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Abstract

This paper deals with expletives that are inserted intosglador struc-
tural reasons. We will focus on the Germanic languages Dad@grman,
and Yiddish. In Danish and Yiddish expletives are insertedreverbal po-
sition in certainwh clauses: For Danish such an insertion is necessary when
the subject is locally extracted from an SVO configuratiomém-assertive
clauses. In Yiddiskvh clauses are formed fromveh phrase and a V2 clause.
If no element would be fronted in the embedded V2 clause, aiegxe is
inserted in non-assertive clauses in order to meet the VG@in@gent. In
addition to the embeddesih clauses, declarative V2 clauses also allow the
insertion of an expletive. In Danish the expletive fills théct position
and is not necessarily fronted. In German and Yiddish théde¢ivp has to
occur in fronted position. In contrast to Danish and Yiddi&erman does
not insert expletives invh clauses. They are inserted only into declarative
V2 clauses in order to fulfill the V2 requirement without hayito front an-
other constituent. In this paper we try to provide an accthattcaptures the
comonnalities between the three languages while beingtatdecount for
the differences.

1 Introduction

This paper deals with expletives that are inserted intosgladior structural reasons.
We will focus on the Germanic languages Danish, German, didish. In Danish
and Yiddish expletives are inserted in preverbal positioodrtainwh clauses: For
Danish such an insertion is necessary when the subjectafijjaextracted from
an SVO configuration in non-assertive clauses. In Yiddwiclauses are formed
from awhphrase and a V2 clause. If no element would be fronted in tHeedded
V2 clause, an expletive is inserted in non-assertive ctairserder to fill the V3
requirement. In addition to the embedde&t clauses, declarative V2 clauses also
allow the insertion of an expletive if no other element isnted. In contrast to
Danish and Yiddish, German does not insert expletiveshrclauses. They are
inserted only into declarative V2 clauses in order to fulfile V2 requirement
without having to front another constituent. In this paper tny to provide an
account that captures the comonnalities between the tAnggidges while being
able to account for the differences.

The paper will be structured as follows: Section 2 discuisephenomenon in
detail. Each language is described in a separate subsedgtioepecial discussion
of whclauses in Danish. Section 3 discusses the analyses: westugigxical rule
for the introduction of an expletive that accounts for ekipéeinsertion in all three
languages. We will show that Danish expletive insertion @earmrestrictive than
the one in Yiddish since the expletive is inserted in casésoal subject extraction

fWe want to thank the participants of the HPSG 2011 conferéstogiscussion. Special thanks
go to Anne Bjerre for detailed comments. This research wppated by the grant MU 2822/2-1
from the German Science Foundation (DFG).
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only. The distribution of the expletive in German followsiin its SOV character
without any further assumption. Section 4 draws a conctusio

2 ThePhenomenon

The following three subsections deal with Danish, Yiddishd German, respec-
tively. Each subsection comes with a part that gives somkgoaand information
on the respective language and a second part in which thegmagiexpletives are
described.

2.1 Danish
2.1.1 Background

In Danish, the finite verb is either in first (V1) or in secondspion (V2). We
call the V1 and V2 serialization inverted and the VP seréion uninverted. Ex-
amples for an uninverted and an inverted serialization arengn (1a) and (1b)
respectively.

(1) a. fordi [sMax/[vp ikke [vp leesebogen]]]
because Max  not readsbookDEF
‘because Max is not reading the book’
b. [S Max [Vp |%Sel’[vp ikke [Vp 3 bogen]]]]
Max reads not bookDEF
‘Max is not reading a book.’

The position of the finite verb relative to the sententialat&m provides evidence
for verb fronting. In the non-fronted example in (1a) theténverb follows the
sentential negation. In the fronted example in (1b) thediniérb precedes the
sentential negation which left-adjoins to the VP.

The two positions correlate roughly with root and embeddadses, but both
verb positions can occur embedded and non-embedded as &hoavnon-fronted
verb in (2b) and (2c}.

