 2-1 2-1
1-2
Swiss-* (1 = finite) 2-1 2-1 *2-MB
1-2 1-2 1-2
(1 = non-finite) 2-1 1-2
West Flemish (1 = finite) _2-1 1-2 1-2
2-1NB
(1 = non-finite) 2-1 1-2

Table 8

In Table 8 the data of Vikner (2001: 68) and Wuramar (2008) correspond fairly well,
with two exceptions which are marked with a bolefhdB.

Table 8 shows that both word orders are found,emseh if 2-1 is more frequent, the
reverse order 1-2 cannot be said simply to be apmion. We can see that the emerging
patterns are verb class sensitive, i.e. it somatimakes a difference whether the two
verbs are an auxiliary + participle (Aux-Part) omadal + infinitive (Mod-Inf) (or alter-
natively, the morphological form of the lower vadresponsible for the difference).

Those cases are underlined in the table. Whateseasting is that for all these cases, the

32 Swiss-2 is Bernese German, known to differ fromeotSwiss variants.
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2-1 is the order for Aux-Part and 1-2 for Mod-In&. we do not see any cases where 1-2
is allowed for Aux-Part but not for Mod-Inf. The twpoints where Vikner (2001) and
Wurmbrand (2006) diverge do not contradict thiso3éncases where 1-2 is not allowed
for Aux-Part but only for Mod-Inf could suggest (ier a head-final approach) that clus-
tering of a modal + lexical verb is more likelydocur than a cluster of an auxiliary and

a lexical verb.

10.4.2 3-verb clusters

First | return to Schmid (2005) who did an extersiwestigation of word order patterns
in 3-verb-clusters in 7 languages. The data arg e@mplex and it is by no means trivial
how they are to be analysédFor these reasons | will reproduce a rather higunt of
the data here. It will become evident from Schmuabsa that in order to give a satisfac-
tory account of IPP, it is not sufficient to look standard languages (German, Dutch)
which are deceivingly simple, unlike the dialectsene the variation of form and verb
order is extensive. For simple reasons of spaad| hot give exhaustive accounts of all
the languages, but the data can be found in Sc{#@b: 73-81).

Schmid examined three types of constructionsalliding three verbs; one wheré vV
is an IPP, one where®\is a past participle, and one in which i the future auxiliary
werden which selects an infinitive as complement.

First we will look at how Standard German behaves.seen in Table 4, IPP is
obligatory with modals and the causative viagsenand optional with perception verbs
and benefactive verbs. As for the internal ordeohthe verbs, Standard German shows
the following properties (Schmid 2005: 74):

3 An issue concerning Schmid’s data is that she aseetry limited number of native speaker informants
in some cases only one per language (Schmid: 20)05will assume the data to be credible but gsaé
should be kept in mind, particularly when her diiteerge from other data in the literature.
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VERB TYPE PERFECT, V2 =PASTPRT | PERFECT V2 =IPP FUTURE, V2 = BARE INFINITIVE
CAUSATIVE * 132 132

MODAL * 132 132, 321
PERCEPTION 321 132 132, 321
BENEFACTIVE 321 132 132, 321
DURATIVE 321 * 321
INCHOATIVE 321,213 * 321,213
CONTROL VERB 321,213 * 321,213

Table 9 — Standard German

Now, the first thing to notice concerns inchoatared control verbs which supposedly
allow both the orders 3-2-1 and 2-1-3. While 3-&-1he canonical order and as such un-
controversial, the order 2-1-3 is allowed due te féct that V is extraposed, i.e. Ms

not involved in cluster formation and for this read have chosen to cross these out. It

concerns examples like the following (Schmid 208%:68):

(21) a. ...dasses aufgehoért(VY) hat(V') zu regner(V?)
...that it StORAST.PART. has to rainNF
b. ...dasser dasnie versuchtv?® hat(V) vorzugeber(V?)

...that heit never try.PAST.PART. has to.pretendkr.

There are good reasons why such cases are to ls&gdexmd extraposition, i.e. non-
clustering configurations. The main reason is tinatll the dialects investigated by
Schmid, IPP and the 2-1-3 order never co-occur.

Secondly, there are restrictions on extractiomfrextraposed infinitives, e.g. long-
distance scrambling of the embedded object is assiple, in contrast to the b.-example
with a coherent infinitive where the object may berambled (examples from
Hinterholzl 2006: 16)

(22) a. * dassuns[das BuchH; Hans gestern bat [der Maria t; zu geben
that us the book Hangesterdayaskedto Mary  to give

‘that Hans asked us yesterday to give the bodkany

b. dassder Maria [das Buch; Hans gestern [t; t; zu gebef versprach
that thepAT. Maria the book Hangesterday to give promised
‘that Hans promised yesterday to give the bodary’
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Zwart (2007: 80) also gives examples of the 2-I<Rpfrom different dialects (Zurich,
Frisian, Samatimerié, Luxemburgish), but due to the lack of IPP, heuaggthat they
are not verb clusters. Rather they are cases wherlowest verb is in fact clausal and

therefore extraposed, such as in (23) from Luxegubhr

(23) obs  de hollanesclgeléiert(V?) hues(V') schwatzerfVv?)
if.2sG you Dutch learrPAST.PART. has speakyF.
| therefore conclude that the structure underhy@nty3 is different from the one underly-
ing verb clusters. This means that in Table 9, othan the extraposed version and the
canonical order, we are dealing with only one npmssible word order, the 1-3-2 which
is obligatory for IPP and possible for the futueade verbal complex. This relative sim-
plicity has made many a linguist claim that IPRIépendent on the raising of the finite
verb. As will be evident from the next set of ddkas is by no means a given.

Zurich German is the most flexible of the dialeictgestigated by Schmid as concerns
the ordering of the verbs in 3-verb clusters. Tolotwing table summarises Schmid’s
findings (Schmid 2005: 76):

VERB TYPE PERFECT V2=PASTPRT | PERFECTV2=IPP | FUTURE, V2 = BARE INFINITIVE
CAUSATIVE * 321,123, 132 321, 123, 132
MODAL * ?321,123, 132 ?321, 123, 132
PERCEPTION 321, ?123,-213 ?231, 123 321, 123, 132
BENEFACTIVE 321, 231, 123,132,213 231, 123 132, 321, 123, 231
DURATIVE 321 * 321, 132
INCHOATIVE 231,213 * 231, 123213
CONTROL VERB 321, 123243 * 321, 123, 132:-213

Table 10 — Zirich German

34 Samatimeric or Sankt Martin German is spoken lyr@gmately 3000 speakers in the province Banat
(Romania, Serbia).
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Again, all instances of 2-1-3 can be assumed t@dses of extraposition, and while
some could in principle be clusters, the fact &¥dt3 is not allowed with IPP in any of
the languages under investigation supports thengsson that 2-1-3 is not an option for
verb clusters. Still, a large variety of word osles available and the emerging picture is
far from clear.

The first observation to be made is that the cerabnvord order 3-2-1 is available,
for 3-verb-clusters, both with IPP (causative viriaden the second verb is a participle,
with future tense complexes. The immediate conctugo draw from this is that the
morphological part of IPP may take place regardtdésshether the verbs reorder or not
(unless one assumes further reordering to giveugpubwith is superficially like the un-
derlying word order — an option which is uneconahand difficult to motivate).

Secondly, we observe that the word order 1-2-8 pseferred one in Zirich German,
being available in almost all configurations. Ictfathis option is frequent in all the dia-
lects, except for Standard German. This brings ittdrthe “Temporal Iconicity Condi-
tion” as formulated by Li (1993: 499). This condri which | mentioned in the chapter
on pseudo-coordination, states that in verb seatdins (in a technical sense), the actual
order of events is observed even if the languadea-final. | have illustrated this in
(24) with an example from Dutch (ANS 8§ 18-5-7- 2Mhile the temporal iconicity con-
dition cannot always be justified (e.g. under stanity) the high frequency of this verb
order, which is exactly opposite the canonical anight suggest that something similar

is at stake:

(24) Ze heeftonze hond de krant leren(VY) komen(V?) brengen(V?)
Shehas our dog theaperteachinF. comeINF.  bringINF.
‘She has taught our dog to bring the paper’
As mentioned previously, | do not commit myselftasvhether German(ic) is underly-
ingly SOV or SVO, as all occurring orders can bewde from either basic pattern. An-
other option is to say that the order is truly ndixaormative pressure may have gone
counter to original orders etc., in the end resgltin Germanic grammars which are
mixed and where underlying directionality is semsitto verb class and which vary re-
gionally and perhaps even among speakers withiraozee The high frequency of the 1-

2-3 order could be considered an argument for alenying VO order. 3-2-1 is however
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just as frequent (at least for German and the S@issnan dialects, but less so for

“Dutch” variants (Dutch, Afrikaans, West Flemish).

Having disregarded the apparent occurrence of ZafheBdealt with the canonical order
3-2-1 and its mirror image 1-2-3, we are left wilthee mixed orders; 2-3-1, 1-3-2 and 3-
1-2. For these, no immediate pattern emerges witbmid’s tables are compared. To
get an idea of their distribution, I will now makedifferent comparison than Schmid’s
own (though building on her data), in that | wilf for each of these three word orders to
compare where they appear in each language.

First, | looked at the word orders in verb clustethere V is a modal, i.e. where all
the languages have obligatory IPP (hence compavitig word order possibilities for
past participles was not an option). The first Bigant observation was that the word
orders allowed for IPP are exactly the ones allofwed3-verb clusters in the future
tense. For the pattern 2-3-1 the results were @igtr; it is not allowed, with Afrikaans
and West Flemish marginally accepting it. The worder 1-3-2 was accepted by Stan-
dard German, Zirich and Sankt-Gallen German, titerlas the only one also accepting
3-1-2.

| did a simple frequency test on the possible wamaters; building on Schmid’s sum-
maries, containing for each language the possiblelwrders for each verbal group (7 in
all) for each construction (perfect tense with atgearticiple, perfect tense with IPP and
future tense) and counted how often each of the®se tword orders was judged accept-
able. The numbers say nothing of actual frequerfidcii@word orders of course, but us-
ing Schmid’s criteria, the numbers give an idedhef relative frequency of these three
patterns. The first result was that 3-1-2 occuwrde! A closer investigation of the ac-
tual examples showed that in Sankt Gallen Germaa,example was considered gram-
matical and one was judged as very degraded. kr @tbrds, as far as Schmid’s (2005)
data are concerned, there would appear not to p@eed to debate this possibility any
further. This result is however most surprising andnter to the findings of others, in-
cluding later work by Bader & Schmid (2009a: 18yl &Vurmbrand (2006) which | will
return to below.

As for the two other orders, 1-3-2 occurred 20 sinie@presented by Standard Ger-
man, Sankt-Gallen and Zurich German), and 2-3-fimd@s (represented by West Flem-

ish, Afrikaans, and Zurich German.
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The conclusion to be drawn is that IPP and wod#ioalternations in verb clusters are
not immediately related, or at least not co-depehd®P is observed with and without
verb raising and vice versa. That is of courseto®ay that there is no connection at all
between the two phenomena; in fact it is quitelyikbat both are licensed under very
similar conditions. It is obvious that as regardsrdvorders, it is not the case that any-
thing goes, some languages have strong preferdagels as Bern German) others are
much more flexible (e.g. Zurich German). It hagharmore been argued that when it
comes to word orders in verb clusters, standarguages do not provide the best testing
ground, probably because “arbitrary” normative puee may cause certain otherwise
natural output to be considered ungrammatical.

With 3-verb clusters with different kinds of verosdifferent dialects, there are many
variable, in part because now 6 potential word @ee available instead of 2, but also

the class of each verb and the forms in which #rbs/appear result in more variables.

In the first place dealing only with auxiliariescamodals as the higher verbs, we already
get the following 5 hierarchical patterns (Wurmla&906: 238):

(25) a. Mod-Mod-V
b.3° Aux-Mod-V: i) Aux = Periphrastic perfect tenaexiliary ‘have’
i) Aux = Periphrastic future tense ‘will’
C. Mod-Aux-V
d. Aux-Aux-V

In the following tables, the observed word ordensthese five patterns can be seen. The
languages are not exactly the same as in Tablée &agrart quote different works, and as
such a direct comparison between the two tablesldhaze done with care (Wurmbrand
2006: 240¥°.

% The subdivision between the future and perfecteauxiliary is included, because this is the ¢hae
involves IPP. Possibly, the specific auxiliary cause effects for the configurations in ¢. andd, but in
order to not complicate the data any further, Véeaut this distinction.

% A large amount of notes are made by Wurmbrandréile 11, commenting for example on specific
cases where (non-) finiteness or a specific veftbhaences the possible word orders. In an attempitve a
somewhat clear exposition, | will however only umté those of direct importance.
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Language Mod-Mod-V Aus-o'\/l'ggV Aux-Mod-V - IPP | Mod-Aux-V | Aux-Aux-V
Afrikaans 1-2-3 1-2-3 2-3-1 1-3-2 N/A
3-1-2
Dutch 1-2-3 1-2-3 1-2-3 1-2-3 3-1-2
3-1-2 1-3-2
1-3-2
[3-2-1]
Frisian 3-2-1 3-2-1 3-2-1 3-2-1 3-2-1
[1-2-3]
Standard Germgn 3-2-1 3-2-1 1-3-2 3-2-1 3-2-1
1-3-2
German/Austrian  3-2-1 3-2-1 1-3-2 1-3-2
dialects 1-3-2 1-3-2 3-1-2
3-1-2 3-2-1
[1-2-3]
Swiss dialect¥ 1-2-3 N/A 1-2-3 1-3-2
3-2-1 1-3-2 3-2-1
1-3-2 3-1-2 3-1-2
3-1-2
West Flemish 1-2-3 1-2-3 1-3-2 3-2-1
2-3-1 3-1-2 1-3-2
Table 11

Where multiple word orders are allowed, they appearder of preference, such that a
preferred option is listed above a less preferneel @he first thing to be noticed about
Table 11 is the confirmation of the absence of2{ie3, mentioned earlier.

Furthermore, the order 2-3-1 happens only on adevasions. This however does not
mean that it is only marginally available; in fdot West Flemish, this order is obliga-
tory when the auxiliary is non-finite. According Wurmbrand’s summary (i.e. Table
11) it only occurs under IPP; this was however th@ case according to Schmid’s
(2005: 231) data. The first major observation enth if we include Schmid’s data — that
roughly speaking, cross-linguistically, reorderifvghether it be syntactic movement or

not) is not exclusive to or dependent on a specditstruction, in particular not to IPP.

37 Swiss dialects can be assumed to cover a largetyarf dialects, i.e. it does not follow that aoge
dialect allows for all the possible word orders.
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We do however see that language-internally the woders are in some cases sensi-
tive to the verb class of the two higher verbs, drat the verb orders for Aux-Mod-V
depend on whether the modal is an IPP or an infegelected by the future auxiliary.
But generally this seems to be a weak generalisafia language shows a basic surface
word order, this word order is generally allowedarlless of verb class, but for some
verb classes, other orders are available too.dh) éely Afrikaans and Standard German
do not allow their canonical word orders in IPP{eots.

Looking at column three, with word orders in cortr@twith IPP, we see that all po-
tential word orders occur except 2-1-3. Assumirgj the underlying word order is the
same for all the languages, be it head-initial @mdxfinal, if IPP were a result of could
result from reordering, we would minimally haveassume that string-vacuous move-
ment were to take place prior to the morphologassignment. Otherwise we could not
account for IPP in those cases where the surfaler aorresponds to the underlying or-
der (whether this is head-final or head-initialsstiming movement for which there is no
empirical evidence is uneconomical and | will tere draw the conclusion that while
the morphological and the word order may arise freimilar condition, there is no

causal relationship between the two surface phename

11  The morphology of IPP

The title of this section is in fact pleonastic &ese the label “IPP” inherently suggests a
morphological phenomenon. But as has been poiniedi®P has more often than not,
been assumed to be the result (or cause) of rengdefr verbs. As | have argued against

this view, | will now turn my attention solely towds the morphological aspect of IPP.

One of the major points of dispute in the literatan IPP is whether the substitute infini-
tive is in fact a proper infinitive inserted insteaf a participle or rather an irregular,
“strong” participle used in certain configuratioroth points of view have been de-
fended, although the latter suggestion has beepr#ferred one. My suggestion is that it
is not meaningful to ask the question this way ealbse the verbal morphology in verb
clusters is semantically and syntactically irrelgydt is simply an arbitrary surface form.
This puts my analysis too, more in line with them® fundamental option than with the
first, although | do not actually consider the gibge infinitive a participle. As | will



Infinitivus Pro Participio 163

show shortly, based on Hoéhle (2006), the non-stahest Germanic variants show a

diversity of substitute forms.

Predominant in the discussion of IPP in more retiems has been Bech’s (1955) con-
cept of verbal status, as discussed in sectioni®.d.typical IPP context, consisting of
auxiliary + modal + lexical verb, the assumptiomgelly is that the infinitive of the
lexical verb is selected by the modal and thaintioelal “ought to be” a past participle as
selected by the auxiliary. | want to argue agatihist assumption; rather than modals se-
lecting a bare infinitive, 1 will argue that whennaodal (or another semi-lexical verb)
and a lexical verb appear together, the two verbsrafact “squeezed” into one clausal
domain where only one of them can have its fornpery assigned by interaction with a
functional head (assuming this is how morphologsslection takes place). The other
verb, lacking a form which is allowed to surfacerescued either by copying the form of

the lower verb or by taking on a default form -Sitmndard German: The infinitive.

11.1 Whatis ge-?

Historically, ge- has served different purposes and appeared inrdfffecontexts. It
started out as an aspectual marker used to expesfetivity or resultativity and then
expanded to the past participle and became tempaitadr than aspectual (see for exam-
ple Abraham 2002: 21 or Nubling 2006: 247). Thegioal aspectual use can still be seen
with those verbs wherge-incorporated and now exists as part of the verteah gsuch

asgeschehethappen’ orgebarengive birth’).

Before turning to the quirky morphology of perféenhse 3-verb clusters, | want to look
at the simpler cases where just one lexical vefdutdgnto the perfect tense. Perfect tense
formation in German consists of an auxiliary vetaye’ or ‘be’) + (in most cases) the
prefix ge- and the suffix +(on weakly inflecting verbs) oren (on strongly inflecting
verbs). There are however quite a few cases whane gmple perfect tense formation
looks different; if the first syllable is unstredsehe past participle does not involve the
prefix ge- This particularly affects prefixed verbs, butocatertain simplex verbs, as can
be seen in the following (Duden 4 1998: §330):
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(26) Infinitive  Perfect tense Gloss
Aux Past participle
a. studieren — hat studiert ‘study’
b. kasteien — hat kasteit ‘mortify’
C. verletzen — hat verletzt ‘hurt/injure’
d. zerreilen— hat zerrissen ‘tear up’

Obviously, in such cases, despite the lack of tiedi¥pge- when combined with a per-
fect tense auxiliary, these verbs are not infiesgivas they have either the weak or the
strong suffix #-en. Still, it can be observed thge- is not a requirement for a perfect
tense interpretation.

Furthermore, when at the beginning of this chagdtetaimed that IPP only occurs
when a cluster of minimum two verbs are put int® plerfect tense, | was not being com-
pletely exact. There are cases where a simpleingHhz perfect tense is a bare infinitive,
one such famous example is the following from “Bani{Balotti” (Lessing 1772 act 2,

scene 6):

A: Dem Himmelist beten wollen, auclbeten.
theDAT heaven istprayINF. wantINF. also prayiNF.
‘For the Heaven, to want to pray, is to pray.

B: Und sundigenwollen, auchsindigen
And sinINF.  wantINF. also SiniNF.
‘And to want to sin is to sin’

27) A: Das hat meine Emilia nicht wollen

that hasmy  Emilia not wantiNF,

‘My Emilia hasn’'t wanted that’
In (27), the modal is a bare infinitive, despite having an overt verbal complement.
The context shows us that the complement ‘sin’ besn replaced by the pronominal
das but even so, in most cases the modal would basapgarticiple as shown in (2)a..
The example shows that the correct temporal/asgkictierpretation does not rely on a
specific morphological form of the verb. It shodldwever be noted that in some Ger-
man dialects, modal verbs have no past participteas such dialectal interference may

play a part, despite Lessing generally writing farfslard German.

Together, these two cases illustrate how perfatdetanterpretations can be achieved
simply by combining a non-finite form of the maierls with a perfect tense auxiliary.

As a | will show below, dialects differ with respeo which non-finite forms are pre-
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ferred, but the specific form is syntactically asemantically irrelevan. As such, it is not
surprising that the perfect tense interpretatiofPéf is unproblematic despite the lack of
the prefixge-.

Zwart (2007) offers a brief investigation of thagim and distribution of IPP from the

view of Standard Dutch and some non-standard Westn@énic dialects. Zwart argues
that the infinitive is in fact an alternative pastrticiple and suggests the following gen-
eralisation (Zwart 2007: 84):

(28) The IPP-effect occurs whenever a participle sake infinitive in its com-
plement domain

This statement excludes that there be a causaloreship between the word order alter-

nations in IPP contexts and the actual morpholdgiubstitution. Rather, the frequent

co-occurence of unexpected word orders with IPRisteom the fact that both require a

certain underlying structure.

Zwart (2007: 79) also mentions an interesting gaisation which has previously
been established (Hoeksema 1980, Lange 1981, |Jb@8873; only in variants where the
past participle is formed with a variant gé- do we find the IPP-effect. This is a one-
way generalisation; the existence ajex based past participle does not necessarily trig-
ger IPP, but it seems to be a necessary condNiaoidish, for example, displays the par-
ticipial geprefix but never shows IPP (Lockwood 1995:82). Thigy in fact be a clue
about the functional motivation for IPP. If we asmuthatge- may beaspectual or tem-
poral, IPP might be considered a disambiguaticatesly; by having the verb show up as
an infinitive instead of a participle would be aail signal, that no aspectual perfectivity
is intended. Those dialects (such as Frisian aatlir®jwerfs) which do not usge- do

not have this ambiguity, and hence no motivation e .

11.2 Dialectal variation in the morphology of 3-ver b clusters

In his (2006) paper on 3-verb-phenomena in Gernmahzutch, Tilman Ho6hle presents
data from West Germanic dialects which require gzatier accounts of the morphology
of verb clusters in general and IPP-constructionparticular be revised. While Hohle
does not provide much analysis of his data, higtion is that IPP is just one instance of
what he refers to as 3-verb phenomena; an umbesita for different cases of quirky
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morphology. This is completely in line with my appch and his data will play a crucial
role for my analysis. Because of this | will refather extensively to his paper in this

section.

11.2.1 Unexpected Morphology

The first crucial piece of evidence comes from Med@erman dialects in which, in IPP-
contexts, the substitute form is not an infinitibeit an alternative non-finite form. One
such dialect is Oberschwdditz (which is part ofibm&z in Sachsen-Anhalt), as illus-
trated in (8) from Hohle (2006: 57)

(29) li hawe musd gie

| have mustsuP. go.NF.
Here the modal verb ‘must’ appears in what Hohferseto as the supine; a form which
is neither the bare infinitive, nor a past pariiejjut consists of the stemd+ This way
of constructing IPP is consistent, i.e. not exsledb a few verbs, as can be seen in the
examples in (30)-(32).

Furthermore, Hohle observes that Oberschwoditzasentiberal with respect to which
verbs allow IPP. Like Standard German, IPP occutls modals and the causatilaes-
sen‘let’, but furthermore the following verbs allow FPtoo (from Ho6hle’s paper, it is
unclear whether this list is exhaustive) (HOhle 0&B):

(30) a. E héadlarnd fare
He has learnsur. driveINE. ‘He has learned to drive’

b. Mar hunn halfd dra:e
we have.himhelpsupr. carryinF.
‘We have helped him carry (sthg)’

C. Se hunn waisd danze
they have.himshowsupr. danceNF. ‘They have taught him to dance’

(31) a. Ha:dorsche  nij he:sd  size
have.you.themmot bid.sup. sitiNF. ‘Haven't you bid them sit’

b. E hadn machd gefrire
He has.himmakesupr. be.coldINF. ‘He caused him to be cold’
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(32) Se hun du:d schi:wundscharje

they have dosupr. pushiNF.and.shovenF.

‘They helped in every way’
The three examples in (30) involve ‘help’ ‘learmich‘teach’, i.e. verbs of the class of
“benefactive” verbs (see Schmid 2006: 32). Accaydimthe IPP-hierarchy in Table 4, it
is the class of verbs immediately below perceptiers, and as such not at all surprising
that they are IPP-verbs in some variants of Germraii31) we have two ECM-verbs,
‘bid’, “make (someone do something)’, of which gnihe verbheissenexists as an
ECM- and non-IPP-verb in Standard German. It shbeldoted that thgeprefix on the
lowest verb in (31) is not a participigé-. This is a case where the original perfectivity
marker has been incorporated into the verb andwsaipart of the verb stem itself.

The last example is interesting in that it is mstance of ‘do’-insertion. While | will
not get into the properties of do-insertion in Gamdialects, it should be noted that it
differs from English ‘do’-support in several waydrst of all ‘do’-insertion cannot be
said to be a last resort operation when the lexiedd does not want to move to T, as this
is restricted to a very few specific verbs in Gemnaad ‘do’-support is found as often as
not with verbs that can easily be finite themsehg®m the example in (32) we fur-
thermore see that it may even be non-finite (ev@ugh most dialects that use ‘do’-
insertion actively, only do so when the dummy visrbnite). It should be noted that this
is also not a case of emphatic ‘do’-insertion (ageswhich to my knowledge does not
exist in German). All in all, this suggests thaalgses according to which ‘do’ is merged
directly in T are not feasible here and the dummsbvnust be assumed to be merged in
a lower position (presumably it is an overt speit-of little vy0). In this particular case,
the fact that the verb is internally very complexiactually consists of two coordinated
verbs, it may well be the case that it does notehawast participle and hence do-

insertion is used as a last resort strategy.

There is one more intriguing property of the IPReelfin this dialect, namely something
that could look like subjunctive-copying. In conteyarallel to those in (8)-(32), when
the auxiliary is in the subjunctive, the quality tbe stem vowel of the second highest
verb is altered (HOhle 2006: 58) (the indicativero$d= musdand ofkend= kund:
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(33) a. lj hedbs misd wise
| haveprRET.SsuBlit must.?know.INF ‘| should have known it’

b. lj hedn kenddrafe
| havePrRET.SUB1him can.? meetinF ‘I could have met him’

It is very difficult to establish what kind of forthe modals have taken on in (33) and
much more data is required in order to find outfifst glance it looks like a non-finite
(supine) subjunctive form, but such a thing is mefeaind in Germanic languages.
Rather, it would be plausible to suggest that veedsaling with a kind of phonological
assimilation with no syntactic impact.

Such assimilations are sensitive to surface wodérp and Hohle (2006: 62) observes
a case where the surface order 6favid \? influences the form of ¥ In the dialect Al-
tenburg (Eastern Thiiringen), if in a 3-verb clustenere \# is the verbassen‘let’, V2
appears to the left of \as in (34)a. ¥ surfaces as a bare stem. If, however, the relative

order of the two verbs is reversed (34)tf jSva regular infinitive:

(34) a. Ich hob mer en Zwarnsfonnlo3  gabe
I hadme a thread lexT. giveINF.
‘I had them give me a thread’

b. Mer mufite’'n gieh loRRe
One mustPRET.him goJNF. letiNF. ‘One had to let him go’

Hohle further presents a large variety of subditierms in different German dialects;
some are specific to certain verbs, some are mamergl, and a few are sensitive to sur-
face word order. The extension of this phenomenitim igspect to the amount of surface
forms supports the idea that we are dealing withitiaary selection”, by which | mean
that it is semantically and syntactically irrelevarich form appears at the surface. This
is of course not to say that there are no patiriadl. In many cases, a certain verb form
applies only to a specific verb, to a specific veldss (such a modals), or to a subset of a
specific verb class. Since these patterns are temags$ic across the dialects, my claim is
that they instantiate a kind of phonological refleg. a kind of selection involving only
phonological features and not proper status govenmm

There is, however, one thing that is systematioughout the examples that Hohle
gives, namely the nature ofVHohle’s examples all involve 3 verbs where thghkist

verb is an auxiliary verb or a modal; hence byrtheire of things, ¥must be a verb that
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licenses a non-finite verbal complement. Not albgethat license verbal complements
trigger quirky verbal morphology, across the ditdequirky morphology affects only
the core restructuring verbs such as modal vedageption verbs, causatives, benefac-
tives and inchoative$n other words, these are the verbs which togethibrtheir verbal
complement constitute configurations which maygeigquirky verbal morphology. This
also holds for the other phenomenon that Hohle, iile in this dissertation, investigates

beside substitute forms, namely morphological dispment.

11.2.2 Displaced Morphology

Morphological displacement is when an expected malggical marker, such as the in-
finitive markerzuor the past participial prefige-, occurs in an unexpected position, i.e.
in the current case, not on the verb for which ecsg form was selected. | consider
morphological displacement to be a subtype of quirlorphology as it occurs under
similar conditions as other quirky morphologicakepbmena. The difference is that the
morphemes in question are in fact selected of érgd by a verb in the cluster, but it sur-
faces in an unexpected position.
In Standard German, “proper” IPP is restrictedimitd environments. If we take an

IPP-candidate and put it into a non-finite contextembedding it under a verb lilke-

haupteniclaim’, we find even more unexpected forms (exaerfpbm Vogel 2009: 318).

(35) ? Er behauptetedas Buch schon letzteWNoche...
He claimed the book alreadylast week

... gekauf(v®  haben(V') zu wollen(V?
....DUYPAST.PART. haveINF. to wantiNF.
‘He claimed to have wanted to buy the bock Veeek’

What we see here is that the morphological invgni®mnot what we would expect and
the substitute infinitive appears to have disapgdakVhat we have are an infinitive
marker, selected by the verb in the main clausst, participle morphology and a bare
infinitive (i.e. a @-morpheme according to Zwar@0Z) but each item appears on the
"wrong” verb, i.e. all verbs appear with quirky rpbology; The “expected” forms and
the structure is the following: kauferd gewolli zu habep in other words, the infinitive
marker has been displaced from ¢ \?, the participial morphology appears of -
stead of V/, and V! turns up as a bare infinitive which we would haxeected of V.
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The “expected” variant, i.e. the one with a sub#titinfinitive but without displace-
ment is ungrammatical. Changing the word order dadt help either, e.g. a strict as-

cending V? — V?* — V! order is ungrammatical too.

(36) * Er behauptetedas Buch schon letzteWNoche...
He claimed the book alreadylast week

... zu haben(VY) kaufen(V® wollen(V?)
... to havenr.  buyINF. wantINF.

| will refer to cases such as (35) as Displacedp¥iology. Interestingly, Dutch IPP is
not restricted to finite environments, a non-firBeerb clusters with the order 1-2-3 is

perfectly grammatica¥:

(37) Blij  mijn verhaal te hebben(V) kunnen(V?) doen(V?3)...

Happymy story tohaveINF.  caniNF. doINF.

‘Happy to have been able to tell my story...’
It is tempting to suggest that the fact that Duattbws IPP in non-finite contexts is due
to the strictly ascending word order. One mightuass that in Standard German, be-
cause the word order in multi-verb constructionsiged, it is difficult for speakers to
interpret the underlying structure and as a restien none of the verbs undergo syntac-
tic movement, it becomes completely opaque. Thablpm, one might suggest, does not
exist for Dutch speakers, as the surface ordeeatsfithe underlying structure and hence
the grammaticality of sentences like (37) coulcekplained.

However, as pointed out by Hohle (2006: 67), cer@erman dialects display the

same word order as Dutch, but simultaneously hésgated morphology. | will leave

this matter for now, and return to some of thesmgan section 11.2.2.

If we add one more auxiliary which is in a highesjiion than the perfect tense auxil-
iary, and this auxiliary is finite, i.e. a situatiovhere it is a matter of definition whether
it is a finite or non-finite environment, nativeegkers become increasingly uncertain

about the verb morphology. Below | insert the eprst modal verlwerdenabove a 3-

% This example is from http://www.rhea.nl/RheaPolgegerwerking/Home.html - a randomly chosen
example of the string "te hebben kunne doen” wisiclGoogle provided 2390 hits.
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verb cluster with obligatory IPP, and the resulingst surprising. Speakers disagree on
the judgements, hence the bracketed question miawkghe disagreement mainly con-

cerns the stylistic level. All of my informants &pt both solutions, even if to varying

extents® *°

Context: Peter hat vor dem Raumschiff der Aliens die Birateden Augen ab-
genommen, obwohl er wusste, dass er dann hyprtotiselr WWarum?
‘In front of the aliens’ space ship, Peter remotrezlcloth from his
eyes, despite knowing he would then be hypnotidéd,?

(38) a. (?) Er wird(VY) es wohl habev') sehen(V?) wollen(V?)

He will it MOD.PRT. havelNF. SeeNF. wantINF.

b. (?) Er wird (VY eswohl seherfV?) gewollt(V}) haben(VY)
He will it MOD.PRT. SEEINF.  WantPAST.PART. havelINF.
Both: ‘He will have wanted to see it’
Just as the non-standard languages show great@tivarwith respect to substitute
forms in multi-verb constructions, they are alsorenliberal when it comes to morpho-
logical displacement. For instance, unlike Standaetman, morphological displace-
ment is not restricted to non-finite surroundin@se such example is the following from

Kleinschmalkalden in the South-Western part offtharingian Forest (H6hle 2006: 68):

(39) 2 kon oan iu las gkom

He could him MOD.PRT. letINF. GE-COMeINF.

‘He could let him come’
What we see here, is that the inflectional morphylof V? is displaced to ¥ L&s‘let’
surfaces as a bare infinitive, even though in din¢ect, the modal ‘can’ usually selects a
so-calledge-infinitive, an infinitive to which the past parpal prefix ge- has been at-
tached. Instead this prefix has attached to thesowerb. It cannot be determinedai$
is a substitute form or an “impoverishegi-infinitive, but as | treat substitution and dis-

placement as two different expressions of one uyidgrstructure, this makes no differ-

39 Bech (1955/57: 67) gives an example from WillmabBesitsche Grammatiftom around 1900. Unfor-
tunately he does not mention year, edition nor pagaeber but the example is parallel to (3®)ie meis-

ten Verba, die (...) den bloRen Inf. regieren kenpoder wirden(V1) haben (V2) regieren (V4) kdnnen
(V3)... 'would.FIN. havelNF. governiNF. caniNF.” ‘could have governed’

“° Thanks to Volker Struckmeier for providing a plitales context for the example sentences.
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ence. The important point is thge- appears on the “wrong” verb. In section 11.4 1 wil
provide similar examples from Danish.

