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The status of the embedded V-Neg word order 
Kristine Bentzen 

University of Tromsø 

 

In this talk I will discuss the nature of the word order Verb-Negation (i.e. verb movement 

across negation) in embedded clauses. In contrast to Icelandic embedded V-Neg, this 

word order in Mainland Scandinavian is generally taken to be an instance of embedded 

V2 alongside non-subject initial V2 (XPVS). I will show that although this is indeed in 

many respects a correct analysis of embedded V-Neg in Norwegian, there are some 

puzzling facts from both Norwegian and Faroese, and from Norwegian child language, 

suggesting that embedded V-Neg still might have a slightly different status from 

embedded XPVS. I will look at the distribution of V-Neg and XPVS in various embedded 

contexts, and at interpretative and syntactic effects of these word orders. I will focus on 

Norwegian but also touch upon other Scandinavian languages, as well as parallel contexts 

in English. 

First of all, I will show that the distribution of embedded V-Neg in Norwegian 

overlaps with the distribution of embedded XPVS concerning which clause types allow 

this word order, suggesting that the two word orders belong to the same phenomenon. 

Secondly, as we have argued in Wiklund et al. (2009), the claimed link between 

assertion and embedded V2 in complement clauses is not crucial. I will here show further 

tests supporting this argument, as well as extending the argument to include other types 

of embedded clauses. Moreover, based on data from various Norwegian and English 

embedded contexts, I will argue (along with Wiklund et al. 2009) that there is an overlap 

of contexts displaying a potential for a Main Point of Utterance reading (MPU) and those 

displaying a potential for embedded V2 and other embedded root phenomena. Notably 

though, MPU and V2 do not go hand in hand. However here too, embedded V-Neg and 

embedded XPVS seem to behave the same way. 

Finally, I will discuss how embedded V-Neg word order interacts with other 

syntactic operations, such as extraction. A recent online experiment (Bentzen and 

Heycock 2010) confirms that embedded V-Neg blocks extraction in a way similar to 

embedded XPVS in Norwegian. However, as shown in Bentzen (2010) and 

Hrafnbjargarson et al. (2010), extraction of arguments across word order V-Neg is not 

completely rejected by Norwegian speakers. This is surprising on the assumption that 

embedded V-Neg and embedded XPVS belong to the same phenomenon. Data from a 

parallel experiment from Faroese (Heycock, Sorace & Hansen), as well as relevant data 

from Norwegian child language (Westergaard & Bentzen 2007, Bentzen et al. 2011) will 

also be discussed in this connection. As we will see, these data suggest that there might 

be subtle differences between embedded V-Neg and XPVS in Norwegian (as well as in 

Faroese) after all, where speakers might have some sort of residual access to V-Neg as an 

instance of (traditional) V-to-I movement (Heycock et al. 2010). 

 

 

 

 

 

 



! #!

References 

Bentzen, K, I. Franco & M. Westergaard. In progress. The acquisition of subject and 

object relatives in Norwegian.  

Bentzen, K. & C. Heycock. 2010. Embedded V2 and extraction in Faroese and 

Norwegian: Results from parallel experiments. Paper presented at the workshop 

Verb movement: Its nature, triggers and effects, December 2010, Amsterdam. (In 

collaboration with A. Sorace, Z. S. Hansen & F. Wilson) 

Bentzen, K. 2010. Exploring embedded main clause phenomena: The irrelevance of 

factivity and some challenges from V2 languages. Theoretical Linguistics 36. 163-

172. 

Heycock, C., A. Sorace, Z. S. Hansen, S. Vikner, & F. Wilson. 2010. Residual V-to-I in 

Faroese and its lack in Danish: Detecting the final stages of a syntactic change. 

Submitted to WPSS. 

Hrafnbjargarson, G. H., K. Bentzen & A-L. Wiklund. 2010. Observations on extraction 

from V2-clauses in Scandinavian. Nordic Journal of Linguistics 33. 299-309. 

Westergaard, M. & K. Bentzen 2007. The (non-)effect of input frequency on the 

acquisition of word order in Norwegian embedded clauses. In Frequency Effects in 

Language Acquisition. Defining the Limits of Frequency as an Explanatory Concept. 

Mouton de Gruyter. 271-306. 

Wiklund, A-L., K. Bentzen, G. H. Hrafnbjargarson & Thorbjörg Hróarsdóttir. 2009. On 

the distribution and illocution of V2 in Scandinavian that-clauses. Lingua 119. 

1914-1938. 