(2) a. Hvemhavdeegentligplaceretbomben?
who had after.all placed bombbDEF
‘Who had placed the bomb after all?’

b. Politiet ved ikke, hvemder egentlighavdeplaceretboomber?

policeDEF knowsnot who EXPL actuallyhad placed bombbDEF
‘The police doesn’t know who had placed the bomb after all.’

'Examples with (DK) are extracted frokorpusDK a corpus of 56 million words documenting
contemporary Danish (http://ordnet.dk/korpusdk).
DK
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c. Hvemder var séheldigatbo der?
who EXPL wassolucky to live there
‘Wish | was so lucky as to live there.’

2.1.2 Positional Expletives

In this subsection, we first discuss expletivesain-clauses. Danislwh-clauses

consist of a fronteevh-element and a uninverted clause from whichwhreelement

is extracted. In non-assertive clauses (interrogativescdiamatives) without verb
fronting, awh-subject requires the presence of the explafige(‘there’) in subject

position? In comparison to (2b) the sentence in (3) is ungrammatical:

(3) Politiet ved ikke, hvemegentlighavdeplaceretbomben.
policeDEF knowsnot who actuallyhad placed bombDEF
‘The police doesn’t know who had placed the bomb after all’

This phenomenon is also observed in other V2 languages \egld-initial VPs
such as Swedish, Norwegian (Taraldsen, 1978; Engdahl)) 1888 Yiddish (Die-
sing, 1990).

The expletive has been analyzed as the reladiee(‘there’) occurring as a
subject relativizer in relative and free relative clausékrier, 1991; Mikkelsen,
2002). But thewh-clauses in (2b) and (2c) are not relative clauses. Theyndezd
clauses and not NPs with a nominal-head and a relative clause as we show in
the following?®

Embeddedvh-clauses occur in S-positions and not NP-positions andliker
clausal complements they trigger the default, neuter gndion agreeing predica-
tive adjectives (4a) instead of the common gender enditigat we see in (4b):

(4) a. Hvemder kommer,erusikkert.
who EXPL comes is uncertainsG.NEUT

b. Hvemerusikker?
who is insecuresG.CoMMm

If hvem edr kommewould be an NP we would expect the common gender agree-

ment like in (4b). Since this is not the case an analysis asrogative clause with

an expletive element rather than a relative pronoun is thewable analysis.
Additional evidence for this analysis is provided by the that embedded/h

clauses can be extraposed and subjdetlauses are anticipated by the pronoun

det ('it') like other clausal subjects (see also Bresnan andrShaw, 1978 for

English):

DK

“The expletive does not occur imh-in-situquestions:han forteeller, HVEM kommer%‘he is
telling WHO comes?’). This confirms that the expletive signdislocation of thewh-subject in
non-reprise questions.

SFree relatives in Danish can be shown to be NPs headed hyttheord and not clauses domi-
nated by an NP as suggested for German in Mller, 1999.
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(5) ...,da [det]blevopklaret, hvemder havdemalet billedet®
when it wasdiscoveredvho ExPL had paintedpictureDEF
‘...when it was found out who had painted the picture,

Extraposed NPs are impossible or highly marked.

Furthermore embeddedh-clauses allow pied-piping of a PP. This is expected
since thewh-constituent is a complement of the embedded verb and ndieof t
matrix predicate. Note that Danish allows clausal complesef prepositions
(thewh-clause is the complement of the prepositamn (‘about)).

(6) Manvar aldrigi tvivi om, for hvem hanshjerteslog’
you wereneverin doubtaboutfor whomhis heart beat
‘You never had any doubts for whom his heart was beating.’

In additionhvem(‘who’) does not occur in free subject relative clauses (Han
sen, 1967), butvem(‘who’) is possible as a subject in embeddeltclauses.

(7) a. ??/*Hvender ryger, far enbgde.
who EXPL smokegjetsa ticket

‘Whoever smokes, gets a ticket.’

b. Hvemder ryger, vides ikke.

who EXPL smokess.knownnot
‘Who is smoking, is not known.’

Finally, the expletive only occurs in non-assertik-clauses. It does not occur
in assertivavh-clauses such as relative clauses modifying awbsiread®

(8) Deto ungdomsvenindervis bgrn  nu giftede sig med
the two school day friendsvhose children now married REFL with
hinander?
each other
‘The two school days friends whose children now were maggach other.’

