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Three aeas of Norwegian grammar will here be presented™?: in sedtion 1, dathesis, represented
by the passve and the presentational constructions, in sedion 2 anaphora, represented by
reflexives, and in sedion 3certain prenomenarelated to the V2 pattern.

The discusgon in sedions 1 and 2 will be related to the cnstruct Argument Structure
(ARG-ST), asit isformulated, e.g., in Manning and Sag (1998, and there gplied to prenomena
of diathesis and anaphora acossa number of languages. ARG-ST on this conceptionis alist of
arguments of a given verb, ardered according to an ' obliqueness hierarchy, where the pasitionin
the list determines the syntactic redization d the agument in question, and their relative
pasitions in the list constrain the possbiliti es for two arguments to stand in an anapharic binding
relation.

The discusgon in sedion 3will addressthe question whether the analysis of roat clauses
in Norwegian shoud include anode 'C’ hasting the finite verb, as advocated in many current
analyses, we will propcse that it shoud nd, opening for a more ’construction’-based view of
clause types.

This presentation being essentially a’guided tour of interesting sites' of the language, our
am is not to provide mnclusive argumentations or worked-out formalizations of the views
presented. Moreover, the data presented are not new.” What we hope to conwey is dill a
perception d some aess of Norwegian gammar as constituting pesble dallenges to
interesting proposals made in the HPSG literature, and at the same time, being amenable to
interesting analyses within the HPSG framework.

l. Diathesis (passives and presentationals)

The shape of a Norwegian main, dedarative dause (withou particular permutations for
topicdizaion puposes) is essentially as follows, with tense sitting on the first verb, and
adverbials having the option d occurring right after the finite verb; the constituent order isrigid:

1
Subject (Modal)* (ha) (Modal)* (bl) [,V ,, (Indirectobject) (Direct object) (PP)*] (Adverbials)*
‘have’ ‘become’
NP (V) [ V (NP) (NP) (PP)*]1  (PP/AdvP)*

! The authors wish to expresstheir gratitude to the organizers of HPSG 2000for the invitation to give this
presentation. We are grateful to DorotheeBeamann for valuable discussion of many of the points presented.

% In most respeds, Norwegian syntax is quite simil ar to that of the other Mainland Scandinavian languages. Our
focusin the following will neverthelessbe exclusively on Norwegian.

% They are bath very old, in having recéved scholars attention for many, many years, and have in part recéved very
detail ed and in depth analyses, also in the generative traditi on, although not much in HPSG. In referencing ealier
work, we choose the highly unscholarly approach of not at all attempting to dojusticeto al the work that has been
done, and not even to give arepresentative seledion of titl es, but simply mention a few works that can be consulted
for further reference



The posshility of multiple verb sequencesisill ustrated in (2):

(2)  Jonvill eikke hakunret bli sett pa den tiden’
Jonwould na have wuld be seen at that time

Caseismarked only on persona pronours, with a subject — nonsubjead distinction.

|.a. Passve’

In Norwegian, the passve verb morphdogy takes either of the forms in (3); the accompanying
syntadic patterns are the same (V is the main verb):°

©)] bl At ..
.. V-s...

For the choiceof subjed in apassve construction, nolessthan four posshbiliti es obtain:

- an expletive (in a presentational construction);

- an NP that in a @rrespondng adive nstruction — whether mono-transitive or
ditransitive - would be adirea objed (DO);

- an NP that in a correspondng adive anstructionwould be an indired object (10);

- an NP that in a correspondng adive @nstruction would be aprepositional object.

