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1. Introduction

In this paper, I should like to challenge the by now standard generative
views on extraction from verb-second clauses in German. In particular, 1
shall be concerned with the structure of sentences such as (1) — henceforth

*Earlier versions of various parts of this working paper were presented at the GGS meet-
ing in Tiibingen (5/1994), at the S&P network meeting in Rendsburg (9/1994), and in
lectures at the University of Lund (5/1994), the ‘Arbeitsstelle Strukturelle Gramma-
tik’/Berlin (10/1994) and the University of Potsdam (11/1994). 1 am grateful to 2ll the
audiences for useful discussion and comments. Special thanks are due to M. Brandt, F.
D'Avis, U. Lutz, J. Pafel, 1. Rosengren, and 1. Zimmermann, who were particularly help-
ful in tackling various problems discussed in this paper. Thanks also to S. Dipper, R.
Meyer, and 1. Reich for technical assistance while preparing the manuscript. :

Part of the material covered here will also be included in Reis (1 995). A concise version
covering the contents of both papers is scheduled to appear in the anthology on extraction
currently prepared by U. Lutz and J. Pafel..
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called EV2-constructions! ~,

(D a.  Wo glaubst du, wohnt sie seit der Trennung?
b. In Bonn meint Franz, wohnt sie seit der Trennung.

arguing that the extraction analysis along the lines of €2) which they have
been given since Thiersch (1978), cannot be upheld, and that a return to
the traditional parenthetical analysis, roughly exemplified in (3), is in
order. ) -

[Wo glaubst du, [t' wohnt sie ¢ séit der Trennung]]?

(2) a.

b. [In Bonn meint Franz, [t' wohnt sie t seit der Trennung]].
3) a. [Wo [glaubst du,] wohnt sie t seit der Trennung]?

b.

{In Bonn [meint Franz,] wohnt sie t seit der Trennung].

My primary goal, then, is purely descriptive as well as language specific.
If attained, however, the consequences will go well beyond that, for the
peculiarities of the purported V2-extraction in German have played a
prominent role in much syntactic theorizing, and have also influenced
comparative issues of Germanic syntax in many important ways. Last but
not least, the case of EV2-constructions is apt to teach a much-needed
lesson about the form and function of parenthetical vs. extraction
constructions in general, for neither the differences between them nor
their similarities have so far been properly appreciated.

The paper is organized as follows: Section 2 will provide some factual,
historical and motivational background for the analyses in question. In

_sections 3-5, I shall examine the case for the extraction analysis vs. its

parenthetical alternative in detail, arguing that none of the arguments put
forth against a parenthetical analysis stands up under scrutiny, and that
there are conclusive structural and interpretive arguments against an
extraction analysis that have been overlooked. I shall also, by way of
completing the structural argument, point out putative, albeit marginal
cases of genuine V2-extraction in German. Section 6 will be devoted to
relevant issues in the grammar and pragmatics of verb-first parenthetical
constructions. Section 7 contains a short summary and a list of conse-
quences to be dealt with in further research.

1This term is meant to pick out German surface structures of the form (i), and thus to be
neutral with respect to the competing analyses (EV2 being a happy abbreviation at least in
German, since E may stand for “Extraktion’ as well as ‘Einschub’ [= ‘parenthetical’}).

(i) XP-Vgal-Y-Vfin2-Z (Z avariable over the postfinite parts of V2 clauses headed by Vn2,
Y a variable over the postfinite parts of V1 clauses headed by Vfinl»
XP a constituent belonging to the V2-clause)
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2. Background

2.1. The nongenerative tradition and some c_:rucial
parenthetical data .

While grammarians in the nongenerative tradit'gon have alwayg been aware
of dafi-clause constructions that had to be given an extraction 'fmalysm
(‘Satzverschrinkungen’), the parenthetical nature of EV2-con.struct1.ons has
more or less been taken for granted.2 Looking at constructions like (4)-
(), in the company of which EV2-examples like (1) and (6) usually
appear, ' .

(4)  Wo wohnt sie meinst du/glaubt er/sagt Paul seit der Trfzmung?
In Bonn wohnt sie meinst du/glaubt er/sagt Paul/scheint es seit dex
Trennung. . »
In Bonn wohnt sie seit der Trennung meinst du/glaubt er/sagt Paul/
scheint es bei einer Beamtenwitwe. ‘

(5)  Wo wohnt sie seit der Trennung meinst du/glaubt er/sagt Paul?

- In Bonn wohnt sie seit der Trennung meinst du/glaubt er/sagt Paul/ )

scheint es. o ,

(6)  Wo meinst du/glaubt er/sagt Paul wohnt sié seit der Trennung?
In Bonn meinst du/glaubt er/sagt Paul/scheint es wohnt sie seit der

Trennung.

it i : (1) F i - t be paren-
it is easy to see, why: (i) For obvious reasons, @ and (5) maus

thetical };ather than extraction structures; (i) EVZ—constr}lctlons and con-
structions like (4)-(5) share conspicuous formal, semantic and functional
similarities showing them to be constructionally related:

— they all parse as V2-clauses containing a Vl-e.xpression, :
- theyVZ-Ic)lause satisfies the propositional object argument of the V1i-
verb,

‘ i ite} i itting commas
iting EV2-constructions (and related constructions), my using or omitfing

g::fcolrténfnd after the verb-first expression in question is linguistically insignificant. Rgthef,
intonational breaks will be indicated by dashes (“~”). If necessary, the main accented syl- |
lable will be indicated by capital letters. ) . ‘
2¢f. Andersson/Kvam (1984:80ff.), and the literature c1tet;1 there. Thel_'e is, however, next
to no explicit argumentation against an extraction analysis of cases like (1)/(6), the rare
exception being Andersson/Kvam themselves (1984:531f.).
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~ the Vl-clause always functions as ‘parenthetical’, i.e.
= the information conveyed by it is mere side information to the
information conveyed by the V2-clause, ,
= it has always the same special function of putting the V2-clause into
the perspective of the V1-clause subject.3

Given (i)-(ii), it follows (iii) that EV2-constructions should be pa.renthet;

_ ical structures just like (4)-(5), that is main clause structures into which a

parenthetical verb-first expression meinst du/glaubt er/sagt Paul has been
inserted. The remaining difference — in EV2-constructions the V1-paren-
thetical is inserted in prefinite position, in constructions like (4)-(5) it is
inserted in various postfinite positions — need not be considered decisive,
for prefinite as well as postfinite position(s) serve as parenthetical niches
also for other types of parentheticals.

Note that the respective V1-expressions in (4)-(5) also share prosodic
properties with (1) and (6) which can be roughly characterized as
follows:# (a) They are integrated into the focus-background-structure of
their host clause, i.e. they do not have a focus-background-structure of
their own, (b) they are unstressed/unfocussed, iff (a) obtains, (c) they tend
to be integrated into their host clause without intonational breaks, iff (a)
obtains.5 (a)-(c) are confined to parentheticals that are ‘interpretationally
dependent’ on the host clause (in that the host clause obligatorily functions
as the propositional argument of the parenthetical verb), the prime exam-
ples being V1-parentheticals,b whereas ~‘interpretationally independent’
parentheticals cannot be prosodically integrated in this way, cf. (7). This
does not preclude apparent V1-parentheticals to occur in an unintegrated

3This is no more than a first approximation to V1-parenthetical uses. For some elaboration
s. below (6.2). .

4There has been little systematic work on the prosodic properties of German parentheticals
in general (for a short sketch cf. Altmann 1981:63-65,202f., useful material and discus-
sion is presented in Uhmann 1994:282ff.), and none on the particular properties of V1-
parentheticals (prosodic or otherwise, for that matter) at all. Thus, the following remarks
are of necessity somewhat impressionistic. (Concerning the prosody of English parentheti-
cal structures, cf. Downing 1973, Bing 1979; s. also Reinhart 1983:1797f. Matters may .
not be entirely comparable, though.)

{c) is meant to cover two facts concerning the parentheticals in question: (i) explicit
comma intonation is incompatible with (a)/(b), (ii) given (a)/(b), which can be easily iden-
tified by ear, all markings of the boundaries of an intonational phrase tend to ¢and can even
entirely) be reduced. Accidentally recorded examples (cf. e.g. the postfinite example (32-
01) in Uhmann 1994:287) bear this out. Unfortunately, clear phonological cues for into-
national integration (such as %flapped consonants in American English, s. Reinhart
1983:1794f.) seem hard to come by in German. ,
60ther types that may (but need not) be used this way are wie-parentheticals (s. Brandt
1994, Zimmermann 1994), and perhaps also so-parentheticals, s. sections 6.1.2, 6.2.1.
By contrast, V1-parentheticals, seem to be primed for dependent use. .
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| fashion, cf. (8). But if they do, (a)-(c) must covary, cf. (9), showing that

i i i i in fact two
being +prosodically unintegrated and *bearing stress/focus are in
sidef :fp the same coin. (And it might even be true that the apparent Vi-
parentheticals used this way are in fact always elliptic ¢V2-structures, s.

6.2 below). :

(7)  In BONN wohnt sie — wen WUNderts? — seit der Trennung.
*n BONN wohnt sie (-) wen wunderts? () seit der Trennung.)‘
i’n Bonn wohnt sie — das sagt jedenfalls FRANZ — seit der TREN-
nung.
(*In %onn wohnt sie () das sagt jedenfalls Franz (-) seit der TRENNung.).
(8)  In BONN wohnt sie — sagt PAUL — seit der Trennung.
€)) *In BONN wohnt sie sagt PAUL seit der Trennung.
*In BONN wohnt sie — sagt Paul — seit der Trennung.
*In Bonn wohnt sie sagt PAUL seit der Trennung.

i i icals,” which from now
Thus, (a)-(c) help define a unique type of parentheucal's, W ,
onlissigazl (cgll V%’s (= Verb-first Integrated Parentheticals), the bo_na fide
instances being cases like (4)-(5). For ease of further reference their prop-

erties are summarized in (10):

(10)  Defining properties of VIPs:
: (i) Verb-first
(i) Interpretational dependence on the host clause
(iii) Prosodic integration into the host clause
a) no focus-background structure of their own
b) mno stress/focus . .
¢) no intonational breaks (i.e. no ‘comma intonation )

2.2. The generative ‘extraction’ tradition and its motives

Why then should an extraction analysis for EV2-constructions ha\fe
become attractive in the first place? Mainly, I suspect, bec.ause certain
well-known facts about German make us expect that there is extraction

from verb-second clauses:

i i i 4 ’ ion, in which V1-paren- -
7 i t is defined is a particular ‘integrated’ use cor}ste]iat;on,mw -pare C
tll:::itg:ﬁyi)xg?inl:ntly take pa?t. This is, however, of no importance for the fol{owaéllg
discussion, so I shall continue speaking of V1-parenthetical expressions as constituting the ,

type themselves.
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(1) In certain dialect areas of German (and, marginally, also in the

standard language) extraction from daf-complement 1 ible,8
of. the examples in (11)-(12). -complement clauses is poseible,

(1) a. In_Bonn glaube ich, daB sie seit der Trennung wohnt.
b kltflﬁ Computern sagte Franz, daB er sich geniigend beschiftigt
dtte. . -
(12) g. Wo glaubst du denn, daf sie seit der Trennung wohnt.

Womit sagte Franz, daB er sich geniigend beschiftigt hitte.

(ii) In Standard German, verb-second clauses may substi /
_ , stitute for daf-
complement clauses after certain verbs, cf, the exampiles in (1 3)-(14(1))1-. @

(13) Ich glaube, daB sie seit der Trennung in Bonn wohnt.

a
- b. Franz sagte, daf er sich mit Computern geniigend beschiftigt

hitte.

Ich glaube, sie wohnt seit der Trennung in Bonn.

a
b. gre;nz sagte, er hitte sich mit Computern geniigend beschif-
gt. : '

(14)

(iii) The class of predicates licensin i “bri °) i

. ¢ ; g extraction (‘bridge verbs’) is

largely identical with the class of predicates licensing substitution of d)aﬁ-

go;rﬁpllementsb by verb-second clauses (V2 verbs’), prominent members of

oth classes being i.a. sagen, meinen, glaub 3

o ('12)_(14)'9 g glauben, finden, behaupten, dgnken,
Given (1)-(iii), the _prediction is clearly that we also. find extraction from

verb second clauses in German, — what should prevent it? This prediction

seems to be forced by comparative evidence:

(iv} In Germani.C languages like English or Swedish that allow comple-

l‘léggltlfer dtriop 1m declarative complements, extraction from the
plementizerless’ variant is possible and even less restri

the that-/att-introduced variant, cf. (15)-(17"): restricted than from

(15) a. W}}oi do you thmk[ (that) he met ¢ yesterday 1?
b. This-manj, I think [ (that) he met t; yesterday ].

8For a short overview s. Reis/R
. osengren (1992: i i
more general picture s. D'Avis et al. ?199??). 81,2, and cspocially Lithe (1988). Fora

It is often maintained that.the two classes are comp i i . 1
( 2 pletely identical, s. i.a. G
§)1t239).54), Maiiller (1993:362f., 364f.n.7). This is most likely wrong, s. Rei;egggi%f

Vem; tror du [ (att) Peter inte traffade tj igdr ]?

‘Who think you [(that) Peter not met yesterday]?

Denna-man; tror jag [ (att) Peter inte triffade tj igér 1.
This man think I [(that) Peter not met yesterday].

*Whoj do you think [ that tj met him yesterday 1?
Whoj do you think [ tj met him yesterday 1?

*Vemj tror du [ att tj har tréffat Peter ?

Vemj tror du [ tj har tréffat Peter 1?

Who think you [(that) bas met Peter]?

®

(16)

o

an

a7s

op o

The class of verbs licensing declarative complementizer drop corresponds
closely to the class of V2-verbs in German, suggesting that V2-clause
substitution for daf-clauses in German and declazative complementizer
drop in English and Swedish are instances of the same phenomenon.10 But
if so, extraction from verb-second clauses in German should also definite-
ly be expected to occur. Moreover, since the complement status of
unintroduced English and Swedish clauses as in (15)-(17") is beyond doubt,
the parallel just mentioned strengthens the assumption (18) underlying all
expectations of V2-extraction in German: ‘

(18) Verb-second clauses alternating with daf3-complement clauses are
true comiplement clauses.

In view of the expectations raised by (i)-(iv), the properties of EV2-con-
structions like (1), (6) are, at first glance, more than suggestive: There is
just one constituent preceding the V1-expression, the verbs normally
involved are V2-verbs as well as bridge verbs, hence it seems possible to
view EV2-constructions as matrix-complement structures as exemplified
in (2), with glaubst du/meint Franz, etc. being part of the matrix clause
and the phrase in the initial matrix position extracted out of the V2-com-
plement. Besides, EV2-constructions provide the most natural translations
for extraction constructions like (15)-(17"), underlining their similarity.
Small wonder then that Thiersch, who was the first to explicitly suggest an
extraction analysis for this type of construction (1978:1344f.), was readily
believed. The belief in the extraction analysis was strengthened by Tappe
(1981) and Grewendorf (1988:83-87), whose arguments pro extraction

10For an explicit statement to this effect s. Miiller (1993:386¢.), who also insists on the
identity (already denied by Erteschik 1973) of the contexts English complementizer drop
oceurs in with bridge contexts. — Concerning “V2’ rather than Jack of complementizer’ as -
the (only) appropriate tertiuin comparationis for comparative Germanic issues involving
German embedded V2-clauses, s. Gértner/Steinbach (1994), and in particular Reis
(1995). .




and contra parenthetical analysis of EV2-constructions have been generally
accepted, partial revisions notwithstanding. :

Tpe success of these argumentations, however, generated a by now
notorious problem: If EV2-sentences are in fact extraction constructions
then V2-extraction is subject to quite peculiar restrictions that have n<;
parallels among extractions from daf-clauses (or from any other domain):

the ‘initialigap restriction’ (19i) and the ‘V2 route restriction’ (19ii), cf.
the respective illustrations in (20)-(21"): ’ .

