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One of the most familiar features of Germanic languages is the
position of the finite verb:

The finite verb must be the second immediate constituent of the S
in which it occurs.

We will call this the Verb-second Constraint (V/2).! V/2 is perhaps
most familiar as a characteristic of main clauses in German and
Dutch. It also applies to embedded tensed clauses as well as main
clauses in Icelandic and Yiddish. With some minor qualifications
concerning the placement of adverbs, this is also true of other
Scandinavian languages; however we have not investigated the
syntax of these languages deeply enough to know if the V/2 position
is basic and the adverb preposed, or vice versa. Only in English has
V/2 been lost, leaving only traces, for example, in the inversion of
subject and auxiliary required after fronted negative adverbs? (but
not in direct wh-questions, according to our hypothesis). We believe
that V/2 is an important typological characteristic of the Germanic
languages. Our preliminary study of this constraint has led to a
variety of theoretically interesting questions which we will illustrate
here with reference to Icelandic. The proper formulation of V/2 in
Icelandic has implications for the theory of filters in syntax in two
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256 Germanic Word Order and Surface Filters

of (1) direct wh-questions, (2) Left Dislocation and (3) embedded
scntences with extracted subjects. In the second half, we turn to the
question of how this constraint should be stated and its implications
for the theory of filters.

1. The V{2 Constraint and Tts Consequences in Icelandic

In Icelandic. the unmarked word order in tensed declarative clauses
1s SVO, as illustrated in (1). The finite verbs are in bold type.

(1) Hun sagdi mér ad hun heféi unnid ad braarsmidi i sumar.
She said [to} me that she had worked at bridge building
SHmmers. A

Icelandic also allows Topicalisation® to occur freely in embedded
clauses, as tliustrated in (2).

(2) a. Hin sagdi ad i sumar hefdi hin unnid ad bruarsmidi.
b. Eg held ad smalann muni troll taka a morgun.
I think that the-shepherd-[acc] will trolls take tomorrow.

When Topicalisation applies in embedded clauses, the subject and
finite verb must be inverted; if no inversion occurs, the sentences are
ungrammatical, as shown in (2'):

(2°) a. *Hun sagdi ad i sumar hun hefdi unnid ad briarsmidi.
b. *Eg held a0 smalann troll muni taka 4 morgun.

The same is true, of course, in main clauses. This fact is easily
accounted for by assuming that the same principle (V/2) governs
word order in both main and embedded clauscs. This assumption
has intcresting consequences for the syntactic analysis of Germanic
languages, and for linguistic theory as well; these consequences are
discusscd below, as we turn to our account of two constructions
which full outside the V/2 principle: wh-questions and Left
Dislocation.

1.l Wh-fronting

While Topicalisation in embedded clauses triggers inversion, wh-
fronting in embedded clauses does not, as shown by the contrast in
the word order of embedded clauses between (2) and (3):

Germanic Word Order and Surface Filters 257

(3) a. Hann spurdi hvenzr hun hefdi unnid bruarsmidi.
He asked when she had worked at bridge building.
b. Hann spurdi hvern troll myndu taka & morgun.
[acc]
He asked who trolls would take tomorrow.

If SVI applies in the embedded clauses, then the sentences are
ungrammatical as illustrated in (3'):

(3') a. *Hann spurdi hvenar hefdi hiin unnid ad braarsmidi.
He asked when had she worked at bridge building.
b. *Hann spurdi hvern myndu troll taka 4 morgun.
He asked who would trolls take tomorrow.

We can account for this difference by assuming that the derived
structure of indirect questions and embedded Topicalisations are as
shown in the diagrams in (4):

(4) a. Wh-fronting b. Topicalisation
S S
/\
PN coMP s
Wh 3 TOFIC  $
COMP S

A
\
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J

The facts then follow if S (and not §) is the domain of the V2
Constraint. Wec assumc that wh-fronting involves Chomsky-
adjunction of the wh-word to S as shown in (4a). Support for this
comes from the fact that in all Germanic languages which aliow w/-
words to co-occur with the complementiser, this is the observed
order. This is possible in OE and ME, Olce, in Swedish, and in some
dialects of Dutch. Not only can the wh-words occur together with
that in these languages, but the that-clause following the fronted wh-
word behaves as one constituent as shown by the Dutch and
Swedish examples in (5):

(5) a. Piet heeft gevraagd wanncer en Marie heeft gezegd waar
dat we elkander gaan zien.
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Pete has asked when and Mary has said where that we will
see each ather

b. Pelle frigade var, och Eva frigade nir, som vi triffades.
Pelle asked where and Eva asked when COMP we met.

(The Dutch example is in standard spelling but the word choice and
grammar is in the dialect of South Brabant.) One of the better
supported constraints on movement rules is that only constituents
can be moved. If we assume that this principle is respected by Right
Node Raising, as argued by Bresnan (1974), the examples in (5)
show that the rhar-clauses are constituents.* Note that in ail of these
examples the Topicalised constituent always follows rather than
precedes the complementiser. Note also that we are not assuming a
Wh Movement analysis of Topicalisation, since it is inconsistent
with the word order facts. We will return to this below.