V2 word order in subordinate clauses in spoken Danish 

Torben Juel Jensen & Tanya Karoli Christensen, LANCHART, University of Copenhagen  

 

Danish grammatical tradition has it that V2 and V3 word order are signals of the syntactic 

difference between main and subordinate clauses. However, several studies have shown that 

both word orders appear in both clause types (Heltoft 2005, Christensen 2007, Jensen forthc.). 

Though V2 and V3 are asymmetrically distributed, we argue that the word order difference 

should rather be seen as a signal of (subtle) semantic differences. In main clauses, V3 is 

highly marked in comparison to V2, and occurs in what may be called emotives. In 

subordinate clauses, V2 is marked and signals what has been called ”assertiveness”, but is 

rather a question of foregrounding (cf. Simons 2007: Main Point of Utterance). 

 

The paper presents the results of a study of word order in subordinate clauses in contemporary 

spoken Danish and focuses on how to include the proposed semantic difference as a factor 

influencing the choice of one variant over another in a (socio)linguistic variable. This is a 

crucial methodological issue in the study of syntactic variation since variants are hardly ever 

semantically equivalent in all respects. The study, which is a part of the LANCHART project 

(www.lanchart.hum.ku.dk), is based on panel studies of two age cohorts of speakers in 

Copenhagen, recorded in the 1980s and again in 2005-07, and on recent recordings with two 

age cohorts of speakers from the western part of Jutland. This makes it possible to study 

variation and change with respect to word order in subordinate clauses in both real and 

apparent time, as well as geographical variation.  

 

The results show that V2 word order in subordinate clauses is much more frequent than 

commonly assumed. Furthermore, they indicate that the most decisive factors predicting word 

order in subordinate clauses are the syntactic function of the clause and the type of 

subordinating conjunction, although social and geographical factors also have an impact. The 

results are consistent with the hypothesis that V2 word order is associated with foreground or 

main point of utterance, if we accept it as a statistical tendency in language use rather than as 

an invariant coding.  
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Sonia Cristofaro (University of Pavia)

Embedding, subordination, and grammatical categories
The basic intuition behind the notion of embedding is that a clause functions as a com-
ponent of another clause, both in the sense that it encodes a state of affairs that is con-
ceptually part of the state of affairs encoded by the other clause (Hale 1976, Cristofaro
2003, Mithun 2009), and in the sense that it functions as a syntactic constituent of this
clause. This idea has been used to distinguish between two clause linkage types, sub-
ordination, which involves embedding, and non-subordination (coordination, cosubor-
dination), which involves no embedding (Huddleston 1984, Foley and Van Valin 1984,
Roberts 1988, Haspelmath 1995, among others). In various theoretical models, particu-
larly (but not only) generatively oriented ones, it is further assumed that the distinction
between embedded and nonembedded clauses is part of a speaker’s knowledge of their
language, to the extent that grammatical representation in a speaker’s mind includes dif-
ferent clause classes characterized by syntactic embedding (or subordination) vs. lack
thereof (Culicover and Jackendoff 1997, among others).

This paper investigates the notion of embedding in a functionally, cross-linguistically,
and diachronically oriented perspective, and discusses various cases suggesting that this
notion does not actually make it possible to consistently identify distinct clause types (for
example, subordinate vs. coordinate clauses), both from one language to another and
within individual languages (Cristofaro 2003, 2008). Not all ot the traditional criteria
for embedding give the same results for different clause types (complement, adverbial,
and relative clauses), which means that individual clause types will count as embedded
or nonembedded depending on the criterion taken into account. This challenges the view
that embedding can be defined in terms of different criteria, and that all of the clauses that
count as embedded under at least some of these criteria belong to a single class. Also,
depending on the context, individual criteria for embedding may or may not distinguish
between different clause types (for example, complement, adverbial, or relative clauses as
opposed to coordinate clauses), which challenges the view that these clause types belong
to different classes. Finally, in many languages, the same clause types display different
semantic, pragmatic and syntactic properties in different contexts, which suggests that
particular syntactic properties that are regarded as evidence for embedding may be related
to contextual factors, rather than any specific syntactic configuration.

These problems, it will be argued, originate from a basic discrepancy between the
intuitive understanding of the notion of embedding and the grammatical phenomena that
are usually regarded as evidence for embedding. As different clause types involving con-
ceptual embedding (traditional instances of ‘subordinate’ clauses, such as complement,
adverbial, and relative clauses) may display various distinguishing properties, these are
taken as evidence for syntactic embedding. However, the relevant properties are not
obviously motivated by the fact that a clause functions as a syntactic constituent of an-
other clause, nor by any unified grammatical phenomenon, for that matter. Rather, they
can be related to various semantic and pragmatic properties of particular constructions,
and the diachronic origin of these constructions (for example, positional restrictions for



particular types of ‘subordinate’ clauses may be related to whether they originate from
nominalizations or serial verb constructions).