Thus we conclude that the clauses containileg (‘there’) in (2b) and (2c¢)
are not relative clauses with a relative pronaler but rather interrogative and
exclamative clauses with an expletive.

Having established that ttder is an expletive pronoun, the question remains
under what circumstances such expletives may be or have tosbeed. The
generalization appears to be that the subject position beuiied in non-assertive
clauses without verb fronting. On the analysis in Ertes@tilir, 1984 the expletive

°DK

DK

8The data is slightly more complex. Thérword hvad(‘what') is exceptional in always requiring
the expletive, also in appositive relative clauses (Thitg, 2009). In addition, Vikner (1991) also
accepts an optional expletive in relative clauses sucheasrik in (8). We have found no authentic
examples of this.

°DK
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signals that the subject has to be found elsewhere. But #rnisat be entirely
correct. As (9) shows, no expletive occurs after an advemsraconstituent?
and the expletive is only optional when thé-subject is extracted into the matrix
clause as in (104!

(9) Hvemved du ikke hvor (*der) bor?
who knowsyounot where EXPL lives
‘Who don't you know where he lives?’

(10)  Hvempastarpolitiet  (der) havdeplaceretbomben?
who claimspoliceDEF ExXPL had placed bombDEF
‘Who does the police claim had placed the bomb?’

The clauseastar politiet(‘claims the police’) in (10) is no parenthetical clause
as claimed by Erteschik-Shir (1984). As (11) shows, it al@gverbial modifica-
tion, which is disallowed by parenthetical clauses (sesR&96)'2

(11) Hvempastarpolitiet  [egentlig] havdeplaceretoomben?
who claimspoliceDEF actually had placed bombDEF
‘Who does the police after all claim had placed the bomb?’

The expletive is thus only obligatory in local extractionorRhat reason the
expletive cannot be an element in C ensuring proper govarhwiethe subject
trace as proposed by Engdahl (1985). If this were the funatiothe expletive,
it should be obligatory in non-local extraction as well. Tdogrect generalization
appears to be that the expletive is obligatory to avoid gtviacuous extraction in
non-assertive clauses without verb fronting. Without thgletive, awh-clause as
the one in (2b) is structurally ambiguous.

(12) a. ghvem [s/np i kommer]]
who comes
b. [s hvem kommer]

This ambiguity does not arise in (9), sinkeor (‘where’) as an adverbialh-
word can never be a subject, and no ambiguity arises whewltraonstituent is
extracted into the matrix clause, since the matrix clausélier a clause with verb
fronting as in (11) or an embedded clause with a filled sulgesttion as in (13).

°The present account actually predicts the expletive to e here, contrary to fact. It appears
that the optional expletive can only be clause-initial, fe¢note 11.
1 An optionalder (‘there’) is also observed with extractedn-whsubjects:

(i) Hamtror jeg(der) vinder
him thinkl  ExPLwins
‘As for him, I think he is going to win.’

12This pattern is also observed with the verbal partiolen (‘| wonder’). This is unexpected if
monis an adverbial and no C-element as claimed in Erteschik{30iL0): hvem mon der turde det
(DK) (‘who MON DER dared that’). Here the expletive is also optional.
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(13) Hanspurgte hvem[de] troede (der) vandt.
he asked who theythought EXPL won
‘He asked who they thought was going to win.’

Thus, the presence of the subject expletive shows thawltheonstituent is not in
subject position (see footnote 4) and that the verb is nontéd.

While we have been discussing expletives mainly in the ctrdkinterroga-
tives, they are not restricted to interrogatives: it is fldego have them in normal
V2 sentences, as the examples in (14) demonstrate:

(14) a. Der kom nogleklovneind
EXPL camesomeclownsPART

b. S& kom der nogleklovneind ...13
thencameeXPL someclownsPART
‘Then some clowns entered ...’

(14a) shows that theéer can fill the position before the finite verb and (14b) shows
that it is also possible to keep the expletive in the postiesibea.