1.2 Direct Wh-questions in Icelandic

Direct questions do not exhibit the same word order as indirect
questions, If the wh-word is adjoined to the § node, and we assume
that main clauses are derived in parallel fashion, then the non-
embedded counterparts 1o the sentences in (3) have the derived
structures shown in (6):

(6) a. [g Hvenar [s hefur hun unnid ad briarsmidi})?
When has she worked at bridge building?
b. [s Hvern [s munu tréll taka a morgun]]?
Who will trolls take tomorrow?

Then the verb will be the first constituent in direct wh-questions at
the level of S, apparently violating V/2.

1.2.1 Word Order in Direct Questions. In Dutch and German, where
V/2 applies to main clauses only, it has generally been assumed
that the V2 Constraint accounts for the surface positions of the
verb in direct wh-questions as well as in declaratives. including
Topicalisations, as shown in (7):

(7) a. Wie zag zij gisteren?
Hho saw she resterday?
Wanncer zag zij Jan?
Wihen saw she John?

[PUSCR
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b. Jan zag zij gisteren,
John saw she yesterday.
Gisteren zag zij Jan.
Yesterday saw she John.

This indicates that the word order in declaratives and wh-questions
reflects a single generalisation, and implies that the V/2 Constraint
applies at the S level in order to include the fronted wh-word in its
domain.

But our analysis of Icelandic accounts for V/2 in embedded
clauses by assigning different derived structure to wh-questions and
Topicalisations, such that the fronted wh-phrase is outside S while
the Topicalised constituent remains under S.

(8) a. Eg spurdi hvenzr [s hun hefdi s¢d Jon].
I asked when [s she had seen John).
b. Eg held ad [s i gar hafi han séd Jon).
f think that [s yesterday has she seen John).

Assume that main clauses are derived in parallel fashion; then the
non-embedded counterparts to the sentences in (8) have the derived
structures shown in (9):

9 a. Wh-question b. Topicalisation
/S\ /S\
Hvener S TOPIC

/X/S\

[ ger hefur hun séd Jon

N

hafdi hin sed Jon

Then direct wh-questions (but not Topicalisations) are an exception
to the V/2 Constraint since they are verb-initial at the level of S.
(Remember that there is no Subject-Verb Inversion in indirect
questions.)

However another generalisation about the position of the tensed
verb will capture all the facts quite naturally: V/2 order applied to
declaratives (and embedded clauses) but V/1 order applied to all
direct questions, both wh-questions and yes-no questions. The
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domain of both word order constraints is S and not §, and the same
Subject-Verb Inversion rule applies in both wh- and yes-no ques-
tions, putting the verb in S-initial position.

This generalisation has several interesting consequences. First, the
difference in word order between wh-questions and Topicalised
sentences in English is explained by the fact that English does not
have a V/2 Constraint, but does have a Subject-Aux Inversion rule.
Secondly. the fact that Topicalisation and direct questions cannot
co-occur in the same S is explained by the conflict in word order
frames. Topicalisation would make it impossible to respect the V/I
frame for direct questions,

{10) *[s John [s saw she yesterday]]?

Assuming that the domain of the word order frames is the topmost S
in an S-over-S derived structure, then V/2 and V/1 cannot both be
satisfied simultaneously.

Our analysis claims that the word order in wh-questions and yes-
no questions reflects a single generalisation, whereas the word order
in declaratives and wh-questions does not. We predict that the word
order in declaratives will thange independently of the word order in
wi-questions. This prediction is supported by the diachronic evi-
dence from within Germanic, since this is exactly what happened in
English. While V/2 was not an absolute rule in OE, the tendency was
for the finite verb to be in second position in main clauses. This
tendency was lost for declaratives as illustrated in (1la). In wh-
questions, however, the verb still directly follows the wih-phrase in
what has traditionally been considered second position.*

(11) a. John she saw yesterday.
b. Who did shc see yesterday?

But as we have suggested. this can also be considered ‘first position”
at the level of S. The word order for questions in Germanic has
always been V/1 at the level of S (this includes wh-questions in our
analysis), whatever the position of the verb in declarative main
clauses (sec e.g.. Behaghel, 1932). In fact, in the very oldest records
the verb tended to be clause-final (or at least later than second
position) in declaratives, but not in wh-questions.
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1.3 Topicalisation and Left Dislocation

Let us now return to the derived constituent structure of Topicalised
sentences. Many analyses of fronting rules in the recent literature,
e.g. Emonds (1976), Bowers (1976), Léwenstamm (1977), attempt to
collapse wh-fronting with Topicalisation as two instances of COMP-
substitution. But such analyses cannot account for the word order
facts in Icelandic without completely ad hoc restrictions on SVI or
surface filters having the effect of preventing SVI from applying in
embedded clauses just in case COMP contains a wh-phrasc. This will
not only be true for Icelandic, but also of Yiddish, where V/2 applies
to embedded clauses.

The word order facts also bear on another proposal concerning
the structure of Topicalisation. Chomsky (1977) ‘On Wh
Movement’, gives the same derived constituent structure to
Topicalisation and Left Dislocation as shown in (12), and distin-
guishes them only by the fact that Wh Movement has applied in
the case of Topicalisation, moving a wh-pronoun into COMP-
position, and subsequently deleting it there. For this Wi Movement
analysis of Topicalisation there is no direct evidence, but it is
supposed to explain the fact that Topicalisation obeys island
constraints, whereas Left Dislocation does not, as observed by Ross.