All this suggests that the notion of embedding, at least in the way it has been used
in the literature, does not correspond to any specific grammatical category that is part
of a speaker’s mental representation and is possibly relevant for different languages. As
has been observed by Bybee (1986) with regard to grammatical categories in general, the
differences or similarities between the various clause types attested cross-linguistically
cannot be taken as evidence that these clause types are arranged in any specific grouping
in a speaker’s mental grammar (see also Croft 2001). Rather, they only provide evidence
about specific patterns of form-function correspondence, and diachronic processes that
lead from one clause type to another.
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"Embedded" V2 in Swedish - Two main clauses              David Petersson, Lund University 

     (1) contains a so called embedded V2-clause (att John äter inte sill). 

(1) Han  sa    att   John  äter   inte    sill. 

       He said  that  John  eats   not  herring 

     'He said that John does not eat herring.' 

     "Embedded" V2-clauses, like the att-clause in (1), deviate from prototypical Swedish subordinate 

clauses by displaying two typical main clause propeties: They have V2 word order and express speech 

acts (they are normally construed as assertions) (cf. Julien, 2007). "Embedded" V2-clauses are often 

analyzed as subordinate clauses containing a recursive CP. Following a recursive CP analysis, the 

"embedded" V2-clause has two CPs: a lower one, to which the finite verb moves and a higher one 

which is occupied by the complementizer att ('that') (cf. Holmberg & Platzack, 1995; Vikner, 1995).  

  If the recursive CP analysis is on the right track and the "embedded" V2-clause is a subordinate 

clause, extraction out of an "embedded" V2-clause ought to be grammatical since the highest spec-CP 

position would be a possible escape hatch. One would also expect topicalization of an "embedded" 

V2-clause to be grammatical. However, none of these operations yield grammatical results. 

Furthermore, unlike prototypical subordinate clauses, "embedded" V2-clauses do not have to be 

deictically adjusted to their "matrix clauses". On the basis of these observations, I argue that the 

"complementizer" att ('that') does not function as a regular complementizer in the sense that it anchors 

the "embedded" V2-clause in the speech act- or finiteness value of its "matrix" clause.  

     I define a main clause as a clause which expresses a speech act and a subordinate clause as a clause 

which does not express a speech act. Further, I argue that speech act value is directly connected to V-

to-C movement in Swedish. Following these definitions, I conclude that "embedded" V2-clauses 

cannot be analyzed as subordinate clauses since they express speech acts and display V2 word order. 

Instead, I propose a paratactic analysis according to which both clauses in a sentence containing an 

"embedded" V2-clause are main clauses. I argue that the presumed complementizer att is not a 

complementizer but a pronominal element which functions as an argument in relation to the verb of 

the first clause. The pronominal element att refers to the second clause in an "embedded" V2 

construction. This paratactic analysis can account for the facts concerning extraction, topicalization 

and deictic adjustment. The analysis is supported by historic and prosodic evidence and by the 

observation that the "embedded" clause can be an imperative clause (cf. Petersson, 2009). 

       Holmberg, Anders; Platzack, Christer (1995): The role of inflection in Scandinavian syntax. New 

York, Oxford: Oxford university press. 

        Julien, Marit (2007): Embedded V2 in Norwegian and Swedish. In Working papers in 

Scandinavian syntax 80. pp. 103 - 161. Lund: Center of language and literature 

        Petersson, David (2009): Embedded V2 does not exist in Swedish. In Working papers in 

Scandinavian syntax 84. pp. 101 - 149. Lund: Center of language and literature. 

  Vikner, Sten (1995): Verb movement and expletive subjects in the Germanic languages. New 

York, Oxford: Oxford University press.        

        



Embedded topicalization – evidence from Övdalian 
 

Henrik Rosenkvist 
 
Since Holmberg & Platzack (1995), one of the most debated features of Scandinavian syntax 
has been word order in embedded clauses. During the last decade or so, the division in Insular 
and Mainland Scandinavian languages which claim that Insular Scandinavian languages have 
verb raising in embedded clauses (the finite verb raises above clause adverbials) while 
Mainland Scandinavian languages have not, has been called into question. Recent 
contributions to this debate are for instance a series of works by Kristine Bentzen, Gunnar 
Hrafnbjargarson, !órbjörg Hróarsdóttir and Anna-Lena Wiklund (e.g. Bentzen et al 2007, 
Wiklund et al 2007, 2009, Hrafnbjargarson & Wiklund 2009, Wiklund 2010) as well as Julien 
(2007) and !ráinsson (2010). One of the most important aspects in the inquiry into possible 
word orders has been to establish which embedded clauses allow main clause word order and 
which do not; to ensure that one really is analyzing an embedded clause, clauses which 
display typical V2-constructions such as topicalization must not be included in the study. As 
for e.g. that-clauses, Hróarsdóttir et al (2007:59) claim that such clauses do not allow 
topicalization when they are embedded under non-assertive and factive verbs (such as doubt 
and regret, respectively), in any of the Scandinavian languages. Accordingly, such a that-
clause will reveal the true word order in embedded clauses in the Scandinavian languages. 