2.2 Yiddish

In the following section we want to compare Danish with Y&ldiwhich also fea-
tures an expletive in locakh-extraction in non-assertive clauses. A comparison
with Yiddish is interesting since Yiddish is a West Germalaicguage with em-
bedded topicalization and a dominant VO order. Thus it diffeom German in
being VO and it differs from Danish in having embedded tolptedion (which is
restricted in Danish).

2.21 Background

Yiddish is a V2 language just like Danish (Prince, 1989; igs 1990, 2004).
The first position can be occupied by almost any constituasitcanonically it is
occupied by the subject (Prince, 1989, p.3). This is alsgthstion of thewh-

word in awh-main clause (examples from Diesing (2004), her examples (1c¢)

and (5b))*

(15) Maksvet zingenalidl
Max will sing asong
‘Max will to sing a song.’

(16)  Nekhtn hot maksgezungeralidl
yesterdayhasMax sung asong
‘Yesterday, Max sang a song.’

3KorpusDK

Diesing (2004) shows that Yiddish also allows multi frogsnof wh-constituents irwh-main
clauses. We will not be concerned with that here, but our@ticoan accommodate these structures
by allowing head-filler structure to have another headrfgkeucture as the head-daughter.
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(17)  Ver hotgegesrabrukve
who haseaten aturnip
‘Who ate a turnip?’

According to Diesing (1990, p.41-42), Yiddish is an SVO laage. Diesing
assumes that the finite verb moves for interrogative vetialiand V2 sentences.
This is motivated by considering particle verbs: The infinsitform of particle
verbs looks like the German form, that is, the particle isadiged to the left of
the verb (18a). As in German, the particle is stranded inadatiVe clauses with a
finite verb (18b), it cannot be linearized leftadjacent ®Werb as in (18c).

(18) a. Ikhvel avekshikndosbukh.
I will away-sendhe book
‘| will send away the book.’
b. Ikhshikiavek vi dos bukh.
I sendawaythebook

c. *Ikh avekshik dosbukh.
| away-sendhe book

In contrast to Danish, Yiddish also exhibits the V2 ordernmbedded clauses,
that is, any constituent can be fronted, also in the preseheecomplementizer
(19a) or awhrword in an interrogative clause (19b).

(19) a. lkhmeynaz haynthot Max geleyentdosbukhl®
| think thattodayhasMaxread the book
‘| think that Max read the book today.
b. Ikhveys nit [vos Max hot gegesn}-®

I knownot whatMax haseaten
‘I don't know what Max has eaten.’

2.3 Positional Expletives

Embedded interrogative clauses differ from main clauselatwh-words do not
occur in the position immediately before the finite vevifrwords are combined
with V2 clauses, giving rise to V3-clauses as in Diesing’araple in (19b). In
(19b) the preverbal position is filled by the subjdtax. If the subject is avh
word itself or if the subject stays in post-verbal positi@itt{er within the S or
in an extraposed position), the preverbal position has tfilled by another con-
stituent. If no other constituent is fronted, the expletasy(‘it’) occurs (Prince,
1989; Diesing 1990, Section 5.1, 2004). Compare the folignexamples from
Prince (1989) (her examples (2b), (3b) and (6b)).

(20) a. ver es iz beserfarir iz beserfar mir
whoeverexpL is betterfor heris betterfor me
‘Whoever is better for her is better for me.’

Diesing, 1990, p. 58.
Djesing, 1990, p. 68.
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b. ikhhob zi gefregtver es iz beserfar ir
I haveherasked whoEXPL is betterfor her
‘| have asked her who is better for her.’
c. ikhhob im gefregtvemenes kenenaledaynekhaverim
I havehimasked whom ExpL know all your friends
‘I asked him whom all your friends know.’

The only exception are subject-relative clauses wheredgpie position is al-
lowed to be empty. Compare example (21) from Prince (1988) €kample (1a)).

(21) dermelamedvos iz beserfar ir  (is beserfar mir).
theteacher thatis betterfor her is betterfor me
‘The teacher that is better for her is better for me.’

The generalization is the same as in Danish: an embedtiedause is always
V3 (except for subject relative clauses). The differendsvben Danish and Yid-
dish is that the position of the subject is fixed in Danigclauses: The subject
can only occur to the left of the finite verb. Therefore theletiye only occurs in
subject-extraction which would otherwise result in a V2istare. In Yiddish, the
subject can also occur postverbally.