As Hohle points out (2006: 69), displacement neetdbe obligatory, as an example,
in the dialects spoken in Wasungen and Ruhla (Beamalkalden), gerund displace-

ment is optional:

(40) a. St wee:rnsi:r mutt gann
They will.it her.DAT mustINF. giveGER

b. Su  wae:rnsir matt ga:

They will.it her.DAT mustINF. INF.

‘They will have to give it to her’
Despite optionality generally being considered abfgm for syntactic theory, in cases
such as (40), | do not think it is problematic. @osly, it is not the case that in 3-verb
clusters “anything goes” with respect to morphol@gy word order; the different vari-
ants do show some patterns and preferred formenifsp constellations. This variation,
however, appears not to be relevant for interpataRather, | assume that they are to
be considered surface reflexes. By this | mean @hahuxiliary may elicit a particular
morpheme (such aaior participial morphology), but it is semanticaigd syntactically
irrelevant where this morpheme surfaces. Underdbgimption, it follows quite natu-
rally, that variation is considerably larger in badlusters with three or more verbs than
in 2-verb clusters. When only two verbs are presemiyy one morphological reflex is in
play and there is only one dependent verb wheres¢lerted morpheme can occur. As
soon as three verbs are present, two such refeeesiggered, the internal hierarchy of
the verbs is much more opaque, and there are tvempa landing sites for the selected
morphemes, leading to surface variation involvingravorder and displaced and quirky
morphology.

One might argue that the cases | refer to as natwglcal displacement are really just
instances of “arbitrary morphological insertionu¢h as | claim IPP to be), and theoreti-
cally this option cannot be excluded. It does haveappear likely when exactly those
elements are present which have been selectedtr@yyshow up in unexpected places.

Across the dialects, no specific verbal forms appede excluded; gerundgeprefixes,

infinitive markers etc. are all found in odd placBsarticularly as concerns the infinitive
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markerzuy, this is important as it suggests that the categbstatus ozuis no different
from that of a prefix. This goes against the analgd quirky verbal morphology pro-
vided by Hinterholzl (2009) which | will discuss the next section.

Hohle (2006) does not offer much in terms of anlyamis, but provides a considerable
amount of data which must be taken into accountmdealing with IPP and other in-
stances of quirky verbal morphology. If one conssdgtandard German only, the picture

that emerges is too simple, and even misleading.

11.3 Hinterholzl (2009)

Like me, Hinterholzl (2009: 191) argues that moiphaal displacement and “drop-
ping”, i.e. when an expected morphological markilags not surface, are two sides of
one phenomenon but the specifics of our analydésr.diFor IPP, he makes the follow-

ing claims which are very much in line with my oamalysis (Hinterhdlzl 2009: 199):

)) IPP-infinitives involve a @-morpheme with the fordnf@ature [participle]
1)) Infinitival morphology appears per default

1) Verb cluster formation blocks participial morphojog

These are exactly my claims, too, although our giew verb clusters differ, in that | as-
sume them to be base generated as such, whilenterhblzl they are derived. It does
not mean that I reject the idea that movementvslied in verb clusters; | simply try to

establish the structural conditions of verb clustand hence of the quirky morphology

that may follow from it.

More specifically, Hinterholzl believes that clusfermation involves XP-movement.
He argues that in the West Germanic languagesjnfivetive marker zu in the zu
infinitives is phrasal and that also participial npioology involves a phrasal affix. In es-
sence the claim is that the left edge of the vedbahain is an Aspectual projection (cor-
responding, as far as | can tell, to little v) dhdt phrasal affixes may move through the
specifiers of the Asp-projections (cf. the Phasgdnetrability Conditions, Chomsky
2001), thus moving from one verb to another.
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The claim that participial morphology and the iitire marker are phrasal, is based
on the following data from West Flemish and AfrikagHinterhdlzl 2009: 193):

(41) a. Mee Valere te [willen [dienenboek kuopd] een
with Valere to wantINF. that book buy havenr.
‘With Valere having wanted to buy that book’

b. Die bankemoes oop gewees het,
the bank shouldopen beenPAST.PART. haveiNF.

om dit gister te [kan betaal het

to it yesterdayto can buy have

‘The bank should have been open to have ablento buy it yesterday’
What these data show is that in certain non-fingetexts in Afrikaans and West Flem-
ish, material may intervene betweam'teand the infinitive, suggesting that/tecannot
be an affix, but has to be a functional head. uth¢ internal argument of the vetb-
opein the a.-example, Hinterhélzl argues that the ndas@nstituent has to be phrasal; an
assumption which carries the entire analysis of dR& of morphological displacement
more generally. The phrasal/tehe assumes to occupy the functional head-initel A

pectual Phrase as demonstrated in (42):

(42) [aspp ZU/te [pverbl]]

It should, however, be kept in mind that this argamation is not water-proof, mainly
because it need not be the case thideis always the same element, even if it superfi-
cially looks like it. This is in fact exactly wh@randner (2006) argues based on Ale-
mannic data, i.e. that the Standard Germaoorresponds to different categories which
in some dialects are spelled out by non-homophoetaments. It was shown in the sec-
tion on Hohle’s data that the non-standard dialbetge a much larger morphological
inventory than Standard German, making it highlgb@able that elements such zasin
fact cover a number of different functional categer

The view thatzu/teneed not always be the same element is suppoytekdmples
such as the following (a. example from ANS: 182.4and b. example from Zwart
(2007: 78)).

(43) a. Ton heeftde hele middag aarzijn bureau zitten (t€) werken
Ton has thewhole afternoonat his desk  sihNF to  WOrkiNF.
‘Ton has been working at his desk all afterio
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b. Ik heb staan werken
I have standinF. work.iNF.
‘I have been working’
In this construction where a positional verb coredinvith another verb adds a progres-
sive reading to the main verb, the two verbs at®pally linked byte. As can be seen in
(43)a., Dutch has no general ban agaiestfinitives under IPP, and as such this indi-

cates that thee is syntactically and semantically irrelevant.

Furthermore, in the example (41) from Afrikaangsiin fact most likely a differerte
because of the presenceooh This corresponds to the Germam zu...for to’, i.e. the
embedded infinitive is a non-finite purpose clause.

The West-Flemish example is a different story. fiested by Haegeman (2001: 210),

te appearing disjoined from its verb is only allowadtverb clusters:

(44) a. Mee Valereen us te kuopen
With Valere a houseto buylINF. ‘with Valére buying a house...’

b. * Mee Valérete en us kuopen
With Valere to a housebuy.NF.
This, combined with the fact that thkeeseems to always (at least in the cases attested by
Haegeman 2001 and Hinterhdlzl 2009) appear adjdaoeamtverb, means that it may in-
stead be a case of morphological displacement, thathin (41)te has incorporated into
the modalwillen.
Also, the fact that the West-Flemish examplesnaost naturally translated into Eng-

lish gerunds, suggests that these are speciahoesaf thde.

In addition to the AspP mentioned in (42), Hintdeh$2009) assumes the existence of a
second Aspectual Phrase. In the specifier of tghadrione (Aspl) the subcategorisation
of the non-finite complement is checked, and ingpecifier of Asp2 it is temporally an-
chored. For a simple perfect tense, the assumpdiahat the suffix ¢ for weakly in-
flected and en for strongly inflected) of the main verb is gertethin Aspl while the
prefix ge- is in the specifier of Asp2. As a consequenceewtinere is a dependent infini-
tive which has moved through Spec-Asp2P to SpedtRspealisation of the participial
prefix is blocked. The representation looks likis {fiHinterh6lzl 2009: 201)
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(hat) lesen wollerhas want read’

AsplP
leser Aspl Asp2P
@-morph
[+part.] ¢
[+past] T wollen VP

checking of sub
categorisation

temporal
anchoring

Figure 22

While | am sympathetic to Hinterhdlzl's attemptaatalysing IPP and agree with many
of his views, | believe that he, along with manhest, possibly makes the mistake of
wanting to do too much. We have seen that the tamiavith respect to word order, sub-
stitute and displaced forms is huge and attribusunch an amount of variation to syntax
does not seem feasible. If | am correct in assgrthiat quirky verbal morphology is a
much broader phenomenon, Hinterhdlzl's analysislavow longer suffice and distinct
analyses would have to be set up for the supdificaite different kinds of quirky ver-
bal morphology, entirely missing the generalisatioth respect to the underlying struc-
ture that | am proposing. In the following sectibrvant to present a few other cases of

quirky verbal morphology which resemble IPP.

11.4 Other substitutes

FINITE SUBSTITUTION

Finitum Pro Infinitivo (FPI) is a non-standardisedme for a phenomenon very similar
to IPP, which can be observed in Afrikaans and Eranin some Danish dialects, FPI
optionally takes place when two modals and a maii \are present. Pedersen (2008)
gives the following examples - unfortunately withmdicating which dialect(s) they are
taken from; they are however consistent with my a&riant of Danish (spoken in and

around Aarhus):



Infinitivus Pro Participio 177

(45) a. Hvis vi misterde penge, sa il deta’ meerkes
If we lose thatmoney,then will.FIN it canFIN feelPASS
‘If we lose that money, it will have an impac

b. Vi ma ska’ dreje  her
We mustFIN shallFIN turniNF. here
‘We probably have to turn here’

And further variants (Pedersen 2009 (c. examptedh€oming (d. example)):

C. Alle de ting, manska’ ka’
all thosethings one mMuSEIN. canFIN
‘All the things one must be able to do...’

d. Nar | er to, s& ma |  nokan teeskeham
Whenyou are two then mustFIN you prt. canfFIN. beat him
‘When there are two of you, you must be ableeat him up’

Not only double-modal constructions, but also IKe-tontexts, i.e. Aux-Mod-Lex con-
figurations can trigger FPI. In the following exae | test the difference between such
a proper 3-verb cluster and one without the lexvesb. The modakunne‘can’, like the
other modals, is reduced in normal speech and heoae sometimes be difficult to de-
termine its exact morphological shape. There iséwaw a clear difference between the
present tenska’ and bare stem or (reduced) infinitive/past parkcky’. Here we get an
interesting contrast between the Aux-Mod-Lex arelAlix-Mod-@ configurations:

(46) a. Peter har ku’ gai skole i 10ar
Peter hasrIN. canreD. go in schoolin 10 years

b. Peter har ka’ gai skole i 10ar
Peter hasrIN. canFIN. go in schoolin 10 years
‘Peter has been able to go to school foredry

47) a. Det har Peteraldrig ku’
That hasreIN. Peter never canreb.

b. * Det har Peteraldrig ka’
That hasrIN. Peter never canFiN.
‘Peter has never been able to do that’
The fact that the finite form of the verb is ndbaled in all contexts (as in (47)b.) sug-
gests that this form is not simply a phonologicatiant, but a proper finite verb. When

only the modal and an auxiliary are spelled owspdace copying of the lower verb is
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not licensed, thus backing up my hypothesis thakgwerbal morphology (here the op-
tionality between a finite modal and a non-finietluced form) takes place when the

clausal domain is too “crowded”.

Similar observations have been made for Afrika#igkaans displays even less verbal
inflection than Danish (including the lack of inteon for person and number), and this
probably plays a role for the possibility of havimgpre than one finite verb in a cluster.
In Afrikaans, FPI is possible under the configuratAux-Mod-Lex (48), where the per-
fect tense is created with the auxilid&+ the present or preterite of the modal. It should
be noted that perfect tenses of modals are relgtiaee and that the modals have no spe-
cific infinitives. Also the Aux-Aux-Lex (49) showsPIl. (Both examples from
Donaldson 1993: 239+242):

(48) Ek het dit altyd kan/kon doen
| haveprES this always carPREJPRET.  dOINF.

(49) Ek saf*! dit voor diétyd gedoen _het

I will.PRES this before the time donePAST.PART. havePRES

‘I will have done it before then’
The interesting thing is that both auxiliaries fane, despite the highest one, which has
moved to C°, usually selecting the bare stem fommich is used as an infinitive and for
the present tense). As can be seen, there is mreetent of immediate adjacency be-

tween the two verbs.

As in Danish, this finiteness agreement appeab&toptional. However, as the infinitive
and the present tense of almost all verbs are hbaraqus, it is difficult to determine
what form we are dealing with. The fact that the4ntflected formkancan be used with
a preterite modal like in (50) would however sugdbat here is in fact an infinitive and

that in this respect Afrikaans and Danish are cetep) parallel:

“I The exact status of 'sal’ is not quite clear. Etyogically it is a modal verb, but in this usagésitlose
to a regular future tense auxiliary. Its categdritatus is however not important and | will norgue the
guestion any further.
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(50) Ek sou dit kan doen

| shouldPrET. this canINF./PRES dOINF
It should be kept in mind that Danish and Afrikaatso have another construction in
common, pseudo-coordination, the highly frequemistwction which also involves two

finite verbs.

Baerentzen (2004) claims that Danish also displgy®mal IPP, but this is very hard (if

not impossible) to determine. The following is aueh example (Baerentzen 2004: 130):

(51) Vi har altid skulle betale dyre portobelgb
We have always must.? payINF expensivepostal.rates

Admittedly, this may be a case of IPP, but the [gwbis that in Danish, phonetic reduc-
tion is extensive. The written past participle mtmodal isskullet however, the normal
pronunciation is reduced &ku’. The same pronunciation is valid for the infingiand
the preterite (botkkulle. The less reduced forakul’ is also available for these different
forms. In other words, the modal in (51) may wedldn infinitive, but it may also be a
phonetically reduced past participle, or even aepite. The same holds for the other
Danish modal verbs.

Even so, this homophony is quite instructive. Taet that such different forms are
reduced to functionally un(der)specified item irades that the temporal/aspectual speci-
fication is not necessary for interpretation. Tidyaecessary difference is the one be-

tween present tense (with vowel shift) on the oaedhand all other forms on the other.

M ORPHOLOGICAL DISPLACEMENT

Furthermore, as pointed out by Baerentzen (2004hidbato some extent also shows
morphological displacement. Like the double fingentructions, morphological dis-
placement is substandard and restricted to cedialacts, including, to a small extent,
my own.

Unlike with the modals which in Danish are ambigsiavith respect to which form
they actually display, with the strongly inflectingrbs with vowel alternations it is pos-
sible to tell if they are infinitives or past parples. We can see this in the following ex-
ample from Baerentzen (2006: 131):
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(52) Det har jegheletiden villet spurgt om
Thathavel all the.timewantPAST.PART. askPAST.PART. about
‘'ve wanted to ask that all along’
Baerentzen claims that the modal here is a padtipdet a claim that | will dispute. In
spoken language, the modal will always be pronodineceits reduced fornvi’ and
hence, it cannot be determined if it is an infirgtior a participle. The main verb ‘ask’ is
however unambiguously a past participle. The itifigiis spgrgeand hence phonetically
distinct. Parallel is the next example, where tlamverbsove'sleep’ is a past participle
and the modal is reduced (Beerenten 2004: 131):

(53) Han har aldrig ku’ sovet omdagen

He hasnever canreD. SleepPAST.PART. at day
As an aside it is worth mentioning here that tretsgctures are reminiscent of the Swed-
ish participle copying referred to in Part |. Heve see that the configuration Add¥ecr
Mod-Lex where both the modal and the main verb apps participles (Wiklund 2007:
6)

(54) Han hade kunnat l&st

He had caRAST.PART. readPAST.PART.

‘He had been able to read’
In my own dialect, | have finite modal doubling, Mehdisplacement of the past partici-
ple is only marginally available. In as far as @tept participle copying or morpho-

logical displacement as in (53), | can also comlitimath finiteness copying:

(55) Han har aldrig ka sovet omdagen
He hasnever canfIN. sleepPAST.PART. at day

Most importantly, when there is only a modal ankdxcal verb, the past participle is
never an option, in other words this looks simi@tPP and other cases of quirky or mis-
placed morphology in that the frequency is mucthéigwith three or more verbs than
with only two. In a combination of a modal and aimmeaerb, the past participle of the
main verb is never an option (an embedded claussed to avoid any interference from
V2):
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(56) a. * ...at hanville spurgt om det
...thathe wantPRET. askPAST.PART about it

b. * ...at hanaldrig ka'/ku’ sovet omdagen
...thathe never canPRES/PRET. SleepPAST.PART at day
What | will conclude from these data from Danishl &frikaans is that quirky verbal
morphology is not specific to German, or to SO\V\Wrored word order languages. Also,
based on the double-finite-modals, | will conclutlat the peculiarities of IPP need not
have to do with perfect tense formation. Furthemrowill speculate that whether finite
forms of non-clausal verbal complements is allowedot, depends on the extent to
which the language displays verbal inflection; R&&ns and Danish have no subject-
verb agreement, and hardly any temporal inflecéitiner, and as such little distinguishes

finite and non-finite verb forms.

12  Dissecting IPP-verbs

Stating that IPP-verbs belong to the cross-lingra#lyy established class of core restruc-
turing verbs gives no insight as to why that isHwe real question is what properties are
shared by these verbs causing them to enter sosk cbnnections with their comple-
ments. | will now try and establish the internallisture of these verbs, in terms of what
VP-internal phrases they project and which (rel€vaemantic features they contain.
When doing this, | will maintain well-establisheldsses of verbs, such as modals, verbs

of perception, phase verbs etc.

12.1 Modal verbs

Ramchand’s (2008) semantic-syntactic decompos#ipproach does not provide any
insights to the nature of modal verbs as they dodeoote events but rather modulate
events expressed by a main verb. They are neitiopep states nor processes, but may
be described as something like potentialities. THeyhowever have some state-like
properties because no change is implied in thenasgics.

When discussing modals, it is crucial to keep indrthat the cross-linguistic varia-
tion even among closely related languages is auggaificant, cf. that e.g. English mo-
dals can only be finite, while this is not truembdals in the Germanic and Romance
languages. The specific behaviour (deficiency) nflish modals has caused them to

often be assumed to be auxiliaries merged direatli*. This however cannot hold for
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German, and since modal verbs differ from puretygeral or aspectual auxiliaries, both
with respect to their semantics and selectiongbgnttes, it is not adequate to propose a
completely uniform analysis.

Wurmbrand (2001) assumes that modals are mergagaosition (simply referred to
as a Modal head, Mod®) between the main VP angakéion where pure auxiliaries are
inserted (AuxP). In other words, the structure kdtke this [TP [AuxP [ModP [VP]]]]
(Wurmbrand 2001: 144).

Wurmbrand does not distinguish between temporal aspbctual auxiliaries, a dis-
tinction which is necessary when dealing with IPRIll do that and assume the (simpli-
fied) structure [TP [ModP [AspP [VP]]]] as per Cimg (1999: 12) and assume that tem-
poral auxiliaries are merged in T°, aspectual @ands in Asp® and modal verbs in a

projection in between the two. In 12.1.3 | will letaiate this view considerably.

12.1.1 The Epistemic/Root distinction

A classic distinction for modal verbs is betweelstgmic and root usage; a distinction
which is both semantically and syntactically justf (see for example Jespersen
1925/1963: 820, 1931: § 13.4.1 and Palmer 1986/198p Unlike in Modern English,
both usages are still systematically available arn@n. Furthermore, it is possible to
argue that (at least some) modals may also apgelexizgal verbs. While | support the
first distinction, | do not believe that modals eypeedicate alone (possibkpnnenand
madgenare exceptions); such structures where a modalsvappear to stand alone as
transitive verbs, | will argue are always elliptic

This view is connected to an important questionualmodal verbs, namely whether
they are thematic control verbs or whether theyimfact a subclass of raising verbs. In
the literature both points of view have been deéeh@nd | will argue for the latter view,
i.e. that they are in fact raising verbs which tiedir grammatical subject from their

verbal complement.
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But let us first distinguish between the differesages of modal verbs. The first classic
distinction is the one between epistemic and rootlahusag®. If we think of these two
kinds in terms of semantic decomposition, we castuee the difference as being due to
reduction, or addition, of semantic features.

With respect to the epistemic usage, the semaatitise modals is very similar, no
matter which verb is selected, they all share #maesbasic meaning (which could be
dubbed [potentiality]), each with a tone of thetroweaning of the individual verb. They
may be characterised as evidentiality markers aadsamantically very similar to the
future tense auxiliarywerdenwhich in turn also has two usages, the “strictufa tense

usage and the usage as a potentiality m&ifer

(57) a. Aux: Er wird morgen nachSpanienfahren
He will tomorrow to  Spain  go
‘He’s going to Spain tomorrow’

b. EPIST. Er wird zu Hause gewesen sein
He will at home be&ASTPART. be
‘(1 think) he’s been at home’
This semantic feature [potentiality] is also prdsenall root modals, but additionally
they contain their individual semantic featureskimg them semantically heavier and
more distinct. The following examples illustratee thifference between the epistemic
and the root usage (examples adapted from Abral@@2: 28):

(58) Er muss viel Geld verdienen
He mustFIN. much money earninF.
Root: ‘He must make a lot of money (in order to payhusise)’
Epist: ‘He must make a lot of money (otherwise he cawdthave that car)

2 Often the opposition epistemic/deontic is used, dsithe term ‘deontic’ does not really apply tb al
verbs, | find it more appropriately to use the téRoot modal’, which is to be understood as negdyiv
defined, i.e. Root modals are non-epistemic modals.

“3 Creating truly unambiguous examples witierdenis difficult. The b.-example is unambiguously an
epistemic usage, but the a.-example could havesteenic reading too. The future tense readingis-h
ever the preferred one.

* Classic Raising-verbs such scheineriseem’ andpflegen‘usually do’ also show strong restructuring
properties (see e.g. Wurmbrand, 2001: 205), bthesare non-IPP-verbs | will not discuss them amy
ther. In German, these verbs are entirely unablpp®ear in the Perfect tense, and | will assumiethiesy
are merged in the same head as epistemic modalgh@ epistemic modal positions above T°) and that
this is the reason for the finiteness-restrict®amantically, this view is justifiable in that thegn both be
said to contain the same semantic feature [potéytias the epistemic modals.
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(59) Er soll viel Geld verdienen
He shallFIN. much money earninF.
Root: ‘He ought to make a lot of money (because itvatae)’
Epist: ‘He is said to make a lot of money’

(60) Er will viel Geld verdienen
He wantsrIN. much money earninF.
Root: ‘He wants to make a lot of money’
Epist: ‘He pretends to/is said to make a lot of money’
Only finite modals are ambiguous between the radtthe epistemic usage; if the modal

is non-finite, only the root interpretation is aadie:

(61) a. Er hat viel Geld verdienerwollen
He has much money earniNF.  wantINF.
Root: ‘He has wanted to make a lot of money’
Epist. Not available

b. Er hat viel Geld verdienermissen
He has much money earniNF.  mustiNF.
Root: ‘He has had to make a lot of money’
Epist: Not available

C. Er hat viel Geld verdienerkdnnen
He has much money earniNF.  caninF.
Root: ‘He has been able to make a lot of money’
Epist. Not available

Vikner (1988: 7) mentions the lacking ability ofigge@mic modals to occur in non-finite

forms and discusses apparent counterexamplesastitie following ones:

(62) Han har skullet bo i Arhus siden1983
He hasiN. shallPAST.PART live.INF. in Aarhus since 1983
‘Supposedly, he’s been living in Aarhus sid983’
Here, the modal is epistemic even though it appieatise perfect tense. Vikner argues
that this is in fact a case of displaced morphol¢gthough he does not use this term);
really the lexical verb is the perfect one, i.e tinderlying structure is [Mod [Aux [Lex
11]- The main argument is that the temporal adwedrinust modify a perfect tense verb
and since it denotes the starting point of ‘liviregid not of ‘shall’, it follows that the

main verb is underlyingly perfect. The counterpaithout morphological displacement
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is in fact also a perfectly grammatical sentencd®amish and it has the same scopal

properties as (62):

(63) Han skal have  boet i Arhus siden1983

He shalFIN. havelNF. lived PAST.PART. in Aarhus since 1983
The differences between root and epistemic usage lbeen captured by different analy-
ses. Wurmbrand (2001) argues that epistemic madalserged in the same position as
proper auxiliaries and therefore epistemic modalsot co-occur with temporal auxilia-
ries, while Cinque (1999: 81) argues that the fiomel heads hosting epistemic modality
(and evaluative and evidential modality, which bsume under the label epistemic mo-
dality) are above T. This could also explain theklaf non-finite epistemic modals.
Whether these analyses are true or not, the irtgwn of co-occurring modals clearly
support the notion that epistemic modals are mehggier than root modals, cf. the fol-

lowing examples from Danish (Vikner 1988: 9)

(64) a. De skal ville bygge hus
De shall wantiNF. build house
‘They are said to want to build a house’

b. # De vil gerneskulle havetjent en million
They want PRT  shalliNF. have earnedone million
* ‘They would like to be said to have madeidiion’

Vikner (1988) argues that epistemic modals arengigerbs while root modals are con-
trol verbs that assign an “additional theta-rol¥ikfier 1988: 14) to the subject. This
idea which goes back to Ross (1969) is also detéhgeothers, e.g. Abraham (2002),
and Drubig (2001). In contrast, among others, Wuem® (1999: 600, 2001), Barbiers
(2002) and Cinque (2006) defend the view that altlat verbs are raising verbs; a view

that | will also advocate here.

12.1.2 Root modals as raising verbs

An apparent obstacle for an analysis of all modalsaising verbs (Abraham 2002: 38),
is the fact that the moda¥gollen ‘want’ and moégen‘like’ appear to only be compatible
with agentive subjects, i.e. in the following exdes epistemic readings are forced, but

aswollenis no longer actively used as an epistemic mobalrésult is ungrammatical:
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(65) *# Eswill regnen
It wantsrainINF. ‘It wants to rain’

*/# Das Glas will vom Tisch herunterfallen

The glass wants from.the table down.fallNF.

‘The glass wants to fall from the table’
Supposedly this means that the modal imposesatstis on the subject. It is however
possible to explain this by different means; iretarms of the modal’s requirements of
its complement. In fact | want to claim that albtanodals require a verbal complement
whose subject is a potential agent. Generalisiagttie presence of an external argument
of the verbal complement is a requirement for m@atdings would be too strong. This
would predict that passives and unaccusatives wled out under Root modals.

Passives are possible and unaccusatives are deatladugh pragmatically odd:

(66) a. Peter will  verhaftet werden
Peter wants arrestetRART. PASSAUX.

b. ? Peterwil vom Tisch herunterfallen
Peter want from.the table down.fallNF.
Danish provides an interesting point which canreséen from German or English data.
Danish has two passives; a periphrastic one wisicdomparable to the English/German
passive and the morphological, so-caltepassive. This passive is obtained simply by
adding an ‘s’ to the verb stem. As was observed/ibper (1988: 16), the s-passive is
compatible with root modals, but the periphrashe ¢ not:

(67) a. Maria vil ses
Maria wants seepASS
‘Maria wants to be seen’ / * ‘Maria will besn’

b. Maria vil blive set
Maria wantsbe  seemART.
‘Maria will be seen’ / * ‘Maria wants to been’

| will not venture to explain the structural diféerce between the two Danish passives,
however this difference combined with the fact tthets-passive has developed from a
reduction of the reflexive pronowsig, suggests that underlying thgassive is in fact an

active structure in which the external and therimeargument refer to the same entity.
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If this assumption is correct, it would be a furtidication that root modals require a

verbal complement whose subject is a potentialtagen

In fact, it is not just the two modafgollenandmoégenwhich supposedly impose subject
restrictions; it actually holds for all root modaheat the subject of the complement must
have some animate/human/cognitive qualities. THerdnce between the modals is that
wollenandmdgenare rarely used as epistemic modals and thereftee udged as un-

grammatical. If we use any other modal, the reisutiot ungrammatical but the reading

is always epistemic (or anthropomorphising), athese examples:

(68) Das Glas kann /muss/soll jetzt vom Tischherunterfallen

The glasscan /must /shall now from.the table down.fallNF.
The only way to get root modal readings of the garb(68) is to assign properties to the
glass which it usually does not have (such as lilgyato act intentionally or be subject
to moral obligation). In other words, all root mégleequire that the subject of the com-

plement be a potential agent.

Giving weight to my claim that apparent subjectnieBons on the root modal is in fact
due to restrictions on the verbal complement aseséke the following:

(69) a. Peter mussdas Buch gelesen haben
Peter must the book readPAST.PART. haveiNF.
Epist: ok
Root: ?7?

b. Peter mussdas Buch lesen

Peter must the book readINF.

Epist: ok

Root: ok
In this case, the different complementsmaisserinfluence the interpretation of the mo-
dal, such that the a.-example is almost unambigaodsthe strongly preferred reading
of the modal is the epistemic one, while b. is ggubus. In a parallel fashion, the Eng-
lish counterparts of these two examples show aairaffect; the aspect of the comple-

ment verb influences the (preferred) interpretatbthe modal verb.
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(70) a. Root: Peter must read the book
b. Epist./root: Peter must be reading the bog&pistemic reading preferred)

c. Epist./root: Peter must have read the boofepistemic reading preferred)

MAIN VERB USAGE OF PASSIVES
Cross-linguistically, modal verbs also differ iretextent to which they are allowed to
stand alone, i.e. without a verb complement. Gernoaxt modals are relatively inde-
pendent, i.e. they will quite often surface withauwterbal complement. It is however al-
ways possible to reconstruct a lexical verb belbg/ rmodal, suggesting that this verb is
present in the structure but has been elided &etore PF. This lack of lexical inde-
pendence favours an analysis according to whichainggtbs are assumed to be merged
in a functional position, rather than projectingsvkith a full clausal structure.

The following examples show how modals sometimgszeapto be transitive main

verbs, but fail tests such as passivisation.

(71) a. Die Schuler kbnnen Englisch(sprechen)
The studentscan English speak
b. ?? An der Schulewird Englisch gekonnt

At the school pAssaux. English carrAST.PART.
‘At that school they (know how to) speak Esigl

C. ...und an dieser Schule... ‘...and at that school...’

wird sogar nochintegralrechnungaus dem FFgekonnt
PASSAUX. MOD.PRT. integral.calculus IDIOM CanPAST.PART.
‘...and at that school they are even goaddtagral calculus’

(72) a. Ich will ein Eis (haben)
I wantan ice creamhaveINE. ‘| want an ice cream’

b. ?? DasEis wird gewollt
The ice creamPASSAUX. WantPAST.PART.
‘The ice cream is (being) wanted’

C. ...und an dem Tisch dadriben... ...and at that table over there...’
wird wohl noch einBier gewollt

PASSAUX MOD.PRT. MOD.PRT. @ beerwantPAST.PART
‘...and at that table over there, they appeavant another beer’



Infinitivus Pro Participio 189

(73) a. Ich mussunbedingtein Eis *(haben)
I must absolutelyan ice cream have
‘I need an icecream’

b. ?/* DasEis wird gemusst
The ice creamPASSAUX MUSEPAST.PART
‘The ice cream is (being) needed’

C. ?/* Wahrenddieser Diat wird viel Eis gemusst
During this diet PASSAUX. much ice cream MUSAST.PART
Intended: ‘This diet demands that a lot ef aiceam be eaten’

(74) a. Ich darf schon einEis (haben)
I  may MOD.PRT. a icecreamhave

b. ?/* DasEis wird gedurft
The ice cream PASSAUX. MayPAST.PART.

C. ?/* Wahrenddieser Diat wird kein Eis gedurft
During this diet PASSAUX. N0 ice cream mMagAST.PART.

(75) a. Ich mag einenKaffee (haben /trinken)
I would.like a coffee have  /drink

b. # Der Kaffee wird gemocht
The coffee PASSAUX. like.PAST.PART
Intended: ‘The coffee is being wanted’
Actual: ‘The coffee is being liked’

c. # Wahrenddieser Diat wird kein Eis gemocht
During this diet PASSAUX. nOo icecreamlike.PAST.PART.
Intended: ‘During this diet, ice cream ig heing wanted’
Actual: ‘During this diet, ice cream is riging liked’

(76) a. Du solltestjetzt lieber einen Apfel *(haben /essen)
You should now ratheran  applehave /eat

b. * Der Apfel wird gesollt
The apple PASSAUX. shouldPAST.PART

c. * Wahrenddieser Diat werden  viele Apfel gesollt
During this diet PASSAUX. many apples  ShOUl@AST.PART.

d. Du solltestjetzt nach ~ Hause(gehen)
You should now towardshome go

The data in (71) - (76) show that the modal vedos lee arranged on a scale of transitiv-

ity/lexical independence. At one extreme of thialsave hav&kdnnenandwollen ‘can’
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and ‘want’ which display a large degree of lexicalependence. They are unproblematic
with DP-complements in “active” constructions aneme passives are available if cir-
cumstances are right. What we see from the relatngrammaticality of the b.- versus
the c.-examples is that simple passivisations #fieudt and that specific contexts are
called for, for passivisations to be acceptable.

In the middle of the scale amlisseranddirfen‘must’ and ‘may’. If the verb is “ac-
tive”, DP-complements are allowed, although it dddae noted that here, some kind of
modal particle is required for them to be natufale interesting thing is that passives are
quite impossible, not just the simple passivisatilke in (71)b. and (72)b., but even in a
plausible context, the passives are ungrammatitalhe other extreme of the scale is
sollen ‘should’ which disallows a simple DP-complementiehy. Obviously, the un-
grammaticality of (76)b. and c. follow automatigaliom this fact. The only possibility
for sollento appear without a verbal complement is if it hafirectional expression as in
the d.-example, an option which is available tonatidal verbs. Whersmdgenis on the
scale is not clear. This is due to the fact that tariants of the verb with intertwined
paradigms are in play. In the first example (75}, modal verb means that the subject
would like to have something (i.e. coffee) but ertain contexts, it simply means to like

(coffee). I have no explanation why this is so.

If we compare the German modals to their Danismtparts, we see that the Danish
ones are a lot less independent. They are generalyallowed to surface without a ver-
bal complement in what is clearly elliptic contexisd the only nominal complement

they allow is the proformdet‘it’ standing in the elided verb’s place.

(77) Jeg kan Wil /skal /m& ikkespise svampe...
| can/want /must/may not eat mushrooms...

...0og det har jeg aldrig kunnet /villet /skullet /mattet
...andthat have | never can /want/must /mayrAsT.PART(all)

Kunne‘can’ marginally works with a nominal complementt laupassivisation is com-

pletely ungrammatical.