However, it appears that in Övdalian (cf. Garbacz 2010) that-clauses embedded after these 
types of matrix verbs do allow some forms of topicalization. 

 
1. An twivler å"   at   idag   kumb e# tä raingen. 

 he  doubts on that today will    it  to rain 
 'He doubts that it will rain today.' 
 

2. An aunggrer at   ni#i        by"m             bruke#  an blät   sig       milma#. 
 he  regrets   that in village.DAT.DEF. used-to he drink REFL. sometimes  
 'He regrets that he used to get drunk down in the village sometimes.' 
 
3. ?An aunggrer at    å"-dar       buotje"        wann     an aldri   leså. 
  he regrets     that she-there book.DEF. made-it he never read 
 'He regrets that he never had time to read that book.' 
 
In this talk, I will present and discuss further examples of topicalization in embedded clauses 
in Övdalian, based on current field work, and I will also discuss the possibility to extract 
constituents from this type of that-clauses. The features of Övdalian will be related to the 
general discussion about embedded V2 in the Scandinavian languages. 
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Filling in the Gaps:  Examining Scandinavian Embedded V2 from a Diachronic Perspective 
 

 This paper explores some of the gaps in diachronic research on verb second (V2) 
word order in embedded clauses in the history of Swedish, Norwegian, and Danish.  In 
light of recent findings on V2 in embedded clauses in contemporary varieties of these 
languages and in Icelandic and Faroese, including Bentzen et al (2007), Julien (2007, 
2009), Wiklund et al (2009), and Hrafnbjargarson and Wiklund (2009) and Wiklund 
(2010), I focus on similar aspects of embedded clause data by examining historical 
antecedents to the synchronic data in a corpus of texts written between the 13th and 17th 
centuries. 
 The paper is divided into three parts that focus on new data from each of the 
Mainland Scandinavian languages.  First, I conduct a reanalysis of embedded clause data 
from Old Swedish, examining five Old Swedish law texts for the distribution of embedded 
V2.  Building on previous descriptive work on early Swedish by Wenning (1930), Larsson 
(1931) and Åkerlund (1944), and more recent scholarship from a generative perspective 
in Platzack (1988), Falk (1993), Sundquist (2002) and Håkansson (forthcoming), I 
provide evidence that manuscripts written as early as the 14th century begin to exhibit the 
newer embedded clause word order that lacks V2 in some contexts with sentential 
adverbs.  In particular, I address the issue of the type of subject (non-pronominal vs. 
pronominal) in these clauses, examining various explanations for the fact that the new 
embedded order (Adv-V) only occurs with pronominal subjects.    
 In the second portion of the paper, I provide comparative data on embedded 
clause word order in the history of Norwegian. The results of a pilot study of an early 
Norwegian corpus of texts written between 1250 and 1450 will be presented and analyzed 
for comparison with the developments in the early Swedish texts.  The data are analyzed 
for text type, date of composition, word order, type of subject, and type of clause.  The 
preliminary results indicate that Adv-V order appears in the 15th century Middle 
Norwegian period, although it is again limited to contexts with pronominal subjects.  
Moreover, I discuss the data in light of Bobaljik's (2002) Rich Agreement Hypothesis and 
address the ramifications of these findings for a weak version of this hypothesis.  
 The final portion of the paper is an attempt to add a diachronic dimension to the 
discussion on the role that illocutionary force plays in embedded clause word order 
variation, along the lines of Bentzen et al (2007), Julien (2007), and Wiklund et al  (2009).   
With a corpus of Early Modern Danish texts from the 16th and 17th centuries I examine 
that-clauses with sentential negation, using Hooper and Thompson's (1973) system of 
classification for matrix verbs that allow complement clauses with root transformations.   
Although the corpus does not yield enough examples with particular verbs for a full-scale  
statistical investigation of all of Hooper and Thompson's classes, it does provide evidence 
that the distribution and variation of embedded V2 can be explained by means of 
semantic pressure such as illocutionary force and assertion during the period under 
investigation.  The implications of these findings for a theory of syntactic change and the 
impact of the data on future diachronic analyses are addressed in the final portion of the 
paper. 