The insertion of expletives is not restrictedvwib-clauses. Example (22) shows
that the insertion of an expletive is possible if the spealss not want to front
another element:

(22) Es geynmentshn.
ExPL walk people
‘There are people walking.’

In contrast to Danish, the expletive has to be fronted, thoug
(23) * Mentshergeynes.
people walk EXPL
24 German
24.1 Background

Like Danish and Yiddish, German is a V2 language. Howeveiffeerd from these
two languages in beeing an SOV language. Like in Yiddish #rdqe of a particle
verb is serialized to the left of the verb for non-finite vednsl finite verbs in final
position. In V1 and V2 clauses however, the particle remairigial position and
the verb is linearized initially.

2.4.2 Positional Expletives

Interestingly, unlike Danish and Yiddish, German does niatnapositional ex-
pletives in verb-final clauses at all. So clauses with a cemphtizer, embedded
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interrogative clauses, and relative clauses do not alloyedeitional expletives, as
the respective examples in (24a—c) show:

(24) a. *dases einMannhereinkommt

that ExXPLa man into.comes
‘that a man entered’

b. *Ichfrage mich,wer es hereinkommt
|  wonderseLF who EXPL into.comes
‘I wonder who entered.’

c. *derMann,der es hereinkommt
theman whoEXPL enters

However, like in Yiddish it is possible to have an expletivethe preverbal
position in a V2 clause. This expletive can be used to get tAeséhtence type
without having to front another constituent of the senteif2g) shows an example:

(25) Es kamendrei Mannerzum Tor herein.
EXPL came threeman to.thedoorin
‘There were three man entering the door.’

Like in Yiddish, the expletive is restricted to the positibefore the finite verb.
Sentences with the expletive in the Mittelfeld are ungraticah

(26) *Drei Mannerkamenes  zum Tor hinein.
threeman came to.thedoorin

3 TheAnalysis

This section consists of three subsections: Subsectiois 8dncerned with link-
ing, Subsection 3.2 with clause structure, Subsection B8udses the lexical
licensing of expletives, Subsection 3.4 gives exampleyaeal of interrogative
clauses and Subsection 3.5 specifies constraints on thiulisin of expletives.

3.1 Linking

We assume that all grammars of natural languages contaatwéecallednRG-ST
that describes the valents that depend on a certain head. lithis mapped to
valence features likeprandcomMps The mapping can differ from language to
language or rather from language class to language clagsingtance, English,
Danish and Yiddish map the subject of a verb oatm and all other arguments
onto comPs and German maps all arguments of finite verbs antavps the
value ofsprbeing the empty list.

Lexical items for transitive verbs with their arguments ipegh to valency lists
are given in (27):
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(27) a. Danish and Yiddish (SVO):
SPR <NP[str]i>

COMPS <NP[str]j>
_ARG-ST <NP[str]i, NP[str]j>_

b. German (SOV, free constituent order):
[sPR () ]

COMPS <NP[str]i, NP[str]j>

ARG-ST <NP[str]i, NP[str]j>

str stands for structural case. For Danish and Yiddish the aegtsrare mapped
ontosprandcompPs The specifier head schema together with the head comple-
ment schema licences classical NP VP structures (see 88c®and for a concrete
example Figure 2 below). For German, we assume that sulgefitste verbs are
represented in the same valence list as complements, thléysare members of
the compslist (Pollard, 1996). The difference in linking that is refied in (27)
corresponds to the difference between VO and OV langugagsiecounts for a
number of differences between the respective languages. H&iler, 2010 for
details.

A formalization of the mapping constraints for verbs is pded in (28):

(28) a. Danish and Yiddish:
[sPR <>
COMPS
ARG-ST <> ®

b. German:
SPR ()

COMPS
ARG-ST

(28a) spplits thearRG-ST list into two lists. The first list has to contain exactly
one element: the subject. This element is the sole elemetiteatPR list. In
Danish all finite verbs have to have a subject. In German athehts fromarG-

ST are mapped tecomps German differs from Danish in allowing subjectless
constructions.