(78) a. Peter kan stadig sit fadervor  /kinesisk
Petercan still  his Paternoster/Chinese
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b. * Fadervor/kinesisk bliver stadigunnet
Paternoster/Chineseassaux. still  canPART.
Danish modals are able to combine with certain efgmthat look like nominal objects,
however, intuitively, under these light nouns thare “hidden activities”, and passivisa-

tion is ruled out:

(79) a. Jegvil /skal /kan/ma ingenting
| want /must/can /may nothing
‘I don't //want to/have to/cannot/may nat$ anything’

b. Jegvil /skal /kan/ma ikke noget
I want/must/can /may not anything
‘I don't //want to/have to/cannot/may nat$ anything’

C. Jegvil /skal /kan/ma enhel masse
| want/must/can /may a whole lot
‘| //want to/have to/cannot/may not// do adbthings’

(80) a. * Ingenting bliver villet /skullet /kunnet /méattet
Nothing PASsSAuUx want /must /can /may

b. * Ikke noget bliver villet/skullet /kunnet/mattet
Not anything PASSAUX want /must /can  /may

(o} * En hel massebliver villet /skullet /kunnet/méattet
A whole lot PASSAUX want /must /can /may

Furthermore, the modals generally do not have aailable s-passive form, i.e.
*skulles/mattes/villesalthough thes-passive okunneandbville, i.e. kunnesandvilles is

available in specific contexts with light objects.

(81) a. ? Der ersameget,der skal kunnes
Thereis so much thatmustFIN. canPASS
‘One must be able to do so much’

b. ? Det skal virkelig villes, for at det kan lykkes
It mustreally wantPAsSSs for to it canFIN. succeedN.
‘One must really want it for it to be sucdes$s

What the data (71)-(80) show is that despite theasmt ability of (German) modal
verbs to appear with nominal complements, theynateeally transitive verbs. German

kénnenandwollen are the most lexical ones and appear to have adfimtermediate
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status between modal verbs and lexical verbs. Tdr@db modals do however not show
this tendency, and whenever they appear withowdrbal complement, it can be shown
that the structure is elliptic.

The modal verbs have another quality concernirsgigeation, namely the ‘long pas-
sive’ (Wurmbrand 2001). When a passive of a [madkdxical verb] is to be made, the
embedded object becomes the subject of the modahwh turn embeds the passive
auxiliary and the lexical verb:

(82) a. Er kann gesehen werden cf. sie kannihn sehen
He can Se@ASTPART. PASSAUX. shecan himseelNF.
‘He can be seen’ cf.  ‘she canldeg
b. Er muss/soll  /will /darf gesehen werden

He must /should /wants.to/may SeePAST.PART. PASSAUX.

‘He must/ought to/wants to/may be seen’
This fact is a strong argument for the raising wsialof root modals as the surface sub-
ject receives it patient theta-role from the emleedderb. In German, transitive verbs
and intransitive, unergative verbs allow passiwisgtbut unaccusatives do not (Wurm-
brand 2001: 197), i.e. an external argument isirequRaising verbs obviously do not
have this and hence do not allow passivisation, asdve saw in the (71) - (76)c.-
examples, modals pattern with raising verbs in thspect Wollen and kdnnenbeing
trickier). What raising verbs allow is the same stouction as in (82), i.e. where the em-

bedded object becomes the subject of the raisiry ve

(83) Der Kuchenscheintgegesserworden  zusein

Thenom cake seems eaten PASSAUX. to be

‘The cake appears to have been eaten’
Furthermore, Wurmbrand (1999: 605) argues thateweot modals to be analysed as
control verbs, they would impose thematic reswitsi on their subject. She gives the fol-
lowing example with a passive with a root modal whthe subject cannot be seen as
having a thematic relation witimay’ as a notion like permission is incompatible with a

entity like ‘biscuit’, i.e. the subject originatesthe lower VP.

(84) The biscuits may be finishedt;
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As pointed out by Wurmbrand (1999: 601, 2001: 18&landic modals provide even

further evidence.

| CELANDIC QUIRKY CASE SUBJECTS

In Icelandic, most subjects are nominative but seeres have quirky case subjects, i.e.
subjects that are marked with a different case. @8)en such verbs are embedded under
a raising verb the case of the subject remainkg@6). If however, it is embedded un-
der a control verb, the subject must be noming@®#®. As can be seen in (88), in this
respect the modals pattern with raising verbs. folewing examples were first given

by Thrainsson & Vikner (1995: 60) who gave themteai different interpretation.

(85) a. Harald [*Haraldur vantar peninga
Haroldacc /*Nowm lacks moneycc
b. Haraldi [*Haraldur likar vel i Stuttgart
HaroldDAT /*NOMm likes well in Stuttgart
(86) Harald virdist vanta ekki peninga

Haroldacc seemslack not moneycc
‘Harold seems not to lack money’

(87) a. Haraldur  /*Harald vonasttil ad vanta ekki peninga
Haraldnom /*acc  hopes forto lack not moneyncc
‘Harold hopes not to lack money’

b. Haraldur  /*Haraldi vonasttil ad lika vel i Stuttgart
Haroldnom /*DAT hopes forto like well in Stuttgart
‘Harold hopes to like it in Stuttgart’

(88) a. Harald vill oft vantapeninga
Haroldacc will often lack moneyacc
‘Harold frequently tends to lack money’

b. Haraldi eetlar aod lika vel i Stuttgart
HaroldDAT intendsto  likes well in Stuttgart
‘It looks like Harold will like it in Stuttga
Not: ‘Harold intends to like it in Stuttgart’
Thrainsson & Vikner argue that in cases such a¥ ¢@88/ an epistemic reading of the
modal is available, and this matches their analyst only epistemic modals are raising
verbs. Wurmbrand on the other hand, argues thatishonly due to a semantic improb-

ability, i.e. that under the right circumstance®at modal may embed a quirky subject,
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in which case the form of the quirky case subjeainchanged. This is demonstrated in

the following examples (Wurmbrand 1999: 602):

(89) a. Haraldi [*Haraldur verdur ad lika hamborgarar
HaroldDAT /*NOoMm must to like hamburgers
‘Harold must like hamburgers’ (in order to be ade€ey his new
American in-laws)

b. Umsaekjandann  verdumd vanta peninga

The.applicanacCc must to lack money

‘The applicant must lack money’ (in orderajaply for this grant)
In these two examples, the quirky case of the stiligemaintained despite the favoured
root reading of the modal, and they provide a \&trgng argument for the raising analy-
Sis.
RAISING VERBS AND EXPLETIVE SUBJECTS
Further evidence comes from English expletive sitbjeombined with root modals.
This involves cases such as the following whereatsociate of the expletive is inside
the verbal complement (Wurmbrand 2001: 189)

(90) a. There may be singing but no dancing on my premises
b. There can be a party as long as it’s not too loud

In fact, Danish data can make this argument momeinoing. English modals are defi-
cient and possibly fundamentally different from Berman ones. Danish also has the
adverbially based expletivaer ‘there’ and this is compatible with root modals,imshe

following examples:

(91) a. Der skal bare veereen lgsning paproblemet i morgen
Der must PRT be a solutionto the.problemin morning
‘Tomorrow there must be a solution to the problem’

b. Der ma gernekomme mangemed til festen
Theremay PRT come many withto the.party
‘It's ok (permitted) if a lot of people come to tharty’
Well-established raising verbs suchsasud til'seem’ andpleje ‘usually do’ pattern with

the root modals in this respect, while control edb not have this option:



Infinitivus Pro Participio 195

(92) a. Der saud tilat komme mangemed til festen
Thereseemedto to come many withto the.party

b. Der plejer at komme mangetil festen
Thereusually.dovs. to come many tothe.party

c. * Der lovede atkomme mangetil festen
Therepromisedto come many tothe.party

The examples in (91) are unambiguously root modaid,the subjects remamsitu due
to the presence of the expletive. Therefore, | willv draw the conclusion that modal
verbs, root and epistemic ones alike, are non-thiemaising verbs and as such always
dependent on a a verbal complement containing paulMy classification of modal
verbs as functional, non-thematic verbs is backedw Cinque’s (1999, 2001, 2006)
functional hierarchy. According to Cinquean machynenodality is encoded high up in
functional structure of the clause; epistemic meadak merged above T, and Root Mo-
dals are merged just below T. These positions la@lg non-thematic, and the subject
of a modal verb must have been generated withinekieal/semi-functional domain —
corresponding to the vP/VP of the main verb.

12.1.3 Modal verbs in the Cinquean functional struc  ture

| assume that modal verbs (as well as temporalliatigs) are merged directly in the
functional structure above the vP/VP according itiqGe’s (1999: 106) hierarchy and in
the following | back up this claim by showing thhe predictions that follow from this

assumption concerning material that may intervestevéen the modal verb and its ver-
bal complement are borne out. For ease of expasiwen | am not concerned with the
details of the internal ordering, | abbreviate #iaborate functional structure into the
domains of Tense, Mood and Aspect.

According to Cinque, epistemic modal are mergedvabl, an assumption which,
combined with my assumption that a distinction lestw aspectual and temporal perfec-
tivity is necessary, explains why epistemic moa@dasnever non-finite; temporal auxilia-
ries can simply not be merged in a position whbey thave scope over epistemic mo-
dals. Root modals, on the other hand, are mergedttyi under T, with the following

internal ordering:

(93) [MOdepist [T [MOdirreaIis [MOdnecessity[MOdpossibility [ [ [ [Mod/olitional ]]]]]]]]]
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Below the Modal Phrases are a number of Aspectuades; we can determine their ex-
istence by showing how they can be embedded undet Rodals. In the following |
will give only examples of a representative setatif the phrase types, and the reasons
for this are that: i) Testing all phrase types dtirthe relevant verb types and detailing
them here would be unreasonably extensive compgaredhat might be achieved by it.
i) Adequate adverbs are not always available idaalguages, iii) Sometimes semantic
restriction may block the occurrence of particudaverbs. It does not follow that the
relevant projection does not exist, e.g. a norruesiring verb like wordoereuen're-
gret’ needs a propositional complement which totgce in the past and is therefore
incompatible with a verbal complement which is niiedi by a future adverb. In the fol-
lowing examples, | test for different modal verlm@dtaneously although some modals
are semantically more plausible with certain adsedtian others. It does however not

influence the grammaticality significantly.

ASPrepetitivel/l
One of the highest aspectual phrases is the {f&Rer] While one of the lowest is

[AspPrepetiiveq] (Cinque 1999: 44) — the former being truly refpedi and the latter being

restitutive. The following example shows that bghdings are available under modals:

(94) Er musste /wollte /konnte  di€ur wiederaufmachen
He mustPRET. /wantPRET. /canPRET. the door again open

[Asprepetiive): ~ He had opened the door at least once before
[Asprepetiiveqr):  The door used to be open, someone closed ihamdopened it

ASI:)continuative

Continuative adverbs can also be embedded undeslmerbs:

(95) Er muss/will /kann sie immer nochsehen
He must /wants to/can herncc still SEeelNF.

> The English verb regret’ covers at least two eiro Danish and German. Ofwtryde/bereuerexclu-
sively refers to a past event and the other lmgidage/bedaueris ambiguous between referring to past,
present and future events.
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ASI:ﬂ‘requentative(i)
Also the [ASRequentative) (Cinque 1999: 104) can be shown to be embeddeérumo-
dals:

(96) Er muss/kann /will sie ganzoft sehen
He must /can /wantsheracc very often seeiNF.
‘He must/can/wants to see her very often’

ASPcompletive
Another of the functional projections is the [Asfeivd (Cinque 1999: 100) which is
the generation site of perfect tense; hence weaexpedals to be able to embed perfect

tenses — an expectation which is met:

(97) Er muss/will das Buch bis morgen gelesen haben
He must /wants the book until tomorrow readPAST.PART. havelNF.
‘He must /wants to have read the book befomorrow’

In other words, German Root modals follow Cinqug&neralisations and appear to

comply with the supposedly universal hierarchyusfdtional projections.

Returning now to IPP, we see that the hierarclocganisation of the verbs which trig-
ger IPP apparently contradicts Cinque’s hierarthg;occurrence of Mod + perfect tense
auxiliary + lexical verb as in (97) does not trigggiirky verbal morphology, reversal of
the two higher ones, Aux + Mod + Lex does causdRiReeffect. As the interpretation of
Aux + Mod + Lex is not the same as Mod + Aux + L#xs unlikely that we are simply
dealing with movement of the auxiliary to a higpesition.

Instead, | want to make use of the distinction leetmvperfect tense and perfect aspect.
The German perfect tense auxiliary has undergogeammaticalisation process from
possesive main vetiilabenover aspectually perfective to temporally perfextauxiliary
(2wart 2010). Specifically, this applies to perfemtses of state verbs. As pointed out by
Smith (2004: 599), states, being unbounded, areramttly unable to be perfective, since
perfectivity focuses events as bounded. Even # #ssumption is not correct, the dis-
tinction between aspectual and temporal perfegtigtenough. If we assume that the
auxiliary of perfect aspect is merged in Aspieive While perfect tense auxiliaries are
merged in T, we can straight-forwardly accountrfmot modal verbs in the perfect tense

since in Cinque’s hierarchy T is situated abovertiee modal projections. This means
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that a modal verb in the perfect tense is not énltead of the Agpmpleivd® and the theo-
retical consequence of this is that there mustrmhear verb present to form the VP
(otherwise the functional structure could not hbeen projected), cf. my arguments that

cases where modal verbs appear to be main verladvaags elliptic.

For German, in particular, this is a very reasoaassumption. In section 11.1 | referred
to the fact thage-originated as a perfectivity marker and then atterlstage it spread to
the past patrticiple. In the southern parts of Geynéhe simple preterite is not used at
all (the so-calledPrateritumsschwung and the perfect tense is the regular past tense.
Also, in the northern parts where a simple pretastin principle available, the perfect
tense is used increasingly and often interchangeaith the simple past tense. As such
the claim, that the perfect tense is not reallygmive is empirically motivated.

There is also a very good functional motivation tftte German speakers to use their
modals in the perfect tense instead of the pretefis we have seen above, finite modal
verbs are ambiguous between an epistemic and aeading; making the modal verb
non-finite, disambiguates the sentence as onlymamtals are ever non-finite. The same
thing holds for modals in Danish which have the sagstriction against non-finite epis-
temic modals.

Furthermore, for some of the German modals, thé gasgunctive is indistinguish-
able from the past indicative. This holds for thedals sollen, wollenand possibly
maogen/mochtefwhose paradigm(s) are intertwined). Using thdgmertense auxiliary
which has distinct indicative/subjunctive forms both present and simple past tense
again disambiguates the utterance. As Danish doedisplay any subjunctive marking,
we cannot draw any direct parallels with respec¢héindicative/subjunctive distinction.
We do however see a very interesting contrast tvizanish and German, concerning
IPP in combination with the subjunctive. In orderetxpresdde shouldn’t have done, it
Danish and German use different strategies:

(98) a. Er hatte esnicht machensollen German
He haspAST.SUBl it not doINF. shalliNF.

b. Han skulle ikke have gjort det Danish
He shalPRET. not haveNF. dOPAST.PART. it
Both: ‘He shouldn’t have done it’
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What we see here, is that in German, the tempaoraliary selects the modal which se-
lects the main verb. In Danish, the modal seldstsaspectual auxiliary which selects the
main verb. Despite this difference, they mean tkecesame thing; in both cases, the
main verb is understood as being perfective. Engiaterns with Danish, but as English
modals cannot be non-finite, this could be a lastrt strategy. According to my hy-

pothesis, German here uses the perfect tenseaayxi disambiguate the subjunctive.

So much for the functional motivation; in what @lls, | will back up my claim by
showing that German verb clusters with modals nedpwgatively to all tests of perfec-

tivity. This makes them pattern with states, wkiiey fail other tests of stativity.

The tests for (im)perfectivity | will apply are diby to appear in the progressive (Ger-
man: X ist dabei etwas zu tuftX is doing something’), adverbials of temporal dtion

(for x time) and of “time of occurence” (in x time)

PROGRESSIVE FORMS:
Modal verbs are unable to appear in the “parapdrasegressive form”, irrespectively

of whether they have an overt verbal complementkvim itself may be progressive:

a * Peter ist gerade  dabei (kochen) 2wollen
Peteris right.now there.at(to.cookINF.) to wantINF.

b. * Peter ist gerade  dabei (kochen) Zkbnnen
Peteris right.now there.at(to.cookINF.) to caniNF.

c. * Peter ist gerade  dabei (kochen) zoniissen
Peteris right.now there.at(to.COOKINF.) to MUustINF.

d * Peter ist gerade  dabei (kochen) zdirfen
Peteris right.now there.at(to.cookINF.) to mayINF.

e. * Peter ist gerade  dabei (kochen) zsollen
Peteris right.now there.at(to.cookINF.) to shouldiNF.
This works nicely with Cinque’s hierarchy where firegressive aspect is situated rather
low beneath the Modal Projections (Cinque 1999: @#9lso has modals pattern with

states which cannot appear in the progressive (de@75: 146).
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AUXILIARY + MODAL VERB:

Modal verbs only occur without a lexical verb idiglc contexts (although possibly,
there are a few exceptions, cf. subsection 12.Pajfect tenses of modal verbs are un-
problematic with the durative advestundenlandfor hours’, regardless of the fact that
we do not know which kind of verb is the underlyiegical verb. In Cinque’s hierarchy,

the durative aspect projection is situated jusbwehe progressive one

(99) a. Das habeich jetzt stundenlanggewollt
That havel now for.hours WanNPbAST.PART.

b. Das habeich jetzt stundenlanggekonnt
That havel now for.hours CalPAST.PART.

C. Das habeich jetzt stundenlanggemusst
That havel now for.hours MUSPAST.PART.

d. Das habeich jetzt stundenlanggedurft
That havel now for.hours MAaAST.PART.

e. Das habeich jetzt stundenlanggesollt
That havel now for.hours  Shoul®AST.PART.
In contrast, adverbials signifying that somethindl Wwe achieved within a specific
amount of time are generally incompatible with nmogabs:

(100 a. * Das habeich innerhalb von drei Monatengewollt
That have | within of threemonths wankPAST.PART.

b. ? Das habeich innnerhalbvon drei Monatengekonnt
Thathave |l in only three minutes CarPAST.PART.

c. * Das habeich innerhalb von drei Monatengemusst
That have |  within of threemonths mMUSPAST.PART.

d. ?? Das habeich innerhalb von drei Monatengedurft
That have I  within of threemonths mMaRAST.PART.

e. * Das habeich innerhalb von drei Monatengesollt
That have |  wirtin of three months Shoul@AST.PART.
All: ‘I have wanted/been allowed to. etanithree months’
These data back up my claim that perfect tensesoafal verbs are not aspectually per-

fective. Of course, assuming that modal verbs argad in the functional modal projec-
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tions, we would not expect them to be able to,their apparent perfectivity requires ad-

ditional evidence.

So how come they are compatible with durative doieés when the functional projec-
tion associated with durativity is below the Mogarases? As for the semantic compati-
bility, my answer to that question is that modalbgegenerally form state-like predicates
with their complement, so the zero-verb (represkite the pronoun) is assumed to be
stative. Modals involve no change of state or pmsjtnor are they the result of any con-
scious effort and the state-like properties areroftansferred to the main verb. Hence, it
is not the case that the durative adverbs haveesower the modal, but rather over the
lower main verb.

As for those examples where “in x time” was possithe explanation must be that
the adverbial has scope over the elided lower aed for some modals this is more
likely than with others. Example (102) backs this u

If we now turn to 3-verb clusters with modals, vee shat the pattern holds. It is a well-
known fact that perfective verbs are incompatibithwlurative adverbs, as illustrated by
the a-example below. If a modal is inserted, theesee is grammatical, again suggest-

ing that it is not truly perfective.

(101 a. * Er hat seineDiss jahrelangeingereicht
He has his  thesisfor.years handed.in
‘He has handed in his thesis for years’

b. Er hat seineDiss jahrelangeinreichen muissen
He has his  thesisfor.years hand.imF. mustiNF.
‘He has had to hand in his thesis for years’
It does not constitute counter-evidence that aneeltded perfect tense (of a non-stative
verb) is compatible with adverbials that “exprdss start of the target state” (Rothmayr
2009: 63). As can be seen, this is licensed indggaty of the perfect tense of the mo-
dal:

(102 a Er hat seineDiss innerhalbvon drei Tageneinreichen missen
He has his  thesiswithin of threedays hand.imiF mustiNF
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b. Er musste sein®iss innerhalbvon drei Tageneinreichen
He mustPRET. his  thesiswithin of threedays hand.imF.
Both: ‘He had to hand in his thesis withinei days’

IN SHORT:

If my analysis is correct, we can now provide aeottructural condition for quirky ver-
bal morphology; if more than one verb resides m ftmctional domain of a clause, this
is an environment which may trigger odd morpholagiphenomena. The structure
would look as follows where | give a simplified s&m of both Cinque’s hierarchy and
of the (semi-)lexical domain of the main verb. stdiguish now only the levels TP,
Mod.oP, AspP, and VP. | assume that in German the dldusetional domain is left-
branching while the VP is right-branching, but no¢hhinges on this:

...dass er es hat machen wollgn
TP ‘that he has wanted to do it’

er T

T ModrooP
hat

Modroof

Modrooto Asp P

wollen
Asp’
Asp° VP
VO
machen

Figure 23

In contrast to the IPP-configuration, we have seéwen the configuration Mod - Aux -
Lex does not trigger quirky morphology. This is agbroblemper sefor my analysis, as
the structural condition is just that; a conditemd not a trigger. It is however striking
that none of the languages that | have examinexny sjuirky verbal morphology here. |
would like to speculate that an embedded perfextetes in many cases too heavy se-

mantically to not surface. If the sequence were & fiinite modal + infinitival perfect
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tense auxiliary + infinitival or participial lexitaerb}, the correct interpretation would
not be secured. In such a configuration | wouldiassthat the modal were generated in
Mod° and the embedded temporal auxiliary in Aspithythe modal and the embedded
subject moving to T°/TP.

For the sake of completeness, | also want to p®postructure for some of the Danish
cases of quirky verbal morphology, referred to eston 11.4. We saw essentially two
different configurations; one with two finite modat main verb and one similar to IPP,
involving Aux + Mod + Lex triggering either finiteopying from the auxiliary to the
modal or morphological displacement (or copying)ha# participial morphology from
the modal to the main verb:

| have repeated examples (45) of finite-doubling é2) of participial displacement
here as (103) and (104):

(103 a. Hvis vi misterde penge, sa _ vil det ka’ maerkes
If we lose thatmoney,then will.FIN it canFIN feelPASS
‘If we lose that money, it will have an impac

b. Alle de ting, manska’ ka’
all thosethings one mMusEIN. canFIN
‘All the things one must be able to do...’

(104 Det har jegheletiden  vi-(llet) spurgt om
Thathavel all the.timewant.PAST.PART. askPAST.PART. about
‘'ve wanted to ask that all along’

The structures | want to assign to such casesessentially parallel to the ones | as-
signed to the German ones. The auxiliaries and lmai@aply find their expected place
in the hierarchy; obviously for the double modates we cannot have quite so simpli-
fied a structure as in Figure 23 but need to distish different modal projections. Also
it must not be ignored, that in (103)a. we comlaneepistemic and a root modal, while
in the b. — example, we have two root modals. Resé reasons, the following structure

is more elaborate:
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Moo i ) ...vil det ka maerkes 'will it can feel’
Ollepistemié” ii) ...man skal ka 'one must can’
N i) ...har jeg villet spurgt om 'have | wanted ask
Mepist'
Modepisf TP
i) vil N
i) T
iii) /\
i')l"’ MyolitionP
i) ,
iii) har Myol.

ModopligatiorP
Modopi.

ModobP® ModabilityP
i)

i) skal 4
i) Modabil.
,\/Iod\/0|o ASpP

i) ka

i) ka Asp’

il P

Asp® VP
P

VO
i) meerkes
iyg
i) spurgt

Figure 24

A few comments on Figure 24 are necessary; the mobwgical passive of the i)-

example | leave unexplained and have simply pueound In the following sections |

will be dealing with the Voice/v/V-domain, includjrpassives, but for now it is not cru-
cial for my point. Example ii) has no overt mairrtvebut in the complete sentence in
(103), this main verb was referred to pronominaligr clarity | have not shown sub-
jects, nor verb movements. | assume the subjelse tgenerated in Spec-v/V and that it
moves to Spec-T (or higher, to Spec-Fin, at leashé case of epistemic modals). | do
assume some verb movement, of course; the finrte clearly moves, possibly the main

verb moves from V° to v°. | will however not comnmtyself to saying whether or not
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the modal verbs move in any way; | do not assuraettiey do, but nothing hinges on
this, and | will leave that question for other istigations. Now | will turn to IPP with

non-modal verbs.

12.2 Non-modal IPP verbs

According to Schmid’s (2005) IPP-hierarchy, thesaivelassenlet’ triggers IPP in all
the relevant languages, and | will now try to elsabwhether it shares the properties of
modal verbs and whether this might help explain|#ie-phenomenon. Unfortunately,
there is a major complication with this very venlamely that it exists in at least three,
phonetically identical and semantically very clgsedlated variants. This makes testing
the behaviour difficult, as a specific constructimeed not be ungrammatical as such, but
nevertheless changes the meanintas$enin a subtle way. One particular usage of this
verb does not exhibit IPP, and as such one couyldhsd lassendisplays optional IPP;
because of this and becalassenshows transitive traits (it is an ECM-verb), iténpt-
ing to treat it on a par with verbs of perceptioniat display optional IPP; | do however
intend to show that the IPP-optionalitylagsenis only apparent and that IR&senand
perception verbs are structurally quite distinct.

One thing that should be kept in mind throughbet treatment of these verbs is that
there are West Germanic variants which have IPR wigany more verbs than Standard
German (cf. Table 4). While I will not make explianalyses of such cases, any analysis
of IPP ought to be flexible enough as to be ablm¢tude a larger group of verbs. The
analysis that | will offer, | believe could be exyied to include these other verbs too.

In the following I will first deal with verbs ofgrception and then the various usages

of lassen

12.2.1 Verbs of perception

Wurmbrand (2001) distinguishes different classesestructuring predicates; functional,
semi-functional and lexical restructuring verbs.i\&Imodal verbs are purely functional,
she considerassen, hdremrandseheno be semi-functional. By this she means that they
appear in a functional head position but despitg they have a thematic relation with
the argument in their specifier (Wurmbrand 20015)2The position she considers them
to hold is v°/Asp°® - the only position which is fttronal and at the same time thematic.

The verbal complement of these verbs are bare MPgurely lexical categories. As far
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aslassenis concerned, this is consistent with my analysig,for the verbs of perception
| have a different proposal. Wurmbrand also consigehen'go’ and kommericome’ to
belong to this category. As they are not IPP-vémbStandard German, | will postpone

the treatment of these verbs to chapter four otitesertation.

The verbshdrenandsehenhear’ and ‘see’ exhibit optional IPP, and for sospeakers
this also holds fospiren‘feel’ (although this verb tends not to trigger JPRs | have
been unable to establish any effects from the poeser absence of IPP with respect to
aspect, tense or verb types occurring below thevigtB, | am forced to draw the conclu-
sion that 3-verb clusters with perception verbgldi proper optionality with respect to
IPP, i.e. one underlying structure simply resuitéwo different outputs. This conclusion
is supported by the fact that other languages wheoke the IPP-effect, also have op-
tional IPP with a number of verbs (see Table 4)r&\kis optionality to derive from dif-
ferent underlying structures, such structural défees would have to be claimed and

justified for all the verbs in questions; this wabtlardly be a feasible approach.

The verbs of perception are instructive becausg dhe transitive verbs and that the sub-
ject of the lower verb is obligatorily differentoin the subject of the matrix verb. In
other words: quirky verbal morphology does not r@fysome kind of Same-Subject re-

quirement.

(105 a. ...dassMaria ihren Nachbarnhat nach Hause kommen horen
...that Mariaheracc neighbourhasto  home comevF. hearinF.

...dasssie ihn nach Hause kommen gehort hat

...that shehimacc to home comelF. hearPAST.PART. has
In traditional G&B theory (e.g. Haegeman 1991/19%940) it was assumed that the
complement verb was an IP (Chomsky’s 1981: 295 &é&tobn), and hence there was no
barrier, a fact which enabled the subject of théesded verb to raise to the object posi-
tion of the matrix verb where it would receive agative case. This explanation, known
as Raising to Object, (Chomsky 1981: 108, Posta41255), was abandoned on theo-
retical grounds; it would require for the matrixrlvdo have an empty object position,

something which contradicts the Projection Prireif@homsky 1981: 29).
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The Raising analysis was replaced by the analykiExaeptional Case Marking
(ECM) (106). According to this, the subject of teenbedded verb is exceptionally
marked with accusative case by the matrix verlegallly, this operation is licensed be-
cause the embedded clause is an IP (as oppose@Ry iee. a barrier). The difference
between the two analyses is that in the formergethbedded subject really raises to be
the object of the matrix verb while in the lattdre embedded proposition in its entirety
is the object of the matrix verb and although aatiue case is assigned, the embedded
object does not raise to be the object of the migheh. The latter analysis is the one that

| apply here.

The ECM-structure is the one in (106)a. In theovg, could also be dealing with some
version of (106)b., i.e. a structure where the aative argument is base-generated as an

object of the matrix verb.

(106 a. Peter hort [ seinen Nachbarmach Hause kommeh
Peterhears  hisacc neighbourto  home comenr.

b. Peter hort seinen Nachbarnxr ?(EG) nach Hause kommeih
Peter hearshisAcc neighbour to home comeyr.
The difference between the structures in (106)asltel to what we find with English
perception verbs. In English, a perception verb imayollowed by a bare infinitive or a
gerund (but not by a to-infinitive). In (107)b. tBd is arguably the object of the higher
verb and the lower verb a small clause secondadgigation of the object. We can see
this from the contrast between (108)a. and b. énathexample the secondary predication

is extraposed; an option which is not availabléh®oVP in the b.-example.

(207) a. We heardyou leavé
b. Welheard yoli[leaving.
C. * We heard you to leave.
(108) a. We saw him yesterday leaving the house

b. * We saw him yesterday leave the house.
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It does however not seem to be the case that Genamithe option of the b.-examples,
i.e. of a structure where the object is indeed gdgd as the object of the matrix verb
with the second verb constituting a kind of secopgaedication. First of all, German
makes no morphological distinction; the complenwihe perception verb is always a
bare infinitive. Further, unlike English where therund is frequently used for secondary
predication, there are, to my knowledge, no otlases in German where the infinitive is
used for this purpose, compare the following exasipl

(109) | took a picture of John dancing

(110 * Ich habe Peter tanzen fotografiert
| have Peter danceINF. photographe®AST.PART.

(1112) | stabbed the vampire attacking my brother

(112 * Ich habe den Vampir meinen Brudeangreifen erstochen
| havethe vampire my.Acc. brother attack StalPAST.PART.
Non-finite secondary predication is generally no#ferred in German and when used,

the present participle is the relevant form of\beb:

(113 Er kam kriechend um di&cke
He came crawlPRESPART. aroundthe corner
Furthermore, in a few particular cases this fortarahtes with the past participle but this

is a different construction, one which | will treatchapter four.

(114 Er kam um dieEcke gekrochen

He came aroundthe corner crawl PAST.PART.
The above data suggest that non-IPP occurrengasroéption verbs cannot be analysed
as involving secondary predication and | will drdve conclusion that verb clusters in-
volving perception verbs always have the same tstreicAs the goal of this thesis is to
establish the structural condition for quirky vdrb®rphology, this is not problematic. |
am trying to state the conditions that must be foequirky verbal morphology to ap-

pear; it does not follow that regular morphologexsluded under these circumstances.

So what happens when perception verbs are comhittdanother verb? My claim is

that perception verbs select a very small compleénspecifically a vP.
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The reason that the verbal complement must minyntela vP is that transitive verbs
with agentive subjects (crucially a different sudbjthan the one of the matrix verb) may
be selected by the perception verb. Were the congalea bare VP, there would not be
a position for the subject, nor would we expectugative assignment by the embedded
verb to take place. In light of this, it is surimg that perception verbs in German cannot
take passives as their complement, as shown irfollmving data from Wurmbrand
(2001: 221). The passive is generally considerebetdicensed by vP (in accordance

with Burzio’s Generalisation and we would not exgeto be ruled out then:

(115 b. * Hans sah den Kuchengegesserwerden
John saw theacc cake eaten PASSAUX.

c. * Hans horte den Marschgeblasenwerden
John heardtheacc march played PASSAUX.
It should be noted that there is some variation regrgpeaker with respect to passives
under perception verbs. Some speakers accept paskithe object of the active coun-

terpart is an affected and not an effected one:

(116 */ok Sie saheinen Mann erschossen werden
Shesaw a.acc.man ShOOPRAST.PART. PASSAUX.
Stative verbs too, cannot be embedded under vérterception. This is probably due to

semantic restrictions; real states usually canagqidyceived.

117a. * Ich sah ihn seinen Hunchassen
| sawhim hisacc dog hatanr.

b. * Ich sah ihn alles wissen
| saw him everything know.NF.
Although both statives and passives are ruledtbatselectional requirements cannot be
of an agentive subject. Vendlerian Achievement sevlih non-agentive subject are per-
fectly acceptable as complements of perceptionsyarhaccusatives as well as transi-

tives:

(118 a. Ich sah ihn den Schlusselinden
| saw him theacc key findINF.
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b. Ich sah ihn vom Dachfallen
| saw him from.the roof fall.INF.
It should be noted that in Danish, passives cagnileedded under perception verbs as in
(119), which shows us that it is not a semantitric®n on perception verbs that they
cannot embed passives. This would also be countigitive; semantically, it should be
possible to perceive something being done to somdarother words, | assume that the
restriction must be language-specific. | will notteanpt to show that the restriction is

against a specific kind of little v.

(119 Peter s& mandenblive skudt pagaden

Peter saw the.manbePASSAUX. ShOOtPAST.PART. on the.street
In more recent literature, the claim that littleswesponsible for the external argument,
accusative case and hence for passivisation has disputed. Ramchand (2008: 89)
merely notes that there is a potential problem \p#issivisation of non-agentive verbs
but does not attempt to solve it, but elsewher@énstsuch aflavoursof little v are be-
coming more frequent. Such flavours are for instatie B and the Gusk little v of
Folli and Harley (2007: 229) that | have applietbtighout. These are essentially seman-
tic differences which have been shown to influesyatactic possibilities. Agentive sub-
jects are specifiers ofyywhile the little v of passive verbs and of verbgdlving exter-
nal non-agentive causation, is @y The understood causer of a passive may or may
not be expressed, but it is connected to SpggsvFor now | will make the claim that
most speakers of German disallow basgs¢complements, although it would seem that
there is some variation here. | will provide furtlegidence for this claim later.