To exemplify, correspondngto the active di-transitive dause (4), there ae threepossble passve
courterparts, ill ustrating the first three options mentioned; these are given in (5); the fourth
optionisill ustrated in (6) through(8):

4) Jon overlot Marit et stort ansvar
Jon’'gave Marit a bigresporsibility

B a Det ble overlatt Marit et stort ansvar (presentational)
therewas given Marit abig resporsibility
Marit ble overlatt et stort ansvar ('promotion’ of 10)
Mary wasgiven  abig responsibility
C. Et stort ansvar ble overlatt Marit ('promotion’ of DO)

abig responsibility was given Marit
"Promotion’ of a prepaositional objed ((6)-(8)):

6 a Jon snakket om Marit
Jontalked about Marit

4 Anidiomatic English transation of this sentence would run something like:

"It would not have been the case that Jon could have been seen at that time'.

® This construction hes receved extensive treament over the yeas. A possble paint of referenceis Afarli (1992, in
the GB framework.

® The fadt that asingle infledion (-s) suffices to mark the construction as passve, counts against one of the
approachesto passves, in particular German passves, that construes the generative mechanism as residingin
seledion by the auxiliary verb (cf., e.g., Pollard (1994)).



b. Marit ble snakket om
Marit was talked about

7 a Vi skiftet bleier pabarna
we changed napkins on the children

b. Barna ble skiftet bleier pa
the dil dren were changed napkins on

8 a Vi snakket med Marit om Jon
we talked with Marit abou Jon

b. ?7?Jonble snakket med Marit om
Jon was talked with Marit about

C. Vi snakket om Jon med Marit
we talked abou Jon with Marit

d. *Marit ble snakket om Jon med
Jon was talked with Marit about

(7b) shows that 'promotion’ of a prepasitional objed is possble dso if the PP occurs after a
dired objed, and (8) that it is possble dso if the PPoccurs after a PP, as long as the NP in the
preceding PPis"higher’ on athematic role hierarchy than that of the promovee From (5bc) it is
clea that direa arguments (IO and DO) promote equally well from first and second paition,
thus instantiating the pattern of * symmetric passve'.

These patterns are summarized in Fig 1, where the ordering in the ARG-ST list refleds
obli queness command,” and the ’adive subjed’ argument has been omitted: either i or j can be
redized as SUBJECT, nomatter whether they are NPs or PPs:®

(Figl Partia template for verbs with passve morphdogy.

[VALENCE[SUBJECT: X|0] o
N o O (x=iorj)
ARG-ST: <i, |,k,...> ]

" The notion used in Manning and Sag (op.cit.) is’a-command’, an extension of ' 0-command’ from Pollard and Sag
(1994) to include thematic hierarchicd relations. Since’ o-command’ is the more used label, we employ it here, but
with the’a-command’ definiti on, which isroughly asfollows:

X o-commands Y (i) if X isan NP and Y isaPR, (ii) if they are both PPs, and X has atheta-role higher on a (theta-
role) hierarchy than Y. The latter presumably holds also if they are both NPs, although the relative ordering of
indirea and dred objed isan issue to be discussed later.

8 Corresponding to theor’, there would be two distinct schemata. We will not question here the assumption in
Manning and Sag (1998 that the pasdve nstruction isformed by alexicd rule; fig.1 may be thought of as
standing for what is produced by such arule. (Our formulation differs from certain aspeds of the formulation in
Manning and Sag (op. cit.) in ways which have no beaing on the present discussion.)



|.b. Presentationals’

(5d) is an instance of the Presentational construction. Formally spe&king, this construction has
the following properties:

) the subjed isthe expletive det (alternatively der, asin Danish)
i) if an NP occurs in the DO slot (cf. (1)), it must be indefinite.

The whale array of constituents represented in (1) can atherwise occur, giving the schema (9) for
the presentational construction:

(9) Informal template for the Presentational construction:

Subject (Modal)* (ha) (Modal)* (bl) [V, (Indirectobject) (Directobject) (PP)*] (Adverbials)*
det NP
[ -def]

The dhoice of NP in the DO dot is governed by the following pinciple: an NP which could
occur as sbjed, has an dternativerealization in the direa objed position, with det as subjed.
A crucia condtionisthat no aher argument in the construction has a claim on the DO pasition.