3.2 Clause Structure

Clause structures are licenced by schemata for head-gpattiiases and head-
complement-phrases. We assume a non-cancellation appt@aelence, that is,

realized arguments are not taken off from the valence lisharked as realized

(Meurers, 1999; Przepiorkowski, 1999; Bender, 2008; M{i2608a).
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The tree languages under discussion differ from each ath&rious respects:
German is verb final (OV), while the other two languages amb-imitial (VO).
This is captured by assigning Danish and Yiddish verbsnimeAL value ‘+" and
German verbs the value-*. An LP statement ensures that heads with an inital
value ‘+' are lineraized before there complements and heatsthe value -’
are linearized after their complements. Specifiers aratined to the left of their
heads in all three languages.

We assume the following schema for head complement coniuirsat

Jom

ARGUMENT
3
REALIZED — @

Schema 1 (Head Complement Schema)
head-complement-phrase

ARGUMENT
REALIZED +

SYNSEM|LOC|CAT|COMPS[] @& <

HEAD-DTR|SYNSEM|LOC|CAT|COMPS[I @ <

NON-HEAD-DTRS < [SYNSEM

Loc|cAT|comPslist of spirits” >
LE

Arguments are represented together with a bimeEyLIZED feature. Arguments
that have not been realizeHEALIZED value *—’) can be realized as the non-head
daughter. The respective argument is markeamssLIZED+ at the mother node.
German is a language with rather free constituent orders iBhcaptured by al-
lowing the Head Argument Schema to combine a head with atranpielement
from thecompslist. For languages like English or Danish, we assume [Thast
the empty list and hence a fixed order results (Muller, In Brajon). A parallel
schema is assumed for head specifier phrases.

(29) shows a general constraint on Head Filler Phrases:

(29) head-filler-phrase=
[ VFORM fin|] |
HEAD
LOC|CAT [verb ]

HEAD-DTR cowmpslist of spirits

INHER|SLASH ([0)
TO-BIND|SLASH ([1])

Loc
NONLOC|INHER|SLASH ()

Both the V2 clauses in all three languages and the interik@getauses are subtypes
of this general constraint. V2 clauses in all three langsagguire the verbal
projection to contain a verb in intial position, that is, amarted verb order.
Sentences with the finite verb in initial position are anatyzvith a special
lexical item for the inverted verb that selects a verbal ggtipn from which the

NONLOC [

NON-HEAD-DTRS <

178



verb is missing (Borsley, 1989; Kiss and Wesche, 1991; Msui2000; Mdiller,
2005).

The lexical rule that licences an inverted verb is given B){(3

(30) I:exical Rule for Inverted Verbs:

VFORM fin
SYNSEM|LOC [I |CAT|HEAD [INV - N
verb
[ [ i [VFORM fin 117
INV +
HEAD |INITIAL +
DSL none
verb
CAT L 4
SYNSEM|LOC DSL
HEAD
CAT verb
comps ( |LocC _ N
| coMpslist of spirits
CONT[2]
CONT[2]

This lexical rule maps an uninverted verb onto an inverteel drhe inverted verb
selects for a projection of a verbal trace, that is, a verbajeption with alocal
object as value absL (DOUBLE SLASH). The properties of the trace are projected
along the head path and identified with the local value of tipeii of the lexical

rule (@). Together with the trace in (31) we get the analysis in Feglifor the
German sentence in (32):

(31) Trace for Head Movement:
PHON ()

LoC CAT|HEAD|DSL [1]

(32) Liest er dasBuch_;?
readshethe book
‘Does he read the book?’

Due to space limitations the analysis cannot be discussetbie detail. The in-
terested reader is referred to the references cited abdeduiiller, 2008b.

The analysis of the Danish analogue of (32) is given in Figure

A verb second sentence can be analyzed as a verb first semtighame con-
stituent extracted. So V2 sentences in all three languagessiances of head filler
phrases with the additional requirement on the head daughbeINVERTED+.
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V[comps([1)]

TN

V[comps([)] @V[DSL[Z,
SPR(),

comps( &, [f1)]

V1-LR A

V[Loc 21] BINP[noni V[DsL[2],
SPR(),
comps (3], #1)]

/T

NP[acd V[2[DsLI[2],
SPR(),
comPs([3], )]

|

liest er das Buch —

Figure 1: Analysis of the German senterigest er das Buch?