(120 a. Ich sehePeter das Buchlesen  [vaor Peter[vp read]
| see Petettheacc book readiNF.

b. */ok Ich sehePeter erschossen werden [ycausertO be [/p Petershol]
| see PetershOOtPAST.PART PASSAUX.
Obviously, this does not suffice as an explanatanthe lack of passive complements
under perception verbs, but for now it demonstr#tes there is independent evidence
that vPs do not behave in a completely uniform veang that possibly, for some reason,

perception verbs allow onlys in their complement position. As Folli & Harle3007)
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is based on causative constructions, | will retartheir paper shortly when dealing with
the IPP-verbassen.

As mentioned above, | suggest that perceptionsverlolue to their being thematic
verbs — select a complement of a particular sieethey are not merged in a functional
projection above the lower lexical verb. What remsaio be established is the exact size
of this complement. We have just seen that passivgplements are ruled out; this may
be due to a deficiency just between vP and IPitlmatuld be for other reasons and there-

fore the absence of functional, non-thematic ptepas must be ascertained.

THE T-DOMAIN

As we have established that epistemic modals nmadinkie, it would be superfluous to
test them under perception verbs, in other wordstbhest relevant projection is TP and
we must determine whether the verb complementnigpoeally independent. Unsurpris-
ingly, we find that it is not; irrespectively ofdltense of the verb, there is a strict simul-

taneity requirement between the perception angédinecived.

(121 a. * Ich seheihn morgen  gehen (narrow scope
I see himacc tomorrow goINF.

b. * Ich sah ihn damals gehen (narrow scope
| saw himacc thenosterior JOINF.
THE MoD-DOMAIN
Below T is the domain of the Root Modals. They tamnot be embedded under percep-
tion verbs, thus confirming the lack of functiopabjections (Wurmbrand 2001: 218):

(122.a. * Hans horte den Peter musizieren missen
Hans heardthe Peter make.musieNF. mustINF.

b. * Hanssah den Peter musizieren wollen
Hans saw the Peter make.musieNF. wantiNF.
THE AsP-DOMAIN
The aspectual projections are apparently absenteominative, continuative, proxima-
tive adverbs and embedded perfect tenses are asibpm

(123 a. * Ich sehe/héreihn nicht mehr singen (narrow scope)
| see/hear himcc no longer singiINF.
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b. * Ich sehe/héreihn immer noch singen (narrow scope)
| seel/hear himcc still SiNg.INF.
c. * Ich sehe/héreihn bald singen (narrow scope)

| see/hear himcc soon singINF.

d * Ich sehe/héreihn gesungerhaben
| see/hear himcc having  SUNEAST.PART.

THE VOICE-DOMAIN

One of the lowest phrases is the Voice-phrasevi@tbby a few functional projections.
As this projection is the one connected to passitake it to roughly correspond to little
v, i.e. this is the place where we enter the ldxilcanain of the verb, although Cinque
(1999) himself does not say so explicitly. It folle that the aspectual projections below
Voice are verb-internal. Below Voice we have theagks [ASgierative() [ASPrepetitive(i)
[ASPrrequentative(in [ASPcompletivei]]]] It iS not clear to me exactly what the low eedtive
and frequentative phrases correspond to as only litde is said about them (Cinque
1999: 103-104). The repetitive(ll) phrase, as &t ean tell, is restitutive, while comple-
tive(ll) | take to be a functional projection assted with Ramchand’s (2008) Result
Phrase. That the restitutive function should bd&meternal is backed up by the fact that
in English and Danish, it is often expressed witha#fix (‘re-’ and gen-respectively).
When the prefix is used, the restitutive readingnambiguous, while the “proper” ad-
verbs @gainandigen) are often ambiguous between a repetitive andsi@usve read-
ing. With the hypothesis that the complement oteption verbs is a vP, it is therefore
not surprising that a restitutive reading of thebak complement is possible, as illus-

trated here:

(124 Jegsa krigerne generobrederes by
|  sawthe warriorsreconquer their town

Also, in German, we have a similar scenario. Vik(801: 102) shows that restitutive
wieder‘again’ is a particle which may not be separateninfiits verb. It is however not
allowed to undergo V2 and the verb must therefitteeebe non-finite or in an embed-
ded clause. In such cases, stress patterns detemhiather a restitutive or repetitive
reading is intended; under the restitutive readwigderand the verb form a prosodic
unit where the antepenultimate syllable is stres3edtrigger the repetitive reading,
wiedermust be stressed: (Vikner 2001: 103)
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(125 ...weil die Romer dieStadt wieder eroberten
...becauseéhe Romansthe town again conquered
‘because the Romans reconquered the town’
‘because the Romans conquered the town once’ m
Embedded under a perception verb, we find thatnattait both a repetitive and a restitu-

tive adverb are allowed to co-occur:

(126 Ich sah die Rbmer wiederdie Stadtwieder erobern

| sawthe Romansagain thetown re- conquer

‘| saw the Romans reconquer the town again’
We can confirm this by testing a verb, which canma¥e a restitutive readin@ingen
‘sing’ is one such verb, and we can see that dedpis, the sentence is grammatical with
a repetitive adverb:

az27 Ich horte ihn das Liedwieder singen
|  heardhim.Acc theacc songagain SingnF.

While we expect the restitutive readingvakderin (126) to be available, it is surprising
that the repetitive reading is grammatical too. Timgctional projection hosting repeti-
tion is fairly high, in fact even higher than sowofethe modal projections and we would
not expect it to be available under a perceptiat.v€his is the same problem we saw
with modal verbs. | cannot give an explanationtfos, but Cinque (1999: 136) admits
that there may be some parametric variation witipeet to some functional projections.
Essentially, he takes the relative ordering of BeMdood, Aspect and Voice to be uni-
versal but within these categories there may beeswariation. Assuming repetitive
wiederto be a circumstantial adverb, does not seem fieaai it does not share the
properties Cinque (1999:28) mentions as typicatimumstantial adverbs; that they are
often PPs or bare NPs and show less rigid ordemugscopal properties. | have to leave

the question open at this point.
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VERBS OF ACTIVE PERCEPTION

Before proposing a structure for IPP-verbs of patioa, | will consider some verbs that
are very closely related to them, namely verbsctia perception such gan)schauen/
(an)guckerand‘watch’ zuhorenlisten’ which share the property of not being IA&tbs,
nor triggering word order alternations in the vehlster.

Morphologically, unlike in English, these verbg @haracterised by usually having a
separable particle, and this in itself could exelwiuster formation. Wheschauenor
gucken‘watch’ appear without a particle, they are intitime or combine with certain
indefinite objects only, e.d-ern guckeriwatch TV’. Semantically, there are two differ-
ences between verbs of passive and active peroepticewatchessomething actively,
while one cannot avoiseeinganything that enters into one’s visual field, wiegtthis is
desired or not. In terms of Ramchand (2008) thitedince corresponds to the ab-
sence/presence of an Initiation Phrase (InitP)taademantic role dfauseror Initiator
and in terms of flavours of little v, this corresis to Vi and \ause The second differ-
ence is that watching/listening is an unboundedcgss while seeing/hearing is an
achievement, corresponding to the absence/pres#reed&ResP Ramchand herself con-
siders stative predicates to be bare InitPs (Rantti2908: 55), while | will consider
them bare Result Phrases (ResP) or Process PljpaseP) + ResP (cf. my discussion
of the reasons for classifying stative verbs asPResn the chapter on pseudo-
coordination). Verbs of perception can be consil@tgange-of-state verbs in the sense
that initially nothing is perceived and then allao§udden, it is (compare Vendler's 1957:
155 discussion of perception verbs). This wouldyesg that a Process Phrase is present,
whose specifier at first holds the role of Undergaed then (in real time when some-
thing is perceived) becomes Holder of State (Ramd2008: 45), i.e. the specifier of
the ResP. Assuming that verbs of passive percepiionot have an InitP (vP) raises
some questions about accusative assignment taibjecs of the embedded verb; ques-
tions | will return to shortly. The view | take tisat they project ause i.€. despite pas-
sive perception not being brought about intentipnal must be caused by something

(e.g. the appearance of someone/something).

Determining the internal structure of perceptionbges not trivial; Vendler (1957: 155)
discusses the various usages and concludes that dhe several versions of egpe

with State being the prominent one since it invelwe intentionality or action on behalf
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of the “seer”, in fact, if the necessary conditidos seeing are met, one cannot help but
see.Seemay also be an achievement when used in the sd#rispotting’ something.
Marginally, it may be used as an Accomplishmerg, ehen someone geeing a film
Rothmayr (2009: 100) also distinguishes three usafgerception verbs. To her, per-
ception verbs are ambiguous between being statideeaentive and she argues that
there is one stative version, and two eventive o@éghe two eventive ones, one in-
cludes a @-operator, and one has both a-land a BEcomeoperator (Rothmayr 2009:
105) in the sense of Dowty (1979: 114). The singarception verb has no operators; the
verb with thepo-operator has an intentionally acting subject @hae the verbs of ac-
tive perception, i.ewatch, listeretc. Perception verbs with botiba- and aBECOME op-
erator are those that express intentional actiehaamievement of a resultant state, i.e.
someone intentionally trying to ‘spot somethingtaucceeding at it.

My claim is that, with the exception of usagessafe’ in the sense of to watch, such
as ‘see a film’, verbs of passive perception néwxare an active subject, rather they may
be either Achievements or States (in the Vendlesmmse, both corresponding to Roth-
mayr’'s Stative perception verb). In the terms ofiRhand (2008) (or more precisely,
according to my take on Ramchand (2008)), this danéan that if they are to be con-
sidered bare States, the verb is a bare ResP, widler an Achievement verb interpreta-
tion, it contains a ProcP and a ResP. Where Irdiften Ramchand, is that | furthermore
assume that both versions projecta¥

The verbs of active perception, in contrast, areadierian Activities. They are per-
formed actively, i.e. in terms of Ramchand theytaonan InitP and a ProcP, but impor-
tantly no ResP. Whatever the reason may be; it sékat restructuring and quirky ver-
bal morphology with thematic verbs requires that timatrix verb has a ResP as its low-

est projection.

AGENTS AND EXTERNAL CAUSATION

| now want to readdress the question of differés¢durs of little v and why we need
them. Perception verbs are exemplary for the diffee between agentivity and external
causation and they furthermore display exactly fnaperty which has caused linguists
to revise Burzio’'s generalisation; they appeartodtave an external argument (i.e. the

agent), yet they are able to assign accusative case
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There are different proposals to this questiorhim literature, as violations of Burzio’s
generalisation are found in several languages. Antloa proposals are Lavine & Franks
(2008), Markman (2008), Woolford (2003), Bennis 2P and Pylkkanen (2002).
Though the proposals differ, a basic idea is th@ahevhen no external agent is present,

external causation can be present even if it ieRptessed overtly.

Lavine and Franks (2008: 234) propose, based osi&usinaccusatives, that accusative
case may be assigned verb-internally as a resudt cdmpetition between two argu-
ments. Accusative case will be assigned to the dltieally least prominent argument
(according to Jackendoff's 1972 thematic hierarchy)

Bennis (2004) has a relatively straight-forwargrapch. Based on psychological
verbs, he argues that they do project a vP, baitnihvghrase is generated in its specifier,
hence there is no agent. While this account is appealing, it is however incompatible
with the First Phase Syntax of Ramchand (2008) /laelower specifier (an undergoer
or state holder) would have to raise to Spec-Iitclv would give it an agentive inter-
pretation.

Markman (2008: 14), based on Pylkkanen (2002) gsep that two distinct heads,
Cause® and Voice®, are responsible for causatidnirgnoduction of the agent. In some
languages these features are bundled togethereirhead, while in others they are not.
Her claim is that if the features are not bundiedlations of Burzio’s generalisation are
licensed.

Finally, Folli & Harley (2005, 2007) solve the jmlem by assuming two flavours of
little v, both of which have the ability to assigncusative case. The justification of the
non-agentive little v, Muse IS that non-states are always caused, intentionalother-

wise, and whether or not the external causer istifitgble.

| follow Folli & Harley (2007) and have adopted itheerminology and expanded it with
my notion of ye (though this head is not related to accusative easgnment). Basi-
cally, since there are many cases of non-agengvbsvassigning accusative case, the
agentive subject and accusative case must be seghavdhether this separation should
be explained in terms of two distinct heads or bead with different “flavours”, is less
crucial for the present purposes. In my implemaemadf this basic idea, | have substi-

tuted Ramchand’s InitP withqyP for a phrase which hosts an agent, apg® for a
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phrase which contains a silent external causersidering psych verbs and verbs of
perception, it would seem a reasonable assumgiaineiternal causation is involved; it

is just not made explicit.

THE STRUCTURE:
The above data and considerations lead me to abethat the structure underlying pas-

sive perception verbs with a verbal complement $ddée this:

Ich sehe die Rémer die Stadt erobern
‘| see the Romans conquer the town’

Vcaus®

st
(ext. cause)

ProcP

N

ich Proc’

N

ResP Proc®

/\ sehe

<ich> Re¢

o
Vcause

die Romer Vdo

ProcP Vo °

N erobern

die Stadt Proc’

N

ResP Proc®

T~ <eroberr»

<die Stadt Re¢

N

Res®
<eroberrr

Figure 25

12.2.2 Lassen

Like the verbs of perceptiolgssenmay display optional IPP although the optionalgy i

of a different kind than the one observed with pption verbsLasserhas different us-
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ages and one particular usage has no IPP whilethiez usages show IPP obligatorily.

Compare the following examples:

(128 a. Maria hat ihren  Mann im Betliegen lassen
Maria has heracc husbandin.the bed lie.INF. let.INF
‘Maria let/allowed her husband to remain @ub

b. (#) Maria hat ihren Mann aufdem Bodenliegen gelassen
Maria has heracc husbandon the floor lieiNF. let.PAST.PART.
‘Maria left her husband lying on the floor’

(129 a. Maria hat das Buchauf dem Bodenliegen lassen
Maria hastheacc book on the floor lieNF. letINF
‘Maria let the book lie on the floor’

b. Maria hat das Buchauf dem Bodenliegen gelassen

Maria hastheacc book on the floor lieiNF. letiNnF

‘Maria left the book lying on the floor’
The oddity of (128)b. vs. (129)b. is in fact quitaminating, because it tells us that the
(or a) difference between IPP and no IPP is relt&tetihe role of the accusative argu-
ment, an inanimate object is less likely to be égipermission’ and more likely to be
‘left lying’ than an animate one. (128)b. is nofguaammatical but it is odd, and it is im-
plied that the husband has no will of his own, whii the case of the book, it makes lit-
tle semantic difference whether Maria simply leaitdging on the floor or permits that
it stays lying on the floor. | take it that theereant distinction between IPP and no IPP is
that modality/causation is involved with IPP, but such light verbness is involved in

the non-IPP case.

The accusative argument may be understood as bijecsor the object of the embedded

verb, as in the following examples:

(130 Die Konigin hat ihren  Diener holen lassen/*gelassen
The queen haderacc servantfetchINF. |etINF. /PAST.PART.
‘The queen had her servant fetched’

(131 Die Konigin hat das Buchlesen lassen/*gelassen
The queen hadheacc book readiNF. letINF. /PAST.PART.
‘The queen had the book read’
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(132 Die Konigin hat ihren  Diener gehen lassen/?gelassen

The queen hasheracc servantgolNF. |etINF. /PAST.PART.

‘The queen let her servant go’

Marginally: ‘The  queen left her servant’
In these examples we are dealing with differentavas of the verlbassen but common
to all the examples is that IPP is obligatory. 18@) lassenis a causative verb, i.e. the
gueen causes (probably by command) the servang fetbhed, and the servant is the
direct object oholen‘fetch’. Similarly in (131), where ‘the book’ is ¢hdirect object of
lesen‘read’, lassenmeans ‘cause’. Marginally the ‘leave’-readingla$senis available,
hence the marginal possibility of a past participkenally, in (132) where the servant is
the understood subject of the embedded geidten lassenmeans ‘allow’, or semanti-
cally decomposed ‘cause-to-be-permitted-to’, itaes ia modal usage ddssen.Margin-
ally the reading wheréassenmeans ‘leave something/someone’ is available. herot
words, the causative velassenand the modal-like verlassenhave obligatory IPP. So
what is special about (129) where IPP appears tgpbenal?

My explanation is that (129) contains two differerdrbs; one which is the causa-
tive/permissivdassenand one which simply looks and sounds likeThis otherassen
is also an ECM-verb but it means ‘to leave somethifhis usage has some other prop-

erties to distinguish it from the IPP-versiondasfsen.

ATTRIBUTIVE PARTICIPLES

With non-IPPlassen the participle + infinitive can be used attrilmaly of the accusative

argument:
(133 a. Sie hatden Romamda liegen gelassen
ShehastheAacc novel therelie.NF. |etPAST.PART.
b. Der liegen gelassene Roman

TheNoM lie.INE. let.PAST.PART. novel

An actual example (http://www.stern.de/kultur/tafeboegen-liegen-gelassen-rtl-muss-

wer-wird-millionaer-wiederholen-701915.html):

(134 Wegenversehentlich liegen gelassener Fragebogen...
Due.to unintentionallylie.INF. let.PAST.PART.PL. questionnaires...
‘Because questionnaires were unintentiordafiylying around...’
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(...) muss RTL eine Prominentenausgabe von "Wer Millionar?" wiederholen
... 'the RTL must repeat a celebrity episod&/@ho wants to be a millionaire*

This is not possible for the IPP-verb versiontasten

(135 a. Die Konigin hat ihren Diener holen lassen
The queen hadheracc servantfetchiNF. letiNF.

b. * Der holen lassene Diener
thenom fetchINF. letPAST.PART. servant

C. * Der kommen lassene Diener
theNoM comelNF. letiPP.  servant

(136 a. Die Konigin hat ihren Diener gehen lassen
The queen hasherAacc servantgoliNF. letiNF.

b. * Der gehen lassen®iener
theNOM QOINF. letiPp. servant
OMISSION OF THE LOWEST VERB
If the lowest verb is omitted, non-IR&senremains grammatical and does not change

its meaning:

(137 Die Konigin hat ihren  Romanda  (liegen)gelassen
Thenom queen haderacc novel therelie.INF. |etPAST.PART
‘The queen left her novel lying there’

If we apply the same test to IP&&ssen(where we are forced to cancel IPP, because now
only two verbs surface), we see that the sentemamly grammatical if we force the

reading of non-IPRassen

Baseline:

(138 a. Die Konigin hat ihren Diener liegen lassen
The queen haderAcc. servantlie.INF. let.INF.
‘The queen caused/allowed her servant to remaig’ly

!
b. Die Konigin hat ihren  Diener da  gelassen
TheNoMm queen hadheracc servantthere let.PAST.PART
‘The queen left her servant lying there’
Baseline:
(139 a. Die Konigin hat ihren Diener gehen lassen

The queen hagheAcc servantgoliNF. letINF.
‘The queen caused/allowed her servant taefeav



Infinitivus Pro Participio 221

l

b. Die Konigin hat ihren Diener da  gelassen

The queen hagheAcc servantthere let.PAST.PART.

‘The queen left the servant’
It thus seems safe to say that non-IB$senis essentially a different verb, one which
does not trigger IPP, i.e. the apparent IPP-oplityna connection withlassenis really
only apparent. As the purpose of this thesis iddt@rmine the structural conditions for
quirky verbal morphology, and not to account faguiar verbal morphology, | will leave
a more thorough examination of non-IRBsenfor future research and instead concen-

trate on those usages where we see obligatory IPP.

We can distinguish at least two different kinddRPlassen one which is causative and
one which is permissive or indicates obligation. Mgpothesis is that causatilassenis

in fact merged in the head of thg,vand not of a suseand its verbal complement is a
VP (ProcP/ResP in Ramchand’s terms). Permissivaetielassen on the other hand, |
take to be Muse With a silent modal taking a vP-complement. Thatsativelassen
should be agentive unlike the permissive usage apggar counterintuitive. Semanti-
cally we can however justify in that if an animatéject causes something to happen, it
is understood that something must be done by tibgest in order for the something to
happen. Permissiassenin contrast really involves no doing on behalfttoé subject;
rather the implication is that the subject doe$imgt to prevent something from happen-
ing. This assumption is completely in line with lFé&l Harley’s (2007) analysis of the
Romance causativiaire/fare In the following | will present the empirical e\nce for

this hypothesis.

CAUSATIVE LASSEN

My suggestion is that causatilassenis in fact a bare g taking a VP as its complement,
and there are several reasons for this assumjtiam look at an example like the fol-
lowing we see that the subjectlasenis an active agent. Even if Peter does not repair

his car himself, he must have actively done somgtto bring about the repair:

(240 Peter lasst seinen Wageneparieren
Peterlets hisacc car repainNF.
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The agent role is associated with the Inigg/in accordance with both Ramchand’s
(2008: 39) view on verb-internal structure and R&lHarley’'s (2005) flavours of little
v. Further, we cannot embed a passive under thigoreoflassen This even holds for

those speakers who accept passives under perceptios

(141 * Peter lasst seinen Wagerrepariert werden
Peterlets hisacc car repailPAST.PART. PASSAUX.

In terms of Folli & Harley’s (2007) paper, it iseelr that we are dealing with g,which
is generally allowed to passsivise. The ungramrakitycof (141) can however be ex-
plained when we assume that the verbal complentssit does not contain a vP at all, or
we would have expected an embedded passive todsebfm

If we compare (140) to a parallel example witheacpption verb as the matrix verb,
we see that this construction is very specific,cpption verbs which also have very

small complements, disallow a complement with arlyinternal argument:

(142 * Peter sieht den Wagenreparieren

Peter sees theAcc car repainnF.
As noted by Wurmbrand (2001: 220), long passivesstassenis not allowed. Assum-
ing thatlassenoccupies the v-head explains the ungrammaticafit{l 43); there is no

position available for the passive auxiliary.

(143 * Der Wagenwurde reparierengelassen
Thenom car PASSAUX. repairiNF. |et.PAST.PART.

The Danish cognate tdssenis lade and in Danish we also find that causatage does

not allow embedded passives:

(144 a. * Bilen  blev ladet repareret
The.carPASSAUX. |et.PAST.PART. repairPAST.PART.

b. * Bilen  blev lade repareret
The.carPASSAUX. let.INF. repairPAST.PART.
Havinglassenin v° furthermore straight-forwardly accounts foetalternative to (143);
the German Middle Construction involvidgssenas in (145). Crucially, this usage is
only possible with causative and not with permieagsen
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(145 Der Wagenlasst sich reparieren
Thenom car lets REFL repairiNF.
‘The car can be repaired’

This is not an option with permissive/deonissen

(146 a. Ich lassedie Kinder spielen
I let thechildren play.iNF.

b. * Die Kinder lassensich spielen

The children let REFL play.INF.
In (145) the internal argument is realised as tiigest of the clause with its coreferent
anaphor in the position of the internal argumeiie fion-agentive nature of the subject
produces a generic reading; it is stated that éinésaepairable, not that it repairs itself in

any way.

Another characteristic of causatilassenis that only verbs with one internal argument
are allowed as complemeiiitwe embed a verb with both an external and aernal ar-
gument, we force a different reading of the verkerehit is not implied whether or not

the repairing actually takes place:

(147 a * Petef lasst einen Freund seinen Wagen reparieren
Peter lets acc friend hisacc. car repainNF.
‘Peter causes a friend to repair his car’

b. Petef lasst einen Freund seinen Wagenreparieren
Peter lets acc friend hisacc. car repainNF.
‘Peter allows a friend to repair his car’
The structure | want to assign to causatassen+ lexical verb is consequently as fol-

lows:
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Peter lasst den Wagen reparieren

VdoP

Ext. arg.  Vdo

N

ProcP Vdo®

/\ lassen

den Wagen Proc’

N

ResP Proc®

/\ reparieren

<den Wagen  Re¢

N

Res®
<reparieren>

Figure 26

In this structure, the external argument is geeerats the specifier dhssenwhile the
accusative object is the object of the lower vérbs howeverlassen as the v°-head
which assigns accusative case to the object. Bnaes this can be considered as a par-
ticular kind of ECM.

PERMISSIVE /DEONTIC LASSEN

Before my own treatment of permissive/deotdissen, will once again return to Folli

& Harley (2007). Their paper deals with the Romanaasatives wittiaire ‘make’, a
construction which shows many similarities to pessinielassen.Thefaire-construction
exists in two variantsFaire infinitif (FI) andfaire par (FP) (following Kayne 1975:
234). Folli & Harley (2007) argue that Italidare is parallel to the Frencfaire and that
Fls embed a vP while FPs embed a nominalised VB.FThs the one which resembles
the Germanid¢assenpermissive construction where the lower verb mayehits own ex-
ternal argument. The FP-construction is not pdrédleausativdassen but it is never-
theless interesting that tliaire/fare construction also shows up in two similar but not
identical constructions. The FI construction défeemantically from its Germanic coun-
terpart in that it has a flavour of obligation, vehihe Germanic one may either be of per-
mission/ability or obligation. These are all mocttions and | assume that parallel

analyses are possible. | argue that permidsis®genis a \taus® Wwith a silent modal tak-
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ing a vP as its complement. The same can be sai@dmance FI, only here the silent

modal would always be a modal of obligation.

The permissive version ddissenl take to be essentially a causative modal veriniMa

| base this on the semantics. The meaninigsdenin the following example can be de-
composed into Cause + Permission, i.e. in the viollg examples we can paraphrase
lassenas ‘cause to be permitted to’ and ‘cause to betablespectively:

(148 Ich lassemeine Kinder lange spielen
I let myacc children long.time play.INF.
Paraphrase: ‘| cause my children to be péeahiio play’

Ich lassemeine Kinder schwimmeternen

I let myacc children swimIiNF. learninF.

Paraphrase: ‘I cause my children to be abledrn to swim’
This subtle semantic difference is very well ireliwith Cinque (1999: 81) who consid-
ers “ability” and “permission” two values of onenttional head. Cinque expresses some
uncertainty with respect to the exact number agdtlon of Root modals and leaves the
issue open. He suggests (1999: 90) that the irterdaring is ...> Moghiiion > MOGpiiga-
tion > MOGhpility/permission .. @and that these phrases may be located belove &b the As-
pectual projections, specifically below Aggrua ASRepetitive @Nd ASRequentativeylt Should
be kept in mind, though, that the relative positias not been established with certainty.

It would seem thalassenbehaves like a lexical verb taking a reduced verbmement,

despite it supposedly being modal in nature. Weneaembed functional adverbs nor
perfect tenses under it, even if semantically tlaeeeno immediately discernible reasons
for this. This can be explained by the causativemanent, i.e. the little v which must be

placed below T, Mod, Asp:

ASPcontinuative

(149 * Ich lassemeine Kinder immer noch spielen (narrow scope)
| let myacc children still play.NF.

ASPperfect

(150 * Ich lassemeine Kinder immerspielen (narrow scope)

| let myacc children always play.INF.
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ASPcompletive
(151 * Ich lassemeine Kindergespielt haben

| let myaAcc childer playPAST.PART. havelnF. ...

...bevor sie ins Bett mussen

‘...before they have to go to bed’
Further, a passive verbal complement is also disaidl which | for now take to mean
the absence of a.yisebut not necessarily ofsy(absence of Musein the verbal comple-
ment, not folassen: (example from Wurmbrand 2001: 221)
Vcause

(152 * Hans lasst den Peterunterstitztwerden

John lets theacc Peter supported PASSAUX.
As we can see in (153), nothing prevents the lowesdi from being transitive and hav-
ing an agentive subject. | therefore take a seetéike the following as evidence that a

V4o IS in fact projected by the lowest verb:

(153 Ich lassemeine Kinder das Buclesen

| let myacc children theacc book readiNF.
| want to suggest a structure which is very simtitathe one for causativassen the dif-
ferences being that permissiNssenprojects a yuseand contains a silent verb meaning
‘permission/ability’ and that the lowest verb is@mplement of this silent modal and not

of the little v which containkssen.
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Ich lasse meine Kinder das Buch lesen
Vcaus®
ich Vcause
ResP Vcause
"~ lassen
meine Kinder Res
VdoP Res®
N (durfen)
meine Kinder Vdo'
ProcP Vdo.
/\ lesen
Proc
ResP Proc®
T~ <leser
Re¢
DP Res®
<das Buc> <leserr

Figure 27

In Figure 27, | have chosen to describe the sileodal verbdirfenas a ResP, perhaps a
somewhat unfounded claim, not least because madbs\are not at all treated in Ram-
chand (2008). The reason | do this, is that iflatlassifiable by standard criteria for
verb classification, modal verbs must be considatates (in the Vendlerian sense) as
they involve neither change of any kind, nor inelny conscious agentivity. Stative
verbs is a topic which is largely neglected by Raamd (also by her own admission,
2008: 204), although she classifies them as batsInThis is a claim that | must dis-
pute; states are incompatible with the semantie afl Causer/Initiator, and were they
really Init®’s, in accordance with standard assuoms, we would not expect them to
ever be able to stand alone. The semantic role Ramacassociates with the specifier of
the Result Phrase is that of “Holder of State” Whianslates straightforwardly to the
role of the specifier of stative verbs — includirgpt Modals. Furthermore, throughout

this thesis, | have demonstrated that semi-funatiorerbs always contain a Result
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Phrase, and while this argumentation is somewmetllar, taking states (whether resul-
tant states or simple states) to be ResP’s accousgl/ for a number of things, e.g. the
difference between verbs of active and passivespéian, as accounted for in 12.£.1

A last question must be addressed; since | assbhatertodal verbs are merged into the
functional structure of the clause, how come ansifeodal apparently does not? | have
to answer this question negatively; the silent nhethaply cannot be merged in the func-
tional structure of the embedded main verb. Wese,itwe would have major difficulties
explaining firstly the ban on perfective or passteenplements dassenbut also the ban
on narrow scope adverbs. These facts follow sttdmgiwardly if we assume that the
main verb is a full vP (whether this vP is an InaiPnot). Quite possibly it is the vP con-
taining lassenwhich makes the silent modal a VP; this would begatible with the
views of Distributed Morphology according to whitie vP is what defines the cate-

goriless root as a verb (see for example Halle &avitz 1993).

12.2.3 ECM

Both lassenand perception verbs are potential accusative messgand as such the fact
that accusative assignment is possible, is notl@nuditic, once we have established that
accusative case assignment is possible for nortimgererbs too. Why, however, is it
obligatory? Simply because, in German, an infieitban never license a nominative sub-
ject, and since these verbs obligatorily involvdifferent subject than the matrix one,
PRO cannot handle it. So the real question isahvdny, when the embedded subject is
structurally case marked by the matrix verb we db get passives like the following
kind:

(154 a. * Er wurde gehen gesehen
He PASSAUX. QOINF. SEENPAST.PART.

b. * Die Kinder wurden essen  gelassen
The children PASSAUX.PL. eatINF. |etPAST.PART.
Intended: ‘The children were allowed to eat’

“ 1t should be noticed that Ramchand’s system dbew #or recursion (2008: 152) and as such augmen-
tation below the ResP should not be ruled outpnircipled way



Infinitivus Pro Participio 229

My answer will have to be that this long passivaas possible, because the accusative
object of the active counterparts does not recaivieematic role from the matrix verb
(but see Hornstein 2006: 107 for a more detailquagation). So, even if logically, the
person that was observed doing something was daxbdno, syntactically the entire

proposition is the theme/patient of the matrix verb

The subject of the lower verb cannot be syntadjyidadensed (i.e. cannot get rid of its
uninterpretable case-feature) due to the non-fisitacture (and the language-specific
restriction against overt subjects of non-finitebs) and is therefore licensed by and re-
ceives accusative case from IPP-verb (this beirsgipte because these verbs are transi-
tive and hence have an interpretable case featutbd embedded subject to be checked

against).

13 Intermediate conclusion

The data and theories presented in this chaptw als to draw some intermediate con-
clusions concerning the nature of IPP and the &tres which trigger it. For some of
these conclusions, | will present further evideacel argumentation in the following

chapters.

() The quirky morphology of IPP and the word ordeemiations often accom-
panying it are to be considered related; however rélationship between them is not a
causal one. Rather these two aspects are to beasdwa effects of very similar causes;
the underlying syntactic structure.

(I The word order variations are taken to be semdhti@ad syntactically
vacuous alternations taking place at PF. Presaspti, the inherently problematic mixed
word order properties of German and its variantsl parameters determining prosody
and intonation are possible factors in explainiogvhspeakers can accept the varying
word order patterns in the different variants (unithg Standard German). Furthermore,
dialectal interference is likely to influence theeakers too, especially as regards mar-
ginally acceptable word orders, sometimes causiagtto accept word orders that may

actually be unnatural.
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(Il The “infinitive” is an arbitrary morphological mdastation which has not
arisen through copying of another infinitive in therb cluster. Dialectal data show that
alternative non-finite forms appear in IPP-contegtulting in “substitute supines, ger-
unds etc.*’. In Standard German, the choice of the infinitie@ be taken to be the result
of a default option or of a copying mechanism inichihthe infinitival complement

causes the IPP-verb to be infinitival too.

(IvV) Data from other dialects than Standard German duntbre showed that the
temporal interpretation does not rely on the IPiAda past participle. For temporal per-
fectivity to arise, it suffices that a perfect terauxiliary verb combines with a non-finite
form. | take this as an indication that IPP is aghtally irrelevant, i.e. a PF-operation.