(20) ill ustrates these principles with an intransitive verb:

(100 a En katt sitter i trappen

a cd sitsin the stairs

b. Det sitter en katt i trappen
there sitsa cd in the stairs

C. *Det sitter katten i trappen
there sitsthe cd in the stairs

(12) illustrates with a transitive anstruction, havever one with a dearly "unaccusative’ flavor,
in that the subjed is highly nonagentive, and the objed patterns up as an 1O in the presentational
version (b):

(1) a Dérlige nyheter ventet Ola
bad news awaited Ola

b. Det ventet Ola darli ge nyheter
there avaited Ola bad news

c.  *Det ventet Olade dérlige nyhetene
there avaited Ola the bad news

(12) and (13) further illustrate with pasgve patterns, the ditransitive verb in (13) inducing
distributions parall e to thase in (11):

° Asin the cae of passives, this construction has a very long tradition of analysis, and has been extensively treaed
also in generative frameworks. A recent discussion is Ladrup (1999.



12 a Flere fisker ble forteat
many fishes were devored

b. Det ble fortaat flere fisker
There were devored many fishes

C. * Det ble fortaat fisken
there was devored the fish

13y a Et stort ansvar ble overlatt Marit
alarge responsibilit y was given Marit
b. Det ble overlatt Marit et stort ansvar (= (59)
therewas given Marit alargeresponsibility
c.  *Det ble overlatt Marit det starste ansvaret
therewas given Marit thelargest responsibility

A first approximation to a template for the anstruction might go as follows (the VALENCE
attribute represents concrete syntadic paositions, na the functions more astractly; in its coverage
of the pasgve nstructions, we again presuppcse that the "agent’ argument is not on the ARG-
ST list of apassve verb form):

Fig. 2
0 [(SUBJECT: det

VALENCED [INDEX :
gle.o :

O

BJ.: H

. DEF:-
FARG-ST: <i,...>

iR PPE

In contrast to the mnstructionsin (11) and (13), a plain transitive nstruction like (14a) has no
presentational courterpart ((14bg)):

14 a En mann sparket ballen
aman kicked the ball

b. Det sparket en mann ballen
therekicked aman the ball

C. *Det sparket ballen en mann
therekicked the ball aman

Although(14c) here looks superficialy similar to the patternsin (11b) and (13b), the difference
isthat ballenin (14) isin a dea sense earmarked for the DO pasition, whereas Jonin (11b) and
Marit in (13b are nat, and in effed are seen to occur in the canonicd 10 position. An
amendment of Fig. 2 is clealy nealed to prevent (14bc), bu it is not obvious what this
amendment shoud be. Simply stating that i be the sole agument on the list, would rule out
(14bg), bu would also rule out (11b) and (13b). A distinction will thus have to be made between
arguments getting reali zed as DOs and arguments gettting redi zed as |0s. However, since ARG-
ST articulates only in terms of position in the list, and bdh balen in (14bg) and JonWMarit in
(11b/(13b) are presumably number two in their respective lists, some extra representational
maadinery will seem needed.

One posshility might be to bre&k the ARG-ST list into a list of two lists, the first
consisting orly of subjed and dred object arguments (they might be cdl ed the core arguments,
and the list the ’core list’), and the second would start with indirect objeds, if any, and further



include oblique aguments (and ke cdled the 'non-core list’) ; seeill ustration in (16b) below. The
template for presentationals would then require that the cre list consists of only one member.

Another posshility might be to highlight DO argumentsin of the ARG-ST list by, under
an additional attribute, representing them as designated DO-arguments, a move modelled onthe
suggestionin Davis and Koenig (1998 and Koenig (1999 of representing certain first-members,
andthus subeds, as’ Designated argument’. Thisis alabel marking those subjedsin active-verb
ARG-STswhich can be’demoted’ in passve, clealy asubset of all passble subjeds.