(12) 5 2
TOPIC S
CO)MP S
[+WH]
/L |
0

In Chomsky's current framework, all constructions that obey island
constraints are analysed as instances of Wh Movement.
An example of Left Dislocation in Icelandic is given in (13).
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(13) Smalinn;, ég held ad troll muni taka hann; 2 morgun
Shepherd-the [nom), [ think that trolls will take him
tomaorrow.

We sce that the Left Dislocated constituent does not count for the
Verb-Second Constraint. This is also true of German and Dutch, as
was pointed out by van Riemsdijk and Zwarts (1974). Our analysis
for Left Dislocation in Icelandic is exactly the same as for those
languages: namely, the Left Dislocated constituent is not a part of
the S, but instead is base-gencrated under some loosely connected
node® as shown in (14), where S is a root S.

(14) Left Dislocation:

L.D. S

This structure predicts that in a declarative, inversion after Left
Dislocation is ungrammatical, which is the case, as shown in (15):

(15) *Smalinn, held ég ad tr6)l muni taka hann; a morgun.
The shepherd think I that trolls will take him tomorrow.

When, as in Chomsky's analysis, Left Dislocation and
Topicalisation have the same structure, it is not possible to account
for the difference in word order: for Left Dislocation the domain of
the Verb-second Constraint has to be the S-node in (12), whereas for
Topicalisation, the domain must be 8. One might attempt to link the
difference to the presence of some feature [ +wh], since this is, under
Chomsky’s analysis. the only distinction between Left Dislocation
and Topicalisation. But this use of features gives the wrong result, as
can be scen by looking at embedded questions. Embedded questions
must have the feature [+ wh], but there is no inversion inside S; that
same feature [+wh] would have to trigger inversion in the case of
Topicahsation.

There are many systematic differences between Topicalisation and
Left Dislocation in Icelandic which argue against collapsing them.
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For example, Topicalisation is common in embedded clauses, but
Left Dislocation is impossible. The many differences noted by van
Riemsdijk and Zwarts (1974) for Dutch are true of Icelandic as well.
However since this question is not directly relevant to the theory of
filters, we simply summarise the differences in table (16). The only
criterion which needs explanation is the restriction on dummy baf.S.
Since dummy pad occurs only in S-initial position in Icelandic, it 1s
incompatible with Topicalisation, but of course, can occur as the
initial constituent after the Left Dislocated element in the structure
shown in figure (14).

(16) Topicalisation LD
Can occur in embedded S? yes no
Contains a resumptive
pronoun?’ no yes
Initial C followed by
complete §? no yes
Initial C counts for
v/2? yes no
Case of initial NP? varies nominative
Can initial C be any
nontensed C? yes no
Can initial C be
indefinite? yes no®
Can initial C be part
of an idiom? yes no
Can initial C be
reflexive/reciprocal? yes no
Can dummy pad occur? no yes
Initial C followed by
interrogative? no yes
Can initial C be followed
by imperative? no yes
Obeys island constraints? yes no

1.4 Embedded Clauses with Extracted Subjects

We have argued that V/2 is a constraint on ali tensed declarqtive
clauses in Icelandic, that wh-questions as well as yes-no questions
have V/1 word order, and that Left Dislocation is accounted for by
analysing it as shown in (14). There remains one clause type to be
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accounted. for: the case of embedded clauses whose subjects are
extracted in a later cycle. In the examples shown in (17), the finite
verb appears as the first constituent in the embedded S.

(17) a. Hver heldur pa ad 5 se kominn til Reykjavikur]?

Who think you that was come to Reykjavik?

b. petta cr madurinn, sem peir segja ad [s __hafi framid
glepinn].
This is the-man that they say that
the-crime.

c. petta sverd heldur konungurinn ad [s
galdrasverd].
This sword thinks the-king that

has committed

se

is a-magic-sword.

We have argued elsewhere (Maling and Zaenen, 1977, 1978) that
such sentences can be explained by counting the trace left by Wh
Movement or other extraction rules as the first constituent for the
V2 Constraint. Note that this explanation implies a distinction
between the traces left by ‘extraction rules’ and those left by NP
Movement rules, since the latter do not count for V/2, as we have
shown in Maling and Zaenen (1978). The distinction between these
two rules classes goes back at least as early as Ross. Bresnan’s (1976)
framework of Realistic Grammar makes exactly this prediction for
t.racc' theory. Another point of interest in sentences like those in (17)
lies in the observation that Icelandic lacks the ‘Fixed Subject
Constraint’, even though personal pronoun subjects are obligatory.
Hence Icelandic provides a counter-example to the surface filter
shown in (18), which Chomsky and Lasnik (1977) proposed as a
linguistic universal.