3.3 Lexical Licencing of Expletives

As we showed above the positional expletives are licensdiffarent phrase struc-
tural positions in the languages under discussion: Theetixpt are found in the
subject position in Danish SVO structures, but in prevepuaition in Yiddish and

German V2 clauses. The commonalities are captured by apsim#that assumes
that these expletives are licenced lexically by a lexic that introduces the ex-
pletives into theARG-ST list:

(33) [

HEAD verb HEAD verb
ARG-ST ARG-ST ( NP[Inom] ., ) ®

This lexical rule adds an expletive pronoun at the first pmsibf the ARG-ST
list. The case of this NP is marked to be lexical nominativeas€assignment
operates omRG-ST and assignes nominative to the first NP with structural cade a
accusative to all other NPs with structural case (Przepigski, 1999; Meurers,
1999; Meurers, 2000, Chapter 10.4.1.4; Miuller, 2002, $acti.4). Since the
presence of positional expletives does not influence casgrasent, the case of
such expletives has to be lexically assigned.
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V[comps(1)]

_—

V[comps([i)] @MV[DsL[Z],

SPR([@),
comps ()]
VIR /\
V[Loc [2]] NP[nhoni V[DsL[2],
SPR([3]),
comMPs( [1)]
V2][DSL [2], NP[acd
SPR([]),
comPs{[)]
leeser de _ bogen

Figure 2: Analysis of the Danish senteniceeser de bogen?'Does he read the
book?’

Apart from case assignement, agreement refers to the firstitPstructural
case (Mduller, 2008b, p. 212). By assuming that the case aéxpketive is lexical,
we make correct predictions as far as agreement is concerned

The iterative application of this rule is blocked by a coasir that requires that
the elements of tharG-ST list are referential. This also excludes the application
of the rule to lexical items like weather verbs that inhegeselect for an expletive
argument.

3.4 Interrogatives

The schemata for interrogative clauses in Danish, Yiddisd,German are variants
of the Head Filler Schema:wah element is combined with a sentence with a gap.
For Danish, the sentence is in SVO ordeNI{IAL +, INVERTED—), for German
it is in SOV order (NITIAL —, INVERTED—), and for Yiddish it is in V2 order
(INITIAL +, INVERTED+). The feature combination for Yiddish would also apply
to V1 sentences as they are used in yes/no questions. Headglitional marking
of the V2 status is needed, which is not discussed here.

The analyses of interrogative clauses in Danish, GermahYatuish are given
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in the Figures 3, 4, and 5, respectively.

V[spPr(),
compPs( [, [#1)]

PN

NPd[noni V[sPR([l),
comps( [#, @),
SLASH ([4)]

T

@ NP[nom V[sPr{d),
comps( ], ),
SLASH ([4])]

T

V[sPR([D), B/ NP[acd
comps([#], 3]),
SLASH ([4)]

T

V2[INV —, NP[nomLocC [4],
SPR{[M), SLASH ([4])]
comps( 2], 3])] '

|

hvem det leeser bogen

Figure 3: Analysis of the Danish senterfoeem det lseser bogen

3.5 Constraintson the Distribution of Expletives

With the lexical rule in (33) we capture the commonalitiesameen the languages,
but how are the differences explained? In Danish, an explésiinserted, if the

subject is extracted. In Yiddish and German the expletiviegsrted in the filler

position if nothing else is extracted. German and Yiddisteds from Danish in not

allowing expletives in embedded clauses (see (23) and.(Z8)3 can be explained
by the following language specific constraints on expleitiaertion:

(34) Constraint on lexical rule output in German and Yiddish

LOC
ARG-ST m ol
NONLOC|INHER|SLASH
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V[SPR(),
comps( 2, #)]

A

NH4[non V[sSPR(),
comps (2], @),
SLASH ([4])]