(19)  Restrictions on putative extraction from verb-second clauses:

(20)
£20°)
1)

217

popop

@

i)

&

p o

Initial gap restriction: Regardless of base position of the
movee, extraction must leave a gap in the initi iti
(“Vorfeld’) of the V2 clause. = fe inital position
VZ route restriction: Extraction may occur via V2 clauses and
into V2 clauses only. '
*Wo/*In Bonn glaubt er, sie wohnt t seit der Trennung.

*Seit wann/*Seit der Trennung glaubt er, sie wohnt in Bonn ¢.
Wq/In Bonn glaubt er, t' wohnt sie t seit der Trennung.

Seit wann/Seit der Trennung glaubt er, t' wohnt sie in Bonn t..
*Ich mdchte wissen, wo er glaubt, wohnt sie t seit der Tren-
nung. ’

*In Bonn meint Klaus, daB Peter glaubt, wohnt sie t seit der

Trennung. '
*Wo Klaus nur wieder meint, wohne sie t seit der Trennung,
In Bonn meint Klaus, glaubt Peter, wohnt sie t seit der Tren-

nung.
b. In ﬁ;}nn meint Klaus, glaubt Peter, daB sie t seit der Trennung
wohnt. '

Again starting with Thiersch (1978), numerous proposals have been pres-
ented to come to terms with (19i-ii) (cf. Tappe 1981:208ff., Staudacher
19?0, Sternefeld 1989, Haider 1993:189ff., Miiller/Sternefeld 1993:497f.
Miiller 1993:44}9ff., for an overview s. ibid. 449-485), all of them, how—’
ever, far more ingenious than convincing. Worse, while (i) is at least con-
ce_ptug.lly suggestive, (i) looks so ad hoc, that there seems little hope that a
pnnc1ple§i §01uti0n for both of them will be forthcoming. "
Now, it is easy to see that the data illustrating (19i-ii) would not pose
serious problems under a parenthetical analysis at all: The ungrammatica-
1§ty of (20a,b) could be predicted from the ungrammaticality of the puta-
tive host clauses of the parenthetical (*Wo sie wohnt seit der Trennung?,
etc.), and the grammaticality pattern of (21)-(21") could be made to follow
from the well-formedness vs. ill-formedness of the putative parentheticals,

er glaubt (21a), meint Klaus, daf3 Peter glaubt (21b), Klaus nur wieder

meint (21c) being ill-formed parentheticals, meint Klaus, glaubt Peter
(21" being well-formed.11 The fact that this approach to the problems
caused by (19i-ii) has never even been considered in the literature, is a
strong sign of faith in the extraction analysis for EV2-constructions. An
even stronger sign is that further theorizing has been confidently built on
it: In particular, the initial gap-restriction (19i) has been used as crucial
evidence in a number of theoretical contexts where extraction comes in,
cf. Haider's (1986:116ff.) argumentation against Lasnik/Saito (1984) con-
cerning the issue of intermediate traces, the ‘canonical direction’ argument
by Cinque (1990:42,169/fn.38) pro distinguishing between barriers for
government and barriers for binding,12 the argumentation pro a sentential
Top node by Miiller/Sternefeld (1993:4791f.), or the theory-laden debate
about the minimalist conception of clause structure and verb movement
(cf. Zwart 1993, Girtner/Steinbach 1994:29ff., Zwart 1994:34£f., Wilder
1993), to mention just the more prominent examples.

A further fact about EV2-constructions immediately at odds with an
extraction analysis, but not with a parenthetical analysis, is that they occur
freely in so-called extraction and non-extraction dialects alike. However, —
perhaps due to the parallels between EV2-constructions and complement-
izerless constructions like (15)-(17), which allow extraction more freely
(17", this fact did not play a role in arguing about the respective analyses
either. . ; :

My diagnosis for this state of affairs is that plausible expectations con-
cerning V2-extraction have not only triggered, but also canonized the
wrong analysis for EV2-constructions. In the following, I shall dissociate
miyself totally from this tradition by defending (22):

(22)  Parenthetical Hypothesis (PH):
EV?2-constructions are not V2-extraction constructions, but con-
structions containing parentheticals of a certain type: VIPs.

In the course of this discussion, I will also show that, inasmuch as there
are genuine cases of V2-extraction in German at all, they are not subject to
the restrictions (19i-ii). While I shall concentrate on exploring (22) and its
consequences for the grammar of VIPs in this paper, it should be noted
that (18) is also called into question by my findings (cf. Reis 1995). In
other words, what is ultimately at stake is not just the present picture of

117he question of parenthetical structures will be discussed in more detail in section 4.4.
12The consequences of this argument — (perhaps) only successive-cyclic wh-movement in
languages with mixed branching (Cinque 1990:42) - have in turn played arole in arguing -
about (the uniformity of) German clause structure, s. BRRZ (1992:8) as opposed to Vik- .
ner/Schwartz (1991). . :




'

ElVZ—constructions, but of complex V2-constructions in German in gener-

3. Parenthetical vs. extraction analysis of EV2-
constructions: Against the canonical arguments

Let me begip with two methodological objections against the way the case
of parenthetical vs. extraction analysis has up to now been argued:

3.1. Comparison with the wrong type of parentheticais

Itis intui‘tively obvious that EV2-constructions are closest to parenthetical
constractions like (4)-(5), i.e. to VIPs. In other words, if they were to be
analyze'd as parenthetical constructions, they would share all the prosodic
properties of VIPs outlined in (10iii), the only difference being the pre-
finite position of the verb-first parenthetical.

What we should expect, then, is that the parenthetical hypothesis for
]%IVZ—constructions be evaluated by comparing them with VIP-construc-
tions as their parenthetical next-of-kin. All arguments in the canenical lit-
erature, .however, are based on a comparison with unintegrated parentheti-
cals as in (7), the existence of integrated parentheticals being either un-
known or.neglected. This, of course, invalidates immediately the argu-
ments against the parenthetical analysis that are based on crediting EV2-
constructions with the ‘integrated’ prosodic properties listed in (10iii)
while bona fide parentheticals are claimed to be always unintegrated (sj
Grewendorf 1988:83ff., arguments a/c, f). But it also casts doubt on the
ot}}er arguments,, since we cannot be sure that prosodically integrated and
unintegrated parentheticals behave syntactically alike.13

Note that there are even bona fide parenthetical structures among the

~ EV2-constructions, cf. (23), ‘

(23)  Wen fragt Hans, wird der Chef entlassen?

which, since Jfragen may not take V2-clauses as complements, cannot be a
V2-extraction structure, but only a parenthetical structure (s. also Mrotzek
1991:§0f.). Evidence that they are just as integrated as the other EV2-con-
structions is unintentionally provided by Grewendorf himself, who,

13This also criticall . i i i ‘

] y affects the conclusion pro extraction analysis drawn by Mrotzek
€1991) despite her (largely convincing) criticism of the canonical zrguments inj;ts favour.
— The same goes for the argumentation by Pittner (1994), who, with arguments in-

. dependently arrived at, opposes the extraction analysis.
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following Tappe (1981:204), lists (23) among the integrated EV2-exam-
ples that only the extraction analysis is supposed to cover (1988:84).
Hence, VIPs occur even in prefinite position.

The minimal conclusion is that at least part of the EV2-constructions
may or must have a parenthetical analysis.

3.2. No comparison with bona fide extractions

A second problem is the absence of systematic comparison with bona fide
extractions. Let me illustrate why this is a serious flaw, by again looking
at the prosodic properties of EV2-constructions: Everyone apparently
agrees that they are as given in (10iii), i.e. there are no clear intonational
breaks, no separate focus-background structure, no elements bearing focal
stress. Moreover, it is easy to see that this accounts for the non-occurrence
of focus particles (sogar, auch nur, etc.) and sentence adverbials such as
iibrigens in EV2-constructions (s. Grewendorf 1988:84f./e), for these
items presuppose separate focus-background domains. The point to be
made here is that these properties, apart from providing no evidence
against a parenthetical analysis (s. 3.1), rather provide evidence for it and
against an extraction analysis, for bona fide VIP-constructions also have
these properties, but bona fide extraction constructions do not, cf. (24) vs.

(25) vs. (26):

(24)  ?*Wohin glaubt deine FRAU, wird die Reise gehen.
2*Wohin glaubt iibrigens Hans, wird die Reise gehen.
?*Wen glaubt auch HANS, wird der Chef entlassen.
(cf. Grewendorf 1988:85)
(25) ?*Wohin wird die Reise glaubt deine FRAU, iibermorgen gehen.
2*Wohin wird die Reise glaubt iibrigens Hans, iibermorgen gehen.
7*Wen wird glaubt auch HANS, der Chef entlassen.
(26) Wohin glaubt deine FRAU, daB die Reise gehen wird.
Wohin glaubt iibrigens Hans, daB die Reise gehen wird.
Wen glaubt auch HANS, daB der Chef entlassen wird.

That this has gone unnoticed so far, is a resuit of the one-sided concentra-
tion on proving the parenthetical analysis wrong, which it seems has been
tacitly equated with proving the extraction analysis right. This, however,
is clearly a non-sequitur, and moreover, as we shall see below (s.
especially 4., 5.), empirically incorrect.

The minimal conclusion from (24)-(26) is that EV2-constructions have
inherently strong parenthetical characteristics. The question to be asked
then is whether there are additional characteristics that still force an
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extraction analysis for EV2-constructions, or at least for a subclass of
them. : :

This gets us to the four arguments commonly held to be decisive in
favour of the extraction analysis:

3.3. Iterative EV2 constructions

After Thiersch (1978:140), it was in particular Staudacher (1990:320)

who drew attention to iterative EV2-constructions like (27), calling them

‘hardly compatible with a parenthetical analysis’. According to Haider

€1993:187) they provide the most compelling argument pro extraction

analysis: ‘

(27)  Welche Extraktionen meinst du habe Karl behauptet, k6nne man
iterieren? (Staudacher 1990:320/(9))
Wer sagte sie glaube er daB ihm seine Arbeit hier bezahlen werde?
Wer sagte sie glaube er werde ihm seine Arbeit hier bezahlen?

(Haider 1993:187/(4c,d))

However, it is not compelling enough, cf. {28)-(30):

(28)  Dort liege glaubt sie meinten alle, noch ein ganz gewaltiges
Problem.
In Bonn wohnt sie scheint es glaubt er, seit der Trennung.
(29) Wen fragt sie denke man, werde der Chef entlassen?
Wen denke man fragt sie, werde der Chef entlassen?
(30)  Was glaubst du schiitzt er, wieviel das kosten wird.
. (1:*Was glaubst du er schitzt, wieviel das kosten wird)
Was glaubst du denkt sie, wer ich bin.
(1:*Was glaubst du sie denkt, wer ich bin).

(28) shows that iterated verb-first expressions may also occur in bona fide
parenthetical positions, and they may be prosodically integrated into their
host clause, in other words they are VIPs. (29) shows that iterated verb-
first expressions may contain a bona fide VIP in first or second place even
when occurring in prefinite position. In (30), finally, the iterated expres-
sions appear in the interrogative was-construction which, under standard
assumptions, does not undergo overt was-extraction at all {s. McDaniel
1989). :

No matter how these structures are to be analyzed (for some suggestions
s. below 4.3, 6.), one thing is clear: Since the occurrence of iterated verb-

first expressions is independent of extraction configurations, extraction

cannot be crucial in accounting for them. Hence, iterative EV2-construc-
tions are no argument pro extraction analysis.

3.4. Binding data

The original binding argument pro extraction and contra parenthetlf:al
analysis is due to Tappe (1981:204£.). It is based on binding contrasts like
(31) vs. (32), which no doubt imply a structural contrast between the
parenthetical construction (31) and the EV2-construction (32):

(31) a. Karl; fing — wie erj gesagt hatte ~ zu schreiep an.
b. *Erj fing — wie Karl; gesagt hatte — zu schreien an.
(32) a. *Wen sagt erj hat Karl; gesehen. .
b. Wen sagt Karl; hat erj gesehen.  (Tappe 1981:204f)

The argument has been widely accepted in its original forrp (s. i.a. Gre-
wendorf 1988:86, Reis/Rosengren 1992:84f., 90£.); latg:ly, 1m_prqved ver-
sions of it relying on data from anaphoric and qugntlfler binding have
been suggested (s. especially Mrotzek 1991:57&., Ha;der 1993:_188?.). ‘
As far as I can see, however, the argument is beside }:he point in all its
forms: First, EV2-constructions are always compa.ped with the wrong type
of parentheticals (with the assumptions about their structural. relatloI} to
the host clause remaining obscure). Second, if we compare with Fhe ng_ht
type, i.e. VIPs, contrasting “bridge” candidates for V2-extraction with
bona fide VIPs in prefinite position, we find that they exhibit exactly the
same binding behaviour, no matter which binding elements are involved:

(32') a. *Wen fragt erj hat Karl; gesehen.  (=parallel to 322)
b. Wen fragt Karl; hat erj gesehen. (= parallel to 32b)

(33) a. Wen fragt jeder;, werde erj als Zimmerkollegen bekommen?
b. *Wen fragt erj, werde jeder; als Zimmerkollegen bekommen?

(33) a. Wen meint jeder;j, werde erj als Zimmerkollegen bekommen?
b. *Wen meint erj, werde jederj als Zimmerkollegen bekommen?

Third, when comparing EV2-constructions with bona fide ex'traction con-
structions, matters are not as parallel as the extraction analysis would pre-
dict: :

(34) a. Diesen Sender sagt jeder;, daf} seinej Kindc?r hassen.
b. ?Diesen Sender sagt jeder; hassen seine; Kinder.
o (examples by J. Jacobs)
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;:“‘ (35) (Heinz glaubt, daB du die meisten Kollegen sehr schitzt, aber ...)
a. IHNj meint Heinz;, daB du t; verachtest. .

Hence, there is no valid binding argument pro extraction and contra

: but also that the predicates occurring in postfinite position and those in
parenthetical analysis whatever. If at all, it is the other way around. !4

prefinite position cover, in fact, the same semantic range: mental attitude
verbs and verbs of saying (including fragen and wiinschenlS).

This is not to deny that there are lexical differences between what
occurs in prefinite vs. postfinite position. Thus, it seems to me, that v_er_bs
like behaupten, erzihlen are much better in prefinite than in postfinite

- . (38) a. Was wird er meinst du tun?
| b.  ?IHN;j meint Heinz;, verachtest du t;. ‘ b. Wen soll der Chef entlassen, meint ihr?
1 y ‘ (35") (Die meisten Kollegen glauben, da8 du fast alle andern verachtest, . ¢. Wohin wird er fahren, glaubst du?
| aber...) ) : d. Mit wem wird er verreisen, sagt er?
] ‘ a.  ?7IHN; meint [fast jeder];, daB du t; liebst. e. Wen (fragt sie) wird der Chef (fragt sie) demnichst entlassen
1 b. *THN; meint [fast jeder];, liebst du t;. r (fragt sie)?
‘ (examples (352)/(35'2) by T.N. Hohle) f. Damit ist Paul meint sie/sagt sie/hofft sie endlich zufrieden.