(18) *[s that [np €] ...] unless S or its trace is in the context:
[np NP .
(=C&L (68))

Chomsk.y and Lasnik restate as shown in (19) 'a cross-linguistic
correlation originally proposed by Perlmutter (1971):°

(19) The filter (68} is valid for all languages that do not have a
rule of Subject-Pronoun Deletion, and only these.
(=C&L (71))

Germanic Word Order and Surface Filters 265

They claim that trace theory thus explains the cross-linguistic
correlation. The crucial assumption here is that an independently
motivated rule of Subject-Pronoun Dcletion will apply to the
structure referred to in filter (18), converting (20a) into (20b):

20) a. 5 b. S

< /\ ™~
that S that S

VANEERVAN
thus erasing the trace left by any rule which has extracted the
subject, and leaving filter (18) with nothing to reject. Their assump-
tion is that *... deletion removes a category and its contents’, (p. 453)
whereas movement rules leave a category and a trace behind.

Now in Icelandic, wh-questions, rclative clauses, clefts and Topi-
calisations all allow extraction of subject NPs immediately adjacent
to the COMP aé ‘that’; in fact, deletion of ad is only marginally
possible and is certainly no better in the case of extracted subjects.
But since personal pronoun subjects are obligatory in Icelandic,
there is no independently motivated Pro-drop rule which can be used
to account for the grammaticality of subject extraction. Moreover,
Jeelandic is not the only Germanic language which lacks the Fixed
Subject Constraint. So does Old English (as noted by Allen [977),
as well as most dialects of Dutch and Norwegian; on the other
hand, English, Danish and Swedish all obey the Fixed Subject
Constraint. In Maling and Zaenen (1978) we suggest that the correct
cross-linguistic correlation is between violations of the FSC and
having dummy subjects which are not always present in surface
structure. But we also show that violations of the FSC cannot be
attributed to the application of an indepcndently motivated Dummy
Pro-drop rule in the manner suggested by Chomsky and Lasnik.
since the dummy subject is not present at any stage in the derivation
of such sentences. We show furthermore, that postulating an ad hoc
trace deletion rule will not work in Icelandic. Presumably such a
trace-deletion rule would be postulated under analogy with a rule
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deleting dummy subjects (for if there are no constraints on postulat-
ing trace-deletion rules, then filter (18) has no explanatory value
whatsoever). We argue that the existence of such a dummy-subject-
delction rule in Icelandic is dubious; but assuming that it could be
motivated, then a trace-deletion rule will quietly remove the offen-
ding tracc in (20a) without going through an intermediate stage with
dummy subject. However, this will not work. Note that those clauses
with extracted subjects in (17) also violate the V/2 Constraint, since
the embedded clauses are verb-initial rather than V/2. Yet these are
clauses where one would expect V/2 order. If a nonsubject NP is
extracted from an embedded clause, then V/2 is the only grammati-
cal order, as illustrated in (21): '

(21) a. Hverjum heldur pu ad [g Olafur hafi hjalpad 1?
who-dat. do you think that Olaf has helped
b. *Hverjum heldur bi ad [s hafi Olafur hjalpad ]?

Only in the casc of extracted subjects is the verb in clause-initial
position. The explanation is, we think, clear: the trace of the
extracted subject must count as filling first position in the embedded
clause. If the traces left by extraction rules are visible to surface
filters, then these clauses will not violate V/2, and we can maintain
V2 as a generalisation about Icelandic word order in tensed clauses.
This solution lcads to a contradiction for anyone who wants to
muaintain the universality of filter (18): deleting subject traces will not
work because the very traces which violate filter (18) are needed to
satisfy the V/2 filter. Clearly the grammar of Icelandic cannot
contain hoth surface filters simultaneously. Since V/2 is so much
more intuitive and simple, surely it is the filter of choice. For a more
complete discussion of the role of V/2 in Icelandic, see Maling and
Zacnen (1978).

The picture. as we see it, is thus as follows: Icelandic declarative
sentences have the tensed verb in second position, whereas direct
questions have the verb in first position. The difference is linked to
the ‘direct speech act’ that the sentence is supposed to perform:
statcments are V/2; requests for information are V/1, as are orders
(i.c.. imperatives), which we have not discussed here.'® Indirect
questions are. of course. not requests for information.

2. The discussion above demonstrates clearly that V/2 is a real
genceralisation abowt Icelandic word order, and that any apparent
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counter-examples can be accounted for in a straightforward and
insightful way. We now turn to the problem of how the grammar
will effect V/2.

2.1 V]2 can be achieved in different ways; we will discuss two
possibilities. First, that V/2 is a syntactic ‘conspiracy’ and second,
that it is a surface filter. According to the conspiracy view, V/2 is not
really a part of the grammar, but rather some kind of meta-
statement. The verb ends up in second position because the rules
‘conspire’ to get it there when they apply in the right way. To make
this conspiracy work, it is obviously necessary to make use of rule
conditions; obligatoriness, contextual dependencies and rule order-
ing. The main rules to be considered in this regard are
Topicalisation, SVI and pad-insertion. Let’s assume the usual
formulations of Topicalisation and SVI, and assume that pad-
insertion inserts a dummy pad in sentence-initial position if nothing
precedes the verb. The relevant fact about Icelandic is that d.ummy
pad does not undergo SVI; this is illustrated by the sentences in (22):

(22) a. bad var mikill snjor 4 jordinni.
There was much snow on the-ground.
b. | ger var (*pad) mikill snjor a jordinni.
Yesterday was (there) much snow on the-ground.
c. Var (*pad) mikill snjor a jérdinni?
Was (there) much snow on the-ground?
d. Hvad var (*pad) a jordinni?
What was ( there) on the-ground?