The cae for eamarking subjeds as to whether they are passve-demotable or nat (i.e.,
whether the verb passvizes or not), can be made dso in Norwegian. Thus, the use of vente
(await’) instantiated in (11) does nat all ow passve, so that its subjed darlige nyheter would nat
qualify as’designated argument’. This, howvever, does naot mean that subjeds in presentationals
are generally nat 'designated’, since, e.g., sitte in (10) does allow passve, asin (153) ((15b) is
here included to show that in a passve presentational, the 'adive’ subjed has no psshbility of
appearing in the DO position):

15 a Det ble sittet i trappen
Therewas st in the stairs

b. *Det ble sittet en katt i trappen
Therewas st a cd in the stairs

The strategy of augmenting ARG-ST with 'designated arguments would thus, in ou present
setting, invave bath certain subjed arguments and al dired objed arguments, so that the ARG-
ST of a normal (pasgvizable) transitive verb would look schematicaly like (16a) below. The
formal condtion onpresentationals, on this approacd, will be that no agument in the ARG-ST
list can keidentical to the DESG-OBJ.

(16) Possble anendments of ARG-ST, ill ustrated for ditransitive cnstructions (in bah (a) and
(b), we include the accompanying VALENCE spedficdion, which beas on the adual
syntadic positions).

a. Through asignated arguments:

[DESIG- SUBJ: i
ARG-ST: [DESIG-OBJ: ]

FARG-list: <i,..j...>

[SUBJ:iQ

VALENCE: bo:j 7

HO:k H



b. Througha’doubelist’:

ARG-ST: [<<i, > <k,..>>]
[(SUBJ: i

VALENCE: DO:j f

HO:k H

The doule-list aternative would retain the obliqueness hierarchy, in that all items on the core
list rank higher than items on the non-core list, and eac list is obliquenessordered intrinsicdly.
This has as a cnsequence that DO arguments now precede 10 arguments on the "total’ list. This
again conflicts with standard proposals based on English, which havever are partly based onthe
circumstance that in ditransitive cnstructionsin English, oy IO can be’promoted’ in a passve
version; as we have seen, thereis no such requirement in Norwegian.

These are only loose sketches of two aternative ways of representing the presentational
construction, each with some innovative feaures in the general design d ARG-ST. The next
sedionwill provide apossblereason for preferring amongthem (ll.a).

Before ending the sedion, let us note another desideratum for the analysis of both
passves and presentationals, namely that as construction types, they shoud be represented as
compatible, with a ’join’, i.e., combination, instantiated in thase @nstructions which are bath
passves and presentationals, like (12), (13) and (158). A minimal amendment of the Passve
template Fig. 1to this effea will beto allow for lac of promotion,asin Fig. ' below, where the
consequences of the discusson d the form of ARG-ST are otherwise ignared for the moment;
clealy, this dructure can combine (unify) with Fig. 2, the rudment of a template for
presentationals, and this compatibility would need to be preserved in whatever amendments of
the templates are eventually chasen.

(Fig 1) Partial template for verbs with passve morphdogy, revised:

[VALENCE[SUBJECT: X|0J o
o 0 (x=iorj or@)
HARG-ST: <i, j,k,...> H

An interesting case of the interadion between passves and presentationals is gill not acournted
for. (7b), repeated as (17a), does nat have awellformed counterpart with a definite DO, cf. (17b):

17 a Barna ble skiftet bleier pa
the children were changed napkins on
b. *Barnable skiftet bleiene pa
the dildren were changed the napkins on

The regularity here is that when a prepaositional objed is’promoted’ acrossa DO, then this DO
has to be indefinite, as if this were apresentational construction. That is, it is’asif’, in (17a), an



expletive is covertly hdding the subjed pasition, and barna has some formal role distinct from
subjed. However, by all other subject criteria of the language, barna is a subjed in (17). This
problem we leave unsolved.