3.5. Predicate restrictions induced by sentence type

According to Tappe (1981:204), predicates in parenthetical expressions

|
\
\ are subject to a coherence requirement with the sentence type of their host position:
] H\ clause, cf. his examples (36), whereas the predicates in EV2-constructions ‘ '
j i are not, cf. (37)-(37): (39) a. Wen hat Hans behauptet/erzéhit, wird der Chef zum 1.3. ent-
£ 1l ‘ lassen? ’
! l (36) a. Hans - so sagt Karl/*so fragt Karl — hat Fritz getroffen. b. 99Wen wird hat Hans behauptet/erzéhlt, der Chef zum 1.3.
! b.  Wen - so fragt Karl/*so sagt Karl — hat Fritz getroffen? entlassen?
| (37)  Wen sagt/behauptet/meint/hofft Hans, wird der Chef entlassen? , ¢. *Wen wird der Chef hat Hans behauptet/erzéhlt, zum 1.3. ent-
j (37") Wen fragt/wiinscht Hans, soll der Chef entlassen? ' lassen?
| H (cf. Grewendorf 1988:84) d.  ?*Wen wird der Chef zum 1.3. entlassen, hat Hans behaup-
i‘\[ tet/erzahit?
itk

Since matrix predicates in extraction constructions are not subject to co-

, herence conditions with overall sentence type, Tappe claims (followed by
~-Grewendorf 1988, Haider 1993) the difference between (36) and sentences
like (37)-(37") to be an argument pro extraction and contra parenthetical

‘ However, since the difference apparently at work is not one of semantic
|
‘ analysis of EV2-constructions.

|

|

classes, but of semantic complexity — only the simplest items of t.he
respective classes: sagen, meinen, glauben, fragei? seem to occur happ_ﬂy
within postfinite VIPs — the extraction hypothesis is pf no help in explain-
ing it, for bona fide extractions are negatively sensitive to the same factor
(s. Erteschik 1973).16 -

Again, due to comparing with the wrong type of parentheticals, the
argument as given is beside the point, and if we compare with the right
type of parentheticals, it does not go through any longer: Not only do we
‘ . find much more predicate variation in postfinite VIPs than a coherence

‘ requirement with sentence type would condone, cf. (38),

15Note that (37") cannot be interpreted as a genuine question containing fragt Karl as part
of the complex interrogative proposition, but only as the report of a situation in which Karl
asks about who the boss is supposed to fire. Likewise, (37') containing wiinscht Karl can
only be interpreted as a question concerning an uttezance by Karl in which he expressed a
wish as to who the boss should fire (the sollen-paraphrase indicating that the expression of

14Becanse of the potential influence of linear order on binding relations, there is nothing

to be gained from comparing EV2-constructions with postfinite VIP-constructions in this

respect. Besides, the binding data in postfinite VIP-constructions are hard to structurally

interpret, the more so since binding relations seem to be sensitive to the interpretive differ-

ence between ‘speaker-oriented’ vs. ‘subject-oriented’ parentheticals of this type (cf.

Reinhart 1983:175ff.). (As far as I can see, however, they can be interpreted in line with

the structure for VIP-constructions suggested below in 4.3, 6. Cf. also the discussion of
“binding data mainly directed against a slifting analysis in BRRZ 1992:12/n.11.)

a wish is reported). Note that as a pure verb of velition wiinschen does not take V2-
clauses as complements, cf. wenn Karl (sich heimlich) wiinscht, daf }’eter morgen in
Paris ist vs. *wenn Karl (sich heimlich) wiinscht, Peter ist morgen in Paris/Peter soll mor-
gen in Paris sein. . .
‘16A possible explanation for this parallel between VIP- and bona fide extraction construc-
tions might be that the prefinite position has greater integrating potential (s. 6.3.2 below).
This would also imply that it allows longer and more complex items in VIP use.
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In any case, the argument in question does not further the case pro
extraction or contra parenthetical anlysis of EV2-constructions. '

3.6. Subjunctive data

The subjunctive argument, which is implicit in Thiersch (1978), but has
never been properly spelled out, is probably the strongest argument pro
extraction analysis of EV2 constructions. It is based on the distinctive uses
the two subjunctive forms (so-called ‘subjunctive I’ and “subjunctive IF’)
have in German main vs. complement clauses: Confining ourselves to V2-
main clauses, we find subjunctive I in V2-declaratives and (marginally) in
wh-V2-interrogatives as a signal of reported speech only, whereas sub-
Junctive II signals either reported speech or modus irrealis (in V2-de-
claratives), or modus irrealis only (in wh-V2-interrogatives). By contrast,
subjunctive in complement clauses depends on the matrix predicates
allowing it, with subjunctive I and IT both having the distinctive function
to signal dependency of the complement on the matrix clause (or matrix-
subject orientation of the complement proposition respectively); as such
they are more or less interchangeable.

Now, almost all predicates appearing in the EV2-construction allow
subjunctive in their complements and in the V2-clauses substituting for
them. Hence, the distinctive uses of the subjunctive seem to provide a
handy diagnostics concerning extraction vs. parenthetical analysis, for
under the extraction analysis the clause containing the second verb is em-

_bedded, whereas under the parenthetical analysis it is the main clause.

Applying this diagnostics to EV2-constructions, the result is clear: The
subjunctive uses we find there are typical complement uses that do not
appear in the bare main clause analogues, cf. (40) vs. (41): While (41a-c)
have to be interpreted as cases of reported speech (41a,c) or of modus
irrealis (41b,c), subjunctive I/IT in (40a-c) must or may be interpreted as
mere signs of dependency.

40) Wohin glaubt Peter, sei Petra gefahren.

In welcher Stadt meint Peter, hitte er Luise getroffen.
Nur mit Luise glaubte Fritz, hitte Karl Duett gesungen.
*Wohin sei Peter gefahren?

In welcher Stadt hitte er Luise getroffen? (40b=41b)
Nur mit Luise hétte Karl Duett gesungen. (40c41c)

(41

copooe

At first glance, this looks like a very strong argument pro extraction
analysis. And, in fact, there are also many bona fide VIP-constructions, as
a rule VIP-final constructions, that do not allow subjunctive or com-
plement subjunctive use either:

(42) a. *Wohin sei Petra gefahren, glaubt sie? _
. 77In welcher Stadt hitte er Luise getroffen, meint Peter?
¢.  Nur mit Luise hitte Karl Duett gesungen, glaubte Fritz. (ok
only in the modus irrealis reading of (41¢))

Still, the argument does not go through, cf. (43)-(44):

(43) a. Wo fragte sie, liege das Problem. (Haider 1993:188:(7£) .
Wie gedenke man fragt Max, auf seinen Vorschlag zu reagie-
ren?. , _

¢. In Bonn habe/hitte sie (sagt er) danach (sagt er) eine neue

Heimat gefunden (sagt er)? _ _

Dort liege glaubt sie, noch ein gewaltiges Proble}rn. '

Dort liege meint er hitte sie gesagt, noch ein gewaltiges

Problem. ) .

c. Woran habe/hitte man meint er, zu spét gedacht?

(44)

o

(43a-c) show that bona fide parentheticals m prefinite and postfinite posi-
tion may also license complement subjunctive uses, (44a—§:) show‘that j:he
licensing power extends beyond verbs pf saying with subjunqtlve
indicating reported speechl? to mental attitude verbs, so there are irre-
futable cases in point. In other words, the occurrence pf comglemept
subjunctive uses does by no means presuppos.e‘the licensing prec‘hcjate in
matrix position. Rather a much weaker condition seems to suffice: The
licensing predicate must precede. (perhaps: g-com;na}nd) the? trace of the
subjunctive verb, cf. (42) vs. (44)/(49). Whlle this is pel_rtalnly no moge
than a preliminary formulation, one thing is clefar: The subjunctive datg o
not allow a conclusive argument pro extraction or contra parenthetical
analysis either.

To sum up: None of the canonical arguments stands up under scrutiny.

i i d for ‘inserts’
170ne could hope to cover these cases with the special rule needed s
in/corrl:lments to q%oted or reported speech anyway, cf.(i). & is only licit, if the verb 1r;
question sich freuen is interpreted as a verb of saying (i.e. as ‘to say with clear signs of
joy’). Py .
(). Das hab ich mir schon lange gewlinscht, freute sich Max .
Das habe er sich, freute sich Max, schon lange gewtlinscht.




4. Further arguments pro parenthetical and '
. 3 b'. Und wozu glaubt er/sagen alle/behauptet der Kerl verdammt
’ contra extracthn analysis ’ . noch mal, diB das notwindig ist? P
|
\

Much the same point can be made using discourse connecting expressions
like the ‘conjunctional adverb’ nur (which is limited to the initial field) or
iibrigens: Although likewise restricted to main clauses and thus excluded
from V2 complement clauses, cf. (46), they happily occur in the initial
position of EV2-constructions, cf. (46'): :

Let me now produce .some ‘additional i
! ce. arguments showing that only the
parenthetical analysis can be correct; & . ¢

4.1. Distribution of items sensitive to Tmain clause status .

It is ‘well known that certain lexical items, notably modal particles and

speaker-oriented expressive elements, are functionall ri i :

| i : ; y restricted to main (46) a. (..) *Hans glaubt, nur ginge es auch ohne den Chef.

| iﬁsélsl'c tI1f) ;;), ft;lez’hprowde a clear diagnostics for the structure of EV2- b. (..) *Hans glaubt, tibrigens ginge es auch ohne den Chef.
i constanct re::is r1 e stt;lpcturefs assigned to them by the competing analy- (46" a. (..) Nur glaubt Hans, ginge es auch ohne den Chef.

| precisely in this respect. Accordingly, the parenthetical analysis b.  (..) Ubrigens glaubt Hans, ginge es auch ohne den Chef.

predicts that modal pgrticles etc. are compatible with the clause the second
verb belongs to (wn:h unclear predictions concerning the verb first-
clause), the extraction analysis predicts that they are only compatible with

This shows that (46" cannot be the result of V2-extraction, whereas, of
course, it is again fully compatible with the parenthetical analysis.

| the clause the first verb belongs to.
Again the predictions of the parenthetical analysi i icti
; par lysis are borne out, cf. 4.2. Predicate restrictions
} (45), WheFe de_nn (a quesgon-spemﬁc modal particle) and verdammt noch '
\ mal (a pejorative expressive) happily occur in the second clause, whereas
in bona fide extraction constructions they are in fact limited to the first

As is well known, complement extraction is subject to bridge conditions,
which means in particular that it is licit only with a certain class of predi-
cates, so-called ‘B[ridge]-predicates’. Likewise, there is only a certain class
of predicates that may appear in ViPs (‘“VIP-predicates’). The correspond-
ing predictions for EV2-constructions are then as follows: If they are
extraction structures, they are subject to the B-predicate restriction (in
addition, of course, to the V2-predicate restriction), if they are VIP-
structures, they are subject to the VIP-predicate restriction.

Since the respective classes are largely coextensive, the prominent mem-
bers being the same, the question is, of course, whether there is any
testable difference between these predictions at all. Contrary to what has
been tacitly taken for granted, there is (s. also Reis 1994/in prep.), the
relevant subclass being ‘preference predicates’, cf. 47)-(49"):19

clause as predicted, cf. (45"):

t (45) a. Wohl:n glapbt sie, ist Fritz denn gefahren?
' Wohin meinst du glaubt sie, ist Fritz denn gefahren? -
a'. 7*Wohin glaubt sie/meinst du denn, ist Fritz gefahren?18
: - b. Und wozu glaubt er/sagen alle/behauptet der Kerl ist das ver-
‘ : dammt noch mal notwendig? '
| b'. *Und wozu glaubt er/sagen alle/behauptet der Kerl verdammt
‘ noch mal, ist das notwendig? :
I (45" a. :Womn gla}lbt sie, daB Fritz denn gefahren ist.
| ' Wohm memst_du, daB sie glaubt, daB Fritz denn gefahren ist?
i a." Wohin glaubt sie denn, daB Fritz gefahren ist.
. b.  *Und wozu glaubt er/sagen alle/behauptet der Kerl, daB das
verdammt noch mal notwendig ist?
|

19There exists no systematic study of these predicates and the conditions under which
they license V2-clauses. An informative list of recorded examples of this construction is
provided by Kaufmann (1972:55-60), all of which can be paraphrased by wenn-clauses
and, in principle, also.by daf-clauses. Judging from its syntactic and semantic behaviour,
I think that optative wiinschen/wollen+V2, ct. (47d), though not paraphrasable by means
of -a wenn-clause, belongs to the same class, the common denominator being that

1 g . - .
8Cases like {452) do not always strike me as fully unacceptable. My explanation for this

is that the functional similarity to extraction constructions lik a’) I i i ibed i i
analogi L0 ext ‘ e (45'2") leads to the kind of reference for the alternative described in the V2-clause is expressed.

ogical effect already appealed to in Chomsky (1970). Note that parallel bona fide VIP- F As for the possible complement status of wenn-clauseg in these constructions, cf.’
Fabricius-Hansen (1980); her arguments carry over to the V2-clauses that are relevant
here. — Note that, depending on the matrix predicate, the ‘complement wenn-clauses’ may
also be paraphrased by V1-clauses (s. also Kaufmann 1972:55£%.), with some predicates

constructions (7*Wohin ist sie glaubst du denn, gestern so eilig gefahren?) seem to exhibit

the same effect, thus supportin, i i i i
t 1 g the view that the extra i
\ from these variations in acceptability. etion analysis has nothing o gain




47) a. BEs isf besser, du gehst zu FuB dorthin.
b. Das beste ist, wir kldren ihn iiber diesen Vorfall sofort und
griindlich auf. :

c. Mir wire lieber, Hans wiirde mit dieser Sache bis morgen

warten.
- d. Er wollte/wiinschte, er hitte schon frither mit Japan Bekannt-
schaft gemacht. :
e. Ich wiirde vorziehen, du sagtest mir endlich iiber &ie Vor-
fall die Wahrheit. e rer

48) a. ?Dorth_@n ist (es) ,\besser, dal/wenn du zu Fuf t gehst.
?}?orthlr} wire (es) besser, da/wenn du zu FuB t.gingest.
b.  7Uber diesen Vorfall ist {es) das beste, daB/wenn wir ihn t so-
foriz und griindlich aufkldren. .
c.  ?Mit dieser Sache wire mir lieber, daB/wenn Hans t bis mor-
gen warten wiirde.
d. ?Mit Japan wollte/wiinschte er, daB er schon frither Bekannt-
schaft t gemacht hétte.
e.  ?Uber diesen Vorfall wiirde ich vorziehen, daB/wenn du mir
endlich die Wahrheit t sagtest.
(49) . *D(_)rthi‘n gehst du ist (es) besser zu FuB.
*Mit dieser Sache wiirde Hans wdre mir lieber bis morgen
warten. - :
*Nach Paris wire er/ich wollte/wiinschte ich fter gefahren.
*Du' sagtest-mir wiirde ich vorziehen, iiber diesen Vorfall
endlich die Wahrheit. ' '
*Dc_>rth.in gehst du zu FuB ist (es) besser .
;‘N[I;lt dieser Sache wiirde Hans t bis morgen warten, wéire mir
ieber. :
c. ’f‘Nach Paris wire er/ich ofter gefahren wollte/wiinschte ich .
d. *Du sagtest mir iiber diesen Vorfall endlich die Wahrheit,
wiirde ich vorziehen.

op

o

(49)

o'

(47) shows that preference predicafes allow V2-clauses for compleménts,

- ie. they are V2-predicates. (48) shows that they are also quite acceptable

B-predicates, no matter whether the compl is i
X ; ( plement is introduced by daf or
wenn (s. fn.19). They are, however, unacceptable in bona fide VIP—fon-

being in between, vorziehen being, in my idi . i i i
veen, ) y idiolect, a case in point. T
the comparative acceptability of (52¢) below. pom Ips may account for
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structions, as illustrated by (49)-(49"). What seems to hold then about pre-
ference and B-predicates is summarized in (50) and (51):

(50) Preference predicates are B-predicates as well as V2-predicates,

but not VIP-predicates.