Consider first the interaction of Topicalisation and SVI: it is clear
that the application of just one of these two rules will give
ungrammatical declarative Ss; either both rules must apply. or
neither. Therefore we need to impose both rule ordering and
obligatoriness. Since dummy pad occurs only i'n sentcnce-fnitial
position, Topicalisation cannot apply if pad-insertion has 'flppheq. It
will not do to simply prevent SVI from applying twice in a given
clause, because impersonal passives are generated with empty
subject nodes, and hence pad must be inserted in such sentences even
though SV has not applied. '

It is clear that there are several ways of stating and ordering thgse
three rules to obtain the right results, but they all require extensive
use of rule conditions.
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As observed in Williams (1977, 1980) this type of complexity in
the transformational component can be avoided by associatin
word order templates directly with utterance types. A straightg—
forwnrd way to do so, is the use of positive surface filters. The most
important of these is V/2 formulated in (23). (See note 1'3 below.)

(23) [s iv ...} where C is any constituent, and V is the finite
verb.

Then thc.lhrec transformations above can be stated simply, can
apply optlpnally and in any order. Any output which doesn’t‘meet
the canonical form given in (23) above will be filtered out. We
assume that the relevant S node in a Topicalised structure su;:h as
(4&7) \ylll be picked out according to some version of the A-over-A
Principle, defined in terms of immediate dominance (cf. Sag (1976))
or chc_r notion that will correctly choose the highest S i}
Topicalisation is formulated in terms of Chomsky-adjunction to a
h:}sc-gcneralted S-node. The ungrammatical strings shown in (24)
will of course be generated by the grammar but will be filtered out.

{2) a. [gV..] b. [sCCV..]

(24a) will be generated if only SVI applies; we assume that it is also
the ‘bus.c-gcjncralcd structure for impersonal passives, and either
Toplcuhs?llmn or pad-insertion must apply in order t;) produce a
gmn.\mutlcal sentence. (24b) will be generated if Topicalisation
ﬂppl'les ' hu-l SVI doesn’t, or else if both pad-insertion and
Topicalisation apply. A further interpretive rule will throw out the

case of pad-insertion plus a definite NP ([pad V NP ...}); this rule

will be needed in any case. el

_Thc gnly problem is lhat-not all rule conditions can be eliminated
with this approach:' pad-insertion still has to apply at the end of the
cycle, to prevent it from feeding SVI. and thus generating the

sentences in (22b.d). which are ungrammati
satisfy the V/2 filter (23). g atical even though they

2.2 There are three ways to avoid this use of ordering. The first is to
assume that bad is not inserted to fill the subject node, so that SVI
wull. not apply to it; pad might instead be inserted as a’ sister to the
subject node. Note that in our framework pad does not function to
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cover improperly-bound subject traces since we assume that cyclic
NP Movement rules do not leave traces.

The second alternative: extrinsic ordering of SVI with respect to
pad-insertion in Icelandic could also be avoided by assuming that
Icelandic is VSO in underlying structure, because under this assump-
tion there is no need for a rule of SVI, and hence no ordering
problem. If both pad-insertion and Topicalisation apply, the result-
ing sentence will be filtered out by the V/2 filter. There are two
problems with the VSO analysis of Icelandic: first, it makes the
implausible claim that the underlying order is that of questions
rather than declaratives, and secondly, the Topicalisation of subject
NPs will not create an island, whereas the Topicalisation of any

nonsubject NP does.

(25)  Hvar heldur pa ad Egill hafi s¢3 Olaf?
(nom.)
*Hvar heldur pit ad Olaf hafi Egill s¢07
(acc.)
Where think you that Egil has seen Olaf?

Note that the VSO analysis of lcelandic does not solve the problem
of filter (12) that we discussed above. If V/2is a surface constraint, it
needs the trace between the COMP-node and the V; in other words,
the order has to be V/2 at the end of the embedded cycle.

The third way to avoid extrinsic rule ordering is to investigate the
possibility of making a principled distinction between trans-
formations that move a constituent, and rules which insert specified
lexical items. We suggest that the theory of grammar order such
insertion rules after all movement rules. Then the fact that pad-
insertion applies after SV1 will be a consequence of the theory rather
than an extrinsic ordering condition. This seems to us to be the most
plausible approach to avoiding extrinsic rule ordering in the gram-
mar; however, one neceds to see how this suggestion generalises to
languages such as English, where dummy there is a good input to
some movement transformations. It may be that in such languages
dummy-insertion is simply a node-filling operation. It has been
proposed that empty nodes can be moved around by transfor-
mations just as easily as filled ones (cf. for instance Breckenridge.
1975b). Then at the end of the cycle a kind of adjustment rule applies
that can insert dummies in emptly subject nodes.!' The kind of
adjustment that needs to be made is language-specific: in Icelandic,
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the surface structure must be adjusted to the canonical form of
tensed clauses. namely [C V ...]. In English the requirement is that
there be an overt subject in thar<lauses (and most but not all tensed
clauses: cf. Bresnan, 1972). Hence the adjustment rule for English
will insert a dummy r/ere into empty NP nodes directly dominated
by S (i.e. subject nodes). Such adjustment rules precede the appli-
cation of surface filters, and have the effect of saving a certain
number of otherwise legitimate derivations whose only problem is
not having produced an acceptable surface configuration for that
language.