Il. Reflexives”

Norwegian has two monamorphemic words that are inherently reflexive, namely selv 'self’, and
seg, with the genitival form sin. Seg and sin are 3 person forms, functioning like personal
pronours and pesssve aljectives, and in 1* and 2 person coinciding in form with their non
reflexive wmurnterparts. In ou analysis, they may be asdgned a feaure '[+Refl-1]’. Sdv is a
constant form in person and number, and may correspondngly be a<ciated with a fedure
[ +Refl-11]". These words may occur by themselves, but may also combine, in 3° person as the
anaphar seg selv.

The items listed in Fig 3 kelow may be cdled anaphors, with a fedure cmpasition refleding
the presence or absence of the word forms mentioned; the word forms may be referred to as
anaphoric elements.

(Fig 3
NP NP NP NP NP
+Refl-I +Refl-I +Refl-I -Refl-I -Refl-I
-Refl-1 -Refl-1 +Refl-11 +Refl-11 -Refl-11
+Poss
seg sin seg selv ham selv ham
"him/herself’ "his’her own’ "him/herself’ "himself’ "him’

These reflexive dements are assciated with dfferent condtions for wellformedness as will
now be shown. The licensing condtions on the anaphas are, in each case, the union d the
conditi ons asociated with the presence or absence of seg and selv.™

Il.a. Sav

The mndtions asciated with selv are fairly similar to those halding for English self, ill ustrated
in (18) (with antecedent and anaphor in bddface):

(18) a Jon fortalte ossom seg selv
Jon told us about himself

19 These phenomena have along tradition of analysis, and have also been extensively treaed in generative
frameworks, thereunder Hellan (1988 1991) in a GB-oriented analysis, and Dalrymple (1993 from an LFG
viewpoint.

! so-cdled disjointnesseffeds, represented by the’-'-f eauresin Fig. 3, are treated extensively in Hellan (1989,
and will not be addressd here.



b. Vi fortalte Jon om ham selv
wetold Jon about himself

C. Jon ba osssnakke om seg/ham (* selv)
Jon asked ustotalk about himself

The licensing constell ation for the selv anaphar is one where the antecedent and the anapha are
co-arguments. On the standard assumptions mentioned ealier, this asped of their behavior can
be encoded througha template where they occur in the same ARG-ST list. A further condtionis
that the antecedent o-commands the anaphar; the validity of this condtion is ill ustrated in (19),
asauming that the interlocutor role ranges higher on the obliqueness hierarchy than the item
talked abou, and the condtionisformally stated through adering the anaphar later in the ARG-
ST list than the antecedent, cf. the template Fig 4, where the feaure ’[bound by i]" identifies the
anteceadent by its token-index i.

19 a Vi snakket med Jon om ham selv
we talked with Jon abou himself

b. A/i snakket om Jon med ham selv
wetaked abou Jon about himsalf

Fig 4 <...,[i]NP, ..., NP[+Re€fl-II, bound ly: [i]], ...>

What rules out the version with selv in (18c) under this analysisisthat the item seg selv/ham selv
is nat visible in the list where Jon appears, this list consisting o the subcategorized-for list of
arguments’<Jon, oss VP>', where the VP 'non-transparently’ contains seg selv/ham selv.

This treament of selv conforms with the treament of English self propased in Manning
and Sag (opcit.), and provides a cae where the assumptions governing the construct ARG-ST
yield a straighforward acourt of the phenomena.

With the asumption that the antecedent precedes the anaphar in the ARG-ST list, we can
now determine the relative order of 10 and DO onthislist, a matter we have so far left open. The
examplesin (20) show that 10 nust precede DO, according to this criterion:

(200 a Djevelenga Ola ham selv tilbake
the devil gave Ola himself (Ola) badk

b. Djevelen gaham selv Ola til bake

This ordering, havever, conflicts with the ordering pasited in the 'doubde list’ approach of the
preceding sedion, illustrated in (16b): that ordering crucially places DO before 1O in the
hierarchy. To the extent that the analysis of presentationals is to be mnsistent with what is
assumed concerning anaphars, it is therefore only the gproach ill ustrated in (16a), involving
multi ple designated arguments in ARG-ST, which can be maintained.