(V) IPP and other cases of quirky verbal morphologyeatinder particular syn-
tactic conditions. Specifically we have until nosgtablished the following syntactic en-

vironments:

a. Modal verbs: Modal verbs are assumed to be mergedtly into func-
tional projections of the clause. Only non-themagcdbs may do this and
it follows that modal verbs must be raising verfisis means that the sub-
ject is generated in the verbal complement, thesesao Specifier of the
relevant ModP, the phrase which hosts the mod#l. ver

b. Lasserand perception verbs:

| distinguish three kinds dassen One is a main verb which for un-
known reasons does not trigger IPP. The two otheiskare IPP-
verbs but with different underlying structures. €ativelassenis a
bare o taking a main verb VP as its complement. It fokatlvat the
embedded verb cannot have an independent extageat. Permis-
sive/deonticlassenl analyse as acMse COntaining a silent modal

ResP which in turn takes a vP as its complemenlik&causative

*" For convenience, | will still refer to these asPiBontexts and not distinguish IPP from “Su-
pinum/Gerundium etc. Pro Participio”
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lassenthe embedded verb of permissive/deoldg&senmay have an
external argument.

c. Verbs of passive perception are lexical verbs wiédie a reduced verbal
complement, a vP. Being transitive they satisfyirttbtase assignment
properties by assigning accusative to the subjetteolower verb. This
subject, which is obligatorily different from thaf the main verb, could
not have survived without it, because its verbae-finite, thus ECM es-
sentially saves an otherwise hopeless construction.

d. The lexical verbs connected with IPP show the ptgpthat while they
license vP-complements, these may notfhg. | take this restriction to
be language-specific, as apparently it does notyappDanish. For Ger-
man, it does however appear a solid generalisattunoh can also be ob-
served with quirky verbal morphology with verbsrobtion (this will be

elaborated in chapter 4).

In Part 11l | will continue the argumentation | leinstigated here and expand my analy-
sis to involve other cases of quirky verbal morpiggl | will continue to argue that
quirky verbal morphology is a much more widespreagnomenon that may come in
very different shapes in different languages. Whileface appearances may be hetero-
geneous, the structural conditions are strikingtyilar; when more than one verb is in-
serted in the functional or lexical domain or wiee verbal complement contains no

functional projections other than vP, quirky verbadrphology may occur.
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Part Ill — Verbs of movement and position

14  Introducing verbs of movement and position

In part | of this dissertation, | dealt with a veparticular construction, pseudo-
coordination. In this construction, verbs of movairend position are used to add aspec-
tual information to a main verb. Building on constiionist views of internal verb struc-
ture along the lines of Ramchand (2008), | argined Yerbs of movement and position
exist in at least two shapes: In one shape thegraieary main verbs, in others they are
deficient or light and require predicational augtaéon. The difference between the
light and the heavy version is whether or not theyspecified for manner.

In this chapter | will extend this idea to a moengral account of verbs of movement
and position by comparing other constructions awvg quirky verbal morphology in
connection with these verbs. | mainly deal with Barand German but make a few ex-
cursions into other languages as well. Cross-Istgally, verbs of movement and posi-
tion show semi-lexical behaviour in a number of sjaguch as frequently being part of
idioms and complex predicational structures. Bysising these constructions, | will
try to establish the internal structure of thesebseand how they relate to their diverse
complements.

First, 1 will give an account for the behaviourtbése verbs in Danish, and then | will
turn my attention to German and include and disaasse interesting differences be-

tween German, Dutch and Alemannic.

15 Danish blive/lkomme-imperfective

The first construction | will take a look at invelsblive ‘become’ or ‘stay’ orkomme
‘come’ + present patrticiple of a verb of positianneovement.

Q) a. Peter blev  siddende i sofaen
Peter stayedsit.PRESPART. in the.couch
‘Peter stayed on the couch’

b. Peter blev pludseligstaende, da harngrte noget
Peter becamesuddenly standPRESPART. when he heardsomething
‘Peter suddenly stopped when he heard songgthi
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c. Peter kom gaende udea gaden

Peter came walk.PRESPART. out on the.street

‘Peter was walking in the street’
Although the a. and b.-examples on the one handtend.-example on the other, show
many similarities, there are also certain diffeesdn the first instance | will treat them
separately, but eventually | will bring them togatlvy showing that they are to be ana-
lysed in a uniform fashion. The c. example wkittbmmeas the supporting verb is the
more complex one as it is always ambiguous betweamain verb and a support verb, an
ambiguity that is rarely seen witllive. Before giving a detailed account of the syntactic
behaviour, | will first present how Danish gramnaas have traditionally treated the

constructions.

15.1 The traditional view

The Danish grammar of Diderichsen (1946) also ciiedthe chapter on pseudo-
coordination, considers thmive + participle a parallel ttommet participle, but little is
said about the construction, other than it is aeti verbal phrase” and the examples
blive siddende / liggendeemain sitting / lying’ are the only ones mentidnédt is also
mentioned that only when a present participle iedjoined secondary predication is it

allowed to have any complements (Diderichsen 188%:

(18) Heeren drogind i landet, spredende dgd og adeleeggelse
The.army went into the.country spreacdkRESPART. death and destruction

Mikkelsen (1911: 412) also mentions that the duedblive is only allowed with a small
group of verbs, mainly positional verbs (but ingirgly alsoga ‘walk’ which in con-
temporary Danish is no longer allowed in this camgion). Although Mikkelsen too
only says little about it, he analyses the paricgs a predicative adjective, ildive is
considered to show uniform behaviour, irrespecyivadl the nature of the complement.
The only distinction he makes is between the statethe change of state reading; a dif-
ference which for him is purely semantic and neesult of different structures. In the
following I intend to show that there are in facijor syntactic differences.

Aage Hansen (1967 vol. Ill: 99) distinguishas/e/kommet present participle from
cases of secondary predicational usage of the irpseticiple, but says very little about

it. He only remarks that the “unitary” usage istigist in that the participle may not be
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coordinated with another participle, an option klde to participles of secondary predi-

cation:
(2) a. De kongeligekarte hilsendeog vinkendegennemgaderne
The royals drovegreeting and waving throughthe.streets
b. * Han kom syngende og lgbende

He camesingPRESPART. and runPRESPART.

15.2 On blive + participle

Etymologically,blive can be traced back to at least the Indo-Europead teip which
translates into something like ‘stick’ or ‘adhe(&luge 1999), a word which in several
European languages has two usages; i) as a tvangrocess verb ‘the action of sticking
something somewhere’ and ii) as an unaccusative g&aib ‘somethings sticks (to some-
thing)’. This double meaning seems to have beetigigretained in Danish (and possi-
bly, although very limited) also in German, morethrs in subsection 17.1Be-as a
prefix is used to transitivise intransitive verlmlaoften adds an inchoative aspect to the
verb. While the etymology is complex and perhapsimmediately relevant to a study
of the contemporary usage, the interesting observas that the duality of this verb
dates far back, possibly giving rise to some ofdmplications of the modern verb.

In its simplex formblive has two basic meanings; i) ‘remain’ (a. example) @n'be-
come’ (b. example) depending on the nature of dfleviing element, cf. the following

two examples:

3) a Peter blev i haven
Peter BLEV in the.garden'Peter stayedin the garden’

b. Peter blev sur
Peter BLEV angry ‘Peter got angry’

It also combines with a number of prepositiongdering meanings that are related but

not identical to the two main meanings. In the daling two examples, two sub-
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meanings of i) and ii) are exemplified (the a. eglarmis a variant of ‘remain’; the b. ex-

ample a variant of ‘becont®

4) a Hun blev vedmed at drgmmeom  rigdom
She BLEV at with to dream aboutwvealth
‘She kept dreaming about weal{fiterative or uninterrupted sense)

b. Hun blev endeligaf med ham
She BLEV finally off with him
‘She finally got rid of him’

The different main readings are summarised in EiQ#®:

blive

State Process/change of state
/\ Peter blev sur
Positional Existential

'Peter got angry’
Peter blev hjemme Peter blev siddende

'Peter stayed atome’ 'Peter remained seated’

Figure 28

Another trait which distinguishes the state readiog the process reading is the behav-
iour of blive when it is embedded under modals. The modi& has two main readings;
the root meaning is volitional ‘want’ and the episic one is the futuric ‘will’. When the
state-triggering configurations diiive are embedded undeil, in a null-context both
readings are available; the volitional being thef@mred one. However, if a context trig-
gering the change-of-state readingob¥e is subordinated twil, only the future reading
is available; in order to achieve the volitionahdeng, blive has to be substituted with
veere'be’ (Vikner 1988: 19-20)

8 While 1 will not discuss the English wottecomehere, it is worth noticing that this verb is fomnky
the particlebe- + comeand as such it constitutes an interesting parafiehat the meaning of a basic mo-
tion verb has shifted and turned into a (semi)-fiomal verb.

9 Blive is also the auxiliary that is used to form passiveBanish. In this use it is arguably completely
grammaticalised and as such does not fall intgtbep of semi-lexical verbs. This fact however alsp-
ports the hypothesis that very basic verbs withpsninternal structure are easily susceptible iftssn
meaning and syntactic behaviour.
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(5) Peter vil blive hjemme
a. Peterwill stay at.home
b. Peterwants.tostay at.home
(6) Peter vil blive siddende
a. Peterwill remain sitting
b. Peterwants.toremain sitting
(7) Peter vil blive  rig
a. Peterwill becomerich

b. * Peter wants.tobecomerich

(8) Peter vil veererig
a. * Peter will be rich
b. Peterwants.tobe rich

Considering these data in terms of Cinque’s caajplgc approach (Cinque 1999,
2006:12), we cannot explain the fact that the woldl reading oWil is blocked in con-
nection with the change-of-state reading and th&t@pic one is blocked with a stative
predicate. Rather | think the explanation lieshait semantics; the meaning of polyse-
mous items is determined by the interaction of sgimdeatures in their environment,
such that the presence of two stative (non-chamgtate) features, optional or default
(vil = +/- change of stategere= - change of state), will trigger a stative regdamd in a
parallel fashion, two occurrences of change-featié +/- change andlive +/- change)
will trigger a change-of-state reading. This isirelof thought that | will develop

throughout this chapter.

The different meanings dilive correspond to different English glosses and infthe
lowing | will use the English gloss that suits t@ntexts, such that generally the main
verb reading will be glossed as ‘stay’, the “exusi@ durative” will be ‘keep’ or ‘re-
main’ and the process verb version will be ‘get'lsecome’.

While the two different main meanings may be pemgias being very different, they
are actually two different aspects of the coprdare’be’ and the context always makes
the intended reading unambiguous. In other wordsfdlt that they appear in comple-
mentary distribution is an argument that they aeto be considered two different lexi-
cal items.

Semantically, an important notion is that of a &reihce to a counterstate” (Schlticker

2004 on the German cognate lbive, bleiben. Whenevemlive + participle is used, a



238 The syntax of quirky verbal morphology

possible counterstate is always presupposedhedlitve signifies not the continuation
of a state, but more specifically an “un-changestfte”, i.e. that the state wa®t
changed, in contrast to what might have been egde®hile this may seem to be hair-
splitting, it is actually crucial because it suggethat stativeblive is internally complex

too. | will refer to this usage as anti-inchoative.

It poses an interesting theoretical question wheerh systematically appears with dif-
ferent meanings under specific configurations. Buéhe reference to a counterstate in
the “durative” reading, the two meaningsbdif’e plausibly correspond to a feature which
we could describe as [+ change of state] and [rghaf state]. If we were to describe
the “durative”blive as the complete absence of the feature [changatei sve could not
capture its internal complexity. “change-of-staig” directly composable into Ram-
chand’s (2008) ProcP + ResP, and we then seehbalifference concerns ProcP, i.e.
the differences between the two reading are rethitiba ProcP which is positively (+)

or negatively (-) valued, not to absence/presemntiacoProcP.

An important difference between the two usageBlioE concerns agentivity. Whenever
the no-change-of-state/position reading is relevartcan assume that this is something
the subject actively does (even if its an active dming anything). The change-of-state
reading on the other hand, is externally causeds iBhcrucial when determining what
flavour of little v we are dealing with. Due to shdifference with respect to ac-
tive/passive causation, | take it that the changgtaie blive is a \ause While the no-

change-of-state is g The externally caused vebhive is exemplified here in (9):

(9) Peter bliver sur /gammel

Peter becomes angryold
Following the lines laid out earlier in this thesisassume thablive exists as a non-
predicational main verb version (in the sense ithatthe only verb present). Depending
on whether there is a change or not, we get thetsites [, [Proc [Res ]]] and [Muse
Proc [Res]]]. I will get back to these structuratel on when analysifgive + participle.

Whether the state or the process reading is theutledne is hard to determine, although

for example the German and Dutch counterpaldten/blijvenare unambiguously anti-
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inchoative. In Danishplive requires an augmentation regardless of the interesding.
This augmentation then determines (or is a resuthe relevant version of the verb.
There is however one indication that the defawdtineg is actually the one signifying
change-of-state. When we have the state-readimg th@ common denominator; a loca-
tive expression. Change-of-state on the other Imaawgl appear with expressions that are
in principle ambiguous between being directional &tative as in (10)a., while in the
b.-example, the definite article suffix within tiR® ensures that the PP is locative and

thatblive is interpreted as anti-inchoative.

(10) a. Peter bliver i darligt humear
Petergets inbad mood

b. Peter bliver i skolen
Peter stays inthe.school
There are at least two contexts where the staty Verb reading is triggered, one was
mentioned in (1) and is repeated here as (11)ttier one is exemplified in (12).

(11) Peter blev siddende i sofaen
Peter remainedsitting PRESPART. in the.couch
‘Peter stayed on the couch’

(12) Peter blev ved (med) at leese
Peterkept at (with) to read ‘Peter kept reading’

In the former example, the stativity is achieveddmynbining the support verb with a
stative verb. By a mechanism we could describelasdaof semantic feature agreement,
the stativity (the feature [- change of state]Vdftriggers the stative reading ofV

In (12) the mechanism is basically the same onewha applied for the stative main
verb, i.e. a locative expression, but as a nicallghrto the light verb usage of the verb,
one may speak of a “light” stative expression. Pived med at leestioes not denote a
physical location, rather a kind of mental spacenghPeter remains while reading. The
syntactic behaviour of these two constructionsparticular the one in (11) will be the

topic of the next sections.

15.3 Formalising polysemy

Polysemy of a lexical item, | account for by assugnthat the meaning of a word is

made up by a limited set of semantic features whiely or may not be active, i.e. be
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valued as [+/-F]. These semantic features decidillow from) the internal structure of
a word and in turn this structure is responsibtettie syntactic-combinatory possibilities
of this word.

In the following | will not offer a full, cohererdccount of all these semantic features
and their combinatorial possibilities and restans, but | will try to uncover what fea-
tures are relevant in the realm of the support ¥énbquestion, and how they interact

with each other.

My hypothesis can be captured as an equation:

(13) If O n (D2 0O 0"?) 2 @,

Where D" is the set of default feature settings: D=d...,d;] of lexical

item 2, and O the set of optional feature settiygo;,0;,...,Q|

then, a non-default reading of li$ triggered.
(13) is to be understood in the following way: Leadiltent (LIY) is a potential support
verb with a set of default semantic feature sesti(l). Under “neutral” circumstances
this feature set is automatically relevant and bquart of the semantic interpretation® LI
also has a set of one or more optional featurengsti(O=q,0,...0,). If then, further
down in the tree, an identical feature value isspn¢ (be it a default or an optional fea-
ture setting of L9), the optional feature value of'Lis activated instead, hence triggering
the non-default reading of LILI* must be c-commanded by'land presumably certain
locality conditions apply too.

It seems to be the case that the default versiadheo¥erb is the more complex one
and the alternative version is a light verb. Usyahe element which triggers the alter-
native reading will be overtly present, but it nego be triggered by the context, for ex-
ample a “how-question” will trigger a manner comeohin a verb of movement, or if
all interlocutors of a conversation are in the sataee, the location may be implied, i.e.
there is a covert locative expression

To illustrate, | take it thablive has a default feature [+ change of state] and oaliyp
this feature may have the opposite setting [- chawfgstate]. In order for the optional
setting to overrule the default one, another elémarst contain a feature which triggers
it. In the case dblive an element in its immediate surroundings which @msta seman-
tic feature like [Stative] (i.e. = no change oftejawill provoke the non-change alterna-

tive ofblive, i.e. ‘remain’ instead of ‘become’.
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| by no means claim that this system of semantatures can explain all kinds of
polysemy, it is simply a way to formalise what atly appears to happen in the exam-
ples that | investigate.

The advantage of a system such as the one | havekatched is that it gives some
insights into the interaction between support vaabd their complements. It is also a
way to circumvent some of the overgeneration proklef Ramchand (2008), who has
no other explanation than real-world-knowledge kiog certain configurations. Instead,
the combinatorial possibilities within the lexicarbal domain are restricted by two fac-
tors: i) the specific default and optional featgedtings of a specific word and ii) the
combinatorial possibilities between certain typéspbrases (e.g. it would seem that
ProcPs are not allowed to have vPs as their congrliesh These restrictions on phrase
type combinatorial possibilities may be languageesfic, general principles or a mix-
ture of the two.

In my system, | will only assume the presence afuies for which there is empirical
evidence, i.e. if i) it follows logically from theemantics of the lexical or functional
category (for examples that motion verbs have aadyic’ feature) or ii) if a lexical or

functional category triggers feature activatiomifierent kinds of constructions.

15.4 Syntactic distribution of  blive + present participle

As was seen in the chapter on pseudo-coordinatierips of position and movement
cannot be pseudo-coordinated themselves. Howewether strategy is available to
them to give them a progressive/durative readiagyely the one illustrated by (11), the
combination oblive/lkommet present participle of the positional/motion vefine ma-
jor difference is that this option is generally ypalailable for positional verbs and atelic
verbs of movement. Telic verbs with their inherpabctual endpoint are turned imper-
fective when entering such a construction. The aryndistinction is then, between sta-
tive and dynamic verbs; they enter similar constoms but use different support verbs
(blivevs.kommé

The default positional verbsta, ligge, siddéstand’ ‘lie’ ‘sit’ form their durative with

blivein the following way:
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(14) Peter bliver siddende/liggende /staende paveerelset
Peter remainssitting  /lying /standin@PRESPART. on the.room
At least one more verb may be used in this construcnamelyhaengehang’. This
verb, like the root oblive has two variants, one as a transitive verb ‘theaaif stick-
ing something to something (e.g. a poster to thid)'veat ‘the action of hanging some-
one’ and one as an unaccusative verb ‘the statammjing (whether referring to a poster
hanging on the wall or a man hanging from the gald Then there is one further us-
age, even if it may be slightly sub-standard, whsichply denotes that someone or some-
thing remains in a certain place. In this usage sbeantics of the verbs have been
bleached and the verb only means ‘remain in aiceplace’. Two examples are given
below, (15) denoting the light verb version and)(tt® unaccusative one, showing that

both may appear withlive. The transitive verb, however, is excluded from ¢tonstruc-

tion.
(15) Han kan habe, at regeringenHe may hope the government...’
...kan blive  haengende...
...canremain hanging...
...til neeste finanslovs vedtagelse.
'until the adoption of next year’s budget’
(16) ...0g for at legemerne ikke skullé...so that the bodies shouldn't...’

blive heengend@a korset  sabbatten over

remainhanging onthe.crossthe.Sabbatrover
Interestingly, the substandaindenge udhang out’ (meaning either to socialise or to do
nothing), despite being inherently stative, unagentand semantically underspecified,
does not combine witbhlive. While Mikkelsen (1911) claimed that agentive \sedre
banned from the construction, rather it seems tthbecase that there is a ban on ele-
ments obligatorily pertaining to the second venlthis case the particledl.

The usage of the present participle is very rdstlicn Danish and mainly used for man-
ner adverbs or adjectives. This means that (14npelly has two readings; eithklive

is a main verb and the present participle is amradjspecifying manner (secondary
predication), oblive + participle form a complex verb. Although | wilbhconcern my-

self much with the adverbial reading, it is crud¢@mbe able to distinguish the two syntac-
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tically. In the construction where the present ipgofe is an adjunct, all intransitive
verbs may appear, while in the progressive constmconly positional verbs may be
used, as can be seen in (17). (17) demonstrate$ptsition’ is the relevant trigger for
the stative reading dflive, not stativity, as the stative verb ‘know’ is alsogrammatical

in this constructior?.

a7) a. * Peter blev grinende
Peter kept laughing

b. * Peter blev vidende
Peter kept knowing

c. * Peter blev knaelende
Peter kept kneeling

(17) shows that not all positional verbs may bedusaly those that denote default posi-
tions, a verb such as ‘kneel’ (which is ambiguoasseen a stative and process verb) is
ruled out. The reasdrlive cannot be interpreted as a main verb and the prpaeiciple

as a manner adverb is that this interpretationiregjuhe presence of a locative expres-
sion, as was shown in (10). This means that orgittfre locative expression is one way
to make sure that a sentence is tested in the datemeading. However, the anti-
inchoative constructions often have locative exgiess too, and some even appear un-

natural without them, so further means to enswgarttended reading are desirable.

15.4.1 Topicalisation

In the anti-inchoative reading bfive, the positional verb is a complement and it cannot
be topicalised alone. If on the other hand, thetiposl verb is an adjunct, this is possi-
ble. However, semanticallstandis not very salient and therefore it is not a goaui-

calisation candidate, hence the relative ungranualéiy of (18)b.

a. eter blev staende udea vejen

18 Peter bl taend ded
Peter remainedstandingout on the.street
Peter stayed in the street

0 (17) may actually be found in certain contextst the only available interpretation is the chanfie-o
state-one, i.e. ‘Peter became knowing’
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b. ?? staende blev Petende pa vejen
standingremainedPeter out on the.street

This contrasts with an example where the partidgpldearly an adjunct:

(19) a. Peter blev  grinendeude pa vejen
Peter stayedlaughing out on the.street

b. Grinende blev  Peterude péa vejen
Laughing stayed Peter out on the.street
So far, it is only stipulation that the presenttigisle in blive staendés not an adjunct.
In order to exclude the secondary predication amlyf stdendecompletely, we can let
two participles co-occur. Without coordinating tbeshe sentence can only be gram-
matical if these participles are of different kindlghen we do this, we get proper un-
grammaticality when we topicalise the participlest#‘stand’, i.e. it is not a constituent.

(20) a. * Staende blev han grinende ude y&ien
StandPRESPART. stayedhe  laughPRESPART. outLoc. on the.road

b. Grinende blev harstdaende ude pa vejen
LaughPRESPART. remained he starRRESPART. outLoC. on the.road
Conversely, only in the durative reading are bathbg allowed to be topicalised simul-
taneously (requires dummy verb insertion). Thisidatks that we are dealing with a
complex predicate. It should be noted that thexarple is still odd, but most likely this
is because of pragmatic factors; an adequate dowta®d be required in order to justify
a topicalisation. Even though it is somewhat otldpntrasts sharply with the proper un-

grammaticality of the b.-example.

(21) a. ? Blive stdende ville Peteikke ude pa vejen
remain  standingvanted Peter not out on the.street

b. * Blive grinende Vville Peteikke ude pa vejen
stay laughing wante®eter not out on the.street
The ungrammaticality of (21)b. is in fact unexpeéctgsually, a main verb may topical-

ise with an adjunct as in (22):

(22) Blive uden atfd noget fordet ville  han ikke
Stay withoutto get somethingfor it wantedhe not
‘He wouldn’t stay without being paid’
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It would appear that the ungrammaticality of (21i.due to the fact that the non-
adjoined present participle is by far the most urk@@ one and the one which the hearer
intends to parse from (21)b. Howevétive can only select for positional verbs and
hence the derivation crashes. If we have two pteseariiciples; one selected and one
adjoined, the three verbs may all topicalise toge(even if intonationally, it is now a

very heavy topic and therefore not very plausible).

(23) Blive staende grinende ville  haikke

Stay stan®RESPART. laughPRESPART. wantedhe not
The only instance where the two verbs are sepai#téde second verb is not an ad-
junct) is under Verb Second. Importantly this does pose a major problem for a com-
plex verb analysis as excorporation under V2 hapggstematically. cf. German parti-
cle verbs, which are excorporated under V2 asi (2

(24) Derfor  blev Peterikke siddendei sofaen
ThereforeremainedPeter not sitting  inthe.couch

(25) a. Peter mag nicht friih aufstehen
Peter likes not early up.standnF.
‘Peter doesn't like to get up early’

b. Peter steht frih auf
Peter standsearly up ‘Peter gets up early’
In the following subsections, | will demonstrate tmonoclausal behaviour of this verbal
complex. As will become evident, in embedded clausesolutely nothing may inter-
vene between the verbs indicating that the secenl lacks all Cinquean functional pro-

jections.

15.4.2 The lack of functional structure of V. 2

A strong argument for the complex predicate analissthat the two verbs must be adja-
cent. As such the construction patterns with peagiic tenses, modal + infinitive, but
differs from non-restructuring infinitives. In thellowing | will demonstrate how inter-
veners cause the derivation to crash. All senteacesubordinate clauses to avoid inter-
ference from Verb Second effects, the one caseentheradjacency requirement can be
violated.
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THE T-DOMAIN
If VZ had its own TP, we would expect it to be ablegadmporally independent of'V

This is not the case, regardless of the positidh@kecond temporal adverb:

(26) Jegved ikke...
I know not...

...om Peteri dag bliver (*i morgen) siddende (*i morgen).
...if  Petertoday remains(tomorrow) Sit.PRESPART. (tomorrow)

THE MoD-DOMAIN
Below T is the domain of the root modals. Howeweodal verbs have no present parti-
ciple at all and therefore it does not really saything about the presence/absence of the

Mod-Domain.

(27) * ..om ..at Peteblev villende/kunnende sidde /siddende
...if ..thatPeter remainedwant. /CarPRESPART. Sit.INF. /PRESPART.

If we insert modal adverbs instead of modal vetts sentence is still ungrammatical.

(28) a. * ...om Peterbliver gerne siddende
...if  Peterremains pleasebV Sit.PRESPART.

b. * ...om Peterbliver maske siddende
...if  Peterremains maybesit.PRESPART.

c. * ...om Peterbliver ngdvendigvissiddende
...if  Peterremains necessarily $IRESPART.
THE AsP-DOMAIN
The aspectual projections appear to be absentdouinative, continuative, proximative
adverbs and embedded perfect tenses are not pysaiblough the last one may be ex-
cluded for independent reasons; while the main VWene ‘have’ does have a present

participle, it would seem it does not when it isaauxiliary.

(29) a. * ...om Peterblev havende siddet
...If PeterremainedhavePRESPART. Sit.PAST.PART.

b. * ...om Peterblev ikke leengeresiddende
...if  Peterremainednot longer SIPRESPART.
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c. * ...om Peterbliver stadig siddende
...if Peterremains still SIPRESPART.

d. * ..om Peterbliver snartsiddende
...if  Peterremainssoon Sit.PRESPART.

THE VOICE-DOMAIN
With Cinque’s VoiceP, we enter the semi-lexical @m When testing this domain, we
face a major obstacle; that only default positiorebs are allowed as the complement
of blive. These verbs are un-passivisable, non-agentivensitige verbs and | cannot
test for the principled presence/absence of Vaid&/P. One might say that the unavail-
ability of passive, agentivity and accusative cassignment is an argument that the
phrases are not present. | suspect that semanticrés are responsible for this selec-
tional requirement and that the structural configjon is not as such responsible for it.
Mainly | base this on the properties kadmme+ motion verb, which | will cover in the
sections 15.5-15.7.

15.4.3 Light verbs only

Previously it was established that only defaultifpmsal verbs were allowed to form a
periphrastic durative witblive. In fact, it is more specific, only tHgght versions of the
verbs are allowed in this configuration.

In the chapter on pseudo-coordination, | argued tthe main verb reading of posi-
tional verbs require that theinannercomponent is activated explicitly, either by stres
ing the positional verb, by the context (e.g. agquestion asking specifically for manner)
or by an adverbial such gedt‘well’ or ‘comfortably’. This also holds for the pehras-
tic durative; when positional verbs specified foarmer are embedded und#give, the

result is ungrammatical as in (30) damalv-questions are highly marked:

(30) a. * Peter bliver siddendegodt
Peterremainssitting  well
‘Peter is sitting well’

b. ?? Hvordan bliver Petersiddende?
How remainsPeter Sit.PRESPART.

In English the progressive is compatible with thenmer component but in Danish it is

not. As stated earlier on, my hypothesis is thagpssivity is complex, consisting of at



248 The syntax of quirky verbal morphology

least two different aspects: i) imperfectivity aind‘here-and-now”. Positional pseudo-
coordinations carry both aspectual features, hey tmay instantiate both or either one
aspect, while directional PC only instantiates thexe-and-now aspect. Thaive-

progressive on the other hand, seems to instamidyemperfectivity.

15.4.4 Pseudo-coordinating blive + participle

In the chapter on pseudo-coordination, it was distedd that the crucial property of
pseudo-coordinating verbs is the lowest verb phrasg verb which has ResP denoting
position as its lowest projection, is understoodaaslightly enhanced existential verb,
and is allowed to pseudo-coordinate. Further, adolrave intended to show that the
verbs that are allowed to enter into constitueniti blive are exactly that; the light verb
versions of positional verbs. Consequently we eghem to be able to pseudo-
coordinate even when they are already complex. iBhis fact the case as is shown in
(32):

(31) Hvad bliver Petersiddendeog leeserfor en bog?

What remainsPeter sitting  andreadsfor a book
This example gives interesting hints about thecstine of both pseudo-coordinations as
well as about thélive + participle-construction. Importantly the? opies the form not
of the nearest verbal element, the present padidqut of the higher verlblive. This is
a strong indication thdilive + participle in fact behave like a complex verb kear as
finite and as such they are opaque &mdercopies the finiteness features and not the

participial ones.

15.5 On komme + patrticiple

Komme‘come’ is a very diverse verb in Danish and hasde varray of usages. The de-
fault meaning is directed motion from one placedms a specified endpoint, either in
the shape of an absolute location or towards treoperom whose perspective the situa-
tion is observed (32). It is frequently used toresg change of state (b.) and can even be
used as a proper transitive verb in which casebject undergoes a change of position
(c.) or with a reflexive pronoun, triggering the aneng ‘recover from something’ (d.).
Further, it may combine with just about any preposior particle and thereby create

new, but usually related meanings, i.e. chang¢éabéposition (e. f. g.).
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(32) a. Peter kom for senti skole
Peter cametoo late in school
‘Peter was late for school’

b. Peter kom i godt humgar
Peter camein good mood
‘Peter cheered up’

C. Peter kom meelki kaffen
Peter came milk in the.coffee
‘Peter put milk in his coffee’

d. Peter kom sig eftersin sygdom
Peter came REFL after his illness
‘Peter recoverd after his illness’

e. Peter kom i tanke om noget
Peter camein thought about something
‘Peter (suddenly) remembered something’

f. Peter kom af dage
Peter came off days ‘Peter died’

g. Peter og Hanskom opat slas
Peter and Hans came up to fight ‘Peter and Hans got into a fight’

Finally, as mentioned in the beginning of Partilliappears in a construction parallel to
the blive + participle of a positional verb, i.e. with a peas participle complement of a

verb of movement. This construction will be treaitedhore detail in the following:

(33) Peter kom gaende /kerendeyklendehen ad gaden
Peter came walking /driving /cycling by alongthe.street

As mentioned in 15.1, Diderichsen (1946: 68) doesawonsider this a particular con-
struction but merely a “fixed phrase” and Mikkelgd®11: 412) considers it a predica-
tive adjective. Again | will argue that this canmat the case, rather we are dealing with a
complex predicate in whickommeadds aspectual information to the verb it combines
with.

In principle, the syntactic tests fkommeare the same ones as those | applidalite

but there are certain differences and the behawwbkdommeis more complex than that
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of blive because it combines with a larger group of vertasia many different construc-

tions.

15.6 On the semantics of komme + participle

Whenkommet participle appears as a a complex verb, ofterfuhetion is to commu-
nicate background information, i.e. it expressest #m action was taking place when

something else happened. First, the simplex usbkenomes exemplified in (34"

(34) Ulven kommer!

The.wolf comes

‘There’s a wolf’
Whenkommeappears in the present tense, it is ambiguous wh#tbtelosis reached or
not, hence it is possible that the wolf's courses waerrupted. This however, needs not
mean that the verb is not inherently telic. Danef,many other languages, often uses
the underspecified present tense instead of adugnse. As a consequence, it is con-
ceivable, even if hard to prove, that the presensé¢ usage dlommereally refers to the
expected future telic event. Since this has notogsturred, logically, it may still be
averted.

When the simple or the periphrastic past tenseesl uit is however contradictory to
add that the endpoint was not reached. It shoulddbed that Danish does not have a
specific imperfect tense. Even if the simple pasise is referred to as the Imperfect
rather than Preterite, it is as a matter of factgotive and as such, there are no simple
means available to express that “the wolf was cgimiut that its course was somehow

obstructed.

(35) # Ulven  kom,mende skadden far den naede frem

The.wolf camebut theyshot it beforeit  ‘got there’
That an otherwise perfective verb turns imperfectivthe progressive tense is known as
the imperfective paradox (Dowty 1977, Landman 1988y is a more general problem,
one which is also observed in an example sucheafotlowing where a strictly punctual,

*1 This famous line is from Aesop’s fable about tlog vho cried “Wolf!”.
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telic verb such as ‘die’ in the progressive mayrbperfective and non-punctual (Dowty
1977: 49):

(36) a. John was dying - John = dead

VS.
b. John died N John = dead

In other words, this is in itself such a complerlgem which it is beyond the scope of
this thesis to try and solve, and fortunately iesilmot pose a fundamental problem for
my treatment okomme.

The ambiguity of (34) can lead to two differenteirgretations of the internal structure
of kommeEither, it is really inherently telic and the pdskiy that the subject does not
reach thetelosis merely due to the future reading. Alternativédgmmeis not telic to
begin with and only becomes telic in past tensestdisome property of past tense mor-
phemes of process verbs.

In fact | want to suggest a compromise betweesethe/o possibilities. As Danish
does not have a proper progressive form,komdmes unable to pseudo-coordinate, the
only strategy is to use the flexible present tembech is ambiguous between a present
and a future interpretation. The English counterfyea wolf is comingn fact shows ex-
actly this duality, it means that in the presemt Wolf is acting such as to reach its goal
in the future. Danish past tenses do not haveflgmgoility and thereforeulven komithe
wolf came’ entails the actual arrival of the wolf.

The fact that the past tenses are unambiguoustyaetl the ambiguity of the present
tense can be explained makes it safe to sayktmmes indeed telic. In the following |
intend to demonstrate that in Daniglommealso exists as a light verb which does not

even encode directed motion, i.e. an atelic usage.

Kommedenotes directed motion; either towards an absditation or towards the
speaker or a reference point. It is therefore cdibleawith, but does not require an ex-

plicit goal.

(37) Peter kom hjem
Peter came home
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If we now turn the attention ttomme gaendeome walking’, we notice a very interest-
ing contrast, namely that the motion is no longeealed and this is whigommein this
usage only combines with locative expressions astddivectionals (as | will show in
15.7.1). The event is unbounded and imperfectilveret is neither starting nor ending
point.