We conclude that stating V/2 as a surface filter greatly simplifies
the transformational component of the grammar, by allowing rule
conditions to be eliminated. Moreover, it has the advantage of
capturing this generalisation about word order directly, whereas the
conspiracy approach has to relegate it to a meta-level. Since the V/2
Constraint is an important part of the linguistic knowledge of the
native speaker, it seems preferable to state it directly.

3. However, the addition of surface structure constraints to linguis-
tic theory raises the problem of how to constrain the constraints
themselves. As is well known from discussions in the literature, from
Jonathan Swift (Gulliver's Travels, Part 111, Ch.V) to David
Perlmutter (1971), and most recently in Chomsky and Lasnik
(1977), filters are a very powerful grammatical device. It is necessary
to constrain them in some way, to prevent them from being able to
do everything, and hence explain nothing. '

Chomsky and Lasnik have taken up the interesting line of
rescarch first suggested by Perlmutter (1971); they have shown that
surface filters can be used to restrict the power of grammars in other
ways, specifically by climinating rule conditions altogether. They
also make a first attempt to restrict the possible format of filters.
They tentatively propose (pp. 488-9) two characteristics of surface
filters which we believe to be untenable (although we agree that
filters should be ‘local’):

1. that filters deal only with properties of the complementiser
system;
2. that filters are stated negatively rather than positively.

We shall consider cach of these in turn. It is not clear what it means
to be “a property of the COMP system”. The strong interpretation of
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it would be that filters only apply to items actually irf COMP
position, or at least adjacent to COMP'position. While many
proposed filters do meet this characterisation. the V’Z constraint
does not. It can. of course. be reformuiated s 23 tn menter VP,

for example as shown in (26):

(26) [§COMP[sCV ..]]

where a COMP node is assumed to be present in root declaratiyes
when the filter applies. But this seem to be a weakening of the notion
‘property of the COMP system’. Other candida.tes for syntactic
surface filters are not so easily reformulated. Consider the ‘ﬁlters for
the order of clitic pronouns in Romance languages, in particular the
version proposed by Perlmutter for Spanish. Reformulated to
mention COMP, it would look as shown in (27):

(27) COMP [s NP se 11 1111 .. ]

Obviously the internal ordering of the clitic pronouns \Yith respect to
each other is not a property of the COMP system; noris it clear that
the position of the clitic sequence within the sentence should be so
considered. _ .

We suspect that there are word order constraints which are good
candidates for surface filter analysis and which have nothing to do
with the COMP, e.g., obligatory pied-piping could be accounted for
by a surface filter *[P 1]. '

The second characteristic of filters that Chomsky and Lasnik
propose is that they be stated negatively rather than positively. All
of the filters they considered were of the format

(28) *[, @1 .. @n), unless C, where: '
a. a is either a category or is left unspecified
b. ¢; is either a category or a terminal symbol
¢. C is some condition on (a, @1, .- @n)
(=C&L (184))

Unfortunately, as far as the distinction between 'posiuve' gnd
goes, this format is emptied of all possible emplexca]
-conditions on filters. If unless-conditions
iter can be reformulated into a
in (23).

negative filters
content by allowing unless
are allowed, then every positive fi or
negative filter. For example, we stated V/2 as a positive filter
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Without unless-conditions, the alternative to a positive filter is a
possibly infinite sct of negative filters as shown ih (29):

(29) {‘[s V X]
*sC"VX] fornz2

The number of negative filters necessary will depend on assumptions
about such questions as (i) when rules are to be collapsed (e.g. are
PP-fronting and NP-Topicalisation two rules or one?), (ii) whether a
fronting rule can apply more than once per cycle, and (iii) whether
certain adverbs can be base-generated in S-initial position (as has
been .argucd by Kuno. 1971). Whatever the answers to these
questions, it is likely that sequences of at least three preverbal
constitu.cnts can be generated in Icelandic, obviously two can be. By
comparing the negative format in (29) to the positive one in (23), it is
clear that the set of negative filters is less economical than a single
positive filter. Moreover, it simply misses the generalisation.

If. however, unless-conditions are allowed, then the positive V/2

ﬁltcrlian be reformulated as a single negative constraint as shown in
(30):

30 * vV . unless in the context [§C — ...]
[+ finite]

From this example, we see that certain syntactic generalisations can
best be captured by positive filters. Moreover, the positive filter
allows the generalisation to be stated without the use of unless-
Fonditions. So on empirical grounds. we would like to propose that
it is better to allow for positive filters; but as is clear from the
previous discussion, the issue does not have any real empirical
content as long as the theory does not exclude or at least severely
restrict the use of unless-conditions and other devices that allow the
r?formulmion of positive filters into negative ones (or vice versa).
:}(;; example, V/2 could be stated in a double negative form as in

3n *sCc  C..j
+V

-] =N

+tns

where (31) presupposes that there is only one tensed verb per clause.
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Unless such devices are well-motivated on independent grounds,
they contribute nothing to our understanding of the role of filters in
grammar. For similar reasons, it is necessary to exclude devices that
allow reformulation of non-local phenomena into local ones.