(51) VIP-predicates include verbs of saying (including those taking
interrogative complements like fragen) and attitudinal verbs, but
no preference predicates.

Turning now to EV2-constructions, we find that they are quite impossible
with preference predicates:

*Dorthin ist (es) besser, gehst du zu FuBi t.
*[Tber diesen Vorfall ist (es) das beste, kliren wir ihn t sofort

und griindlich auf. ‘
c. *Mit dieser Sache wire mir lieber, wiirde Hans t bis morgen

(52)

o

warten. - ,
d. *Mit Japan wollte/wiinschte er, hitte er schon friiher Bekannt-
schaft t gemacht. '
e. 29Uber diesen Vorfall wiirde ich vorziehen, sagtest du mir
endlich die Wahrheit t .

In view of (50), this is incompatible with what the extraction analysis pre-
dicts, but it jibes well with the parenthetical analysis. In fact, from all the
examples cited so far, it is obvious that (51) also covers the relevant predi-
cate distribution in EV2-constructions, i.e. (517 holds:20

(51') All and only the predicates figuring as VIP-predicates also figure
in EV2-constructions, i.e. as EV2-predicates, and vice versa.

The only way to make sense of this correlation is to conclude that EV2-
constructions as a whole are prefinite VIP-constructions, thus providing
strong evidence for the parenthetical analysis.21

A further predicate distinction between daf-extraction constructions and
VIP-constructions involves (explicit or implicit) negation: The former
allow it (53), the latter do not (54):

207t is claimed in Grewendorf (1988:86) that bedauern, while happily appearing in post-
finite parenthetical positions, may not appear in EV2-constructions. If the factive vs. verb
of saying use of bedauern is properly controlled, this apparent counterexample to (517
simply disappears: factive bedauern is allowed in neither construction, in its verb of saying :
use it is possible in either.

21preference predicates (vs. EV2-predicates) also play a decisive role in licensing excep-
tional ‘normal’ V2-extractions, s. below 4.5. .
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‘
\[ o : (55" das Problem glaubt sie, daB alle meinen, daf t gelost ist.

i (53) a. Mit wem glaubt keiner .daB sie Vérheifat i

[} A tist. - . :

& ‘M b. Am Diens‘;ag 1 i i ; . [ . [ : : ’ M

; glaube ich nicht, daB er kommt. i i

i 54 c. le\l/l giiesem Treffen bezweifle ich, daB er gehen wird. relative predicate scope: B2 0 213

{ a. *Mit wem ist sie glaubt keiner, verhei "

: 1 b *Am Diensta ko;lmt e Iaurl):?rhel‘raﬁet" oo But it is certainly not borne out with respect to EV2-constructions, cf.
‘ *AmL g g ich nicht, ins Tnstitut. 56)-(57): '

i c. Zu diesem Treffen kommt sie, bezweifle ich. (56)-67

(563 Das Problem glaubt sie meinen alle ist gelost.23
relative predicate scope: vi1>[2 >[31], N2>[1>[3]
(57) a. Welche Extraktion behauptet A meine B konne man iterieren.

Again, EV2-constructions side with the VIP-cases, cf. (54":

‘ 1 . .
i (54" g. ZIXI;; vg?m ftglaublt kglng:r},list sie verheiratet. relative prodicate scope: ¥ 1> [2 > [31, *2> [1 >[3 7]
Bl . Dienstag glaube ich nicht, kommt sie. . e . - o
] ‘ c. *Zu diesem Treffen bezweifle ich, kommt sie. b. Wel'che Ex.trakuon behaupte A meint B konne man iterieren.
,l‘; H } relative predicate scope: * 1>[2 >[3]], N2> >3]
i | Wl While this is perh tr i s

il perhaps, strictly speaking, no.add | _ o .

H‘ : whole, V2-predicates may no}t"bg necatged‘?;’it;erlfg‘;aft ?]slg;%?trat,uﬂ on the (56) shows that in iterated EV2-constructions the second V1-expression
iy il pletely in line with the parenthetical agalysis. ’ v eom may have scope over the first one, which is incompatible with EV2-con-
[ | ;} ‘ structions having the same hierarchical structure as (55)-(55'). At the same

gl 4.3. Differences in relative predicate scope ‘ time, (56) shows that linearity is not the decisive factor either.

§ \J . This is confirmed by (57), where it is clearly not hierarchy or linearity

At A - . . . X . . . Tel . .« - . qe .
[ fulter ersing g grund s pronted by e vt o oo . 17 5t dtn, o 2wy s
[1[’ Sis imposes on them the same hieratohion] .St.m noe the ex itera(::darc;aj}a’l: decisive: Interpreting a complex clause like (57a) or (57b) amounts to
fons in generel, the prciesien 1o ol ihedded complement construc- B I D o the meinen sbd the behaupron
i the same way, the relative predicate Séope beir}llg det emnirgr; © thm : proposition must also be determined. Subjunctive in the respective clause
“ . embedding relation. y the parts of complex clauses like (57) signals dependency on a licensing verb,
Thy iction i i - . . a rol inen as well as behaupten could fill. Hence, given the absence of
e prediction is borne ouf with respect to daf3-extraction constructions, _ otrtfef Zt:iler;ginisng factorse, th?dirsltribution of indica%ive vs. subjunctive

cf. (55)-(55":
determines their relative scope interpretation.

Obviously, then, the facts from relative predicate scope are incom-

| (55) " weil - sie glaubt, da alle meinen, d , s
i weil sie Zlaubt, alle Inﬁeiﬁzﬁ’ a8 g:z gﬁggi:ﬁ: igsilosifst patible with the extraction analysis. Are they compatible with the paren-
8 e i 3 ge\ost thetical analysis? In point of fact, they must be, for iterated V1i-expres-
111 sions in bona fide parenthetical position behave the same way, cf. (56):

it 1 f 2
; relative predicate scope: V1> [2 >[3]],*2>[1 >[3]

tion, in particular cases like (i) (cf. also Butulussi 1991:122ff.). Interestingly, h idating his poi i i i
; . ¢ 1881 1991: 2. , however, and for validating his point by carrying out an informal test. (8 informants were asked to
;geggfeosrézsp:naglnnt% dtc;{f-extracuon. vs. EV2-variants differ in acceptability? g’f. (ii), thus judge the sentence Das Problem glaubt sie meinten alle ist geldst with respect to the avail-
. g agam that the parenthetical analysis is correct. ability of the two possible readings — L1: ‘She believes that everybody thinks that the
@ G}aubg Ja nicht/Niemand glaube/Es soll niemand glauben, Karl kénnte den Eund al problem is solved’, L2: ‘Everybody thinks that she believes that the problem is solved’ —
.. leine fiittern. ' ’ ' . i which were explicitly provided. The judgments of 4 speakers were L1:*, L2, of 1-
(i) }*)en Hund soll niemand glauben, da Karl alleine fiittern konnte )
Den Hund soll niemand glauben, kénnte Karl alleine fiittern.

) speaker L1, L2:#; 3 speakers found both readings equally acceptable. Although this is
not a sufficient test by any standards, its results are certainly suggestive, and in line with
the judgments supplied for (56)-(57), which represent my own intuitions.) .

2245 poi ' . .
As pointed out by Ulvestad (1955, 1956), there are systematic exceptions to this restric- 231 am indebted to J. Pafel for insisting on the availability of the ‘nonhierarchical’ reading,
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(56") Das Problem wurde damals glaubt sie meinen alle recht gut gelost.
relative predicate scope: Vv 1>[2 >[3]L,V2>[1 >[3]]

A satisfactory way to account for this behaviour is the following: Let us

assume that iterated V1-expressions do not form - .one complex -

parenthetical a la (58)-(58') — in this case there would have to be an
internal structural relationship, minimally a linear one, that should play a
role in determining their mutual meaning relationship —, but rather are
inserted into their host clause one by one, in other words: Let us assume
that every simple VIP is directly related to its host clause, no matter
whether the latter already contains another VIP or not, ¢f. (59)-(59"):

¢58) Das Problem [glaubt sie meinen aﬂé] ist gelost.
¢58') Das Problem wurde damals [glaubt siec meinen alle] recht gut ge-

4.4. The problems with the putative extraction process

already pointed out in section 2.2, the extraction ana1y§1s causes ap-
Sasrently iisgluble structural problems con_cerning thc? putative extraction
process, cf. (19i-ii), for which a parenthgﬂcal a.nfa'lysm suggests a simple
way out: The problematic data motivating (19i-ii) coulfl be handled .by
appealing to the well-formedness vs. ill-formedness of e1th§r the putative
host clauses, or the putative parentheticals, or both. If this wqus, this
would, of course, constitute a crucial argument pro parenthetical anfl
contra extraction analysis. The following data (which concern parentheti-
cal structures only, the pertinent regularities of h‘gst clause structures
being well-known) show that it does work (IP = integrated parenthet-

ical’):

16st.
(59) . a. Das Problem [glaubt sie] meinen alle ist gelost.
- b. Das Problem glaubt sie [meinen alle] ist gel&st.
(59) a. Das Problem wurde damals [glaubt sie] meinen alle recht gut
gelost.
b.

Das Problem wurde damals glaubt sie [meinen alle] recht gut
gelost. : :

60) a VIIP

Dort liege glaubt sie, noch ein gewaltiges Problem.

b. V2-iP? ' '
*Dort liege sie glaubt, noch ein gewaltiges Problem.
¢.” Vfinal-1IP? _ )
*Dort liege sie gesagt hat, noch ein gewalt'lges Problem.
(61) a. *Dort liege, glaubt sie es, noch ein gewaltiges Prqblem.
b. *Dort liegt noch ein gewaltiges Problem, sagt sie das Offen-

If so, the linear order of VIPs is nothing but the accidental result of inser-
tion which cannot be expected to play a role in interpretation, for a) inter-
pretation respects structure, b) according to (59)-(59"), every VIP is
directly related to the host clause as a whole, of which the other VIP is just
one part. It is easy to see how on the basis of this assumption all the data
from relative scope follow: Sentences containing iterated V1-expressions
are always structurally ambiguous, and the structural ambiguity translates
directly into a scope ambiguity, cf. (56)-(56"/(58)-(58'), uniess a non-
structural factor resolving it — for example subjunctive as in (57) — inter-
venes.

As far as I can see, there is no argument whatever against adopting
(59)-(59") as structures of iterated VIP-clauses.24 Hence, the data from
relative predicate scope are not only a strong argument against the

extraction analysis, but also in favour of the parenthetical analysis of EV2-
constructions.

24The fact that iterated VIPs tend to be inserted in the same parenthetical niche may be
related to processing preferences. :

50 . ’ \“:

sichtliche.
62) a. [V1-V2}IP? . '
© EkDcart liege glaubt sie alle meinten, noch ein ganz gewaltiges
Problem. ' \
*Was wird er glaubst du sie denkt, morgen tun?
b. [V1-daf/ob+Vfinal]-IP? . .
97Dort liege glaubt er, daf3 alle meinten, noch ein ganz gewal-
tiges Problem. _ ‘ \
*Was wird er glaubst du, dafs sie denkt, morgen tun?
*Was wird er fragt sie, ob Karl denkt, morgen tun?
¢c. [Vl-infinitivel]-IP? . .
Dort liege konnte man meinen, noch ein ganz gewaltiges
Problem. - ‘ )
Was wird er glaubst du sagen zu konnen, damit morgen tun’
¢'. 7?9Dort liege war Peter so nett ihm zu sagen, das eigentliche
Problem. : ‘
2*Dort liegt iiberredet Peter Hans dazu anzunehmen, das ei-
gentliche Problem.

Concentrating, as we must, on bona fide integrated parentheticals, we

learn from (60) that ‘bare’ integrated parentheticals must be verb-first
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l (i.e. VIPs), from (61) that the structural object; which all VIP-verbs are What is ‘normal’ about them, is that the putative restrictions (19i-ii) do not

subcategoriz_ed for, must never be realized VIP-internally, and from (62)
tl}&lt VIPs with finite V2- or daf/ob-complements are, as a rule impos-
sible, wherfeas the acceptability of infinitival structures seems to v;iry with
the syntactic ‘_coherence’ of the construction in question, in other words:
the closer an infinitival structure gets to being interpreted as a comple);

hold: Contrary to (19i) the constituents are extracted from their base posi-
tion, the initial field being always filled, s. (63)-(64); contrary to (19ii)
extraction via and into non-V2 clauses is possible (64). What is ‘marginal’
about them, is the following:

First, the occurrence of ‘normal V2-extraction’ is severely restricted:

! Observationally, then, al . - . (a) the only possible bridges are, more or less, preference predicates (cf.
“ formed in order }Eor t;?: pa}:eg?}r:a?it?:lugils?;cmfmg Vtgat should be ilt- 4.2), (b) only certain types of adjuncts may be extracted, cf. (63)-(64),
y81s o -constructions to i subjects and (in particular definite) objects may not (65).25

: verb, the better it is as a parenthetical VIP-structure.
work as suggested (for example the cases in (21)), are in fact ruled out in '

LR :

R bona fide VIP-contexts, and only the sim: i i

] > 3 , ar 1 ple Vl-structure (includin % ‘ i i 4 5

| \;\‘ g%{;layent 1t<tat1:at}fns, s. ?;h?:., 4.3.) is clearly ruled in. The infinitival Varia% i ©63) = ];;an:;;arhdrg; Reglerung wollte ich, es waren t oftex nach
b in postfinite parentheti is in 1i i : oY .
I ; p p eticals is in line with what we find in EV2-con- ! b. *Die Papiere wire (es) besser, du wiirdest t sofort vernichten.

structions (s. the exa.tpples in Haider 1993:191£.). Hence, all the data that
cause the above-mentioned notorious problems for the extraction analysis,

il e .
h H - are easily accounted for under the parenthetical analysis, thus providing a Second, acceptability judgments on SeRISHCes like (63)-(64) are strongly
il
il

divided: Some speakers find them just as bad as the EV2 constructions in
(52), and the corresponding extractions from daf3- and wenn-clauses in
(48) much better, but just as many others find (63)-(64) quite good, some-
times even better than (48), and at any rate, by far superior to (52), which
are unamimously rated as ungrammatical.