Komme+ present participle is often used as scene-sefiing different action. It is
therefore very badly compatible with other impetf@@dicates:

(38) a. ?? Peterkom gaendeda solen skinnede
Peter came walking when the.sunshone

b. Peter kom gaendeda  enmeteorpludseligramte  ham
Peter came walking when a meteorsuddenly hit.PRET. him
A last point concernkommerelates to agentivity. While in many cases, ‘corniisga
result of an intentional effort, this is not a peoy of the verb itself. We can see this
from the fact that the subject be inanimate withibetsemantics of the verb changing at

all:

(39) Pakken kom senerend forventet
The.parcelcamelater than expected

This suggests that the v-flavour of main vkedmnmes a \tayse

15.7 Syntactic distribution of komme + participle

It appears to be a tendency that a present paetiofpa motion verb which is adjoined as
an adverb, is more specific, while the verbs toatfa complex predicate witktbomme
are highly frequent manners of motion such as “wé&lkive’, ‘cycle’. This, however, is

a tendency, not a strong principle, i.e. the seceikomme gaendeome walking’ is in
principle always ambiguous, even if the defaulerptetation is the one where the sec-
ond verb is a complement of the higher verb. Thibiguity is exemplified by the fol-

lowing two authentic exampl¥s

2 The first example is from http://www.bovkirke.dRdithe second example is the description of a witne
from http://www.beretninger.net/?ER_DU_VIDNE%3Fvieberetninger_fra_uvildige_vidner
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(40) Endel kom gaende over greensen Yahsdam(...)
Many came wallRRESPART. acrossthe.borderat Rgnsdam
‘Quite many people walked across the bort&emsdam...

(...) men der var naturligvis mange, som kom i buss
...but of course many came by bus.’

(41) Da jeg kom gaende pdgijre side af vejen (...
Whenl| camewalking on right side of the.road

... lagde jeg meerke til (...) 2 civilbetjente pa dide...
...'I noticed two plain-clothes.officers on the sid’

jeg kom gaende pa

I camewalking on
While blive is unlikely to appear as a main verb with a presemticiple adjoined to
specify the manner, this is not the case widmmeand thus it is crucial to be able to dis-
tinguish when it is adjoined and when it is a coenpént. There are fortunately rather
strong syntactic tests that reveal differences betwthe different usages, topicalisation,

locative vs. directional adverbials, and non-finaepose clauses being the main ones:

15.7.1 Komme + adverbials

One way to distinguish the two different usage&komme+ present participle is to add
locative and directional expressions. Wh&mmeappears as a main verb, it is always
inherently telic and generally requires a directioexpression in the shape of a particle
or a PP. The exception is when ttamingrefers to an implied location, i.e. typically the
location of the speaker (as is the case in (3¢pamnot combine with a locative expres-
sion only>. In contrast, wheltommehas a motion verb as its complement, locative ex-
pressions as in (41) are unmarked while directoaaé more problematic. A problem
with this distinction is that phonetically the difence is minimal; there is only a slight

intonational difference between (43)c. and d. litiag this cannot be distinguished.

3 |If kommés requirement of a directional expression is nle¢n a locative circumstantial adverb may
modify the predication in its entirety.
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(42) En elefant [kommarcherendghen adedderkoppens fine spind
One elephantcamemarching along the.spideeN fine web
(43) a. Peter kom ned i byen

Peter came downDIR in the.town

b. *° Peterkom nede i byen
Peter came downLOC in the.town

c. ? Peterkom gaende ned i byen
Peter came walking downDIR in the.town

d. Peter kom gaende nede i byen
Peter came walking downLocC in the.town

The fact that (43)d. is grammatical and even bdtian c. is strong argument for the
light verb hypothesis. The fact that in this uskgemnmecombines with locative expres-
sions and only to some extent with directionals@sosed to the main verb usage, shows
that the inherent telicity has been lost, i.e.steb used here is definitely lighter than the
main verb. When combined with other syntactic testsget strong syntactic effects, in-
stead of just small intonational differences.

15.7.2 Topicalisation

Topicalisation tests show thiabmmet participle form a constituent when the participle
is not adjoined. They must be topicalised togetidike seemingly identical sentences
where the participle is a secondary predicatiothefsubject. Here | combine topicalisa-
tion with locative/directional expressions in orderensure the intended reading:

(44) a. * Géende kom Marimede i byen
Walking came Marie downLOC in the.town

b. Gaende kom Mariened i byen
Walking came Marie downDIR in the.town

The entire constituent on the other hand, may peatised when a dummy verb is in-
serted to fulfil the Verb Second requirement, tnéihite verb be present in C°.

> The example is the first line in a childrens’ song

> This example is technically grammatical, howevelydn a sexual sense. This usage differs radically
from the constructions | am discussing and | wilt he considering this other main verb usage arthdéu
Hence, examples judged as ungrammatical, are ¢tofsdered so in the intended reading.
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(45) a. Kommegaende ville  Marieikke nede i byen
came walkingwanted Marie not downLocC in the.town

b. * Kommegaende ville  Marieikke ned I byen
came walking wanted/arie not downbDIR in the.town
We can also combine topicalisation with a PP whth prepositiotangs‘along’ which is
incompatible withkommeas a main verb, and hence also with an adjoineskptearti-

ciple of a motion verb:

(46) a. * Peter kom langsfloden
Peter came along the.river

b. Peter kom gaende lang8loden
Peter came walk PRESPART. along the.river

C. Komme géaende langBoden vil han ikke forelgbig
come.inf.walk. PRESPART along the.river will he not any.time.soon
Parallel to what we did witblive in (20), we can combinkommewith two present par-
ticiples, one of which is clearly an adjunct. Hengs can observe that only the adjunct
present participle may be extraposed.

47) a. * Marie kom grinende hen adjaden  gaende
Marie came laughPRESPART. along the.streetvalk PRESPART.

b. Marie kom gaende hen agaden  grinende
Marie came walk PRESPART. along the.streetaughPRESPART.
Again as a parallel tblive, we can topicalise the entire verbal complex idiclg the ad-
junct, and here we can see the strong adjacenayreatent:

(48) ? Komme gaende grinende ville  hikke
ComeiNF. walk PRESPART. laughPRESPART. wantedhe not

(49 * Komme  grinende gaende ville  hikke
ComeNF. laughPRESPART. walk.PRESPART. wantedhe not

What we see here is evidence for my claim that telmmemay combine with two dif-

ferent kinds of present participles. One is adjdite the telickommeand one is the

complement of atelikomme which prefers to combine with locative expressidhfol-
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lows that in the latter case, the present pargogainnot be a secondary predication speci-

fying the manner of motion.

15.7.3 Light verbs only

Whenkomme gaendacts as a complex predicate, both verbs involvedight. In the
section orblive + present participle, | argued for this view bysing that whenever the
manner component gfd was activated, it was unable to function as a dexpredicate.
The story is essentially the same kmmme+ present participle, i.e. when the motion
verb is specified for manner, it cannot be the dement ofkomme but only an adjunct.
A complication is, however, to find modifiers whicimambiguously modify the motion
verb and nokomme On the other hand, we have another test at @podal; non-finite

purpose clauses.

KOMME + INFINITIVAL PURPOSE CLAUSES

Infinitival purpose clauses are instructive becaihgy cannot attach to all present parti-
ciples, but only to those semantically salient owegch specify the manner of motion.
This may be derived from semantic-pragmatic factaisenkomme gaendis a non-
adjoined structure, it is not clear what the irtfiral clause refers to. Even if the mecha-
nisms involved are not quite clear, inserting ifual purpose clauses nevertheless es-

tablishes a difference between the constructiodsaarsuch it is worth mentioning.

(50) a. Peter kom cyklendefor ikke at slide sinesko
Peter camecycling for not to wear.outhis shoes
‘Peter arrived on bike, in order to sparediees’

b. * Peter kom géende foat kgbeind
Peter came walking for to buy in
‘Peter was walking in order to do his shogpin

While I will no go into the properties of final elaes, it is worth adding a few observa-
tions about these, as they support my light vegothesis.

51) a. * Jeg gk forat kgbe ind
I walked for to buy in
‘I went out (in order) to do my grocery shopp

b. Jeg gik for ikke at slide pamin cykel
I walked for not to wear.outon my bike
‘I walked to spare my bike’
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In (51), the a.-example is ungrammatical (or asti@sn-sensical) in contrast to b. In
both cases, a final non-finite clause modifiesdimeplex verbga ‘walk’. The difference
between the two is that b. offers a plausible cdnfier the manner component gé to
be activated. This is compatible with the fact timaa. we are dealing with a light verb

version ofga which lacks a manner component.

(52) Jeg lgb for at na  bussen

I ranfor to catchthe.bus
Similarly, in (52) the “for-to”-clause gives a pkble manner-context. Hence in this
case)gbe does not really express undirected motion, ratemanner-component is in

focus.

(53) Jeg kom forat se hvordandu har det

|  camefor to seehow you have it

‘| came to see how you are’
In (53) we can see thkbmmeas a main verb is also compatible with a final sigu
meaning that manner is not the only criterionctglimust be taken into account as well.
Consequently we expect telic variantsgéfto be able to combine with final clauses too

and this is indeed the case as shown in (54):

(54) Jeggar ud for at kebe ind

I walk out for to buy in
Reconsidering (50)b. we now know why it is inconiiplat with purpose clauses; it lacks
both telicity and manner. These few observationsrgghing about why final clauses
require manner or telicity, but this is a completdifferent question and what they do
provide is arguments for my claim tHaammeandga have light verb versions and that

when they form a complex predicate, they both apasdight verbs.

15.7.4 Functional structure above V. 2?

Parallel to what | did in subsection 15.4.2 ldive + present participle, | want to argue

for a complete lack of functional structure above V
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THE T-DOMAIN
In the complex predicate usag@mme+ participle, the verbs are temporally interde-
pendent, suggesting thaf Was no separate TP:

(55) Jegved ikke...
I know not...

...omPeter i dag kommer (*i morgen) gaende (*i morgen)
...if Petertoday comes (tomorrow)walk.PRESPART. (tomorrow)
THE MoD-DOMAIN
As for modals, we encounter the same problem 45 .#h.2; that modals have no present
participle. However, we can see that modal advaresalso excluded from having scope

over the lower verb only.

(56) * ...om Peter kom villende/kunnende ga /géende
...If Petercamewant. /carPRESPART. walk.NF. PRESPART.

(57) a.  * ..om kom gerne gaende
...if  camepleasedhibv walk.PRESPART.

b. * ..om Peterkom maskegaende
...if  Petercame maybe walk PRESPART.
c. * ...om Peterkom ngdvendigvigaende

...if  Petercamenecessarily = walRRESPART.

THE AsP-DOMAIN
Material connected to the aspectual projectionsli®sn ungrammaticality too. Embed-

ded perfect tenses as well as terminative, coniveiand proximative adverbs are also

excluded.
(58) a. * ..om Peterkom havende gaet
...if  Petercame havePRESPART. walk.PAST.PART.
b. * ...om Peter kom ikkelaengeregaende
...if Petercamenot longer walkeRESPART.
c. * ..omPeterkom stadiggaende

...if Petercamestill walk.PRESPART.
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d. * ..om Peterkommersnart gaende
...if  Petercomes soonwalk.PRESPART.

THE VOICE-DOMAIN

In contrast tdblive + present participle, witkommewe actually can say something about
the Voice domain. The verbs embedded uhkdenmeare all motion verbs, i.e. they are
agentive and hence must have a vP. They are howevgrassivisable, suggesting that
they have ¥’s and not V¥auseS, which corresponds to the intuition that an ansitive
motion verb cannot involve causation. | will thenef conclude that the complement of

kommehas a \, as its highest projection.

VERB-INTERNAL MODIFICATION
Triggering the manner componentg# in komme gaendis difficult, as it is almost im-
possible to avoid that the modifier modifies theokghcomplex okommeonly. Particu-
larly in writing it is hard to distinguish, henceain forced to take phonetics into consid-
eration.

In spoken language, the following sentence which tha two interpretations that |
just tried to distinguish syntactically would adtydnardly ever be ambiguous:

(59) Peter kom géende
Peter came walking
| will not get into the intonational system of Dahj but in an example like this, a default
intonation would give the complex predicate readifigomme gaendélo express that
the present participle is really adjoinkdmmehas to receive extra stress.
If we make the sentence longer to get a naturahattonal pattern, it becomes clear

thatkomme gaend®rms an intonational unit. This is the case i0)(6

(60) Peter kom géende henad vejen
Peter came walking along  the.street

In contrast, whegaendes adjoined tdkomme afterkommethere is a partial resetting to

a new prosodic phrase, i.e. there are two tonepgr@@rgnnum: 349).

(61) Peter kom gaende Bkole idag,og ikkepa cykel
Peter came walk PRESPART. i schooltoday andnot on bike



260 The syntax of quirky verbal morphology

A similar pattern is found for the sequerg hurtigt ‘walk fast’ which here | will sim-

ply claim has two readings; one whémertigt is simply an adjoined adverb which modi-
fies the verb and one where it has been incorpdriate the verb. This claim is mainly
based on the fact that the two words display ustitgss and it is not something | will go
deeper into as it is not absolutely vital for myakysis. A more feasible difference is that
only the incorporated version can be used for enal motion. Often a difference can
be seen when translating into English; the literation is often most naturally translated
with ‘walk’, the non-literal one with ‘go’. In Dash, this distinction is not lexical, the
difference is that when incorporated, the two elemdorm an intonational unit; when

‘fast’ is adjoined, they do not.

(62) Tiden gik hurtigt
a. * The.timewalked fast
b. The.timewent fast

Whenhurtig has been incorporated ingd the manner component is obligatorily speci-
fied, i.e.ga can no longer be a light verb. The prediction isntithat it cannot form a

constituent wittkommeas shown here:

(63) *  [Kom [géendehurtigt]] gjorde Peter

Camewalking fast did Peter
Now, while this looks like good evidence for myintathat not onlykommebut alsoga
appear as light verbs, unfortunately, independeasaons may be at play here. Possibly
the sequenckom gaende hurtigvhich would have to form an intonation unit if ieve
one complex predicate, is simply too long. Henceilllhave to content myself with say-
ing that it does not speak against my analysis,ifatutvere the sole evidence, | would

not have a very strong case.

15.7.5 Pseudo-coordinating komme + participle

Whenkomme+ participle pseudo-coordinates, you get the sasaltras in the case of
blive + participle, namely that the verb copies the fafrblive, again indicating that
komme gaendis a complex predicate which as a whole is fifitéurthermore confirms

(even if in a slightly circular way) that the lowe®rb is light.



Verbs of movement and position 261

(64) Hvad kom Petergdende og sang?
What came Peter walking and sang

An adjoined present participle can marginally berdmated with another present parti-

ciple, but in that case extraction is completelgnammatical.

(65) a. ? Peterkom gaende og syngende ind pantoret
Peter came walk PRESPART. and SiINgPRESPART. into  the.office

b. * Hvad kom Petergaende 0og syngende ind éntoret?
What came Peter walk.PRESPART. and SINgQPRESPART. into  the.office
16  Analysis of Danish blive/lkomme

The following table gives an overview of (some i@ semantic features relatedolive

andkommeand the elements that are able to trigger thesrraditive usages:

LI Default-structure Alternative structure Alternat ive

structure triggers

Blive |+ Change (of state/position) |- Change (of state/position) |verb [Stat@ag]

[cause [change [State]]] [do [no change [Statg]]] AdvP [Loc]

‘become’ ‘remain’ PP [Loc]
Context
etc.

Komme+ Change (of state/position) |- Change (of state/position) |verb [Statgyn]

[cause [change [location/state]][do [no change [[location/state

telic tayril]]

Table 12

First | will give my suggestion as to what the mi structures oblive andkommeas
main verbs look like and afterwards what kind ofistures are built when they combine
with other verbs:

Blive as a stative verb can never be completely indepgnbdecause of the reference
to a non-occuring counter-state, | suggest it ptsj¢ghe structure [ [Proc [Res]]]. The

ProcP is negatively specified with respect to cleaofstate, i.e. [-change of state]. The
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lowest phrase is filled by a locational/stativenedmt, either in the shape of a locative

expression or a stative positional verb.

Peter bliver hjemme
VdoP ‘Peter stays home’
Peter/>\
Vg, ProcP
bliver
<Peter>/>\
Proc® ResRLoc).
<bliver>
[-ch. of st] />\
<Petep
Loc®
hjemme
Figure 29

When on the other hanflive is a change-of-state verb, it essentially has éneesstruc-

ture, the only difference is that the Process Rhimspecified as being positively valued
[+ change of state] ensuring the change-elementh@sserb is neutral with respect to
what kind of state is achieved, this must be sptiby another lexical element, be it an
adjective or a PP. As part of the lexical speciiama a \y, can never be projected, and

therefore the change is not incurred actively leyshbject:

Veaus® Peter bliver sur /i godt humgr
‘Peter gets angry / happy

Vcausé ProcP

bliver />\
Proc® ResP
<bliver>
[+ch. of st.]

Res®
sur /i godt humar

Figure 30

When we have the sequerfeeter blev staende ude i hav@&eter remained standing in

the garden’ there are two possible underlying stings. The structure of the version
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where the present participle is adjoined is represkin Figure 31 wherstdendehas

been adjoined as a Small Clause (SC) creatingadacy predication. The exact point
of adjunction is not quite clear, | have chosenigbt-adjoin to vP because it is subject-
oriented but it is quite possible that it reallyadjoined to a lower projection. For the

present purpose, this is not crucial.

Peter blewtadende ude i haven
‘Peter remained standing in the garden

%
/\

Vdo. ProcP
<bliver> />\
Proc® ResP/PP

<bliver> é
[-ch. of st. i haven

Figure 31

If on the other hand we have the same sequenc@gter blev staende ude i havéte-
ter remained standing in the garden’ where thewenbs form a complex predicate, we
get a different pictureStdendéstanding’ denotes the state and is as such toohsid-
ered the main verb, withlev making up its verb-internal semi-functional struetuBy
this | mean that theta‘stand’ projects a ResP, while the ProcP contaitigfeature [-
change of state] and thg,® are filled by the verblive. As the ResP is now lexically

specified, a locative expression is no longer neglbut it still possible.
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P Peter blev staende (i haven)
/Vd0>\ 'Peter remained standing (in the garden)
Vdo® ProcP
bliver />\

Proc °© ResP
<bliver>
[-ch. of st.]
Res® LocP
stdende T
Loc®
i haver
Figure 32

As for blive staendén the meaning ‘stop (walking)’, there are esséiytiavo possibili-
ties. One option is that we are dealing with a koficlliptic structure, where the actual
stopping is not expressed ahlive staendesimply denotes that after the stopping, the
subject remained standing. Alternatively we ardidgavith an agentive change-of-state
reading looking something like this [X3/[X change [X state ]]]. This resembles the
structure | proposed for IPP with causatisesenwhere one verbal domain hosts two

verbs.

Returning now t&kommewe will see that the underlying structure of thextvis quite
similar to that ofblive, both when used as a main verb and when it cormbinmth other

verbs.

First | will look atkommeas a main verb. In this usage it has a rather caxrgitucture;
it projects a ResP (due to its inherent telicigy)?rocP (due to the [+ change of state])

and a ¥aus® (because it is unaccusative, i.e. the subjeuttintentional).
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Vcaus?

T

. ProcP
Vcause
kommer />\
Proce ResP
<kommer>
[+ch. of st.]
Res®
<kommer>

Figure 33

Whenkommeappears as a light verb in connection with otheébsieas mentioned ear-
lier, it has been stripped of a number of featsiesh as telicityX ResP) and directional-
ity (= [+ change of state}> [- change of state]). The highest projection imtcast ap-
pears to have changed fromneto a .. In other words, we are left with a verb whose
structure is very similar to that of the supportbvblive, the differences being that the
two verbs have different semantic features of dyn@y/stativity respectively which are
responsible for the lexical combinatorial possilas (thatkommecombines with motion
verbs,blive with positional verbs) and structurally thatkammet present participle the
Proc value is negative.

In a parallel toblive stdendekomme gaendbas the following two potential struc-
tures, depending on whethgdiendes an adjoined secondary predication (in which case
a locative/directionality expression is requiredpdRegyn). Of course, a locative expres-
sion may be added but as it is not required, fas@as of simplicity, | have chosen not

to.
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Peter kommer géendaede i byen
VaoP ‘Peter is walking in town’

e

Vdo. ProcP

kommer />\

Proc ° RegaynP
<kommer>
[-ch. of st.]

Regayn)”
gaende

Figure 34

Having reduceckommer gadendéo this structure might explain how this constroiati
gives an imperfective reading. The main verb (tlesR isga which does not involve
change. Its internal functional structure (i.e. gat which is inside the lexical vP-VP
domain) is modified by another element which, profg a Proc [- change of state] and
a Vo and not a yuse does not involve change. It would seem that mgtances of one
such feature (= no change) emphasises the unbomesiedcreating the imperfectivity
effect.

Correspondingly if we havBeter kommer ned i byen gaeriBeter comes into town
walking’ where the present participle is adjoinkdmmershows up with its full struc-
ture. In the absence of a verbal complement, likether motion and positional verbs, it

prefers a locative or directional specification.



Verbs of movement and position 267

Peter kommer ned i byen gdende
TP , : o
Peter comes into town walking
vP
Vcaus® scC
/>\ gaende
Veause ProcP
kommer />\
Proc® ResP/Dir
<kommer>
[+ ch. of st.] ned i byen

Figure 35

Note that in this case, various constituent or@deespossible. For exampt@endeand
ned i byermay emerge in the opposite order, i.eem han kom gaende ned i byerif

he came walking into town’. This may suggest thaéndeis in fact adjoined to the
ProcP, but other explanations are possible, ingegpending on which movement opera-

tions are assumed.

It would seem that the ordinary usage of the pregarticiple creates a small clause and
other than that, it is rarely used in Danish. Iréfi@ere want to suggest that the present
participle occurring wittblive andkommeis actually another case of quirky verbal mor-
phology. The underlying structural condition is 8anto the one for IPP with causative

lasseni.e. we have more than one verb occupying onleayelomain.

%% Crucial for this discussion would be whether Dhrtigs movement of the finite verb to T° in subordi-
nate clauses (cf. Vikner: 1995, 1997). | do nottakstand with respect to this question and mevidly to
illustrate that different explanations are possfblethe available surface orders.
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16.1 Motivating light verbs

An obvious question is what motivates Danish to theeverbkommeandblive instead
of sayveere'be’, which istheauxiliary par excellence and used in many otheguages
to add aspectual information. In fact, in some saisis used:

(66) a. Peter er gaende
Peteris walking

b. Peter er karende
Peteris driving

However, these two sentences differ from komme+ present participle; they are not
progressive, but are typically used to express Bomeone got to a certain place. A
typical context would be a social gathering whesmeone asks howeter got to the
venue. Constructions such as (66) usually do nptess general properties associated
with the person; rather they are transitory propsrof that person. In other words, the
participle in this context is a predicative adjeeti

In fact, all occurrences ofere+ present participle appear syntactically to beljoee
tive adjectives, in other words. In Danish the tefgg of inserting a different support
verb plivelkommé disambiguates verbal usage of the present paHici

In section (18), | will briefly discuss what therpeular properties of motion verbs
and positional verbs are since they so frequemtpear as light verbs compared to other

verb types.

17  German bleiben/kommen/gehen

Turning to German, we see that the counterpartdioé/kommei.e. bleibenand kom-
menshow a similar, but far from identical behavioRoughly speaking, what we find is
that in German, while these verbs are also usednnltitude of constructions, they are
less grammaticalised and hence not quite as lighh &anish. In addition to complex
predicates withbleiben/kommenGerman also has the possibility of combining oot
verbs with bare infinitives. Again, | will uncovére behaviour of the constructions sepa-

rately and after that attempt a uniform analysis.
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17.1 Bleiben

While Danish uses the same vebpbye, to express both ‘remain’ and ‘become’, German
has two separate verbs for these meanings; rowgg@gking,bleiben means ‘remain’
andwerdencorresponds tthecome’. | have argued that in Danish, the defmétaning

of blive was ‘become’. In contrast, the default meanindplefbenseems to be ‘remain’

or ‘stay’ as in the following examples, this is @y possible interpretation:

(67) a. Peter blieb jung
Peter remainedyoung

b. Peter blieb ein Lugner
Peterremaineda liarNOM

C. Peter blieb der beste Mann aufder Welt
Peter remainedthe best mamomMm on the world

d. Peter blieb im Garten
Peter stayedin.the garderbAT

As in Danish, the Germableibenexpresses continuation of state or position, but in
cludes a reference to a change to a counterstatsh wlloes not happen. In the above
casesbleibencombines with nominals (including predicative atljgzs) and locative
expressions. As can be seen from (67)b. and cakiesino difference whether the nomi-
nal is definite or not. Further, there is no indegent evidence that nominals by them-
selves should be triggers of durativity/stativity.

Similarly, but not identically to DanisHbleibenmay combine with certain positional
verbs in the infinitive, such astzen, liegen, stehen, stecken, hanggh ‘lie’, ‘stand’,
‘be stuck’ ‘hang’. This usage is restricted to piosial verbs as can be seen from the un-
grammaticality of (68):

(68) a. * Hans blieb lesen
Hans remainedreadINF

(69) a. Maria blieb stehen
Maria stayedstandiNF. ‘Maria stopped’

b. Maria blieb stehen
Maria stayedstandNF. ‘Maria remained standing’
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The examples in (69) are identical, but have twitedint interpretations, eithéleiben
+ infinitive denotes that the subject was standilhgady and keeps doing so, or that the
subject was moving and then stops. While adverlaiadsoften inserted to disambiguate
it, this is not a strict requirement and there rmoeobvious syntactic or intonational dif-
ferences.

According to Schliicker (2004), this usage is morgegpread and may include ex-
amples such as the following (Schltiicker 2004: 264)

(70) Er trommelt eine Weile von innen gegen dieTdr,
He hammersa  while from inside againstthe door, ...

...dannbleibt esstill

...then BLEIBEN.PRES it quiet
According to my informants, while the example canparsed, thbleibenhere does not
denote a change of state. Rather, the only possiteigpretation is that a change of state
takes place (namely that the hammering comes tendh andthenit remains still. In
other words, while an example like this may beretleand understood, it is difficult to
parse and in reality it is an elliptic structuredamot a case dbleibenacting as “to be-
come”.

This does not hold for the examples whileiben+ positional verb. A way to test this

is to apply adverbials used for punctual and dueagiredicates respectively. As can be

seen, both are unproblematic.

(71) a. Peter blieb auf einmalstehen
Peter BLEIBEN.PRET. at once standiF. ‘Peter suddenly stopped’

b. Peter blieb denganzenTag stehen
Peter BLEIBEN.PRET. the whole day standiNF.
‘Peter remained standing all day’
This suggests that German indeed also has the leegsage obleiben even if is re-
stricted to the cases where it combines with a lvdir@tive of a positional verb. As (72)

shows bleibencannot be exchanged wiverden.

(72) * Peter wurde stehen
Peter becamestandiNF.
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The ungrammaticality of (72) may be connecteavérderis usage as the passive auxil-
iary; whenwerdenis used in the ‘become’-sense, the semantic roteesubject is that
of an undergoer, not of an agent. In contraststii®ect of (71) is initiator as well as un-
dergoer and holder of the result state. Consid&). (7

73) a. Peter wurde sehralt
(
Peter becamevery old

b. Peter wurde sauer
Peter becameangry
C. Peter wurde gesehen

Peter PASSAUX. SEEPAST.PART.

In the passive example, the subject is obvioustyancagent, but also in the a. and b. ex-
amples,Peter is not an active agent; his aging happens indepghdof anything he
does, and in b. we have a psychological predicatgporting the claim thaterdenhas

no agentive external argument (Bennis 2004). Inviees on flavours of little v that |
take, the difference betweemerdenand becomdleibenis that the former projects a

Vcause and the latter agy, as represented in Figure 36.

I) Peter wird alt'Peter gets old’ Il) Peter bleibt stehefiPeter stops’
\%
Vcaus® doP
ext. caus/>\ agent/>\
ProcP Peter ProcP
Pete! />\ <Peter>/>\
Proc® ResP Proc® ResP
[+ch. of stJ/>\ [+ch. of st] />\
<Peter> <Peter>
El?s Res®
stehen
Figure 36

In other words, German usually employs two distilestical item to distinguish ‘be-

come’ and ‘remain’. If the structure in Il) is ceaot, German has a residual ‘become’-
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usage obleibenwhich in Danish is much more commadn German, the choice between
werdenandbleiben(become) depends on whether the subject is agemtinet.

As for the anti-inchoativeleiben+ infinitive, | have argued (parallel to Danibhve)
that the difference concerns the value of the featonnected to the Proc-head. Two val-
ues are possible, [+ change of state] as in Fi§6reor [- change of state] for the anti-

inchoative usage. Apart from this, the two struesuare identical.

17.2 Kommen + past participle

Like Danish, German is able to combikemmen'come’ with a present participle, al-
though in this the present participle is adjoinechaa secondary predication of the sub-
ject. There is however another option which to saxint corresponds to the Danish

complex verb construction; whémmeris combined with a past participle (75).

(74) Peter kam kriechend um di&cke
Peter came crawlingPRESPART. aroundthe corner
'Peter came crawling around the corner’

(75) Peter kam um dieEcke gekrochen
Peter came around the corner crawlingPAST.PART.
'Peter came crawling around the corner’

The construction that interests me is the lattex whose usage resembles the Danish
komme+ present participle but which also differs slightpresumably because German

kommernis slightly less grammaticalised than its Danishrterpart.

17.2.1 Restricting V 2

The first thing | tested was which verbs are alldwe appear in the past participle as the

complement okommenHere, the result were as follows:

(76) a. Er kommt gelaufen
He comes walkin@RAST.PART.

b. ?? Er kommt gegangen
He comes going/walkingAST.PART.

C. Er kommt gehipft
He comes jumpingAST.PART.
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d. ? Er kommt geschlurft
He comes slouchingAST.PART.

e. Er kommt geschlichen
He comes sneakingAST.PART.
What these data show is that, roughly speaking, motion verb may cooccur with
kommeneven such verbs which are low-frequent and higpBcific, in fact, the relative
oddness of (76)b. suggest that the semantics reustther salient.

There are a few oddities about the semantics ofGiienan verbgehenandlaufen
namely that their meaning is not quite fixed angadme extent they may overlap each
other semantically. Roughly speakingehen lies somewhere between the English
‘walk’ and ‘go’ while laufencan mean either ‘walk’ or ‘run’. The different ussgare
dialectally and stylistically determined. For mydrmants,gehenis closer to the English
‘go’ and laufenis ‘walk’. This means that for them, (76)b. is daecause it does not de-
note the manner of motion, in turn suggesting, thiatis in fact the function of the past
participle complement ddlommena reasonable assumptionkasnmens unspecified for
manner. In paragraph 17.3 | will look more clos&tyhe properties ajehen

For this reason, | have used the unambiguous nembenwhen testing the syntactic
behaviour of the construction. Immediately, an eséing fact surfaced; that the telic,
prefixed version of the verlanrennen‘run to/towards something’, was preferred and
also that the two variants showed some small beheai differences which | will point

out in the following.

Kommenas a main verb basically shows the same propersiegbe Daniskomme This
means that it is a telic verb of directed motioheve the direction is towards the speaker

or an absolute locatidh

> The Germarkommen parallel to the Danish counterpart, may also &eduin a sexual sense. As this
usage differs radically, it will not be considetwete. For this reason, | do not annotate exampiéshvare
otherwise ungrammatical, but technically possibidar the sexual reading, with a # but simply with t
standard ungrammaticality annotation, *.
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17.2.2 Telicity

In the paragraph on Danidtomme+ present participle, | argued that in this complex
predicatekommewas a light verb in that it had lost both telicatgd directionality. This
could be seen by the reluctance to combine witctional adverbials.

In German the picture is not quite as clear akifmodirectionals score better than loca-
tive expressions. Such is the picture that lgghannt kommeand angerannt kommen
were judged as fully grammatical with direction@®<? but with locatives the results

were inconclusive:

(77) ...dasser in die Schule(an)gerannt kommt
...that hein theAcc school (t0).runPAST.PART. comes

The corresponding sentences with locative exprassaok like this:

(78) a. ?? ..dasser in der Stadtgerannt kommt
...that hein theDAT town runPAST.PART. comes

b. ? ..dasser in der Stadtangerannt kommt
...that hein theDAT town to0.runPAST.PART. came

The judgements ?/?? assigned here denote the rmkangiven by informants, but both
sentences received judgements from “perfectly gratiwal” to “completely ungram-
matical” and as such the emerging picture is vewiear. Still, it is safe to say that add-
ing a locative expression is more problematic thadirectional one, suggesting that
kommemnremains telic.

When, instead of adding a goal-PP, a startingtdomthe movement is added, both

gerannt kommeandangerannt kommeare unproblematic:

(79) ...dasser vom Metzger(an)gerannt kommt
...that hefrom.theDAT butcher (tO)rUrPAST.PART. comes

17.2.3 Intraposition/extraposition

An important property of complex predicates in Gannis the ability to intrapose or ex-
trapose the verbal complement, and the size ofuthetional structure of the lower verb
is crucial for this distinction. Roughly speakimgye can say that the more functional
structure a verb has, the more likely it is to aptrse. Some verbal complements are
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obligatorily extraposed, some must be intraposetisame may be in either position (cf.
Schmid, Bader & Bayer 2005: 436).

For an intransitive verbal complex likgelaufen kommem potential extraposition
cannot be immediately distinguished from verb rejsfsee for example den Besten &
Rutten 1989). Be it one or the other, the fach& teversing the order or the verbs is not
licensed in Standard German. Still, Verb Raising. (ieordering of the verbs) in Stan-
dard German usually only applies to clusters ofimimm three verbs which suggests

that it is not involved here.

(80) * ...dasser kommtgerannt

...that hecomes runPAST.PART.
First of all, this unsurprisingly confirms that vaee not dealing with a clausal comple-
ment but this fact combined with the basic Germandnorder also has the unfortunate
consequence that tests to determine the functginatture of the lower verb are harder

to carry out.