T

NP[nomLoc 4, V[SPR(),
SLASH ([])] compPs([#, ),
SLASH ([4)]

TN

NP[acd VE[INV—,
SPR() ,
comMpPs([2],[3])]

|

wer das Buch liest

Figure 4: Analysis of the German sentemeer das Buch liest
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V[comps([]),
SLASH ()]

T

NPZ[nom V[comps (),
SLASH (12])]
NPE][Inonq V[comps (),
SLASH (2], 81)]
V[comps ()] @ V[psL ],
SPR(@),
comps([#, M),
SLASH (2, B])]
V[Loc NP[hom Loc 3], ] V[DsL{],
SLASH ([3])] SPR([E]),
comps([#, 1),
SLASH (121)]
V[DsL [4, NP[acd
SPR({[E),
comps(I[#, @),
SLASH ([2])]
VE[INV —, [6) NP[nom Loc [2],
DSL[, SLASH ([21)]
SPR([),
comps([6), )]
ver es leyent _ _ dem bukh

Figure 5: Analysis of the Yiddish sentencer es leyent dem bukh

While Danish allows the expletives to be realized in the scigposition even in V2
sentences (see (14b)), this is excluded in Yiddish and Gerinaghese languages
the first element of theaRG-sT list is extracted. The first element is the expletive.
The expletive element is in theLASH-Liste and hence part of a nonlocal depen-
dency that has to be bound off by the head-filler-schema. @$ective structures
are V2 sentences that can be used as root clauses in Germaiddish and as
part of embedded clauses in Yiddish. Since German embedtitagatives, rel-
ative clauses, and complementizer clauses do not involuoal dependencies,
it is explained why positional expletives are not allowe@mbedded clauses.

While German and Yiddish allow the extraction of subjectani3h forbids the
local extraction of subjects. The respective structureiisrgin Figure 6. Such
structures can be ruled out by the following constraint:

184



S

T

NP S/NP
N
NP/NP VP
| |
hvem _ kommer

Figure 6: String vacuous movement is forbidden in Danish.

(35) Constraint for Blocking local extraction of the sultjéidanish):

[ INV — 1
HD-DTR |SSLOC|CAT|HEAD :
STYPENON_assertive

CASE nom
LOC|CAT|HEAD —
N-HD-DTRS { |SS noun

NLC|INHER|WH ([1)

| head_filler_phrase

[HEAD-DTR\SQLOC\CAT\SPR( [ ARG|NONLOCJ|INHER|SLASH ()] ) ]

This constraint says that the elementsiPrR may not be extracted if the filler of
the head filler structure is the subject andvla element. By assuming a raisng
spirits approach it is possible to formulate this constraince information about
the specifier is still accessible although the specifierabzed in a position internal
to the head daughter. The same effect could be reached wifbaturexArRG that
was used by Sag (2007) to make an external argument acee$sibborpuses
similar to the one under discussion here (see also BendeFlatinger, 1999).
However, since the raising spirits approach is used forrgphenomena as well
(Mdller, 2008a), we do not introduce thenRG feature but use the information
that is available in the spirits.

If the wh-element is nonlocally extracted, this constraint doesappty as in
(11) or it is satisfied by the matrix subject as in (13). Therefthe embedded
clause can either be headed by a verb with a subject trace ar(bgn-fronted)
verb subcategorizing for the expletider (‘there’) and an extracted argument. This
accounts for the optionality of the expletive in non-locsraction (ex. (10)). The
expletive observed with the colloquial use of a pleonasiimglementizer (Vikner,
1991) hvem_at*(der) kommer(‘who that ExpL comes’) follows from the lexical
rule and an independently needbdt-trace filter (TRACE PRINCIPLE).
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4 Conclusion

This paper discusses positional expletives in Danish, isfigdand German. A
lexical rule is suggested that introduces an expletive il RG-ST list of verbs.
Constraints were formulated that ensure that the explé&tiextracted in Yiddish
and German and that block local extractions of subjects imdba

The analyses are implemented in the TRALE system. The graurfitaganents
for Danish, German, and Yiddish can be downloaded from Mtipsg.fu-berlin.
de/Projects/core.html.
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