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1 Introduction

The there-construction has traditionally been discusséiinithe context of unaccusativity, claiming that the \&rb
that allow there-insertion are unaccusative verbs, cfzBuf1986). However, due to the observation that in certain
languages, e.g. Scandinavian languages, unergative wittb@gentive subjects allow there-insertion, it has been
suggested that there-insertion is not an unaccusatiatyrdistic and that verbs allowing there-insertion form aenor
heterogeneous group, cf. e.g. Sveen (1996) and Ladrup Y2000

In the Scandinavian tradition, the focus has been on eshagj that in there-constructions, the logical subject is
a direct object, cf. Platzak (1983), Askedahl (1986), Vik(995) and Ladrup (2000). On the assumption that the
direct object position can only hold one constituent, tHasertion can occur only when there is not already a direct
object, i.e. with intransitive verbs, in effect giving usiatransitivy contraint on there-insertion.

In Danish we find a very heterogeneous group of verbs allotiage-insertion. Danish allows there-constructions
with both unaccusative and unergative intransitive vetbgain transitive verbs and passive verbs.

In this paper we wil focus on the group of transitive verbg #iw there-insertion in Danish. This group consti-
tutes an apparent exception to the intransitivity constran there-insertion. We want to argue that the distrilvutib
verbs in there-constructions is determined by a “locataaistraint. An important function of the there-constrocti
is to “locate” the logical subject referent at a locatioterally or metaphorically, the referent of the indirectexddj In
this way the constraint that there has to be a direct objegitipn available for the logical subject can be maintained.
See also Bresnan (1993) who proposes a similar constraititddocative inversion construction.

We will, in other words, show how various levels of linguistiescription act together to give an account of the
Danish there-construction. In particular, we will showtthath lexical semantics, grammatical relations and togyplo
together predict the set of verbs entering the there-coctsbin.

2 Transitive there-insertion verbs

In Danish we find a group of transitive verbs allowing thereertion. Examples are shown in (1).

(1) a. Der fulgte hametmeerkeligtheld.
Therefollowedhim a strange luck

b. Der mgdtehamdog noget  afetchok.
Theremet him howeversomethingfa shock

c. Der greb hendeetvanvittigtgnskeom atflyve af stedgennemuften.
Thereseizecher a crazy  wish abouttofly away throughair-the

d. Der ventedenendeengrim overraskelse.
Therewaited her anugly surprise

3 The object position

As mentioned above, a series of arguments that the logib@dlLis the direct object in there-constructions have been
put forward. Ladrup (2000) lists a number of them. One of tlgriments concerns the transitive verbs that allow
there-insertion. These are claimed to have a single indigect, and in there-constructions, the logical subjact ¢
occupy the direct object position following the indirecfedt position.



One question one may ask is what makes the object of thesg welibect other than the fact that it explains why
there-insertion can happen with these verbs? In the fofigwection we will provide a semantic account of why these
transitive verbs have single indirect objects.

Incidentally, Borjars and Vincent (2005) argue againstdiiect object analysis of the logical subject, claimiratth
the logical subject is a post verbal subject. This claim gmgsnst a topological rule saying that the subject precedes
the indirect object. They argue, though, that the indirdajéct in such construction precedes the subject because of
information structural constraints. They claim that onkyak pronouns occur as indirect objects in such construction
allowing them to precede the subject. They put forward thgsiament for Swedish, but predict that it will be true of
Norwegian and Danish as well. The Danish examples ihgByw that the claim does not hold for Danish at least.

(2) a. Der pahvilersaledehvert enkeltmedlemaf selskabets ledelse et selvsteendigt
Therefalls on thus  everysinglemembeiof company’s-thenanagemerdanindependent
ansvar for at indsendelsesfristerne overholdes
responsibilityfor that submission deadlinea-thekept

b. Der venterdensprogligt  opvakteendejlig leeseoplevelse i CarstenReneNielsensnye bog.
Therewaits the linguisticallybright a lovelyreading experienca CarstenReneNielsen’snewbook

4 “Locative” transitive verbs

In this section we provide a semantic explanation as to wintaicetransitive verbs allow there-insertion. We will
show how the verbs in (1) semantically differ from other sitise verbs.

The verbs in (1) are all “locative” in some sense. If we lookhast examples in (3) (the examples are deviant as
Danish will avoid indefinite subjects), we can analyze theoatively in the sense that the subject referent is located
at the indirect object referent. The indirect object wil/ba locative semantic role.

(3) a. Enstorhob affolket fulgte ham.
A big crowdof people-thdollowedhim

b. Etmeerkeligtheldfulgte ham.
A strange luck followedhim

c. Enstorskare mgdteham.
A big crowdmet him

d. Noget afetchok mgdteham.
Somethingfa shockmet him

Locative semantic roles end up as indirect objects, whettearnes end up as direct objects. As the locative
argument of these verbs will become the indirect objectdihect object position is still empty and there-insertien i
allowed. In other words, it is the locative interpretatibattallows these verbs to appear in there-constructions.

Most transitive verbs do not allow the locative analysistasas in (4).

(4) a. *Der spistezeblet enmand.
Thereate apple-thea man

b. *Der kgbte bogen enmand.
Thereboughtbook-thea man

c. *Der hgrte lyden enmand.
Thereheardsound-the man

In these examples the object entities cannot be interpletatively, and there-insertion is not possible.
Sometimes we find both analyses giving rise to different rimegn Consider the examples in (5).