Il .b. Seg

We now turn to seg-reflexives. We first consider the data in (21) (with partial repetitions from
(18)), some showing the complex anaphor seg selv, some the simple form seg™ and its possessve
variant sin:

(21) a Jon fortalte ossom seg selv
Jon told us abou himself
b. i fortalte Jon om seg selv (ok: ham selv)
wetold Jon about himself
C. */i fortalte Jon om landsbyen sin (ok: hans)
we told Jon about hisvill age

d. Jon ba osssnakke om seg
Jon asked usto talk abou himself
e Jon herte osssnakke om noen venner av seg
Jon head usto talk about some friends of him
f. Jon harte osssnakke om noen venner av sine foreldre

Jon tead ustotalk abou some friends of his parents

(21d) shows that the a-argument requirement operative for selv does not apply to seg; in the
formal analysis, this means that the binder-bindee relationship in (21d) does nat fall under the
scope of an ARG-ST list asin Fig 4, since in the ARG-ST list where Jon occurs, seg is non
transparently contained in the VP snakke om seg; seg itself isonthe ARG-ST list only of snakke
In (e) the reflexive is one step further embedded, namely on the ARG-ST list of venner
(friends), and in (f) even ore step further embedded, nov on the ARG-ST list of foreldre
(parents). The relation is dill not unrestricted — (22), where a tensed clause boundry
intervenes, isimpossble:

(220  *Jon baom at vi snakket om seg
Jon asked that we talked about him

This raises the question whether ARG-ST is the gpropriate place for stating condtions for seg-
reflexives.

A further feaure gparently indicated by (21) is that seg-reflexives can only be bound by
subjeds. At the outset, this might seem straightforwardly representable in terms of ARG-ST. It is
to be noted, however, that what is required of the binder is only that it somehow functions as a
"logicd subjed’, whileits formal function may well be that of direct objed; (23) ill ustrates this
posshility (and contrasts otherwise minimally with (21bg)):

23) a Vi gjorde Jon stolt av seg selv
We made Jon proud d himself

b. Vi skremte Jon bort fralandsbyen sin
We scared Jon away from hisvill age

Stated more sucanctly, the goparent 'subjed’ condtion onseg/sinis asfoll ows:

12 Asasimple form, seg has two radicaly different uses: one 'long distance’, to be discussed here, and one ' short
distance’ where its argument statusis arguably deficient to a greder or lesser extent; one example of the latter type
isthe expresson skammne seg 'be ashamed'. We will not discuss this type here.



(24) Predicdion condtion onseg:
A +Refl-l-anaphe must be ontained in a syntactic constituent C such that C is
understood &s predicated of the binder.

It isnat likely that ARG-ST will be the optimal locus for a template stating such a relationship.
For instance, in the ARG-ST list of skremme in (23b), which might be the three-membered list

(29),
(25  <vi, Jon,[bort ...]>

the part ’[bort...]" now in addition would have to be represented as predicated of the binder
"Jon’. Obviously, the momma between *Jon’ and’[bort...]" does not carry such an interpretation.

Sincethe predication condtion (24) cannd, at least straightforwardly, be stated in terms
of ARG-ST, and binder and bindee may generally be too far apart to fit into the same ARG-ST
list, our tentative cnclusionwill be that seg-reflexives are not licensed onARG-ST.