Given this, the conclusion to be drawn is somewhat janus-faced: On the
one hand, constructions like (63)-(64) are undoubtedly bona fide instances
of V2-extraction: They do not have ‘abnormal’ structural restrictions such
as (19i-ii), and restrictions on possible bridge predicates and extractable
constituents are, by themselves, nothing unusual.26 On the other hand,
German(s) cannot really be said to standardly ‘have’ normal V2-extrac-
tion, not only because of the idiolect split observed, but also because even
in the accepting idiolects it is so severely restricted that its status is only
marginal. What can be said, however, taking both sides of the conclusion
seriously, is that bona fide V2-extractions in German potentially follow

‘; crucial argument fqr adopting the latter.
I Ag. for the possibilities of a descriptively adequate account of the
restrictions on VIP-structures observed in (60)-(62) s. section 6. below.

i 4.5. Normal V2-extraction cases

‘ In vievy of the 1a§t T.hree arguments, the case pro parenthetical and cbntra
| extraction analysis is pracqcally clinched. Rounding up the argumentation
; I. shoulgl ll}ce to draw attention to the fact that ‘normal’ cases of V2-extrac- ;
tion exist in German, albeit marginally, cf. (63): |
63) a Dortl.n'n is‘g {es) besser, du géhst zuFuf t.
b. thu} meinte er, es sei besser, ich ginge zu FuB t .

c. Mit dieser Sache wire mir lieber, Hans wiirde t bis morgen
|

-warten. o an ; .
d. Nach Paris wollte ich/wiinschte ich, ich wire noch &fters t oe- ‘ the ‘normal’ pattern. To put it differently: If — for whatever synchronic or
fahren. © ' .
e. Womit wollte/wiinschte er, er hitte schon frither Bekannt- 25We also observe that extraction from the initial field never occurs. However, since there
schaft t gemacht. ‘ is next to no word order variation in these ‘conditional’ V2-clauses, with the initial field
f.  Uber diesen Vorf: 5 H : . typically occupied by the subject, this restriction can be more or less derived from (b).
fich t dic Wahmts atll wiirde ich vorziehen, du sagtest mir end- 26pPollowing certain theories about extraction, there is a tendency in the literature to con-
(64) a. Wohin/Dorthi - L. ) sider argument (object) extraction rather than adjunct (plus subject) extraction to be the
. m/Dorthin meinte er, daf} es besser sei, ich ginge t zu ‘ unmarked case. This cannot be taken to mean, however, that in any given configuration
Fug. argument extraction is more normal than adjunct extraction. Thus, empirical studies show

that extraction of adverbial constituents from daf-clauses in German is clearly the réxost
i : . R normal case (in terms of frequency as well as acceptability, s. Andersson/Kvam 1984,
¢ Qma weil} schon, wohin Opa meint, daB es besser sei, ich Andersson 1988:5£.); note also that exceptional long-distance processes such as ‘long
ginge t zu FuB. ‘ scrambling’ from finite clauses seem to involve adverbials only (s. Rosengren, in prep.).
’ Hence, not only the type of restriction (b), but also its content is nothing unusual. As for

the content of restriction (a), s. 2.2.
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diachronic reason — bona fide V2-extractions occur, they are not subject to
(19i-1i). ‘ ) ' :

Setting aside the explanatory problems posed by these findings (cf. Reis
1995), let us ask what their import is on the issue at hand: Strictly

- speaking, the existence of ‘normal’ V2-extractions as such is no conclusive

argument against an extraction analysis of EV2-constructions. Of course,
assuming the existence of structurally different extraction processes from
apparently identical domains would be strange, but why not claim that the
V2-extraction domains in EV2-cases vs. ‘normal extraction’ cases like
(63)-(64) only appear to be identical, but in terms of Deep Structure are
not? Given the ‘conditional’ features of (63)-(64) that are totally absent in
EV2-constructions, this would certainly not be unlikely.

Be this as it may, there is a remarkable descriptive regularity involving
‘normal V2-extraction’ vs. VIP-/EV2-constructions that ultimately leads to
an argument in favour of the parenthetical analysis of the former, cf. (66):

(66)  V2-predicates that allow the structurally normal V2-extraction (i.e.
‘preference predicates’), do not allow EV2-constructions/VIP-con-
structions in general, s. (51), and vice versa (s. above).

Since all VIP-/EV2-predicates taking declarative complements figure as
bridge predicates in daf-extractions, s. 4.2:(50)-(51), the complementary
distribution described in (66) cannot be structurally motivated. Given the
fact that VIP-constructions are functionally so close to potential V2-
extractions that they can be considered functional alternatives (s. also 5.
below), a plausible functional interpretation of (66) could be the
following: We have recourse to (exceptional) V2-extraction if and only if
VIP-constructions are unavailable. Since verbs of saying and attitudinal
verbs freely allow VIP-constructions, recourse to exceptional V2-extrac-
tion is never needed in these cases. This leaves preference predicates as the
only possible case of need.

From this perspective, even (66) provides structural support for the
parenthetical analysis of EV2-constructions: The fact that ‘normal V2-
extractions’ are formed in analogy to daf-extraction constructions rather

than EV2-constructions suggests that the latter must be something else, viz.
parenthetical constructions.

4.6. Conclusion

In 4.1.-4.5. strong arguments were presented supporting the parenthetical
over the extraction analysis. Since the canonical arguments to the contrary
were already refuted in 3., the overall conclusion is clear: The parentheti-
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cal hypothesis (22) is structurally correct. In other words: All EV2-con-
structions are prefinite VIP-constructions.

5. Arguments from interpretation: . )
On ‘parenthetical’ vs. ‘extraction’ interpretations

If the above conclusion is correct, we should also expect' that the inter-
pretation of EV2-constructions is parallel to VIP-constructions ;ath’er than
to extraction constructions, in short: that they ha\_le a ‘pare_nt]:%etlcal rather
than a ‘bridge’ interpretation. But what kind of difference in interpretation
does that amount to and in which contexts does it show up?

5.1. What ‘parenthetical’ vs. ‘bridge’ interpretations are not

The only extensive discussion of the difference in question 1 am aware of
is by Mrotzek (1991:49ff., 97f.). Concentrating on examples involving
verbs of saying only, such as (67),

(67) Wen sagt Paul hat Ernst gesehen.

she points out that they have two readings: (i} as an iqdﬁect ‘speech report
(i.e. (67) may be used for reporting a situation In Whi.Ch ?aul' has
said/asked ‘Wen hat Ernst gesehen?’), (il) as a true question inquiring
about the identity of whom Paul said that Emst saw (i.e. (67) may be used
in a situation, in which the speaker of (67) knows/presupposes that Paul
had said who the person seen by Emst was, but does not know whom Pagl
had actually named). Mrotzek (ibid., s. also Fglkenberg 1994) 1dent1f_"1§s @
as the ‘parenthetical’, (ii) as the ‘bridge’ reading, calling for an addmona}l
extraction analysis of EV2-constructions. Apparent ponflrmanon for thl_S
is provided by the fact that EV2-constructions myolvmg purely pgrenthetl—
cal, nonbridge verbs like fragen, cf. (68), admit only reading @) (s. also
3.6/n.15).

(68) Wen fragt Paul hat Emnst gesehen.

However, while (67) certainly has two interpreta}tions, the %dentiﬁcatlon as
given cannot be correct: First, the same two interpretations occur a.lso
with postfinite and final VIP-constructllons, s. (69). Since an extraqtlon
analysis is out of the question here, it do;:s not make sense, s.t‘nctly‘
speaking, to call (i) a ‘bridge’ inFerpretatlon, — both (i) and (ii) are
parenthetical interpretations, albeit different ones.
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(69) Wen hat Ernst sagt Paul, damals'gesehen. :

|
|
| | |
i Wen hat Ernst damals gesehen, sagt Paul. | 5.2. Basic differences between ‘parenthetical’ vs. ‘bridge’
i | interpretation
iy [ Second, the distinction in readings does not carry over to EV2-construc- : . .
| tions involving attitudinal verbs (nor to the respective VIP-constructions r Given the structural differences between pa.reqtheﬂcal and extraction con-
{E | in general), cf. (70)-(71): ~ ‘ structions (s. sections 1. and 4.3), we can derive one clear prediction for
il | their respective meanings: Under the extraction analysis, the Vliexpres-
“ I (70)  Wen glaubt/hofft Paul hat Ernst gesehen? o . : sion is an integral part of the proposition affected by the respective sen-
i Wen hat Ernst glaubt/hofft Paul damals gesehen? tence moods, i.e. part of the proposition that is ultimately asserted or wh-
: { | Wen hat Emnst damals gesehen glaubt/hofft Paul? : } questioned, under the parenthetical analysis it is not. While this is a clear
{‘% | (71)  Inwiefern findest du hat er sich zu seinem Nachteil verindert? L difference in theory, and unaffected by the neutralization concerning
i n ‘: Inwiefern hat er sich zu seinem Nachteil verindert findest du? communicative weight pointed out in 5.1, it Stﬂgl does not lead to a clfear
g ! ' empirical difference in many cases, for an obvious reason: Instantiating
_, ‘ The sentences in (70) and (71) always have just one interpretation, which ' the grammatical meaning of the complex extraction structure and
1, i (a) remains the same no matter which position the VIP is in, (b) cor- integrating the grammatical meanings of the host clat_lse anc} the VIP into a
| ‘} responds to reading (ii). According to (a) the reading involved is a bona | reasonable interpretation of the whole VIP-construction, will often, almost
i fide ‘parenthetical’ one, hence, according to (b) ‘the’ parenthetical reading } inevitably, result in the same utterance meaning of the respective
L must be (ii). But then the initial identifications of ‘parenthetical’ vs. structures. Thus, cf. the minimal pairs of bona fide extraction vs. paren-
i ‘bridge’ interpretation with (i) vs. (ii) are completely untenable. ‘ thetical cases (72) vs. (73):

From this, several conclusions can be drawn: First, there is apparently

| ' good reason to set apart the reported speech reading of (a subclass of) : (72) a. Wo meint er/sagt er, daB sie seit der Trennung wohnt?
VIP-constructions from the other, more interesting parenthetical reading t b. Wo glaubst du, da8 sie seit der Trennung wohnt?
i ‘l (ii) that is in principle available with all declarative VIP-predicates (s. also | ¢. [Naratmal] ] '
; below 6.1).27 Second, since the ambiguity of cases like (67) cannot be j ‘ Wo glaub ich, daf8 sie seit der Tre_nmmg wohnt?
traced to a structural ambiguity in termis of ‘parenthetical’ vs. ‘extraction’ : (73) a. Wo wohnt sie meint er/sagt er, seit der Trennung?
I structure, any attempt to use it for an argument pro extraction analysis of , a'. Wo wohnt sie seit der Trennung, meint er/sagt er?
i EV2-constructions is futile. Third, in trying to find out what ‘bridge’ | b. Wo wohnt sie glaubst du, seit der Trennung?
é interpretations really are, and what (if at all) distinguishes them from ( ! b’. Wo wohnt sie seit der Trennung, glaubst du?
ol ‘parenthetical” interpretations, we shall have to return to a comparison of ‘ c. [Naratmal] )
EV2-/VIP-constructions with bona fide extractions from dafi-clauses. *Wo wohnt sie glaub ich, seit der Trenn}%ng?
t ‘Since it has been well-known since Erteschik (1973) (s. also ¢'. *Wo wohnt sie seit der Trennung, glaub ich?

i

l

|

| Erteschik/Lappin 1979, Fodor 1992) that bridge conditions are largely ’
| -‘nondominance’ conditions determined by many of the factors

o (fcomplexity, +focus, factivity, etc.) that also figure in VIP-

But there is order in the variation: If the verb-first expression is in secpnd
or third person, the interpretation of extraction-based vs. parenthetical

constructions, it should be clear from the start that gross differences can- wh-questions is virtually indistinguishable (72a,b)—$73a,})), 1f it is in first
| not be expected, — even the failure to find any difference would be person, a clear difference shows up (720);(73c/c ). LikeW}se, 1t_cog1d
| compatible with the parenthetical analysis of EV2-/VIP-constructions as ! easily be shown that declarative minimal pairs converge in f%fSt and third
such. But if we do find any, they will, of course, provide a final important - | person cases, while in second person cases an interpretive difference can
testing ground for the parenthetical analysis of EV2-constructions. be forced. Obviously, then, the varying outcomes are systematically pre-

| dictable on the basis of the components involved (the semantics/pragmatics

: e ; i ir distincti ion to first vs.

. . . . . . of interrogatives vs. declaratives in their distinctive rel.atlon S
27This was rep catedly hinted at in the course of the foregoing discussion, s. especially second vsgthlr' d person, and the special interpretive relation of parentheti-
3.6. See also the distinctions between different types of parentheticals-pointed out by ", ’ dicate-areument relation in
Reinhart (1983:175ff.). : cals to their host clause as opposed to the predicate-argumes




the ex'traction_ case).. This permits us to use differences like (72c) vs.
{73c/c") as a diagnostics for parenthetical vs. extraction structure.
Applying it to EV2-constructions, s. (74),

(74) a. Wo meint ex/sagt er, wohnt sie seit der Trennung?
b.  Wo glaubst du, wohnt sie seit der Trennung?
C. [Naratmal:]
??Wo glaub ich, wohnt sie seit der Trennung?

we finFl that §74c) is far worse than (72¢), contrary to what the extraction
an.al}.ls1s predlf:ts. To be sure, (74c) is not quite as bad as (73c/c"), but since
this Increase in acceptability is apparently related to the position of the
VIP in the host proposition,28 the data in (74) clearly strengthen the
parenthetical analysis. R

5.3.. Further interpretive -differences

5.3.1. Another case in point are rhetorical questions, cf. the daf-extrac-

tio_n. variant (75) vs. the EV2-variant (76), which clearly differ in accept-
ability:

(75)  [A:Ich weiB nicht, was ich tun soll. Ich muB mal Franz fragen. — B: Hm, -]
Was schon wird der sagen, daB du tun sollst — beten und arbeiten, das
sagt er immer.

(76)  [A: Ich weiB nicht, was ich tun soll. Ich muf mal Franz fragen. — B: Hm, -]

7*Was schon wird der sagen, sollst du tun — beten und arbeiten, das sagt
er immer. . '

ThlS is contrary to what ?he extracﬁon analysis for (76) would predict, but
in line with the parenthetical analysis and can even be made to follow from

28Note that the EV2-case (ia) is
> - much worse than (74c), i -
cxtration soan () ot ( q) whereas the corresponding daf3
@) [Na rat mal:] .

a.  7*Wen zu besuchen glaub ich hat er sich vorgenommen?

b.  'Wen zu besuchen glaub ich, daB er sich ernsthaft vorgenommen hat?

What is apparently decisive is the portion of the host proposition preceding vs. followi

the verb-first expression: If no crucial parts of the pro%oin)tion preféede it, ag; is the caseu;ﬁ
(74c), then the host proposition — which corresponds to the propositional argument of the
parenthetical verb anyway (s. 6. 1) - is in the (linear) ‘scope’ of the parenthetical comment
thus coming close to the ‘one point-of-view’-interpretation of the whole structure that true

-extraction constructions necessarily have. This accounts for the difference between EV2-

vs. postfinite VIP-structures as in (74a) vs. (73a) as well as the difference between the

zﬁv:l }giV&Z-strucmres (74a) vs. (ia), thus strengthening the case for thg parenthetical

it: (i) In rhetorical questions the interrogative proposition is subject to an
inferential process that specifies the wh-variable and yields an assertion of
the resulting proposition by the speaker (s. Meibauer 1986). (i) By insert-
ing a VIP-parenthetical (which remains extra-propositional), the host pro-
position is placed under the perspective of the VIP-subject, Franz in the
case of (76), right from the beginning; hence, the inference process lead-
ing to a speaker assertion of the host proposition cannot take place. (iii)
When in prefinite position as in (76), the modal particle schon forces a
thetorical interpretation (i.e. interpretation as a speaker assertion). Since
(ii) and (iii) are in inevitable condlict, (76) is predictably unacceptable.

5.3.2. A last interesting piece of interpretive evidence is provided by data
like (77)-(77"):

(77) a. Sie glaubt, daB Fox bei den Bauern populdrer ist als er ist.

b. Bei wem/Bei den Bauern ist Fox populdrer als er ist, glaubt
sie. ‘

c. Bei wem/Bei den Bauern ist Fox populdrer als er ist. ’

(77) a. Bei wem/Bei den Bauemn glaubt sie, da Fox populdrer ist als

er ist.

b. Bei wem/Bei den Bauern glaubt sie, ist Fox populérer als er
ist.