17.2.4 Constituency

To examine the constituency gérannt kommem used topicalisation tests and the re-
sults were quite clear. The lower verb may be w@sed, or both verbs may be topical-
ised together; a strong indication that they formoastituent. Joint topicalisation is the
preferred option, but both are grammatical:

(81) a. ? (an)gerannt ister in die Schulegekommen
(to)runPAST.PART. is hein theacc school comepasT.PRT

b. (an)gerannt gekommen isr in die Schule
(to)runPAST.PART. comepasTPRT iS hein theacc school

17.2.5 Functional structure above V= 2?

The problem with testing for any functional struetuis that if we assume that German
has head-initial functional projections but heahfivVPs, for any element inserted to the
left of the verbs, it cannot immediately determimngtkere this element is attached; in the
functional structure of the higher or the lowerhbze®nly scopal properties of inserted

functional elements can determine the merging site.
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NEGP
Adding fuel to the fire just mentioned is the ftat negation is not a uniform phenome-
non, the basic difference being between senteatidl constituent negation. With the
right stress pattern, just about anything may lgatezl and as such it is crucial that in-
formants be instructed with respect to the interidezhation and then interviewed about
the scopal properties of the negation.

For a sequence like the following, informants gltesed that, given the neutral intona-

tion, both verbs would have to be negated:

(82) ...dasser nicht gerannt kommt
...that henot runningcomes
As soon as the main verb is stressed, it is howmgessible (and in fact almost required)

that a specification of the alternative mannecahingbe added.

(83) ...dasser nicht geRANNTkommt, (sonderngefahren)

...that henot running comes (but driving)
This, however, poses a methodological complicataly, not a princpled one. In the
latter example it can be assumed that the negéatiadjoined to the lower verb and as
such says nothing about whether this verb has & Negot. The fact that in (82) both
verbs must be under the scope of negation on ther ¢ttand, suggest that there is no

NegP available for the embedded verb.

THE T-DOMAIN
As we expect, the two verbs are temporally depeindereach other; one cannot occur

independently of the other:

(84) * ...dassPeter gestern  heutgan)gerannt  kam
...that Peteryesterdaytoday runPAST.PART. came
THE MoD-DOMAIN
Modals are not allowed to be embedded uridenmen irrespectively of whether the
participial morphology appears on the modal orrttwion verb. To avoid complications

of word order, here | use main clauses:
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(85) a. * Peter kommtrennen gewollt /wollen
Peter comesuniNF. wantPAST.PART. /wantINF.

b. * Peter kommt gerannt wollen  /gewollt
Peter comes runPAST.PART. wantINF. /wantPAST.PART.

Modal adverbs with a narrow scope reading arerai¢@llowed between the two verbs:

(86) a. * ...dassPeter vielleicht gerannt kommt Narrow scope
...that Petemaybe rureAST.PART. comes

b. * ...dassPeter notwendigerweisegerannt kommt Narrow
...that Petemecessarily FURAST.PART. COMeS scope
THE ASP-DOMAIN
Perfect tenses cannot be embedded ukdermereither, irrespectively of whether the
lowest verb is a past participle or an infinitiviehe same thing holds for aspectual ad-
verbs with narrow scope. In (87), | use main clausesimplify the potential word order

complications.

87) a. * Peter kommt gerannt gehabt
Petercomes TrurPAST.PART. havePAST.PART.

b. * Peter kommt rennen gehabt
Petercomes runNF. havePAST.PART.

c. * Peter kommt gerannt haben
Petercomes rurPAST.PART. haveiNF.

(88) a. * ...dassPeter immer nochgerannt kommt Narrow scope
...that Peterstill rUNPAST.PART. COMeS
b. * ...dassPeter bald gerannt kommt Narrow scope

...that Petersoon runPAST.PART. comes

THE VOICE-DOMAIN

As mentioned, the participial complementkoimmens a motion verb, i.e. we are argua-
bly dealing with a y. As for passivisation, the verbal complex in itdieety may be
passivised (impersonal passive). There appears smime variations with respect to this

passive; to some speakers it is completely unpnodtie while to others it is very odd.
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(89) Gestern  wurde gerannt gekommen
YesterdayPASSAUX. rUNPAST.PART. COMEPAST.PART.
Separately, impersonal passive is allowed wahnen‘run’ but not with kommen An

imbedded impersonal passiverefinenis however not licensed:

(90) * Gestern kam (er)gerannt (ge)worden

Yesterdaycame (he) runPAST.PART. PASSAUX.PAST.PART.
This suggests that even thougimnenas a full verb has a;¢ when it is embedded under
kommenthis o is not present. On the other hand, the fact 8@} i6 grammatical, de-
spite the fact thatommeralone cannot be passivised, suggestskbatmens also dif-
ferent in this verbal complex. Singerannt kommers agentive, | want to suggest that
kommerin this instance has ag¢ Presumably those featuresrehnenwhich dictate that

it is agentive percolate and ttkommeragentive.

17.2.6 Subject-related material

As for the possibility of inserting subject-relatexterial such as floating quantifiers and
depictives, we find unsurprisingly that it is nopeoblem to insert it above the matrix

verb, as seen in (91).

(91) a. ...dassdie Manner beide gerannt kommen
...that themen both run come
b. ? ..dassdie Manner betrunkengerannt kommen
...that themen drunk run come

That the b. example is slightly worse than thexangle is unexpected and | do not have
an explanation for it. It should be noted that rpgakers varied greatly in their judge-
ments of this example.

German being SOV it cannot be tested immediatélgtiver subject-related material
may be inserted between the two verbs, as thisrialateould appear in the same se-
guential position regardless of which verb it wobkl connected to. However, all speak-
ers agree that in the examples in (91), the degieind the floating quantifier must nec-

essarily relate to the higher verb.
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17.2.7 The quirky bit of quirky morphology?

When | claim that the morphology of the constructemgerannt kommers quirky, |
have two things in mind: i) why does the lower vehow up as a past participle? and ii)
where does the prefixn- come from?

Past participles are generally used to make acpenigctive, but it is not at all clear
what should be perfective aboamgeranntsince there is a strict simultaneity require-
ment of the two verbs; the assignment of this ei@oh appears to be semantically arbi-
trary. Remember from (74) (repeated here as (%)) the construction competes with
the syntactically differenkomment present participle in which the two verbs do not

form a constituent.

(92) Peter kam kriechend um di&cke

Peter came crawling.RRESPART. aroundthe corner

‘Peter came crawling around the corner’
Semantically, the two constructions are non-distimat they show different syntactic
effects (topicalisation, placement of adverbials)etArguably, (74)/(92) correspond to
the Danish version dflomme gaendeome walkPRESPART.” where the participle is an
adjoined secondary predication.

While Danish disambiguates the complement vs. atljuarsion by means of small

phonetic differences, in German the strategy apgpearbe to morphologically mark
whether the motion verb followingommens adjoined or subordinated. | will return to

this discussion shortly.

The other morphological riddle is that of the paetan-. In German, creation of particle
verbs is highly productive; a large number of mdes such aan, ver-, zer-, vor-and
others may combine with verbs of all types, appdyemnly real-world knowledge and
fixed prefix-verb combinations dictate any restans in this area. As such, finding ar-
guments for the following claim is not trivial. MgJaim is that the particlan- in anger-
annt kommernas in fact been misplaceangeranntis not the past participle @nren-
nen but ofrennenand the particle originates either frgem)kommencome/arrive’ or is
productively attached to the verbal complex, givangepresentation along the lines of

this: [[[an [gerannt] kommeh
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The first observation | build this claim on is tfeet that the verlanrennen even if it
does exist, is not very frequent at all and as sikady somewhat marked in its usage.
In contrastangerannt kommeis completely unmarked. When the simpfexerbanren-
nen does occur, it often requires the presence of a iRduced by gegen
‘against/towards’ and tends to get a metaphorieatling (without further context, (93)

is ambiguous between a metaphorical and a litegaling):>°

(93) Der Clown fuhrt einen stdndigenKampf ‘the clown is struggling’

er rennt gegen Hindernissan
he runs againsbbstacles to‘he faces a lot of challenges’

The example cannot be paraphrased wkbrament participle:

(94) * Der Clown kommtgegen Hindernissangerannt
The clown comes againstobstacles  run.tBAST.PART.

If we look at some of the other verbs that arevedid to appear witkommerthe picture

becomes clearer

(95) a. Der Hase kommt angehoppelt
The hare comes lollop.tBAST.PART.
VS.
b. * Der Hase hoppeltan
The hare lollops to

(96) a. Er kommt angeflogen
He comes fly.tOPAST.PART.
VS.
b. * Er fliegt an
He fliegt to
(97) a. Er kommtangelatscht
He comes shuffle.tOPAST.PART.
VS.

b. * Er latscht an
He shuffles to

The gist of these examples is that the b.-exanplese the particlan can only be con-

8 Here | use the term simplex in the sense thaetiseonly one verb present and am well aware tipaea
fixed verb by some might already be considered dexp
%9 Example taken from http://www.pio-nock.ch/derclottm
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nected to the one verb present, are all very bagte¥h really a particle of the manner-
of-motion verb, we would not expect this. Howeubere is nothing wrong with each of
these verbs appearing with the particle, in thd pagiciple as a complement kdbm-

men This suggests that in the verbal complex, th¢igldardoes not originate from the

verb it is attached to; rather it belongktonmeror to the verb complex as a whole.

Data from Dutch provide further insights into thenstruction and arguments in favour
of my claim about the origin an- The following data from Dutch are all taken from
the E-ANS® and as such they are to be considered uncontialers
First | want to return to the first morphologicaldle, namely that of the appearance
of the past participle of motion verbs when they @mplements dflommen
Theangerannt kommeoonstruction also exists in Dutch, but most notekors that
it exists in two variants, with the complement vagpearing in either the past participle
or in the infinitive (E-ANS 1997: §18.5.3):

(98) a. Er kwam een politieauto aangereden
Therecame a  police.car drive.t@AST.PART.

b. Er kwam een politieauto aanrijden
Therecame a  police.car drive.tovr.

According to the E-ANS there are regional prefeesnfor one or the other form such
that the past participle is the more preferred ionBelgium and southern parts of the
Netherlands while in the northern parts of the ld#nds the infinitive is preferred. This
does not play a big role as the important poinehethat the infinitive appeass all and
also that in some areas there is real optionaktyvben the two forms. This is a strong
argument for the claim that the past participleemantically vacuous; there are no inde-

pendent reasons to choose this form rather that@noon-finite form.

As for the origin of the particlan-, Dutch can also enlighten us further. It is a gehe

requirement that a directionality marker be preserihe construction. This marker may

® The E-ANS is the electronic version of tAlgemene Nederlandse Spraakkui€97) availble online at
http://www.let.ru.nl/ans/e-ans/
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be incorporated into the verb or it may be extetadahe verbal complex, cf. the follow-

ing examples:

External directionality marker:
(99) Als de baby maar even huilde, ‘When the baby started crying...’

kwamvader naar boven gesneld/snellen
came fatherto  upstairshurry PAST.PART./INF.
‘...the father hurried upstairs’

Incorporated directionality marker:

(200 ledere morgen komt ze hievoorbijgefietst/voorbijetsen
Every morning comesshe here past.cycleRAST.PART/INF.
‘Every morning she cycles past here’

The particle/prefixaan- constitutes a special case. Unsurprisingly itlleaged to attach
to a motion verb when this is a complemenkofmen‘come’, but it is also allowed to
attach to non-motion verbs if these denote theébtaf the subject while coming:

(101 Hij kwam aanfluiten
He came tcrRT.WhistleINF
‘He came whistling’

Hij kwam aanmopperen
He came toPRT.growlINF
‘He came growling’

(102 a. * Hij mopperdeaan
He growled to

b. * Hij floot aan
He whistled to
As simplex verbs these verbs cannot combine wilptirticleaan and as such the only
possibility remains, that the prefix originateskiomenj.e. the original verb isankomen

‘arrive’ or that the prefix has been attached ®\hrbal complex in its entirety.

Now, for both Dutch and German, the question remamw the verbs are interpretable
when a particle is misplaced to a different verly. &hswer is that the particle, when at-
tached takommen/komeis in fact semantically vacuous because these \aelic to

begin with. As such nothing is lost when it is takevay from that verb.
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To illustrate this claim, we can use any mannemotion verb. In German manner-
of-motion verbs, such agnnen‘run’, laufen‘run/walk’ are always atelic. By prefixa-
tion a starting point to these verbs can be giabrennen‘run off’, weglaufen‘go
away’. When prefixed witlan- the verbs turn telic anrennen'run to (something)’ or
anlaufen‘e.g. arrive (at a harbour)’. Looking 8bmmenwe have already established
that it is inherently telic and as such prefixatwith an- does not add to the semantics of
the verb. There are differences in usagg&ommercorresponds to ‘arrive’ and is used
for specific kinds of arrival (for example at thiepart). However, these differences are

not morpho-syntactic; rather they are results ofvemtion and stylistic matters.

Under Verb Second, the particle vesbkommendisintegrates, stranding the particle
while the finite verb itself moves to C°. As sutierte is no prohibition against stranding

the particle.

(103 Er kommtjeden Tag mit Verspatungam  Flughafenan
He comes every day with delay at.theairport  PRT.

However, if a verbal complement is added, the teswingrammatical

(104, * Er kommtjeden Tag geflogen an

He comes every day fly.PAST.PART. PRT
A possible solution is to consider disintegratidrthe particle non-optimal, i.e. an opera-
tion which should not take place unless it is umdable. If however, there is another
verb present, a repair strategy can take placetengarticle which prefers to be attached
to a verb, simply attaches to the one availablesimably there are relatively strict lo-
cality conditions on this, such that this othero/bas to be within the borders of the local

domain (probably the phase, vP).

However, also in subordinate clauses, when V2 do¢sapply, the particle attaches to
the manner-of-motion verb, not knmmenThis can be accounted for if we assume that
an-is a Result Phrase of the entire verbal complexnéaiately above this ResP would
be the ProcP that hosennenand the prefix attaches to the verb that is clawetst

In conclusion, | want to propose the following stire forgerannt kommen
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VdoP

... dass er angerannt kommt : :
‘...that he comes running’

ProcP Vdo®

O~ kommt

ResP Proc®

i : <kommen>

Res®

VdoP
i : <kommen>

ProcP Vdo®

ResP Proc®

: : <gerannt

Res®
an-

Figure 37

Finally, I want to draw the attention to the fdgat there is a construction which seems
to be a parallel tgerannt kommemamely of the typgehockt sitzefsquat sit. Here,
sitzen'sit’ combines with a manner-of-positional verbthe past participle, in this case
hocken'squat’. For reasons of space, | cannot go anyhéurinto the properties of this
construction, but will tentatively suggest that utsderlying structure is something like
[[[[ResPgehocki ResP sitzerr] vqoSitzen

17.3 Gehen/Kommen + bare infinitive

In German, infinitival complements are almost als/@yeceded by the infinitive marker
zu Exceptions to this generalisation are the comptemof auxiliaries and modals and a
few other verbs. Arguably, in the case of modals$ amxiliaries, the required bare infini-
tive is a matter of selectional properties of tighbr ranking verb, but for (105), it is not

obvious that this should be the case.

(105 a. Peter geht einkaufen
Peter goes shopINF. ‘Peter goes shopping’

b. Peter kommt uns besuchen
Peter comes U®\CC Visit.INF.
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In this construction, the two verbs are very intietya connected and form a complex
predicate. Functionally, it corresponds to the Bharlirectional pseudo-coordination, i.e.
it expresses that someone goes somewhere (elagjvas from somewhere to carry out
an action. Still, it is not a purpose constructfmer seand it competes with two other
constructions, namely the proper non-finite purpolseise (106) and the nominalised
infinitive (107):

(106 Peter geht in die Stadtum einzukaufen
Peter goesin theAcc town for PRT.INF.MRK.ShOpINF.
‘Peter goes to town in order to do his shogpi

(207 Peter geht zum Einkaufen

Peter goes to.the shoppingyoM.INF

‘Peter goes shopping’
In the following, | will try to uncover the syntactbehaviour ofgehen+ infinitive amd
when relevant contrast it with the two competingstauction§’. The main finding is
that whilegehen+ non-finite purpose clause really shows claus@blm®ur, this is not
true ofgehen+ infinitive. | want to demonstrate thgehenselects a verbal complement

with no functional structure above vP.

As for the construction in (106) it should be notkdt while purpose clauses are gener-
ally assumed to be adjuncts, this is probably het dase when they refer to motion
verbs. This can be seen from the fact that extraaiut of the purpose clause is possible
if it is the complement of a motion verb, but nioit irefers to another kind of verb (ex-

amples adapted from Brandner & Salzmann (2009):

(108 a. Was bist du in die Stadtgegangenum t; zu kaufen?
What are you in the town gone in.orderto buy
‘What did you go to town to buy?’

®1 To test the behaviour of the constructi@iskaufen geherum einzukaufen gehemdzum Einkaufen
gehen | made a written questionnaire and had five masipeakers of German evaluate the sentences on a
scale from 1 to 4, 1 being grammatical and unmarkebeing completely ungrammatical. The speakers
were aged from 28-36 with different dialectal backods.
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b. * Wen hast du ‘Faust’ gelesen [um  jtzu beeinducken]?
Who have you ‘Faust’ read.past.prin.order to impress
litt: ‘Who did you read ‘Faust’ in order tmpress’
— ‘Who did you want to impress by reading Faust’

17.3.1 Restricting V !

In order to see if any verb of movement may createmplex predicate with a bare in-
finitive, | had my informants give judgements ohtances with the verdahren‘drive’,
laufen ‘walk’ and fliegen ‘fly’. The results were thatahren on a par withgehen re-
ceived an average score of 1.0 wHaefen and fliegen both scored 2.%. What this
seems to indicate is that, like the verbs used iainMnd Scandinavian Pseudo-
coordination, the semantics of ¥re to be respected. Wheimkaufen fliegerfly shop-
ping’ is judged to be worse thamnkaufen gehen/fahrehis may very well be a matter
of real world-knowledge, it is simply much lesselik to be the case and so frequency
effects may occur. As fdaufenl was informed that the verb would have to be stds
i.e. contrasted to other manners of motion. Funtoee, kommens also quite common
in this construction with an infinitive, althougts iinherent directionality towards a goal
makes it less likely to appear a$ tiangehen.

Another point was made clear concerning the secsmmi V!, namely thatgehen
could always be used, regardless of the actual erasfrmotion, i.e. if someone was to
drive into town to shop, that person could stily sgh gehe einkaufefi go shopping'.
For two reasons this is not counter-evidence toctaiym that the semantics of'nust
be respected. First of all, regardless of the nmfd@ansportation, almost always some
extent of walking is implied, meaning that if yoredo drive into town, you still need to
walk to the car. Secondly, and that is probablyrtHevant reason hergehenis under-
specified in some varieties of German and can leel sgmply to express unspecified

manner of motion, cf. the following two examples:

(209) Wir geheméachste Woche nach Danemark.
Wir fliegen von Zirich nach Kopenhagen.
‘We go to Denmark next week. We fly from ZurichGopenhagen’

%2 One speaker rejectéliegenandlaufencompletely, but the four other speakers all assigné or a 2 to
the sentences.
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(110) Ich gehegleich zur Schule, aber da es regnet,

werde ich heute mit dem Bus fahren

‘I am going to school in a bit, but because it sain

| am taking the bus today’
In both these cases, the actual manner of traragmortis made explicit and does not
contradict thegehen Still, the Germargehenis not as grammaticalised as the English
‘go’. This can be seen from the following examplaiet turns ungrammatical if the

context does not allow for a physical change oftms

Scenario 1Peter is sitting on the couch, talking to hisevifle says:

(111 Ich gehejetzt schlafen
|  go nowsleepiNF.

Scenario 2Peter is lying in bed, talking to his wife. Heysa

(112 #  Ich gehejetzt schlafen
I go nowsleepiNF. ‘I am going to sleep now’

Also, gehenis incompatible with weather-verbs:

(113 Es geht regnen

It goesrain.iNF.
In other words,gehenmay denote unspecified movement but an elementhgsipal
movement must be present, an abstract, temporaément is not sufficient. According
to my informants, (112) might be marginally accéepgabut in that case it would be im-

plied that Peter would have to roll over or at tedsange position in some way.

17.3.2 Constituency

When testing for constituency, | used topicalisatod both the lower verb only and of
the two verbs together. As the lower verb, | usedkaufen both in its intransitive usage
and with a mass noun object and the Jexbfenwith a proper DP object. The basic sen-

tences were the following:

(114 a. Er wird morgen einkaufergehen
He will tomorrow shop go
b. Er wird morgen Gemise einkaufegehen

He will tomorrow vegetablesshop go
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C. Er wird morgen denneuenHarry Potter kaufengehen
He will tomorrow the new Harry Potter buy  go
| tested the following topicalisation options oftbhdhe a., b. and c.-type, but the results

were almost identical for all kinds. Therefore lyogive examples of the a.-type:

ToPICALISATION OF V!
(115 Einkaufenwird er morgen gehen
Shop will hetomorrow go
TOPICALISATION OF V!+V?
(116 Einkaufen gehenwird er morgen
Shop go will hetomorrow
TOPICALISATION OF V2, V! MOVES To C°
117 Einkaufengeht er morgen
Shop goedhe tomorrow
The findings were that all sentences were acceptédthe variations of (114)c. being
slightly worse than the others (but none scoring worse than a 2.0 = ? at any time).
This fact needs not worry, as intonational effentsy be interfering here. What the re-
sults tell us is that not onlyA&lone but also ¥and \f together may act as constituents.
A similar pattern was found for the constructiorthngehen+ nominalised infinitive

which allows topicalisation of the nominalised vatbne and offehent nominalisation:

(118 a. Zum Einkaufengeht er in die Stadt
to.theshopping goese in the town

b. Zum Einkaufengehen wird er morgen
to.theshopping go.inf.will he tomorrow
In this construction, speakers differ as to whethey allow the nominalised infinitive to
have objects or not. Generally, mass noun objessallowed to co-nominalise, but
proper count nouns are much more problematic. Freenspeakers, the following sen-

tence received the judgements 1, 1, 2, 3, 4 heerdsult was inconclusive.

(119 ?/?? ...dasser zum einBuch kaufenin die Stadtgeht
...that heto.thea bookbuy intheacc town goes
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For this reason, and because the possibility afrparating nouns into nominalised in-
finitives is not directly relevant to my study, hlg apply results from this construction

involving the intransitive verkinkauferand when necessary, a mass noun.

17.3.3 Intraposition/extraposition

As for the possibility of intraposing/extraposingetcomplements ofehen we get a
rather clear-cut difference. Basicalginkaufen geheandzum Einkaufen gehenust be

intraposed, while foum einzukaufen gehextraposition is the preferred option.

Intraposition
(120 a. ...dasser einkaufengeht
...that heshop goes

b. ...dasser zum Einkaufengeht
...that heto.the shopping goes

c. ?? ..dasser um einzukaufenn die Stadtgeht
...that hein.order to.shop tothe town goes
Extraposition
(121 a. * ...dasser geht einkaufen

...that hegoes shop

b. * ...dasser geht zum Einkaufen
...that hegoesto.the shopping

C. ...dasser in die Stadtgeht um einzukaufen
...that heto the town goesin.order to.shop
The possibility or necessity of extraposing clauses strong indication of the status of
the verbal complement. While it is generally assditiat in German, complements are
base generated to the left of the higher verbiefinlausal complements must be extra-

posed and clausal infinitives are usually extragose

17.3.4 (Long) passive

As pointed out by Wurmbrand (for example 2001) glgassives pose a very strong ar-
gument for a restructuring configuration. In a Igrassive, an object of the embedded
verb raises to subject of the entire verbal compdgxeeing with the matrix verb as ex-
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emplified here by the restructuring veviersuchen'try’ (examples from Wurmbrand
2001: 19).

(122 a. ...dassder Traktor zureparieren versuchtwurde
...that the.lm trucksc. to repair tried was 6.
b. ...dassdie Traktoren zureparierenversuchtwurden
...that thetractorspL. to repair tried wererR.

Here, the a. example shows that the subject musbimnative and agree with the finite
verb. To show that this is not an impersonal pasdihave also given the b. example
where the plural subject causes the verb to agrperson and number.

The long passive is restricted to restructuringexts as shown in (123) where a non-

restructuring matrix verb is used (Wurmbrand 2(H5).

‘a. ...dassder raktor zu reparieren geplant wurde
123 * dassd Trakt lant d
...that the.m truck to repair plannedvassa.
b. ...dassden Traktorzu reparieren geplant wurde
...that the.&c truck to repair plannedvassa.
c. * ...dassdie Traktorenzu reparieren geplant wurden
...that the.ldm truckpPL. to repair plannedvere.3L.

In the a. and c. examples we can see that the elabexbject of a non-restructuring ma-
trix verb is not allowed raise and be the subjéc¢he higher clause. In order to passivise
the construction, the only option is to use an irepeal passive in which the embedded
object remains accusative (b. example). Consequeh# finite verb will always be'®
person, singular, regardless of whether the emlaeddject is singular or plural.
Restructuring predicates are also allowed to aypersonal passives, but in this case
the embedded object must remain within its VP;imgist to the matrix clause causes

ungrammaticality.

(124 a. ...dassversuchtwurde den Traktorzu reparieren
...that tried was thecc truck to repairiNF

b. * ...dassden Traktorversuchtwurde zureparieren
...that thescc truck tried wassG. to repair

When | testedyehen+ bare infinitive for long passive, the results ev@ot quite clear,

and the judgements of the examples in (125) rafigas completely grammatical to al-
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most ungrammatical (= ??). As has been noticedaktnmes in the literature, the ability
to make long passives varies greatly from speakspeaker. All speakers did however
agree that there were significant differences betwbegehen+ infinitive, theum...zu-
clause and theum+ nominalised infinitive such that the first threentences, i.e. the
passives otinkaufen gehews. those okzum einkaufen geheandum einkaufen zu ge-

hen were always judged as more grammatical than ther passives:

(context: Someone went to buy fish/books and a ranrabother things, and afterwards
this person tells extensively about all the purelabat were made, listing all of them)

(125a. ?  Der Fisch wurde danaclkaufen gegangen
Thenowm fish.sG. wassG. then buyiNF. WentPAST.PART.

b. ? ..unddanachwurde der Fisch kaufen gegangen
..andthen was thewowm fish.SG. buyINF. wentPAST.PART.

c. ? ..unddanachwurden dieBiucher kaufen gegangen
...andthen  wererL. the booksPL. buy.INF. wWentPAST.PART.

(126 * ...und danachwurden dieBucher...
...andthen werePL. the booksPL.

...um zu kaufen indie Stadtgegangen
for to buyINF. in theACC town wentPAST.PART.

(127a. * ...und danachwurden dieBicher...
...andthen  wererL. the booksPL.

...zumKaufen indie Stadtgegangen
to.the buyNOM. INF. in theAcc. town wentPAST.PART.

b. * Die Bicher wurden danach...
the bookspL. werePL. then

...zumKaufen indie Stadtgegangen

to.the buyNOM.INF. in theACC town wentPAST.PART.
What these data tell us is that, despite (125)protg completely unproblematic, for the
gehen+ bare infinitive, long passive is more grammatittedn in the clausal purpose
construction. The fact that (126) is completely conifirms that theim...zu- infinitive is
a full clause and as such long passivisation cataka place. That passivisation of the
nominalised infinitive is ungrammatical is not #tsurprising under the assumption that

the embedded object has been incorporated in timénadisation.
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17.3.5 Functional structure above V. 2?

In what follows, | want to focus ogehent infinitive and demonstrate that the infinitive
does not have any functional structure above vRy @hen relevant will | contrast the
behaviour ogehent+ bare infinitive with the non-finite purpose claus

NEGP?

As was the case witherannt kommertesting for the presence or absence of a NegP in
the functional domain of the lower verb is a bitky. Particularly when objects are
added, the situation gets complicated as Germandmshift (see for example Christen-
sen 2008). Still, after instructing informants abthe intended intonation, the same pat-
tern emerged as witherannt kommemamely that both verbs must necessarily be under
the scope of negation. Again, it is possible toehaonstituent negation by stressing the

embedded verb.

(128 a. ...dasser nicht einkaufengeht
...that henot shop goes
b. ...dasser nicht EINkaufengeht (sondernBier trinken)
...that henot shop goegbut beerdrink

This indicates that the second verb does not haneg® of its own.

THE T-DOMAIN :

In order to test if the two verbs denote one or events | forced them to take place at
different times by inserting two time adverbialsgaelating to the first verb, one to the
second. Fogehen+ bare infinitive this was never possible, destlite fact that | tried
different positions for the time adverbials, andoatised a main clause where the two
verbs are non-adjacent, in order to see if it wadlgossible for the informants to get an

interpretation. This was not the case.

(129 a. * ...dassich um 10 heute Nachmittageinkaufengehe
..that I at 10today afternoon ShomNF. QOFIN.
b. * ...dassich heute Nachmittageinkaufenum 10 gehe

..that | todayafternoon shopvF. at 10 goFIN.

c. * Ich geheum 10 heute Nachmittageinkaufen
I go at 10today afternoon  shopF.
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The same holds for thmim+ nominalised infinitive that also must share terapoefer-

ence:
(130a. * ...dasser heute Nachmittagzum Einkaufen uniO geht
...that hetoday afternoon to.theshopNOM.INF. at 10 goes
b. * ...dasser um 10 geht heute Nachmittagzum Einkaufen

...that heat 10 goestoday afternoon to.theshopNOM.INF.

In contrast, the finaim...zu- clause may have two different time referencegnasless
whether the complement clause is intraposed oapasied as can be seen from the fol-
lowing two examples (the intraposed clause scoligtitly lower, 1.4 on average, but

this is probably due to an unwillingness to intregpalauses when extraposition is an op-

tion)
(131 a. ...dasser um 10 in die Stadtgeht...
...that heat 10in theAcc town goes...
...um heute Nachmittag einzukaufen
...t0o todayafternoon PRT.INF.MRK.ShOpINF.
b. ...dasser um heute Nachmittageinzukaufen...

...that heto todayafternoon PRT.INF.MRK.ShOpINF.

...um 10 in die Stadtgeht
...at 10in theAcc town goes
‘...that he goes to town at 10 in order tch@shopping this afternoon’

Temporal dependence between two actions is a classgnostics for a restructuring
context and more specifically it suggests thatléhneer verb does not have an independ-
ent TP:

THE MOD-DOMAIN :
Modal verbs cannot be embedded ungehnen irrespectively of whether they have an

overt verbal complement themselves:

(132a. * Er geht jetzt ein Eis wollen
he goesnow an icecreamwantInF.

b. * Er geht jetzt einkaufenwollen  /missen /kénnen
He goes now shopINF. wantINF. /mustINF. /caniNF.

Also, modal adverbs cannot occur with narrow scope:
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(133a. * Er geht vielleicht einkaufen Narrow scope
He goesmaybe  shopnF.

b. * Er geht notwendigerweisesinkaufen Narrow scope
He goes necessarily shoptr.
THE ASP-DOMAIN
Perfect tenses cannot be embedded ugdken indicating that the aspectual domain is

absent too (past tense of the matrix verb is useilve a more plausible context).

(134 * Er ging eingekauft haben
He went ShOpPAST.PART. havelNF.

Also, aspectual adverbs are ungrammatical withomascope:

(135 * Er geht bald einfkaufen Narrow scope
He goes soon shopiNF.

THE VoICE-DOMAIN

As we have seen, agentive verbs are allowed torizeéded undegehen suggesting

that w,'s are possible complements. Passives, which | takgroject a ¥use On the

other hand, are not allowed (Wurmbrand 2001: 220)

(136 * Hans geht bestraft werden
Hans goes punisShPAST.PART. PASSAUX.

In fact, it seems to be a selectional requiremieat the embedded verb is agentive, the

causativdassenwhich in my analysis is agy can be embedded undgrhen

(137 Er geht seinen Wageneparieren lassen
He goes hisAcc. car repainNF. let.INF.

Permissivdassenwhich | analyse as aaiseiS not allowed.

(138 * Ich gehejetzt meine  Kinder spielen lassen
I go nowmy.Acc. children playINF. letiINF.

In other words, my previous claim, that for somasmn German disallowsaises as the

complement of restructuring verbs is supported.

%3 It should be noted that some of my speakers deampletely reject passives undghen.
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Stative verbs are also banned from being the camgaié ofgehen.If we use a verbs
such agrerpassermiss something (be late for something)’kemnertknow’ we see that
this is not possible:

(139 a. * Ich gehe heute Abend dasSpiel nichtverpassen
I go todayeveningthe matchnot miss

b. * Er geht jetzt die Wahrheitkennen
He goes now theAacc. truth KnowINF.

Such a restriction does not hold as rigidly for fimal um...zu— clause as can be seen
from the examples in (140):

(140 a, Ich gehe heute weg...
| go todayaway
Lumoim Krankenhausintersucht zuverden
in.order in.theDAT hospital eXamin@AST.PART. tO PASSAUX.

‘Today | go to the hospital to be examined’

b. Ich gehejetzt heim um dasSpiel nichtzu verpassen
I  go nowhomein.order.tothe matchnot to missINF.
‘I go home now so as not to miss the match’
A verb likekennenis however also not possible in a final non-firdleuse. Here, seman-

tic restrictions are likely to play a part:

(141, * Ich gehejetzt heim um diewahrheit zu kennen

I  go nowhomein.order the truth to KnOw.NF.
| have argued thagehen+ bare infinitive is another example of a struckwandition
which enables quirky verbal morphology. The twobghave only one shared functional
domain and ¥ is restricted to be a verb which projectssa Vhis gives us the following

representation:
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einkaufen gehergb shopping (inf.)’

VdoP
O

ProcP Vdo®

O et

VdoP Proc®

: : <gehen>

ProcP Vdo®

_ ™~ ecinkaufen

ResP Proc®

: : <einkaufem

Res®
<einkaufem

Figure 38

The infinitive followinggehenl also claim to be a case of quirky verbal morpggldue

to the absence of the infinitival marker.

17.4 Alemannic quirkiness

The last construction | want to discuss in my disg®n is another case where motion
verbs and their verbal complements show peculifaced. | do this by referring to a
study carried out by Brandner and Salzmann (200Bgy investigate a construction
found in Alemannic dialects in the area around&ke Bodensee (ALM) and in Switzer-
land (CH). In this construction, a basic motionbveombines with a non-finite verbal
complement but the connection is mediated by thécpmgi/go® which is not found in

Standard German. The phenomenon is relevant tprédsent context for three (probably
related) reasons: i) the matrix verb is a motiorbwehich exhibits semi-lexical behav-
iour, ii) the morphology of the verbal complemest‘quirky” (in that the particle only

occurs in this construction), and iii) togethee two verbs involved show mono-clausal

properties (restructuring effects).