Let us assume that the theory can be constrained such that there is
an empirical difference between positive and negative filters. Is it in
that case desirable to limit the format of filters in such a way that
only negative filters are allowed, forcing a reanalysis of the data
presented above so that either no filters are used, or else the infinite
set in (29)? Our initial answer is no; a transformational account of
V/2 may well be possible, but as is clear from our discussion, we
think that the word order constraint presented here is a good
candidate for a syntactic filter. However, it is conceivable that some
meta-theoretical principle(s) would point to a different answer. The
most common of these principles to be invoked is based on the
probable mechanisms of language acquisition. Since very little is
known in this area, only very tentative remarks can be made. We
would, however, like to point out the following, which also points to
a negative answer to our question about the format of filters. It is
known that the manipulation of negations presents complications in
almost all learning processes. With respect to the problem at hand,
we can ask two questions:

1. Will the child, when presented with linguistic evidence of the
type we have described, come up with a positive or a negative
rule (filter)?

2. Will a negative rule, or a positive rule be easier to handle, i.e..
will it be easier to judge whether a sentence is grammatical or
not when it must be checked against a positive or a negative
rule?

A random selection from the voluminous literature on the subject
(see e.g. Johnson-Laird and Wason, 1977, for information) reveals
the following studies. A paper by Donaldson (1959) describes the
behaviour both of teenagers and adults when asked to construct
rules to match objects. The task could be performed with logically
equivalent sets of positive rules, negative rules or mixtures of both,
but the subjects were explicitly told that the use of a positive rule
‘cost more’ than the use of a negative one. In spite of this instruction,
the subjects did not eliminate positive rules: and when they used
negative rules, they tended to construct redundant rule systems.
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Another study (Evans, 1972) shows that when conditional rules are
given, and subjects have to draw inferences from them, the score on
valid inferences drops dramatically when the antecedent is negative
(i.c.. rules of the form 'if not p. then ..."). This seems to point to the
conclusion that negative rules are more difficult to work with. While
it is not clear how these findings and many others of a similar kind
carry over into linguistics and the learning of language, it is
implausible that our ‘unconscious’ intellectual manipulations are
diametrically opposed in this respect from the conscious ones. This
suggests that research strategies that try to restrict the format of
filters (or any type of linguistic rule) to negative statements without
being absolutely forced to do so by the data and/or important
theoretical considerations, are methodologically mistaken. It would
force us to translate linguistic generalisations into a form that makes
it a priori difficult to explain their acquisition.

4. We have shown that the format of filters proposed in C&L (1977)
is not well motivated on either theoretical or empirical grounds.
More positively we would like to suggest that one use of filters in
syntax is linked to wotd order frames associated with direct speech
acts.’? For Germanic languages, we have suggested that a V/I filter
is associated with requests for information and that a V/2 filter is
associated with declaratives. In the case of German and Dutch, this
V/2 filter is restricted to main clauses.

Notes

* We are indebted to Joan Bresnan, Ellen Prince and Henk van Riemsdijk for
comments and discussion, and especially to Hoskuldur Thrainsson for the Icelandic
data and discussion thereof. An earlier version of this paper was read at the
Amsterdam Colloquium on 7 April 1978; this paper remains essentially as written in
1978. and has not been revised in light of more recent developments in syntactic
theory e.g. in Chomsky's paper in this volume. Preparation of this paper was
supported in part by NSF Grant BNS 78-16522 to Brandeis University.

1. The precise formulation of V/2 depends on cerlain assumptions about the
nodes .AUX and VP, assumplions which determine whether the finite verb will itself
be an immediate constituent of S. If there is no VP-node, then the finite verb will be
the sccpnd immediate constituent of S. However. if therc is a VP-node, then V will not
be an immediate conslituent of § unless it is raised into AUX. Alternatively, V/2
could be reformulated to require that the finite verb directly follow the first immediate
constituent of S.

2. These remmnants of V.2 need further study.

1 We wil! use the term "Topicalisation’ to refer 10 the fronting of any major
sentence constituent (except wh-phrases) which does not leave behind a pronominal
copy. we leave open the question of whether such fronting processes are one rule or
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more than one. Maling (1980) shows that in addition to Topicalisation there is a
minor fronting rule which fronts past participles, predicate adjectives and certain
adverbials including verbal particles. This type of ‘Stylistic Inversion’ is characteristic
of Icelandic and Faroese as opposed to the other Scandinavian languages. Unlike
Topicalisation, it is clause-bounded, extremely common in embedded clauses. and
restricted to subjectless clauses of various kinds. Sce Maling (1980) for a fuller
characterisation of the difference between these 1wo fronting rules.

4, For another view on Right Node Raising and constituent structures, sec
Abbott (1976).

5. The complication of do-support is irrelevant to the position of the finite verb.

6. We adopl Ann Banfield's (1973) notation E for the nonrecursive initial node
(E for ‘expression’).

7. At first glance, sentences like (i) pose a problem for the extension of this
analysis to English, because they appear to be cases of Topicalisation out of direct
wh-questions.

(i) Yesterday, who did you visit first?