As was orignally pointed out by Reinhart (1983:173f.), matrix-com-
plement structures like (77a) have two readings, a consistent and an incon-
sistent one (i.e. the attribution of a consistent vs. inconsistent belief),
whereas bona fide VIP-structures (77b), or ‘bare’ main clauses (77c) have
just the inconsistent reading. The availability of one vs. two readings cor-
relates with the availability of one vs. two sources of beliefs, which is
apparently structure-dependent: VIP-structures and bare main clauses
provide only one: the VIP-subject (77b) and the speaker (77c) respective-
ly, who are thus assigned inconsistent beliefs, whereas in (77a) the incon-
sistent propositions need not, but can be assigned to two different sources
(the matrix subject vs. the speaker) yielding a consistent interpretation.
Extending these observations to daf-extraction constructions (77'a) and
EV2-cases (77b), we find that the former do admit both readings
(although, according to my intuition, the inconsistent reading is pre-
ferred), whereas the latter admit only the inconsistent reading, just like
bona fide parenthetical constructions. This is, of course, well in line with
the parenthetical analysis. Is it also an argument against the extraction
analysis? Interestingly, we observe that the putative source sentences con-




taining V2-clauses for complements do not readily allow the additional

! consistent reading either, cf. especially (78a,c): with these issues, the following discussion will repeatedly touch also upon’

| basic aspects of the pragmatics of integrated parentheticals and suggest
(78) a. Sie_ glaubt, Fox ist bei den Bauern populirer als er ist. | (::rs‘ftr:rlf;l ve approaches to them that will hopefully stand up under closer
b.  weil man annahm, Fox sei bei den Bauern populirer als er ist, .
g‘ Glaub gicht, qu sei bei den Bauern populirer als e st. | 6.1. On the propositional argument of VIP-predicates
| - Wenn emer annimmy, er ist populdrer als er ist, ... 6.1.1. The lexical properties of VIP-predicates that will be relevant for
. . b the following discussion, are summarized in (79):
‘ - The data are Itllr(l) dSUbt néurky, and my impression that the consistent read- © Wing 79
Ing requires the dependent status of the V2-clauses to be additionally (79)  VIP-predicates
‘ glarked (subjunctive, position ‘within a dependent clause) may be mistaken. ? ) P always select a propositional argument, which is
thut no matter how they are interpreted, the result will be detrimental to i — lexically specified as a finite sentential argument in
the extraction analysis: If cases like (78) are taken to basically admit the P structural- object position,
| 1ncqn51lstent reading only, this saves the extraction analysis from this one ‘ — also realizable by a V2-clause (in the declarative case);
particular argument, but casts dpubt on (18), the central presupposition (ii) (a) do notinclude
underlyl_ng the extraction ax}alys1.s — what else could we cast doubt on in — preference predicates,
accounting for the interpretive difference between (77a) and (78)? If, on ‘ — factive and implicative predicates,
ﬂll; other hand, cases like (78) are taken to basically admit both readings, ] — negative/negated predicates;
gn ai lsisp;esegved, 7b7ut 50 is the counterargument against the extraction (b) include (non-negative/unnegated)
Inys asti %n( )-C17). , | — verbs of saying (taking declarative as well as inter-
o umt; t? ata ain (IN-A(TT) are an argument pro parenthetical and : ’ rogative complements),
extraction analysis at the same time. — epistemic and attitudinal verbs (always declarative

5.4. Conclusion | complements).

As for (79ii), cf. 4.2, to which the obvious exclusion of factive and impli- ;

- All the interpretive data we have looked at in this section provide addi- } cative predicates has been added as a further characteristics. As for (791),

tional support for_ the parenthetical over the extraction analysis of EV2-
constructions. With the argument part concerning (22) thus definitely
completed, let us move on to considering in more detail some aspects of
the grammar and pragmatics of VIPs so far left open.

6. .Some aspects of the grammar and pragmatics of
integrated V1-parentheticals

‘ I}'} this section, I shall take up some issues in the grammar of VIPs that
directly relate to my account for EV2-constructions, arguing that they can
bp afieqt}ately treated in ways compatible with this account or even con-
firming it. In particular, I shall raise two questions: How is the apparent
argument relation between VIP-predicates and their host clause to be cap-
tured? (6.1), What is the internal structure of VIPs — V1 or gV2? (6.2).

a bit more elaboration is in order:

I take it for granted that the propositional argument VIP-predicates
select may always be realized as a finite clause (daf3-/wh-clause). That it is
in structural object position, is clear in the case of VIP-predicates like
glauben, meinen, sagen, finden, etc. which take an agent or experiencer
argument in the nominative. But it is also true for the only prominent
VIP-predicate with an apparent sentential subject argument: scheint es/
scheint_mir,29 which, on closer inspection, has to be classified as a kind of
predicate realizing its propositional argument in object position (s. Olsen
1981, Rosengren 1992), likewise for passivized VIP-predicates (wird ge- -
sagt, wird angenommen, etc.). Note, moreover, the systematic absence of

290ther, more or less marginal cases are the impersonal verbs schwant (mir), diinkt (mir/
mich) etc., all taking an obligatory experiencer argument, cf. Der Herr ist diinkt ihm/ihn,
aupfer sich. Remarkably, there are next to no adjectival VIP-predicates, which, however,

may be — pace Cinque (1989) — due to the lack of lexically fitting elements.

Some remaining points of interest will be dealt with in 6.3. — In dealing




VIP-predicates tl_lgt require obligatory realization of a pleonastic element
(es/da(r)+preposition), cf. (80), which probably testifies to the same point.
(80) a. Ich vertraue *(darauf), daB Peter morgen kommt.
*Peter vertraue ich, kommt morgen./ *Peter kommt morgen.
vertraue ich. : ’
b. Ich hoffe (dgrauf), dal Peter morgen kommt.
?(;lter hoffe ich, kommt morgen./ Peter kommt morgen, hoffe
ich.
c. I trust (that) he will come tomorrow.
He will come tomorrow, I trust.

Th; point_ Fhat VIP—predicateé take a sentential .argument in structural
object position must be somewhat stretched to cover cases like (81)-(81"):

(81) Iqh habe den Verdacht/die Vermutung/das Gefiihl, Peter will gar
nicht kommen. :

81" Pgter hab ich den Verdacht/die Vermutung/das Gefiihl, will gar
nicht kommen. ,

Hoquer, since ‘V+DP’ predicates involving ‘light verbs’ often act like
one single verb (with the dependent clause behaving like an object rather
than an attribute clause),30 this extension is certainly legitimate,

The second specification, i.e. that declarative VIP-predicates are always
V2—pred1cat§es, is practically derivable from the other lexical properties:
The semantic range of declarative VIP-predicates (79iib) comprises V2-
predicates only, and the restriction against negated predicates (79iia) plus
the s@cturﬂ object restriction (79i) ensure that the additional conditions
licensing V2-clauses for complements are always fulfilled.

6.1.2. Let us now face the central problem concerning the argument
structure of VIP-predicates: How is it satisfied in VIP—constructio;s? The
sore point, obviously and systematically, is the propositional argument: It
never shows up within the parenthetical clause, but is alwayé identified
with the host clause instead. In other words: Since in terms of argument
structure the host clause behaves as the complement of the VIP-predicate,

304 case in point is their behaviour with res int

pect to the Complex NP Constraint: i
from.the clauses dependent on expressions like das Gefiihl Eaben, ete. is possitbleéC t‘rsggfer}
as with expressions like das Gefiihl beschreiben it is not, cf. (i)-(ii). The difference is
most natl.lrally explained, if the V+DP predicate in (i) is taken as one complex verb taking
a sentential complement, whereas in (ii) the clause is part of the object DP.-

()  Mit wem hat Hans das Gefithl, daB Brigtte ihn t betriigt?
i) *Mit wem beschreibt Hans das Gefiihl, daf3 Brigitte ihn t betriigt?
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VIP-structures, as I have analyzed them, consistently violate the theta-cri-
terion.

Does this vindicate the extraction analysis of EV2-constructions at last?
Not at all, if we take into consideration the whole range of integrated
parenthetical constructions, in which the same violation of the theta-criter-
ion occuss:

Take, first, postfinite VIP-constructions, for which an extraction analy-
sis is unfeasible. If the theta-criterion were sufficient reason to postulate a
‘deep structure’ with a matrix-complement relation between the VIP-
expression and its surface ‘host clause’, a number of different slifting and
splitting operations would have to be postulated in order to derive the
various surface structures. While this has well-known (albeit controver-
sial) precedents,3! it is conceptually more unattractive today than ever.

Take, second, the subclass of wie-parentheticals that shares with VIPs
the prosodic properties (10iii).32 These integrated wie-parentheticals —
henceforth wie-IPs — are formed from approximately the same predicates

that appear in declarative VIP-constructions,33 and they satisfy the pro- -

positional object requirement in the same way, cf. (82), where the object
identification of the host clause is made obvious by its sensitivity towards
the semantic complement restrictions of glauben vs. finden:

Der Vorhangstoff ist wie Peter glaubt/findet, zu blau.
Der Vorhangstoff ist wie Peter glaubt/*findet, blau.
Peter glaubt/findet, der Vorhangstoff ist zu blau.
Peter glaubt/*findet, der Vorhangstoff ist blau.

(82)

cp o

31s. especially Ross (1973), Okada (1977), Emonds (1979), McCawley (1982), Holm-
berg (1982). A short overview over the more prominent proposals is given in Espinal
(1991:736f£.).

328, Brandt (1994), Zimmermann (1994): While there can be no.doubt that wie-parenthet-
icals are often prosodicaily unintegrated and ‘interpretationally independent’ (s.2.1), inte-
grated behaviour, combined with dependent use is aiso possible, cf. (i):

(@) Hans hat wie es scheint/ wie ich glaube, dazu keine Zeit.

The correlation between Hnterpretational dependence (which corresponds to what is called
‘operational’ vs. ‘appositive’ use of wie-/(so-)-parentheticals in Zimmermann 1994) and
Fprosodic integration of these parentheticals seems to be systematic: Whenever they
exhibit the prosodic properties (10iif), they seem to be restricted to the interpretation in
which the parenthetical depends on the host clause (in that the latter is the propositional

argument of the former), and whenever they are taken as independent, they also lack the -
properties (10iii). The systematic nature of this correlation is confirmed by distributional .

differences: wie in interpretationally independent, unintegrated parentheticals may be
accompanied by so, whereas — at least in my idiolect — this is impossible in the case of
integrated wie-parentheticals.

33For a more detailed discussion of the class of wie-IP predicates s. Brandt (1994), Zim-

_ mermann (1994.)
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ernce, the theta criterion is also violated in the same way, but; obviously
w1th01_1t any cha{lce of resolving the conflict by a ‘deep structure—plus:
chopp;ng operation’ strategy. If so, however, there is no attraction in
assuming a chopping operation anywhere, including EV2-constructions.

F11.1ally3 there are VIPs occurring in verb-final embedded clauses, which
are likewise understood as their object complement. In these case; how-
ever, a deep structure in line with the formal requirements on VIP-com-
plements (daf- or V2-clause, s. (79i)) cannot even be postulated:

(83)

®

Peter, der glaube ich bald Geburtstag hat, ...
a.' Peter, der bald Geburtstag hat glaube ich, ...
b.  Peter schwénzt oft, weshalb er meint Paul eigentlich entlassen
gerden miiisse. o
c. eter verlangt eine L chung i
hoéhere Mietci zahlen n?l'lilsr;?hc)hunw well man sagt er auch
d. Er hat viel erreicht, obwohl er scheint mir zu wenig arbeitet.
d'.  Er hat viel erreicht, obwohl er zu wenig arbeitet scheint mir.

Not.e that classifying these occurrences as ‘main clause phenomena in sub-
?rdma_te ’clauses’. — which they surely are, given their restriction to
assertive’ subordinate clauses — does not help, for the requisite chepping
operations would be much harder to envision here than in other cases 0?
main clause phenomena.

Ip sum, we can conclude three things:

(1) Chopping operations (including extraction) cannot be the answer to
the problem at hand; hence, in looking for another solution, we might as
Wel'l. tak_e the insertion structure of VIP-constructions at face value.

(ii) Smcc? all integrated parentheticals. satisfy their object argument in
the same 1nsubqrdinate way, there must be a systematic connection
between integration and this insubordination which any solution should
make use of.

(111? Given cases like (83), the argument satisfaction process at work
ml}st mvolve a nonformal, inferential step, for what the host clauses satis-
fylr}g the object argument have in common is not form, but the pro-
position bound to a specific illocutionary value (‘assertion’ in the case of
declarat_lvq VIP-constructions, ‘question’ in the interrogative ones).

. In pnnc1ple, there are two forms such an argument satisfaction process

cogld take in h.ne with (i)-(iii): Either (A) there is an appropriate empty
object elemen'.t in the VIP-clause, which must get coindexed with the host
clause proposition. Or (B) there is no empty object element in the VIP-
clause, then the object variable must be blocked becoming a free para-

 (p.728).

meter to be specified in cotext or context, which then must get specified by
the host clause proposition.

Obviously, the task of identifying the target proposition is the same for
both approaches, and so are the facts on which the identifying strategy —
certainly a nonformal, inferential device — must be based: The host clause
proposition a) fulfils the semantic requirements on the object argument in
question, b) is the proposition closest to the VIP fulfilling it in that the
VIP is ba) syntactically inserted into it, forming a syntactic unit with the
host clause, bb) prosodically integrated into it, forming (also) a unit with
the host clause in terms of information structure.34 Thus, the crucial
difference between the two approaches turns on the assumption of an
empty object element and its consequences: If there is one (A), the theta
criterion can be upheld, if there isn't (B), some unorthodox extension of it
must be admitted.

The context in which this issue must be argued is the question of VIP

clause structure in general. So let us directly move on to this question.
6.2. Are VIPs V1- or V2-structures?

6.2.1. Let me first point out that German has bona-fide verb-first struc-
tures that are productively used not only as conditionals and yes-no ques-
tions, but also as narrative declaratives (s. BRRZ 1992:16, Onnerfors
1993, 1995). Moreover, it allows ‘Topic-Drop’ in V2-clauses (s. Huang
1984, Fries 1988). Thus, in terms of clause structure, the option of analyz-
ing VIPs as (declarative) V1-structures as in (84a) — which corresponds to
option (B) — or (declarative) V2-structures as in (84b) — which cor-
responds to option (A) — is real.33

(84) In Bonn wohnt sie glaubt er s;it der Trennung.
a. Vl-structure of VIP: ... [glaubt;j [er 1] ...
b. V2-structure of VIP: ... [ [glaubti[er ti]]] ...

At first glance, (84b) looks more plausible By far:

34Concerning the ways of extracting the appropriate proposition from the host clause, I
have nothing to say. The problem, however, is not unique to fhie parenthetical construc-
tions in question, but reoccurs with determining the antecedent, for example, of sentential
relatives (weil ja Peter, der Faulenzer, zu spat kam, was mich sehr drgerte), s. Brandt
(1990), or of sentential discourse anaphora in general (s. Biuerle 1989).

35This is overlooked by Espinal (1991:728/n.1,758), who considers the V1-pattern of -

German and Dutch parentheticals as (unwanted) exceptions to the rule that parentheticals
“obey all the independently motivated syntactic principles relevant in 2 given language.”




(i) The (to-be-dropped) pronoun in the initial field can be assigned the
object theta role, thus preserving the theta-criterion. :

(i) Its zero status can be related to an independently necessary process:
Topic-Drop, which might be taken to apply optionally as usual.36

(iii) A ready parallel seems to be provided by unintegrated parentheti-
cals, in which the apparent object pronouns are also understood .as co-
indexed with the host clause, and may frequently be topic-dropped:

(85) a. Hans - (so/das) glaubt FRITZ — wird KOMMen..
b. Hans - (so/das) finde ICH — ist DUMM.

(iv) The fact that VIPs are visibly always verb-first {s. above (60)), can be
accounted for. Note that parenthetical so as in (85) is special in two ways:
It may substitute for the object argument in parentheticals only ¢86), and if
it does, it is positionally restricted to the initial field (85"). Hence, if we
assume that the pronoun subject to Topic-Drop in VIPs is so, no integrated
V2-structure may ever arise.37

36This is entirely unproblematic, if there are integrated uses of so-parentheticals, which is,
as far as I can tell, not unlikely, cf. (i): :

() Hans hat so scheint es/so glaube ich, dazu keine Zeit.