% The particle exhibits different vowel qualitiesdifferent areas. Here, following Brandner & Salzma
will use gi to refer to the variant found in the German arewl go to the Swiss German variant which
throughout their paper is investigated on the bafsiurich German.



Verbs of movement and position 297

The two particles are arguably of the same orgid they display very similar behav-
iour. There are however certain differences whichn8ner and Salzmann analyse as
being derived from a different categorical stattithe particle in the two variants, such
than in the Swiss German variagtshas turned into a verbal element, while in the Ger-
man Alemannic it still has some prepositional prtips. The examples | give are from

the Swiss German variant. In its basic configurgttbe construction looks as follows:

(142 Ich ganggo de Ungglebsueche

I go PRTtheuncle visitinF. ‘I'll go visit my uncle’
The particle is obligatory after motion verbs ahi$ imost frequent with ‘come’ and ‘go’
and it only appears after motion verbs.

As stated various times in this dissertation, motierbs (like positional verbs) are
usually not allowed to stand alone, i.e. withoutnpbementation. In particular they tend
to cooccur with locative expressions, directionalazational. In light of this fact and
because the particlgi/go is probably of prepositional origin (according toaBdner &
Salzman it is derived frorgen— the short version ajegen‘towards’), an obvious as-
sumption would be that the patrticle is a directliypanarker for the verb. This assump-
tion is however not viable and can be refuted imatety by explicitly inserting a
proper directional PP; an insertion which doesatftgct the presence @ji/go + infini-

tive:

(143 Si  fahrt uf Gottene go ne abhole
Shedrives to GottenheimpPRT him pick.up
‘She drives to Gottenheim to pick him up’

That we are dealing with a subordination constamctind not adjunction is clear from

the fact that extraction is possible from both gerb

(144 Woane t gaaschgo poschte?
Where.to go2sG PRT buy.NF.
‘Where do you go to do you shopping’

Was gaaschgo 1t poschte?
What go.2SG PRT  buyINF.
‘What do you go buy?’
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The subject must be animate and capable of voditiantion (hence the ungrammatical-
ity of (145)a.) and this is a result of the parf@iconfiguration, not of selectional prop-
erties of motion verbs (cf. the grammaticality d4%)b.)

(145a. * De Gstankvom Restoranthunnt mich immer go argere
The smell of.therestaurantcomes me alwaysPRT annoy

b. Déé Brief gaat uf/ chunntus  Amerika
This letter goesto/ comes from America
The two verbs express one, complex event as dematedty the fact that realisation of
the first action entails realisation of the secdrel,the latter may not be negated:

(146 Ich gang jede Taaggo Gmies poschte,...
| go everyday PRT vegetablesbuy

* ...aberes  héatnie

but  therehas none

‘I go and buy vegetables every day but there naxeany’
On a par with several of the constructions deathwn this thesis, the verbal comple-
ment containing thgi/go-phrase has a much reduced structure; Brandnerl&n@an
(2009) argue that it is a bare VP. This claim igmarted by the fact that elements which
belong to positions outside the verb phrase aréicerised betweegi/go and its verb.

Specifically, sentential modifiers, including néga, and temporal adverbs are not

possible within theyi/go-phrase. Note that the following sentences are mainses and
as such subject to Verb Second but this does terféne. The crucial point is the posi-

tion of the adverb relative go.

(147 a. * Ich gang go  nod hélffe
I go PRT not help

b. Ich gang néd go  halffe
I go notPRT help

(148 a. * Ich gang go wabhrschiinlichen film luege
| go PRT probably a filmwatch

b. Ich gang wahrschiinlichgo enFilm luege
| go probably PRT a film watch
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(149 a. * Er gaat go morn d muetebsueche
He goesPRT tomorrow the mother visit

b. Er gaat morn go d muetebsueche
He goestomorrow PRT the mother visit

In the two dialects considered, there are significamilarities with respect to thg/go

+ infinitive, however, according to Brandner & Salamagi and go respectively, has
undergone different degrees of grammaticalisatguth that in ALM it has retained
some of its prepositional properties, while in GHhas be reanalysed as a verbal ele-
ment. This analysis is due to the fact that, desgitared etymology and similar usage,
there are certain syntactic differences betweerb#t@viour of the particle in the two

dialects.

17.5 What is so special about motion verbs?

Finally, 1 will address a general question aboubgeof movement and position. In this
chapter | have showed that cross-linguisticallyséheerbs appear in a variety of some-
what peculiar configurations. The big question tsatvis so special about these verbs?
What is it about them that makes them high-freqeantlidates for light verbs? | believe
there are different reasons in play here; soménedd are quite intuitive, bordering on

the obvious, yet the role they play should not beewestimated.

First of all, motion verbs are subject to frequestfects at different levels. Basic motion
verbs are universal, all human beings move wittk being the default manner of mo-
tion. The underspecifiecomeis equally universal. Furthermore, a few othebgeare so
high-frequent that they are subject to the sameham@sms as the most basic motions
verbs. Here, we can include verbs sucldge, run, fly etc. The same thing of course
goes for positional verbstanding sitting andlying are the basic, universal positions we
as human beings can be in.

This simple fact makes it statistically more likéhat these verbs will appear in “odd”
configurations across languages.

Another instance of frequency effects is that huilp@ings are always in a position or

moving. This makes positional and motion verbs Higlquent within each language.
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Secondly, and this is related to the first reasmgh basic notions as motion from or to
some place are easily transferred to e.g. the temhgdonension. The passing of time can
easily be perceived as a line equivalent to oree diftance crossed. This fact makes mo-

tion verbs obvious candidates for temporal auxiligrbs.

Thirdly, it should be remembered that a prereqeifit creating complex events is si-
multaneity or strict consecutivity/causality betwebe participating subevents. What is
particular about positional verbs and motion veebthat they usually do not interfere
with other events. In fact any action carried aguires that the subject be in a position

or motion.

In this chapter | have described and analysed abeuwf different Danish and German
cases of quirky verbal morphology involving vertisrmtion and position. | have argued
that structurally they are quite similar to IPP @@ as they all involve very intimate
verb connections. Specifically, we have been dgakith cases where two verbs must
share one lexical domain, just as | argued forcdmes of IPP with the causatiassen
and cases where a thematic verb takes a vP-compiefie main point has been to pro-
vide evidence that quirky verbal morphology is actmibroader phenomenon than ap-
pearances may lead one to believe. Furthermorayé httempted to show that the ho-
mogeneity of the verbs involved in quirky verbal mpizology is essentially semantic in
nature. In other words, we have seen examplesstésatic interaction between syntax

and semantics.
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In this dissertation | have described a numberupkesdicially different multi-verb con-
structions and have attempted to demonstrate beatuhderlying structures are quite
similar. My main hypothesis was that a number &fesaof unexpected verbal morphol-
ogy might be reduced to a few structural configoreg and | have argued that mono-
clausality or clause union is the common denommdtarthermore, | hypothesised that
the actual morphological output is semantically apatactically irrelevant and the result
of phonological operations due to a language-sigesifrface filter which prohibits bare
stems from surfacing unless they are independdintdpsed. | also intended to investi-
gate whether any common properties could be fonrlte verbs that are allowed as ma-
trix verbs in those multi-verb constructions whqrerky morphology is observed. With
respect to this, | have established that the magiks are all states; either simple states

or derived ones.

Theoretically, | have founded my investigations raainly two approaches; Cinque’s
(1999, 2001, 2006) cartographic approach to thetfomal structure of the clause and
Ramchand’s (2008) approach to verb-internal strectBoth share the view of finely
grained phrasal structures where each phrase sewv@&y specific function, and while |
did not commit myself to the theoretical implicatgy | have assumed that cross-
linguistically there are fixed orderings of botlawsal modifying elements and semantic
roles. As for the verb-internal structure, | fouhdecessary to elaborate and revise some
of Ramchand’s (2008) views; specifically | repladg@mchand’s Initiation Phrase with
Folli & Harley’s (2005, 2007) two different flavosirof little v; wo and Vause Further,
against Ramchand (2008: 55) who claims that stagwvbs are bare InitPs, | have argued
that stative verbs are Result Phrases, possiblyamittle v of the flavour y. With these
refinements, for all the constructions | have iniiggged, | have attempted to determine
the position and/or internal structure of each weith the main focus on the status of the

matrix verb.

After providing a general introduction, | turned ratgention to a specific kind of quirky
verbal morphology in the Mainland Scandinavian leages; pseudo-coordination or fi-

niteness copying with verbs of movement or posidasmmatrix verbs. This was the main
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topic of Part I. Here | distinguished two typespskudo-coordination; positional and di-
rectional PC. The first is characterised by hawandefault positional verb (or the atelic
ga ‘walk’) as its matrix verb and triggering a proga® reading of the main verb. The
second kind has a telic motion verb as its matesbvand is not really aspectual in na-
ture. Still, it forms a very close connection witie main verb triggering a temporal and
causal dependence of the main verb on the matri. viehe two verbs are joined by
what looks like a coordinating conjunction and thabligatorily agree with respect to
finiteness. Despite this, there is ample evidehegthey are not coordination structures.

| argued that despite the differences betweetvibeypes of matrix verbs, they are in
fact quite similar in the sense that telic motiarbs result in states which position the
subject in space and time, while this is all theiponal verbs do in the first place, i.e.
both types have a Result Phrase positioning thgesiuds their lowest projection.

As for both the inflectional morphology of"\and the joining element, | argued that
they are semantically and syntactically irrelevaet, that we are in fact dealing with a
simple subordination structure. | tested for anyctional structure above the lower verb
and found no evidence for any functional projectiabove vP.

The general aim of Part | was to provide the stmas underlying pseudo-
coordinations in order to show that they are pardtl those underlying some cases of
IPP. Two verbs are forced to share a clausal doaranthe result is quirky morphology.
Due to the fact that the inflection of the lowerlvés semantically vacuous, | take it that
this copying happens at PF.

The topic of Part Il was the West Germanic Infwas Pro Participio, or substitute in-
finitive. In this construction, in many variants German and Dutch when a two-verb
cluster whose matrix verb is an “IPP-verb” is ire tberfect tense, the matrix verb ap-
pears as an infinitive and not as a past particptefor the underlying structures, | es-
tablished three different ones, with monoclausdd#ging a common denominator.

One of these structures is the one underlying WPBonnection with the causative
verb lassen Here | argued thdassenoccupies the head ofiyvand the verbal comple-
ment is a bare lexical category; i.e. a Result &waith or without a Process Phrase. The
closest connection possible between two verbs enwthey form one lexical domain and
this analysis accounts for the fact that acrosguages, causatives are the most likely to
trigger IPP at all (in the languages where thectifeobserved in the first placd)assen
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| argued, also exists as a permissive causativeshich case | argued that it is in the
head of vasetaking a silent modal verb as its complement whichurn takes a vP-
complement. The silent modal | assume to have & Resits lowest projection. For
German, | established the restriction that thisdowomplement may only be g,\or a
Vbe 1.€. NOt a ¥ause While | cannot explain this restriction, whichedonot hold cross-
linguistically, it accounts for the impossibility embedding passives undassen

Secondly, | argued that for IPP with modal verlbg todal is merged directly into
the Cinquean functional structure. IPP only ocdartghe perfect tense, and this would
conflict with the Cinquean assumption that perfec@spect is situated between the mo-
dal projections and the main verb. This led merguea that a distinction between aspec-
tual and temporal perfectivity is necessary, amd with stative predicates only a tempo-
ral perfectivity is possible. Hence, the tempomatikary would be merged in T°, above
the modal projections and the correct scopal ptegsecan be derived. In other words,
while with lassentwo verbs are contained in the lexical domain, withdal verbs, there
are two verbs in the functional domain of the ctaus

In Part Il | also drew parallels to quirky verbabmhology in Danish under IPP-like
circumstances. Essentially, two different kindgjoirky morphology were observed: the
first being finiteness agreement when two modatsccor with an overt verbal comple-
ment and the second being displacement of thecpaall morphology from the modal
verb to the main verb when a modal + lexical verbuos in the perfect tense. Structur-
ally, these cases correspond to IPP with modalsyehe functional domain of the clause
becomes crowded when more than one verb is mengedt.i

Finally, I investigated verbs of perception whichStandard German display optional
IPP, keeping in mind that other West Germanic vasiaalso have IPP with a larger
number of control verbs and that an analysis shbal@éxpandable to cover such cases
too. | tested for the presence of a functionalcttme above the lower verb and came to
the result that the highest projection of the lowerb is a y,P. Specifically, it was
shown that negation, sentential adverbs, perfesetand passives cannot be embedded
under perception verbs. | therefore came to theclosion that perception verbs are
proper lexical verbs taking vP-complements, aganiugling tauseS. The generalisation
then seems to be that two lexical verbs share lansal structure. The optionality of IPP
with specific verbs is extensive across the IPRiages and | were not able to find any

differences between the cases with and without WA#ch led me to conclude that they
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are cases of true optionality. As for the verb+iné structure, | argued that verbs of per-

ception have a Result Phrase as their lowest firojec

As for the substitute infinitive itself, | arguebat in Standard German and Dutch, this
specific form is either simply selected by defaadtby a surface copying of the inflec-
tional features of the verb complement of the IRRRY The specific form selection does
not interfere with the interpretation. Empiricallypacked this claim up with data from
non-standard varieties of German. In the dialectauch greater variety can be seen, and
to cover these, we would have to talk about sulistigerunds, supines, etc. which in
part are verb-specific within a given dialect.Hetspecific form were relevant for inter-
pretation, we would not expect such a variety oh® to give a uniform reading. In
theoretical terms, this provides an argument ftg-lasertion strategies as advocated by
e.g. the framework of Distributed Morphology.

The main difference between the West Germanic iRPScandinavian PC concerns
the actual form selection. While with IPP we appeabe dealing with “random” selec-
tion of a non-finite form, pseudo-coordination ihx&s a copying of the inflectional fea-
tures of the matrix verb to the dependent verbpdcslated, without elaborating the
point, that the choice between these two stratagiesnnected to richness of verbal in-
flection, such that a low degree of inflectionalmptwlogy is more likely to result in fea-

tural copying.

Also backed up by non-standard language data,uedrghat the verb order alternations
observed in connection with IPP are in fact sup&iftoo and not causally connected to
the quirky morphology. | showed that all 5 actualbrorders of 6 potential ones (for
three-verb clusters) could be derived applying mygiost-syntactic movement and left

the matter of internal verb ordering at that.

In Part Ill 1 dealt with verbs of motion and positi more generally, and showed that
analyses parallel to those of IPP and PC were cgige. Specifically, | dealt with Ger-
man and Danish two-verb clusters involving moti@mbs or positional verbs. For Ger-
man, this wableiben‘remain’ + infinitive (of a positional verbgehen'go’ + infinitive
andkommericome’ + past participle. Fdrleiben+ infinitive, | argued that a4y + Proc

hostingbleibentakes a Res-complement made up by the positiomal Té&e difference
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between the inchoative and anti-inchoative usdgkd to correspond to different seman-
tic values of the Proc-head, specified as [+ chaigmsition] and [- change of position]
respectively.Gehenand kommen | argue to be full lexical verbs (i.e. they havere
verb-internal structure below vP), both taking-@omplements.

The Danish constructions | investigated were simihough not identicakKomme
‘come’ andblive ‘become/to remain’ + present participle, | arguednvolve complex
predicate formation witkommeappearing as a light verb, i.e. @ gelecting a ResP as
its complementBlive when combined with a present participle | analyasda W, +
ProcP [+/- change of position], also taking a ResPplement.

Finally, | speculated about which properties oftageof position and movement that
make them such frequent candidates in connectitih @@mplex predicates and quirky
morphology and concluded that their universal reatamd non-interference with other

actions is what make them especially suited fa fhirpose.

Throughout my dissertation, | have argued thatkyuuwerbal morphology is a surface
reflex which may arise when specific structural ditons are met, i.e. when two or
more verbs have to share a domain which is tooldoralhem, whether this domain is
lexical or functional. | have however not attemptedierive the specific quirky forms;
in some cases it may be possible to do so, buhtist | believe that if they are to be de-
rived, it must be done in terms of post-syntagtes, phonological operations. It is clear,
that despite the fact that a multitude of finitedamon-finite forms appear as quirky
forms, different languages prefer specific fornmspart in specific contexts. My point is
that the specific form assignment is arbitraryha sense that these preferences are syn-
tactically and semantically irrelevant and appr@acthat try to account for them in syn-
tactic terms, run the risk of overgeneration. A endetailed investigation of the actual
output and how it connects to the individual largpgis something | leave for future
research.

In giving less detailed analyses, | have attemptedemonstrate that underlying a
large amount of superficially non-related constiared; more general, cross-linguistic
patterns can be discerned. Despite the fact thawé shifted some of the explanatory
load from syntax to PF, | have not trivialised tloée of syntax. On the contrary | have
shown that the underlying syntactic structures airéar greater imporatance than ap-

pearances may lead one to believe.
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| have made extensive use of Ramchand’s (2008)aiid& Harley’'s (2005, 2007)
view on verb-internal structure and suggested ivgmeents and elaborations. The ques-
tion of how verbs are internally structured hasvprbto be crucial in the understanding
of verbal syntax and though many insights have la@tmeved in this area, refinements

are still necessary.
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Dansk Resumé:

Syntaksen i forbindelse med afvigende verbalmorfolo gi

Emnet for min ph.d.-afhandling er sakaldt afvigeneebalmorfologi og dens syntakti-
ske forudseetninger. Jeg definerer afvigende verrdinogi som uventet morfologi i
verber, dvs. nar verbet udviser en morfologi, deigar fra den normale morfologiske
selektion. Min tese er, at en reekke tilsynelademtidheterogene feenomener tveerspro-
gligt og internt i sprog kan henfares til dennegdnde morfologi og at det saledes tveer-
sprogligt er et udbredt faenomen. Jeg foreslarfvigende morfologi optreeder under be-
stemte syntaktiske betingelser, men at det faktiskputvarierer alt efter, hvilket sprog
og hvilke konstruktioner, der er tale om.

I min afhandling identificerer jeg tre forskelligarukturelle betingelser, der kan
udlgse afvigende morfologi. Feellesnaevneren foredigser, at minimum to verber i alle

tilfeelde skal dele ét seetningsdomeene.

Del | indeholder afhandlingens indledning. Her defer jeg, hvad afvigende morfologi
er, og gor rede for mine teoretiske antagelser. telimetiske ramme er en kombination
af Cinques kartografiske tilgang til seetningsstnuoktog Ramchands semantisk-
syntaktiske dekompositionstilgang.

| den kartografiske tilgang udggres seetningsdoragnen kaskade af funktionelle
projektioner. Den relative reekkefglge af disse fiorlelle projektioner er angiveligt uni-
versel, i hvert fald hvad angar hovedkategoried®se, altid er ordnet som [tempus [mo-
dalitet [aspekt [aktionsart ]]]].

Ramchands tilgang kan sammenlignes med Cinques fongkellen er, at Ramchand
beskeeftiger sig med den verbum-interne struktum skelner mellem tre verb-interne
fraser, der har en fast reekkefglge: IBniation Phrase(InitP), der indeholder det argu-
ment, der forarsager eller initierer en handlingPeocess PhraséProcP), der har med
en proces eller eendring at gagre, samRenult Phras€ResP), der angiver en afledt til-
stand. InitP svarer til lille v, og jeg falger Hall Harley, der skelner mellem to varianter
af lille v; et agentivisk ¥ 0g et kausativt &use Til disse fgjer jeg et sakaldtyy som er

det semi-leksikalske hoved for stative verber. Yidee argumenterer jeg for, at Ram-



322 The syntax of quirky verbal morphology

chands ResP ikke kun bgr daekke over afledte tdstamen at det er den leksikalske

frase, der projiceres af stative verber.

Del | behandler desuden den sékaldte pseudo-kaioirsstruktur, der findes i de fast-
landsskandinaviske sprog. | denne konstruktiordsémud, som om et beveegelses- eller
positionsverbum er koordineret med et andet verbmem det faktum, at man kan ek-
strahere et indlejret objekt indicerer, at derade om en subordinationsstruktur, jf. ek-

sempel (1):

(2) Hvad sidder Peter og leeser?

Jeg skelner mellem positionel og direktionel psekidlordination, afheengigt af om det
@gvre verbum er et positions- eller et bevaegelsbawer De to slags verber udlgser for-
skellig semantik, men syntaktisk opfgrer de sigtaeesdentisk. Igennem Del | argu-
menterer jeg for, at det verbale komplement, somasgisk er det tungeste af de to ver-
ber, er defekt og ikke har nogen funktionel strukiver vP. Jeg demonstrerer dette ved
at vise, at materiale, der er knyttet til Cinquaskitionelle projektioner, ikke kan op-
treede med snaever skopus mellem de to verber.

Derudover plaederer jeg for, at den identiske ftaksde to verber udviser, er seman-
tisk og syntaktisk tom. Jeg argumenterer for, ateat vP-komplement ikke kan fa til-
skrevet en form og derfor principielt ville veeredhdl at optreede som en ren stamme. |
de germanske sprog (delvist med undtagelse af g)get rene stammer normalt ikke
tilladt, og derfor er en reparationsstrategi palatentilfaeldet med pseudo-koordination
kopierer det laveste verbum det gvre verbums fteissnorfologi og kan derved komme
til at se finit ud. Jeg antager, at denne kopiefarggar pa PF.

Til sidst i kapitlet giver jeg et overblik over kstruktioner med serielle verber og
diskuterer, hvorvidt man kan klassificere pseudordlmationer som serielle verber. Jeg
konkluderer, at det afhaenger af definitionen afeflerverber, men at der er pafaldende
strukturelle ligheder mellem disse pa overfladenf@&kellige konstruktioner. En af
lighederne er, hvilke verber der er involveret rbadserier og afvigende verbalmor-
fologi. Tveersprogligt udger disse verber en retattomogen gruppe, der primeert
inkluderer beveegelses- og positionsverber i viddstgydning. En abenlys forskel
mellem serielle verber og mine konstruktioner médgande morfologi er, at i mange

sprog med serielle verber optreeder de afhaengiderveom rene stammer. Denne mu-
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lighed findes ikke i de fastlandsskandinaviske gprog ved hjeelp af en kopier-

ingsmekanisme kommer pseudo-koordinationer tiearederledes ud end verbalserier.

| Del Il beskeeftiger jeg mig med Infinitivus-Pro+®eipio (IPP) ellererstatningsinfini-

tiv, der er et udbredt feenomen i de vestgermanskeg ¢pksklusive engelsk). Denne ef-
fekt optreeder, nar bestemte verber, der tagerréaktekomplement, optreeder i perfek-
tum. | stedet for et perfektum participium, optreediet verbum, der er direkte domineret

af perfektums-hjeelpeverbet, som en infinitiv sodei falgende eksempel:

(2) Peter hat das Buchnicht lesen wollen
Peter har DET.ACC. bog ikke laes@F. vil.INF.
‘Peter har ikke villet lsese bogen’

IPP optreeder i varierende udstraekning i de foligkelPP-sprog. Jeg argumenterer for,
at der i hgjtysk kan identificeres tre forskelligederliggende strukturer, der kan udlgse
IPP, og at de samme strukturelle betingelser fotigerer geeldende for de sprog, der

udviser IPP med en stgrre maengde verber.

Den farste strukturelle forudsaetning angar det &twes verbumlassen ‘lade’, der
udlgser obligatorisk IPP i alle de relevante spEiftersom ingen af de funktionelle pro-
jektioner kan udfyldes, konkluderer jeg, at detbate komplement tilassener funk-
tionelt defekt, lige som det ogsa var tilfeeldet npse@udo-koordinatiorl.assenkan an-
vendes pé forskellige mader med smé& semantiskkeltgs En anvendelse er som sim-
pelt kausativt verbum. | denne brug argumentem@ifge, atlassensa befinder sig iy°

og har en ren VP som sit komplement. Der er medeamid! to verber i ét verbaldomaene
(der udger henh. vP og VP).

Ud over den simple kausative brug hessenogsa nogle modale anvendelser, der kan
dekomponeres semantisk til [forarsage [tilladelse#épligt ]]]. Disse anvendelser ana-
lyserer jeg parallelt til det simple kausativum nuh forskel, at der i de modale an-
vendelser er indlejret et stumt modalverbum undgrlide v, der i dette tilfaelde er en
Veause | d& modale anvendelser kan der indlejres agekéwerber, men ikke passiver,
og jeg konkluderer derfor, dssenindlejrer et v, Dette betyder, at den struktur, der
ligger til grund for IPP med moddtssenindeholder to fuldverber (hver bestaende af vP

+ VP), der ma deles om ét saetningsdomaene.
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Modalverber udlgser ogsa IPP i alle IPP-sprogeneverensstemmelse med Cinque
(1999) argumenterer jeg for, at modalverber erandsrekte i de modale projektioner,
der befinder sig mellem TP og de aspektuelle ptagekr. | perfektum, hvor vi kan an-
tage, at hjeelpeverbet befinder sig i T°, har vsalto verber i saetningens funktionelle

struktur.

Slutteligt udlgser perceptionsverber fakultativi® IPhgjtysk. Her argumenterer jeg for, at
perceptionsverber er leksikalske verber, der peogicen normal VP, og som selekterer
et reduceret verbalt komplement, specifikt g De empiriske argumenter for denne
analyse er, at modale og aspektuelle adverbier kigkeindsaettes mellem perceptions-
verbet og dets komplement. Igen er den struktufetigdsaetning altsa, at to fuldbyrdige
leksikalske verber skal deles om ét saetningsdomaene.

| alle disse tilfaelde af IPP kan man give to farkiger pa, hvordan IPP-verbet ender
med at blive en infinitiv i stedet for et partiaipn. Enten kopierer IPP-verbet sit kom-
plements fleksionsmorfologi, eller ogsa bliver imifiven som den mindst markerede
form, indsat pedefault | hgjtysk kan vi ikke afgare, hvilken mekanisrder er pa spil,
men data fra andre tyske dialekter viser, at i thvde varianter, kan det ikke veere kop-
iering, der finder sted, da IPP-verbet optreeder areden nonfinit form end sit komple-

ment.

| Del Il beskeeftiger jeg mig med andre tilfeeldead¥igende verbalmorfologi i forbin-

delse med positions- og bevaegelsesverber. Her iesaorimaert data fra tysk og dansk.
De strukturelle betingelser ser ud til at veere derae som ved IPP og pseudo-
koordination, saledes at de enten bestar af toeveérft leksikalsk domaene (hvor de ud-
fylder vP henh. VP), eller hvor to fuldbyrdige ver{dvs. 2 x vP + VP) ma deles om ét

seetningsdomeene.

Del 11l indeholder desuden den samlede konklusmmafhandlingen. Her opsummerer

jeg mine resultater og diskuterer nogle af de sgméd, der endnu ikke er besvaret.



Summary — The syntax of quirky verbal morphology

The topic of my dissertation is quirky verbal moofdgy and its structural conditions. |
define quirky verbal morphology as unexpected molgdy on verbs, i.e. when verbs
display a morphology which is different from theuak morphological selection. My
proposal is that quirky verbal morphology is a srbsguistically relatively frequent
phenomenon despite its surface manifestations bbketgrogeneous both language-
internally and across languages. | propose thatifspesyntactic conditions underlie
quirky morphology, but that the surface outputiésl tto the language and/or to specific
constructions.

| identify three different structural conditions \wwh may trigger quirky verbal mor-
phology, and the common denominator is that ircadles, there is only one clausal do-

main for more than one verb.

Part | contains the general introduction to theselitation. Here, | define quirky verbal
morphology and account for my theoretical assumgtidhe framework | am working
in is a combination of Cinque’s Cartographic applo# clausal structure and Ram-
chand’s semantic-syntactic decomposition approach.

In the cartographic approach a cascade of fundtiorgections make up the clausal
domain. The relative ordering of these functionaljgctions is supposedly universal, at
least with respect to the principal categories whst be organised as [tense [modality
[aspect [voice ]]]] (Cinque: 1999: 106).

The two approaches are compatible but the differestchat Ramchand is concerned
with the verb-internal structure. She distinguisttese verb-internal phrase types with a
fixed ordering: the Initiation Phrase (InitP) contesl to causation, the Process Phrase
(ProcP) which relates to process or change andlyfittee Result Phrase (ResP) con-
nected to a derived state. The InitP correspondsti® v, and | follow Folli & Harley
who distinguish between the agentivg &nd the causative.yise In addition to Folli &
Harley’s wo, and Vausel propose a pe which is the semi-functional head of stative verbs
Furthermore, | argue that Ramchand’s ResP shouicmy cover derived states, but
that this is also the lexical phrase type connetiestative verbs. This view can account
for the similarities between e.g. simple positionatbs and verbs denoting change-of-

position, cf. these two examples:



326 The syntax of quirky verbal morphology

1) a. Peter sidderi stolen
Petersits  in the.chair‘Peter is sitting in the chair’

b. Peter seettersig i stolen — Petersidderi stolen
Petersits REFL in the.chair  Petersits in the.chair
‘Peter sits down’ — ‘Peter is sitting in the chair’

Part | furthermore covers the so-called pseudodination structure found in the

Mainland Scandinavian languages. In this conswuacta verb of motion or position ap-

pears to be coordinated with another verb, yetaektin of the embedded argument, in-
dicates that it is in fact a subordination struefwatherwise it would be a violation of the
Coordinate Structure Constraint, cf. example (1):

(2) Hvad sidder Peter og leeser?
Whatsits  Peterand reads ‘What is Peter reading’

| distinguish between two kinds of pseudo-coordoret; positional and directional, de-
pending on whether the higher verb is a verb oftjposor of movement. The two kinds
trigger different semantics, but syntactically theghave in an almost identical way.
Throughout this chapter | argue that the verbal mlement, which semantically is the
heavier one of the two verbs, is deficient and $agky functional structure above vP. |
demonstrate this by showing that material connetdedinque’s functional projections
cannot have scope over the second verb only.

Furthermore, | argue that the inflection on theosel verb is semantically and syntac-
tically vacuous. | speculate that a bare vP cometgnsannot have a form assigned in-
dependently and it would therefore have to surteca bare stem. Bare verbal stems are
generally not licensed in the Germanic languagesyl{Eh being an exception to some
extent) and therefore a repair strategy must bdiemppln the case of pseudo-
coordinations, the lower verb copies the inflectlomorphology of the higher verb and
hence may appear to be finite. This copying | agstorbe a PF-operation.

Towards the end of Part | provide a brief overviewSerial Verb Constructions and
discuss whether pseudo-coordinations might be iledsas such. | conclude that this
depends entirely on the definition of serial verbst that there are striking structural
similarities between these two superficially diffiet constructions. One of the similari-
ties concerns the verb classes involved in seasi@his and quirky verbal morphology.

Cross-linguistically, these verbs form a fairly fanin group, containing primarily verbs
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of motion and position in the broadest sense. Anas difference between serial verbs
and my cases of quirky verbal morphology is thanamy verb serialising languages, the
lower verbs surface as bare stems. This is notpéinroin Mainland Scandinavian lan-
guages and through the copying mechanism, pseuntoinations end up looking dif-

ferent than verb serialisations.

Part Il deals with the Infinitive-for-Participle fett, (IPP) which is widespread in the
West Germanic languages (not including English)s Bffect occurs when certain verbs
that take a verbal complement appear in the petéde. Instead of the expected past
participle, the verb immediately dominated by tlesf@ct tense auxiliary appears as an

infinitive as in the following example:

3) Peter hat das Buchnicht lesen wollen

Peter has theacc. book not readNF. wantinF.

‘Peter didn’t want to read the book’
IPP occurs to varying extents in the different IBRguages. For Standard German | ar-
gue that three different structures underlying ¢@R be identified, and I hypothesise that
the same structural conditions are applicable édahguages that display IPP with a lar-

ger number of verbs.

The first structural condition | identify concertie Standard German causative ads
sen.The verbs which correspond to this trigger obbggatlPP in all the relevant lan-
guages. Based on the fact that none of the cldusational projections are allowed to
be filled, | argue that they are not present,the.verbal complement ddssenis func-
tionally deficient, as was also the case for thebake complements in pseudo-
coordinationLasserhas different usages with slightly different sen@ntOne is a sim-
ple causative verb, and for this usage | argueittigis a little vy4o° and takes a bare VP
complement. In other words, there are two verbena verbal domain (making up vP
and VP respectively).

Other than the simple causative usdgesenhas modal-like usages which may be
semantically decomposed into [cause [permissiolitAdbbligation]]. These | analyse in
a fashion parallel to causatilessen the difference being that in these latter cases;

lent modal is embedded under the little v, whichhiis case is ac\use These usages of
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lassenmay embed agentive verbs but for example no passind | therefore conclude
that thislassenembeds a g4. This means that the structure underlying IPP \witidal-
like usages ofasseninvolves two full verbs (each projecting a regUl® [VP]] struc-

ture) sharing one clausal domain.

Modal verbs are also IPP-verbs in all of the IPfglaages. In line with Cinque (1999), |
argue that they are merged directly into the fumal structure of the clause, specifically
in the modal projections that are situated betwBeérand the aspectual projections. In
the perfect tense, where presumably the tempordliay is merged in T°, we have two

verbs in the functional structure of the clause.

Finally, perception verbs trigger optional IPP itarglard German. | argue that these are
full lexical verbs which project a regular VP arglext a reduced verbal complement,
specifically a o Failed insertion of modal and aspectual advedis/éen the percep-
tion verb and its complement provide the empir@ajuments for the lack of clausal
functional structure connected to the lower vergaif, the structural condition is that
two full lexical verbs must share one clausal domai

For all the cases of IPP, the actual form assignme. the fact that an IPP-verb ends
up as an infinitive instead of a past participlas Itwo possible explanations; either the
IPP-verb copies the inflection of its complementha infinitive, being the least marked
form, is inserted by default. For Standard Germanoannot determine which of two
options apply, but data from other German dialdws Standard German suggest that at
least in these variants, copying is not be an op@s the IPP-verb may appear in other

non-finite forms than its complement.

Part Ill deals with some other cases of quirky aenmorphology in connection with
verbs of motion and position. Here | include datemprily from German and Danish.
The structural conditions appear similar to thosedewlying IPP and pseudo-
coordinations, such that either they are casesemver verbs make up one lexical do-
main (projecting vP or VP respectively) or wheretimll verbs (each projecting vP +
VP) must share one clausal domain.

Finally, I sum up the findings of my dissertatiomdadiscuss some of the open ques-

tions.