However, we think that such sentences are best analysed as cases of Left Dislocation
with deleted resumptive pronoun. Note that the Dutch and Icelandic translations of
such sentences have an obligatory pronoun then:

(i) a. Gisteren, wie heb je toen ecrst bezocht?
b. | ger. hvern heimsottirdu fyrst pa?
Yesterday, who did you visit then?
(iii) a. *Gisteren, wie heb je eerst bezocht?
b. *i ger, hvern heimsottirdu fyrst?

The same is trué of sentences with initial locative phrases:

(iv) a. In Parijs, wie heb je daar bezocht?
b. | Paris, hvern heimsottirdu par?
In Paris, who did you visit there’
(v) a. *In Parijs, wie heb je bezocht?
b. *i Paris, hvern heimsottirdu?

If our analysis of such sentences is correct. then it is clear that the appearance of the
resumptive pronoun is not the defining characteristic of the difference between LD
and Topicalisation in English. That the presence of absence of a pronoun is nol
universally linked to the difference between LD and Topicalisation is clear from the
discussion of the Italian cases in Cinque (1977).

These examples show that the Left-Dislocated element need not be a NP: a variety
of phrasal categories, including certain clauses and at least locative and temporal PPs
are possible. Our initial hypothesis is that the LD clement must be pronominalisable
by a one-word proform in the accompanying S.

(vi) a. *To John, I gave the book ro him.
b. John, 1 gave him the book.

This requirement would explain why locative and temporal PPs are possible LD
elements; precisely because they have suitable proforms, there and then.

8. This is not totally true in English, as was pointed out to us by Ellen Prince. Her
corpus from Terkel's Working includes the following examples:
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(i)  An old preacher down there, they augured under the grave where his wife
was buricd. (Studs Terkel (1974), Working, p. 44)

(ii) Onc woman [ had called early in the morning, she had just gotten out of the
hospital. (Ibid, p. 41)

Sce E. Prince (1978, 1979) for further details. 1t is not clear that the observation
carrics over to lcelandic and Dutch. We have been unable to find convincing
examples. but the question deserves further study.

9. Perimutter pointed out that Dutch is a counter-example to (19); therefore he
proposed only a onc-way implication: languages with subject-pronoun-deletion aliow
the sequence ‘that V ..." See Maling and Zaenen (1978) for a discussion of Dutch and
the proposed corrclation.

10. In fact. the notion ‘direct speech act’ is not totally adequate. Searle would
consider the following sentence to be a non-declarative direct speech act;

(i) [ request that you leave immediately.

But the syntactic form is that of a declarative in the languages under consideration.
We are tempted to sce this as an inadequacy in the distinctions made in theory of
speech acts. How this theory has to be articulated is not our concern here. It suffices
to observe that indirect speech acts are not relevant for the distinction that we want to
make, and that our distinction comes closc to the notion of direct speech act as it is
made on independent grounds: see e.g. Searle (1975).

11. It may not be possible to order dummy-insertion rules at a uniform point in
the grammar for all languages. Tn English, there-insertion appears to be cyclic, since
subject gaps created by extraction rules cannot be filled by there; moreover, if the rule
of Subject-to-Object Raising exists, then rhere-insertion must apply at the end of the
cycle. when the empty node is still subject, in order to account for sentences like (i):

(1) T expect there to be a problem.

(Dummy subjects occur in other nontensed clauses as well, e.g. There being a problem

..) In Icelandic. if there is no rule of Subject-to-Object Raising, then pad-insertion
could cither be cyclic or just optional at the end of the transformational component.
The picture is more complicated in Danish, in that some but not all subject gaps
created by extraction rules may be filled by the dummy der:

(i) Jeg kan ikke forestille mig. hvem (der) kan lide den slags musik!
I can’t imagine who ( there) could like that kind of music!
i) Her cr de digte, som lacreren spurgte os. hvem vi troede, (der) havde skrevet
dem.
_ Here are the poems that the teacher asked us who we thought had written them.

(iv) Hvem tror politiet, (der) begik forbrydelsen?
Who do the police think commitred the crime?

{(v) Flere mennesker karer Volvo end {,’0} karer Porsche.

More people drive Volvos than drive Porsches.
(vi) En mand som (?der) ikke drikker ...
A man that (who) doesn't drink ...

This use of der varies somewhat from dialect to dialect, but appears to be extending.
Al dialects aceept {and even prefer) der in sentences (i)-(iv). and reject comparatives
with unfitled subject gap asin (v). Only nonstandard dialects accept the sequence som
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der in relative clauses as in (vi), but this does suggest that in some languages, dummy
insertion may have to apply at the end of the transformational component rather than
cyclically. (We are gratefu} to Wera Hildebrand for discussion of the Basif facts.)

12. This possibility was pointed out to us by Henk van Riemsdijk and Joan
Bresnan.

13. This idea was presented orally by Williams in a talk at Harvard in the autumn
of 1977 during the period our paper was being written. The written version of
Williams paper (Williams, 1980) only became known to us two years after our paper
was finished. As the interested reader can verify for himself there are important
differences between the way Williams (1980) uses utterance typcs in English and our
positive surface filter for Icelandic. One basic idea however, is common to both
approaches namely that such templates can be used to eliminate rule ordering and
the necessity for obligatory rules.
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