Again, just like in the case of wie-parentheticals (s. fo. 32), there seems to be a
systematic, if weaker correlation between *interpretational dependence and +prosodic
integration, which is partially underlined by distributional differences: If so behaves like
an adverb (positionally variable, capable of bearing stress/focus, thus also capable of
taking focus particles), the respective so-parenthetical is interpretationally independent,
whereas in dependent parentheticals it is always restricted to the initial field. There are,
however, cases like (85) showing that the distributional parallel is not complete.

Note that even if the impression that so-parentheticals tend to be primarily (perceived
as) unintegrated were to be confirmed, the ad-hoc assumption of obligatery Topic-Drop in
VIPs is not inevitable: The very appearance of a sentential anaphor (from which the exist-
e?fce of two clauses, hence a clause boundary can be inferred) could account for this
effect.
37Thisis a good place to dispose of an apparent counterexample to the V1-constraint on
VIPs: As is well-known, sentences like (i) may get a nonassertive, often so-called
‘parenthetical’ interpretation (which is notoriously difficult to define, s. Ohlschliger
1989:214f£. for an overview, s. also Rosengren 1985, who identifies the respective read-
ing as a case of ‘Einstellungsbekundung’, and BRRZ 1992:561f.; for a recent, rather un-
linguistic treatment of the general issue of parenthetical readings s. Hand 1993), such that
(1) is functionally equivalent to 2 bona fide VIP-construction like ().

(i) Ichfindeeristein Idiot. = (i) Eristein Idiot finde ich.

As can be easily verified, the prosodic properties {10iii) are also fulfilled. Does one have
‘to assume then that ick finde is a sentence-initial variant of VIPs also in syntactic respects
(requiring (10i) to be dropped from the definition), with V2-order induced by initial posi-
tion? Diagnostic evidence is hard to come by, but cf. the behaviour of iterated construc-
tions like (iii)-(iii"): :

(86) a. Fritz glaubt, daB Hans kommen wird, und Paul glaubt das/*so
auch. . )
b. A:Hans ist dumm. — B: Das/*So finde ich mcht.
(85 a. Hans — Fritz glaubt das / *Fritz glaubt:. so — wird kommen.
b. Hans - ich finde das / *ich finde so — ist dumm.

At second glance, however, there are several major snags to this solutxo_n:

(i) There are VIP-occurrences without acceptable 'sojpaxallel, _cf. final
VIPs in declarative constructions (87a) and all VIPs in interrogative con-
structions (87b). Unless we find reasons to treat these cases differently, we
have to abandon so-drop in favor of assuming a speglal VI?—ghost pro-
noun, restricted to the initial field, in order to do the job. This would be
clearly ad hoc.38

(87) a. *Hans wird kommen, so glaubt Fritz.
*Wohin ist er gegangen, so glaubst du?
*Wohin ist er, so meinst du, gegangen?
*Wohin, so meinst du, ist er gegangen?

G
S‘“HSJi)e findet er meint, Peter sei zu intelligent.  Peter findet sie meint er, sei zu intelligent.
Er meint sie findet, Peter sei zu intelligent. Peter meint er findet sie, sei zu intelligent.

*Sie finde er meint, Peter sei zu intelligent.  Peter finde sie meint er, sei zu intelligent.

jve predicate scope the V2-cases in (jii) behave like a hierarchical structure,
Ivgﬁii%nsrgir{%aﬁs d(? not, cf. (iii'? and 4:3. Hence, whatever syntactic structure cas;sblélg:
(i), (i) have (s. Reis 1995), it is certainly not p.arallel to the insertion sulggtgfle Oforced
fide VIP-constructions. If so, the parel}thehcal interpretation is not structur tiy man:
hence must arise by virtue of an interaction of the (regular effects of the) synt;a; (c:i, i:i et
tic and prosodic means involved. (Ileave it to future research to figure out the de
tmi\llg::r:;;ltoevln if (@), (iii) were cases of VIPs, this would not ‘affect th; a.rguntfrntsat;our:
presented in the text, for there is no free alternation between Vi-and V —strui ?o,VZ-
complementary distribution. Hence, cases like (i), (iii) cannot serve as arguments pi
status of noninitial pre- and postfinite VIPs. . I
38Regarding this argument, I. Zimmermann has drawn my attention to mt?n f:gt thi iIII(l) \?v -
rogatives do allow insertion of was-parentheticals. While these are interesting 1?01" eir on
right, cf. ()-(1), it still would seem ad hoc to me to postulate different sources {or two di-
ferent VIP-specific g-pronouns) fordWPs gll dgcéa;ﬁt%’(;; vcs(.) ﬁ?‘:;go‘%%tggste nd I?oc o

ing j ne specific g-pronoun doing the job 1 ¢ y
ﬁfgg&lﬁi}i sinc% speciﬁc%vert pronouns introducing pareqmencals are alwa%; trse)str&c;gi
to just one of them (so/wie to declarative contexts, was to interrogative con . y
moreover, that was always induces a focus-background domain of its own.
i) @i

A‘(vl&)fohin ist er gegangen, was glaubst du? Kommt er morgen,bwtacs1 giigmi??
‘Wohin, was glaubst du, ist er gegangen? 7Wird er, was glaul cs1 11{ men?
Was glaubst du, wohin ist er gegangen? Was glaubst du, wird er kommen?
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(i1) Even if the so-drop hypothesis for VIPs were to be maintained, it is by
no means clear that this really eliminates the problem with the theta criter-
ion: Given the evidence in (86), the ‘object’ status of the so in question is
doubtful, and the many other variants of so (and its wh-counterpart wie)
in German, while all more or less anaphoric, do not support such a.classi-
fication either. Thus, we probably need blocking of the object variable de-
spite the presence of so, no matter what its grammatical status (apart from
being an anaphoric pointer) is.

(iii) (i) and (ii) are confirmed by comparative data: All Germanic
counterparts of VIPs, for example, share the property of the missing
object, but as a rule there is no pronoun that could be assumed to have
been dropped, nor an independently motivated dropping rule for that
matter. English is a clear case in point, cf. (88)-(88"):

(88)  This man, I think, should be fired.
This man should be fired, I think.
(88") This man, (*so) I think/ I think (*so0), should be fired.
This man should be fired, (*so) I think/ I think (*so).
(88")  [Should this man be fired? -] I think *(so).

But if (B) is the correct option for English, there is no reason why (B)
should not also apply in German, i.e. why (84a), the instantiation of (B) in
German, should not be correct. .

‘Comparing the pros and cons cited we see that actually none of the
apparent advantages of (84b) is left. This suggests that (B)/(84a) is at least
as good a hypothesis of VIP-structure as (A)/(84b).

6.2.2. To see that (B)/(84a) is in fact a viable hypothesis, consider the
following more or less pragmatic evidence relating to clause-type:
Pragmatically, nonparenthetical declarative V1-and V2-clauses differ in
a number of respects: Unlike the V2-clauses, the V1-clauses (a) cannot be
used to strictly assert the truth of propositions, but just to express
l.e.‘recount’ true propositions (that is what makes them narrative),39 cf.

391t should be clear that the illocutionary functions I have called ‘strict assertions’ vs.
‘recounts” are subtypes of ‘assertions’ in the sense of BRRZ (1992:51,59), the difference
being that the truth aspect/aspect of factuality is focussed in the former, and backgrounded
in the latter ¢though not presupposed in the strict sense of the word). What I am trying to

* capture by this distinction is that, in the default case, V2-clauses are associated with the

former (for a non-default case s. fn. 37), whereas (declarative) V1-clauses may only be
associated with the latter. This gives rise to many questions concerning sentence
(sub)types and illocutionary (sub)types, which, however, I will have to leave to further
research. (For some interesting further observations, s. Falkenberg 1994). '

(89)-(90); (b) they are unpartitioned in terms of information structure
(meaning i.a. that they are all comment without containing a topic), and
(¢) they may not contain negated elements (s. Onnerfors 1993, 1995).

89 [Was war auf dem Bild zu sehen? -}
a. Ein Mann steht an der Tiir.
a'. *Steht da ein Mann an der Tiir.
[Das gibts doch nicht, daB Max plétzlich soviel Geld hat. — Doch, das

ibts:] ) )
b. %ie Frau Z., die er weiBl Gott woher kennt, hat ihm 5 Mille
" zugesteckt. _
b'. *Hgat ihm die Frau Z., die er weil Gott woher kennt, 5 Mille
zugesteckt.

Hans kommt zum Casino. Steht da ein Mann an der Tiir und ...
Stell dir vor, Hans war gestern spazieren, und hat ne Bekannte getroffep,
die Frau Z. Und was denkste, hat ihm die Frau Z., die er weifl
Gott woher kennt, plétzlich 5 Mille zugesteckt ... ‘

Now, since according to (84a) VIPs are V1-clauses, Wheregls unintegrated
parentheticals like (85)-(85") are V2-clauses (apparent umnt.eg?atec.l V1-
structures having undergone topic drop of so/da;), the prediction is not
only that they should have distinctive properties in ot.he‘r respects rela'ged
to clause type, but also that these are parallel to the distinctive properties
(a)-(c) of their nonparenthetical V1- vs. V2—coun{;erparts. v

This prediction is borne out in full: (c’) Just like nonparenthetical / 1-
vs. V2-clauses, VIPs may not be negated (s. 4.2), whereas the respective
V2-parentheticals may, cf. (91): -

i ird ] i als Direktor — das
91 [Wie Paul sagt/glaubt, wird Hans bald D1r.ektor.] Und -
- glaubt/sagt Paul allerdings nicht — wird er sofort den Produktions-
leiter feuern.

(b") Whereas the V2-parentheticals admit all kind_s of focus-background-
partitions, VIPs are, by themselves, unpartitioned in terms of focqs—back—
ground structure, s. (10iii), and there is no reason to assume a topic-com-
ment partition for them either. Since VIPs as a whole cannot have topic
status — they cannot be topics by themselves, and Whgt could they be topic
of, given that they are not really part of the respective I}ost clauses, and
that these certainly are not ‘about’ them? —, we may classify them as back-

grounded all-comment expressions.40 In terms of the pragmatic functions .

i i ike leider, bekannt-
401p this respect, VIPs seem to be comparabl; to sentence adverbials hlge A
lich, etc., (Wli)th which they share the integration property anyway), which, as far as I can




of VIPs (s. above, and also Brandt 1994), this seems to be intuitively cor-
rect. Besides, it confirms the informational parallel in question, the only
remaining difference being that nonparenthetical V1-clauses are always
comments in focus.

(a’) Most importantly, there is a parallel to the most salient illocutionary
difference between non-parenthetical V2- vs. V1-clauses, cf. (92)-(92"):

(92) Hans - (das) glaubt/sagte jedenfalls Paul — wird morgen zum Di-
rektor gewihlt. o

(92") Hans glaubt/sagte Paul, wird morgen zum Direktor gewihlt.
Hans wird morgen glaubt/sagte Paul, zum Direktor gewihit.

While VIPs and the comparable unintegrated V2—parenthetiéa1s undeniably
have much in common - both supply ‘side’ information that places the host
clause proposition under the perspective of the parenthetical subject (such

- that it appears asserted or questioned from this subject's point of view, de-

pending on whether the host clause is declarative or interrogative) —, they
clearly differ in the following way: While both represent declarative sen-
tence mood, unintegrated parentheticals like in (92) strictly assert that Paul
believes/said that p, while the VIPs in (92') just express it (= the often so-
called ‘parenthetical’ use, s. fn. 37), i.e. they just identify the source for
the assertability of p. (In other words, and mere precisely: Integrated
parentheticals identify the individual x and his/her relation R of believing,
saying, etc. to the respective proposition p, such that according to x's be-
Liefs or sayings etc. p is an assertable proposition.)

Of course, the paralle] thus drawn between narrative and parenthetical
use of V1-clauses, which as far as I know is new, needs elaborating (s. also
fn. 39), and so do the the relations between grammar and pragmatics con-
cerning parentheticals as well as clause types in general.4! But the parallel

see, can never be plausibly treated as topics of the clause they appear in either. A tangible
reason for denying topic status to them as well as VIPs is that topics may be accented (cf.
Molndr 1991:66ff. for an overview, s. also Jiger 1994). — Unfortunately, only the com-
patibility restrictions between focus and topic vs. comment status have been given due
attention (s. Molndr, ibid.), but not the relation between background and topic vs. com-
ment status, neither in general, nor for the particular cases (sentence adverbials, integrated
parentheticals) that are of interest here.

411et me Just list the most important issues (doing justice to them is way beyond the scope
of this paper): ’

= (2) What is the influence of the properties (10iii) on the specific pragmatic properties of
VIPs? In particular, to what extent can their specific illocutionary use be derived from
these properties? )

= (b) How is the analysis presented here to be extended in order to cover VIPs in inter-
rogative host clauses? Since nonparenthetical V1-clauses may also carry interrogative sen-
tence mood, analyzing VIPs differently in declarative vs. interrogative clauses is not

- unfeasible, and in view of the English facts not unlikely, s. (i)-(ii). On the other hand, the
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is certainly promising enough to count as an additionalgttractive feature,
if not as evidence in favor of option (B) or (84a) respectively.

In short: Although, in view of my overall goals, the issue of Yl- vs.
V2-structure of VIPs could be left open, there is good reason to think that
analyzing them as true V1-structures is on the right track.

6.2.3. This commits me, of course, to the assump_tion that VIF"-strucmr.es
have ‘irregular’, i.e. postsyntactic theta-role assignment. This commit-
ment, however, seems bearable, for there are bona fide precedents, in par-
ticular passive cases like (93)-(93"), in which the (optional) agent argu-
ment is satisfied by locative PPs (s. Hohle 1978:1471f., 158ff.), or by APs,

(93) a. Der Agent wurde zwischen den Polizisten abgefﬁhrt.'
b. Die Besucher wurden im Aufzug emporgetragen.
(93) a. Frau X. wird seit gestern polizeilich gesucht.

b.. Die Werkzeuge werden firmenseits/schulischerseits gestelit.

and implicative cases like (94), which are true coordinative constructions
in all relevant respects, but allow the propositional argument reql_med by
the predicate in the first conjunct to be satisfied .by the'seczond conjunct (s.
Reis 1993a); cf. also comparable English cases like (94 ).4 ‘

(94) a. Du wirst sehen, der hat die Stim und bleibt weg.
b. Sei bloB nicht so blod und komm!
(94) Try and catch me.

i i i ini tives, s. (iii), show that
respective phenomena in English host clauses containing nega , 8. (i
Whgt is invglved may be a quite superficial agreement phenomenon, which in tl(l}rél would
force us to rethink the differential sentence mood interpretation of V1-clauses in German.

(i) Hewill come,I think.. )
() Will he come, *you think/Vdo you think?
‘When will he come, *you ﬂunliéll\/do %ou Enlmzc?
iiiy Peter, I think/*I don't think, will not be able 0 come.
o Peter will not be able to come, *1 think/VI don't think.

] is gi L i having the same
— (¢) How does the analysis given to VIPs carry over to parentheticals
pr(acg)matic function (i.e. ?o wie-IPs (and possibly so-IPs)? Perhaps, we should treat txpfhm
in the way suggested for parenthetical uses of certain V2-clauses (s. fn. 37), one of the
necessary preconditions being that, for informational reasons, the respective clause cannot

be assigned a topic-comment structure (which could in principle be true also for YZ- ‘

clauses). ‘ o '
i i hich

42 fusther case in point, and perbaps the most important one, are constructions in w

the propositional ob?ect argument is realized by a V2-clause, for this clause is apparently

not a complement of the matrix verb in a syntactic sense, s. Reis (1995).
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What seems to be going on in these cases is that the argument in question is
not projected into the syntax in its lexically prescribed form, i.e. the cor-
responding variable is treated as a free parameter that gets specified by
means of the respective italicized phrases via an inferential process at the
appropriate processing level. One triggering factor is, obviously, that
these phrases allow an interpretation such that they fulfill the semantic
requirements on the missing arguments. Moreover, the predicate and the
phrase picking up its dangling theta role are always included in the same
focus domain. It is intuitively plausible that this is a major factor in
licensing theta role assignments as those in (93)-(94"), for focus domains
determine units of information structure (s. Brandt 1990), requiring
everything in it to be interpreted as part of a meaningful whole.