What, then, will the locus for representing seg-reflexives be? In view of the tensed S
condtionill ustrated in (22), a anceivable medanism would be percolation d afedure like (26)
in the syntadic structure (i.e., the structure constructible from the 'daughters’ attribute in current
HPSG formali zaions), a percolation that would na be dl owed to passthroughatensed S node:

(26)  ’'bindable: NP[+Refl-1]’

Such a strategy may be suppated by the fad that the binding medanism will have to interad
with the medanism accourting for topicdization (i.e., the 'dash’ feaure), in view of
constructions like (27a), where the reflexive sits in a topicdized VP, bu is boundby an NP
inside the dause, and is licensed by the drcumstance that its ’'in situ’ locaion (indicaed in
(27b) satisfies the normal requirements on seg as a 'long distance’ anapha vis a vis the binder
Jon:

(27 a Sett meg sikte pa seg vet jeg at Jon ikke har
Seenme am a REFL know | that Jon not has
'seen me aming at him, | know that Jon hesn't’

b. Jeg vet at Jon ikke har sett meg sikte pa seg
| know that Jon not has ®enme am a REFL

"I know that Jon has nat seen me aming at him’

Withou trying to detail the situation for seg-binding any further, we maintain that the envisaged
role of ARG-ST as a sole level of representation relevant to the licensing of anaphars canna be
sustained. The word ’'sole’ may here be stressed, since the results concerning seg need na entail
that the locus of the template for licensing o selv-reflexives has to be dhanged. Since aseg-
reflexive and a selv-reflexive may be instantiated in ore and the same anaphor, however, so that
the @ndtions on this complex anapha is the wmbination o the condtions on seg and selv
separately, this means that diff erent aspeds of an anapha may have to be licensed by reference
to dfferent parts of the over-all representation.

With this as a tentative anclusion concerning the principles and mechanisms relevant to
the licensing of anaphors, we make afinal remark concerning ARG-ST. To the extent that the
articulation d ARG-ST as alist is motivated to a significant extent by the asumptionsthat (i) it



is the sole level of representation relevant to the licensing of anaphors, and (i) anaphaa is
significantly governed by o-command, the @ove mnclusion may seem to passbly weaken the
motivation for this articulation d ARG-ST as alist. Our observation a the end d the sedion on
selv, moreover, goes in the same diredion, since &ven to fulfill it sintended roles in the diathesis
domain, ARG-ST nealsto haveitslist part supdemented by the more direct function-identifying
attributes * designated (subjed) argument’ and ' designated dired object’, asill ustrated in (16a).*
A more areful assesgnent and formalization d these cnsequences, however, will have to wait
for anather occasion.

Il . V2 and’Objed shift

The dause pattern stated in (1), repeaed below, may be referred to as the Core Root Clause™ in
Norwegian:

(1) The Core Root Clause in Norwegian:
Subject (Modal)* (ha) (Modal)* (bl) [,V_,, (Indirectobject) (Direct object) (PP)*] (Adverbials)*

NP (V)* vV (NP) (NP) (PP)*]  (PP/AdvP)*

[VP

Condtions:
- Finiteness(= Tense) sitsonthefirst verb
- Sentence alverbs, aswell as heavier adverbials, occur right after the finite verb

An Embedded clause differs from the Core Roat Clause in two respeds:

- Sentence alverbs, as well as heavier adverbials, occur right before the finite verb, rather
than after the finite verb.

- A complementizer precedes the subjed.

Theitalicized part of (28) exemplifies an Embedded clause (differing minimally from (2) above),
with theitems just mentioned gven in bddface

(28) Desaat Jonikke vill e hakunret bli sett pa den tiden
They said that Jon nd would have ould be seen at that time

While thereis essentiall y just one pattern for Embedded clauses, root clauses have other patterns

beside the Core roat clause. Amongthese ae (what we will call):

- the Inverted Roat Clause (cf. (29a)), oltained from (1) by inverting the order between
subjed and the finite verb, and wsed in ’yes-no’- questions;

- the Extended Roat Clause, oltained from the Inverted Root Clause by preposing a

topicdized element ((29b)) or awh-item ((29c))

29 a Sover Jon?

131N this version, ARG-ST may seem to acquire some simil arity with the LFG f-structure representation of
arguments, although only partially.

% The use of capital initials here and below is away of marking that what is referred to are construction types as
formal/theoreticd entities.