The parallels between these cases and the VIP-case are obvious. In par-
ticular, the focus domain condition is fulfilled by virtue of VIPs (and also
the respective so- and wie-parentheticals) being integrated. Thus, the
exceptional theta role assignment in VIP-constructions that (84a) makes us
assume*3 does not only seem to follow a more general rule, but also to be
systematically related to one of its defining properties: integration.

6.3. Residual points

Rounding up the discussion let me just point out a few relevant facts about
the positional variability and the grammatical status of VIPs:

6.3.1. In principle, VIPs can appear in all positions, in which other, un-
integrated, parentheticals may appear, and vice versa. This ties in neatly
with the parenthetical analysis of EV2-constructions. As to how these
places of insertion are defined, I have nothing definite to say except that
they must be peripheral to maximal projections (s. also Espinal 1991:752).
It is obvious, though, that some peripheral positions are disallowed, in
particular the absolute initial position (95)-(95"), and, under certain con-
ditions, the initial position in the middle field (96)-(96"):

(95) a. Diesen Mann glaube ich, haben wir schon &fters hier gésehen.
*Glaube ich, diesen Mann haben wir schon 6fters hier gese-
hen. : -

(95) a.- Diesen Mann — glaube ICH jedenfalls - haben wir schon 6fters
hier gesehen.

43Which, by the way, is also assumed by others, cf. especially Espinal (1991:758): /.../

the licensing of the host S as an argument of the disjunct (in the case of I guess, I think,
etc.) takes place not at any linguistic level of representation, but postsyntactically, when
the relevance of the information being processed is evaluated and access to discourse
information allows argument places to be filled.” .
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b. *Glaube ICH jedenfalls — diesen Mann haben wir schon &fters
hier gesehen.
(96) a. *DIESen Mann hat glaub ich, er besuchen Wollen.
DIESen Mann hat glaub ich, unsere Kollegin besuchen wollen.
Diesen Mann hat glaub ich, ER besuchen wollen.
b. ??Erst GESTern hat glaub ich, thn ein Méadchen besucht.
Erst GESTern hat glaub ich, den Kerl ein Midchen besucht.
*DIESen Mann hat — glaub ICH jedenfalls — er besuchen wol-
len. .
DIESen Mann hat — glaub ICH jedenfalls — unsere Kollegin
besuchen wollen.
Diesen Mann hat — glaub ICH jedenfalls — ER besuchen wol-
len. _ L
b. ?7Erst GESTern hat — glaub ICH jedenfalls — ihn ein Médchen
besucht. L
Erst GESTern hat — glaub ICH jedenfalls — den Kerl ein Méad-
chen besucht. ‘

(96

P

While the data allow us to identify factors of potential influence — left- vs.
right-peripheral position in the initial field. (95)-(959, pre—Wackemage‘l
position vs. later pre-VP positions in the middle field, viz. the structural
makeup of this area (s. Lenerz 1993), the focus—bgckground structure o‘f
the host clause and/or its segmentation into intonational phrases (96)—(96_)
—, it is by no means cbvious, ow they come into play, and whether a uni-
tary explanation can be found. Answering these questions, however, is far
beyond the scope of this paper. The same goes for t'h.e question, whether
VIPs occur more happily in some parenthetical positions }han_m others,
and whether they differ from unintegrated parentheticals in this respect.
But even though the answer in both cases may very well ’pe; yes — VIPs
seem to be less acceptable in postfinite medial than final positions, the pre-
finite position to be more extensively usgd than either (s. also 3.5), -and
unintegrated parentheticals may be better in medial than in final positions
—, this would be in no way incompatible with the pa:enthetlcal. anal_ysm of
EV2-constructions and the proposed analysis of VIP-constructions in gen-
eral. What we should not forget is that the possible positions of insertion
may and do differ in integrating potential, about which we know so far
very little. .

6.3.2. A case in point is the prefinite position, whose integrating poter'ma} :
seems to be unusually high. This is borne out by ‘conjuncu(,)n-a}dve;blals‘ |
like (97) also licensed in this position, yv_hlch_ ‘amalgamate’ with (1f not:

cliticize to) the head occupant of the initial field to form one constituent
(98). Likewise, modal particles may amalgamate to wh-phrases in this
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position '(99), whereas wh-phrases in situ do not readily allow amalgama-
tion of either type of element (100). That indeed one constituent is formed
is shown by their being able to be left-dislocated (101); moreover, the
amalgamation process can be reiterated (102). ’

97) aber, jedoch, indessen, schlieBlich, jedenfalls, ...
(98) a. Hans aber/jedenfalls/ ... wohnt in Bonn. ’
b.  Wo aber/jedenfalls/... wohnt Hans seit 1992?
(99) Wen nur/schon/denn/... wird er fiir diesen Job anstellen?
(100) a. ??Wann will es [wer aber] dem Freund sagen?
b. ??Wann will es [wer schon] dem Freund sagen?
(101). [Die Arbeiter von VW jedenfalls/aber/...];, (die;) fordern ein-
fach zuviel. ;
(102) a. Was denn aber soll man tun?.
b. Wen denn nur wird er anstellen?

It will be obvious that VIPs in prefinite positi i
L ] position behave exactly like these
elements: Just like them, they join the preceding phrase to form one con-

_stituent (103), the process may be reiterated (s. above 3.3), and left-dis-

location of the resulting constituent is possible (104):

(103) a. Hans glaubt sie/scheint es ... wohnt in Bonn.
b.  Wo glaubt sie/scheint es ... wohnt Hans seit 199272
(104) [Die Arbeiter von VW glaube ich/scheint es ...}Ji, (die;) fordern
einfach zuviel. ‘

- Note that VIPs may not cooccur with the pronouns man and nonreferential

es in the initial field, cf. (105a) vs (105b). But neither ma j

. 1 , . . y the conjunc-
t10n-gdverb1a1s (105c), so the fact that expletive viz. nonreferential esJ can-
not be extracted from daf-clauses either (106),44 cannot be used as a be-
lated argument pro extraction analysis of EV2-constructions.

(105) a. Es handelt sich glaubt er, um ein unlésbares Problem.
b. *Es glaubt er, handelt sich um ein unlsbares Problem.

c.  *Es aber/schlieBlich/... handelt sich um ein unldsbares
Problem.

{106) *Esj glaubt er, daB tj sich um ein unldsbares Problem handelt.

6.3.3. Concerning the grammatical status of VIPs, the parallelism be-

‘tween conjunction adverbials and VIPs illustrated in 6.3.2 suggests that

Tam Hldebted to ChIlS W lldeI .C., S. al; o W de 99 0} y
S S il
(p r 1 3) f dIang my attention to
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their status may be the same. This, however, is immediately falsified by
looking at the initial field and the final position: Conjunction adverbials
may, by themselves, occupy the former, but not the latter, with VIPs it is
just the other way around.

On the other hand, VIPs seem to be similar enough in meaning and
function to sentence adverbials like (107),

(107) anscheinend, vermutlich, ihres Erachtens, laut Karl, meiner/Pauls
Meinung nach, ihm zufolge, ...

to suggest classing them together into one category. For the English coun-
terparts, this is often taken more or less for granted, the crucial evidence
being that they pattern in fact alike (s. Rardin 1975, Stillings 1975,
Jackendoff 1972:94ff., Emonds 1976:43ff., McCawley 1982). This has
also led to the proposal to treat parentheticals as S-adverbials (s. especially
Jackendoff:ibid.).

In German, however, the distribution of VIPs and comparable sentence
adverbials differs in important respects: Whereas VIPs may occur in pre-
finite and final position, sentence adverbials like (107) may not, cf. (108),
and judging from cases in which VIPs have developed into adverbiais, cf.
scheint es > scheins in Hessian German, this difference seems to be sys-
tematic, cf. (109):

(108) a. Hans hat damals in Bonn gewohnt #.
#:  glaub ich, scheint es, ..
*anscheinend, *vermutlich, ?*meines Erachtens, ...
b. Hans # hat damals in Bonn gewohnt.
# glaub ich, Vscheint es, ...
*anscheinend, *vermutlich, *meines Erachtens, ...

(109) Hessian German:

a. Hans hat scheins/anscheinend/scheint es damals in Bonn ge-

wohnt.
b. Hans scheint es/?*anscheinend/*scheins hat damals in Bonn ge-

~wohnt.

If true, this is certainly a marked surface difference between English and
German. Only further research can tell, whether it reflects a genuine dif-
ference in adverbial or in parenthetical behaviour or in both, and whether
it plays any role in the comparative issues surrounding V2-extraction vs.
parenthetical constructions at all. For the time being, the safe conclusion is

that VIPs in German are a category sui generis — in the same way as so ‘

many subclasses of particles and modal words are, whose distributional
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features, if taken one by one, keep recurring, but taken in combination are
unique. - .

6.4. Conclusion

It seems that the various points in the grammar of VIPs taken up in this
section can all be settled in line with the parenthetical analysis of EV2-
constructions. Of course, since so little is known about the grammar of
VIPs and of parentheticals in general, my treatment of the relevant issues
was neither intended nor should be taken to be complete or conclusive. So
let me finish this section by just pointing out the two major general issues
still unsolved that may affect the description of any particular point in the
grammar of VIPs: ) :

One is at what level parentheticals, integrated or not, are inserted: Since
the bona fide levels of grammar are out of the question, is it the level at
which (or just before which) discourse relations between separate clauses
are computed? This is what is proposed by Espinal (1991), and is also
confirmed by the results of 4.3 above, but plausible though it seems, the
hard evidence does not seem to be all in yet.45

The other is how the various properties distinguishing VIPs from other
parentheticals — integration properties, object blocking accompanied by
exceptional argument satisfaction, ‘no topic’-clause type, absence of
syntactic complexity — are connected, and how they interact to yield the
special pragmatic effect these parentheticals have. Since integrated wie-and
so-parentheticals have overlapping properties, including the ban on
syntactic complexity,#6 and also yield overlapping pragmatic effects, this

45Hard evidence relevant to the issue of levels might be provided by closely comparing
the binding behaviour in parenthetical constructions with binding data in bona fide
sentence grammar vs. discourse constellations. — Also interesting in this regard is the fact
that initial VIP-position is possible in Fopic-Drop constellations, cf. (i), showing either
that Topic-Drop — a quite superficial phenomenon — is ordered after parenthetical insertion,
or that the level on which the latter takes place is still sensitive to the distinction between
‘nothing’ and ‘zero’ caused by ellipsis. However, since unintegrated parentheticals are still
out, cf. (ii), it is impossible to draw any interesting conclusions without taking many
additional factors into account.

(i) [Was ist mit seinen Hausaufgaben‘f é] Glaub ich, hat er schon erledigt.

(i) = [Was ist mit seinen Hausaufgaben? -] *Glaub ICH jedenfalls, hat er schon erledigt.
46The observations concerning the lack of embedding VIPs, s. 4.4, can be reduplicated
with so-/wie-IPs:

(®  *Wie Hans vermutet, alle meinten gestern, kommt Fritz nicht.
?*Fritz kommt, wie du weiBt, daB Peter sagt, morgen nicht zu uns.

(i) *Fritz kommt, so glaubt Hans, alle meinten gestern, nicht zu uns.
?*Fritz kommt, so glaubt Hans, daB alle meinen, nicht zu uns.
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cannot be just coincidencf_/, but the way in which certain factors come into
' i from obvious.

plag;sspg?; these lacunae, however, it might have become evic}ent that _ther‘e
is hope for a consistent account of the grammar of parentheticals _Whlch is
not only in line with the VIP-analysis prqposed for EV2—cqnstruct10n_s, b}lt
also provides a suitable basis for deriving their pragmatic properties in
general. Since this is something one should (and‘ can only) expect from an
analysis that is grammatically correct, I take this as a f%nal touch of evi-
dence for the parenthetical analysis of EV2-constructions I haye been
defending in this paper.

7. Final remarks
The results of this paper can be summarized as follows:

@ EV2-constructions are prefinite VIP-constructions rather than ex-
traction constructions, . o doi

()  aconsistent account of the grammar anfi pragmatics of VIPs doing
justice also to EV2-constructions is feasible, .

(iii)  there is no extraction from verb-second clauses in German ‘Fo be
accounted for in core grammar at all.

] equences of ()-(iii) are considerable: )

Thl(::iis?c?ssir?ce the pem(ﬂ)ia(rities of the purporteq V2-extraction haye figured
prominently in many syntactic argumentations (s. 2.2), quite a few
theoretical and/or descriptive proposals will have to be scrapped or re-
Vlsggéond, there are comparative consequences: Since closely rqlgted lan-
guages like English and Swedish do have extraction from bar.e finite com-
plements that are functionally equivalent to EV2-constructions, but not

4TThis i ecially true for the ban on complexity (s. also fn.46). Its simplest explanation
wiﬁ%éﬁ? courssé, that it is processuaily linked to integration: producing or pe;tce;;\imi
parentheticals as integrated presupposes their being short. Although there lst}feti a;l : Zr a
tendency to this effect, it does not reaily explain why short embedding parenthetic

still markedly worse than longer simple ones, cf. (i)-(ii): ~

i *Hans glaub ich sie denkt ist diimmer ais die Polizei erlaubt.
® V*I-%gnsg glaub ich, daB sie denkt ist diimmer als die Polizei erlaubt.
(i) Hans glaub ich sagen zu miissen, ist dimmer a%s die _Pol_1ze1 erlaubt.
Hans hat man immer gedacht, ist diimmer als die Polizei erlaubt.

Hence, a more structural explanation seems to be called for. An intrigning idea is to try to

reduce object blocking and the ban on complexity, which is also a sort of object blocking,
to one factor, but so far I do not see, how this could be made to work. .
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from complements with ‘main clause’ word order, in the light of (iii)
many comparative issues concerning clause structure, subordination and
extraction in Germanic languages will have to be reformulated, and the re-
spective results of previous research reconsidered. )

Third, and closer to home, if (iii) is correct, the ‘complement’ status of
embedded verb-second clauses in German is called into question. ¢S. Reis
1995). .

_ Fourth, inasmuch as (ii) is convincing, there are a number of interesting
descriptive proposals concerning the little-known grammar and pragmatics

.. of parentheticals as well as a nonstructural supplement to the theta-cri-

terion, that have (i.a.) the VIP-data going for them, but are waiting for
confirmation on a larger scale. .

Fifth, in arguing for (i)-(iii), 'we did not only gain a better picture of
the syntactic and pragmatic differences between parenthetical and
extraction constructions, but also of some remarkable points of contact:

- The semantic and pragmatic factors defining VIPs and bridge expressions

largely overlap, VIP- and extraction constructions often behave as variants
of each other not only in terms of use (5.1£.), but also in more

- grammatical terms (4.5), and certain constructions, in particular the

interrogative was-construction,48 seem to share salient properties of both.
Since these similarities cannot be predicted from the different structures in
question, they constitute a problem of explanation that has so far gone un-
noticed and may be hard to handle unless functional as well as con-

-struction-specific notions are given some of the attention they traditionally

enjoyed. Clarifying this issue, however, clearly requires a lot of further
research, as do the other issues the consequences listed in this final section

, give rise to. So for the moment, I have to leave it at that.
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