(5) a. Piraterne greb hende.
Pirates-thegrippedher

b. Drengerventedeéhende.
Boy-the waited her

1The indirect object is in italics and the direct object (tajisubject) is in bold face.



The object entities are clearly themes here. But now condfigeexamples in (6).

(6) a. Etvanvittigtgnskeom atflyve af stedgennemuften greb hende.
A crazy wish abouttofly away throughair-the seizecher
b. Engrim overraskelseentedenende.
Anugly surprise  waited her

In these examples the meaning of the verbs are similfikt@got’, as in he praphrases in (7), suggesting that the
object entities in (6) can indeed be analyzed locatively.

(7) a. Hunfik etvanvittigtgnskeom at flyve af stedgenneniuften.
Shegota crazy  wish abouttofly away throughair-the

b. Hunvil f& enen grim overraskelse.
She will getanugly surprise

Now, if the there-construction favours the locative intetptions, we would expect only to find examples of the
two verbs with the locative interpretation in there-counstions. This seems to be the case, as shown in (8).

(8) a. Der greb hendeetvanvittigtgnskeom atflyve af stedgennemuften.
Thereseizecher a crazy  wish abouttofly away throughair-the
b. *Der greb hendeenpirat.
Theregrippedher a pirate
c. Der ventedenendeengrim overraskelse.
Therewaited her anugly surprise

d. *Der ventedehendeendrengi stuen.
Therewaited her a boy in living room-the

Other verbs in this group more obviously have the locatiwed\agis as shown in (9).

(9) a. Der pahvilerdem etansvar.
Thererests onthema responsibility

b. Der tilstadtehamen ulykke.
Therebefell him anaccident

c. Der tilfaldt hametklaekkeligt honorar.
Therefell to him a substantiafee

We belive that the locative constraint argued for here togretvith the empty object position constraint are the
main factors explaining what verbs will allow there-ingantgenerally. Consider the intransitives in (10).

(10) a. Der ankom etbigbandfra Danmark.
Therearrived a bigbandfrom Denmark

b. Der vagnedenforteerende.idenskabi hansSjel.
Thereawoke a consumingpassion inhis soul

c. Der sidderenjulemand *(bag rattet).
Theresits a santa clausehindwheel-the

d. Der gk enmand*(ud addgren).
Therewalkeda man out of door-the

e. *Der snakkerenmand.
Theretalks a man

f. *Der fryser enmand.
Therefreezesa man

On a complex event analysis of unaccusatives, cf. e.g. 8{@003) and Bjerre and Bjerre (2007), the examples
in (10a) and (10b) involve representations where the olfiegical subject) is “located”. In (10c) and (10d) the place
adjuncts are obligatory, causing the objects (logical ettls) to be “located”. Finally, in (10e) and (10f) no such
“location” is evident.



5 Formalization

In this section we sketch as formalization of the analysitefe-constructions with transitive verbs. The lexicéru
in (11) insertgder, ‘there?.

(11) T[there-insertion-lexical-rule

['word 7
HEAD verb
CAT | suBJ <NP[|NDEF}:Z->
comps [3]
IN | SYNSEM | LOC L
situation
CONT state-rel

SIT-STRUC list @ .
THEME i

>e9 list

| INFO-STRUC | TOPIC<>
word

| | SUBJ<deI’>
OUT | SYNSEM | LOCAL | CATEGORY
comps[El @ <>

INFo-sTRuc | Topic( )

(11) says that for any verb, where the subiject is linked toesnthh semantic role, there is a similar verb with
der, ‘there’, inserted on theusJlist. The input verb has the subject (first element onARe-ST list), as its topic.
Everything not explicitly mentioned in the rule is carrieceo unaltered from input to output. The restriction of there
insertion to verbs with theme subjects ensures that outil@ozonstraint is enforced, as it is exactly locative pcatks
which have themes that are linked to subjects.

Based on a strong tradition in Danish grammar originatinthvididerichsen (1946), and Linearization-based
HPSG, Reape (1994), Kathol (1995, 2000), we describe watdravith a list-valuedom-feature, allowing separa-
tion of word order from immediate constituency. Further,day headed phrase in Danish, the elements on this list
must, if present, occur in the order given in (12).

(12) nheaded-ph— [pom (C < F <v<s<lio <Ido<al* < V<10 < DO < P < a2*)|?
The constraint in (13) licenses the combination of a verh vt two complements.

(23) hd-comps-ph—
ooulD O () O ()

ss| Loc | caT | comps( )

oo oG] 5)
Ss| Loc | CAT | COMPS<,> "|ss "|ss
A compactiorf6][2]0)

A compactiof{7][3]0)

Thebow lists of the two complements are compacted to it domain edjefcthe typeO subsumindO andDO,
as shown in (14), and shuffled inbam list of the verb.

2Lacking space, a number of more general constraints aresepied together in (11).

3 C coordinating conjunction
F the subject or information structurally salient constitise
\Y the finite verb or the subordinate conjunction
S the subject
lio light (pronominal, unstressed) indirect object

Ido light (pronominal, unstressed) direct object
al  adverbials
\% the finite verb when the slot is blocked by a conjunction
10 indirect object
DO direct object
P copredicate
a2 adverbials
Elements marked with * may occur more that once.



(14) o)

7N

10 DO

The constraints in (15) and (16) ensure that objects withs#ireantic role ground end up in th® slot, while
objects, including the logical subject, with other semarties end up in th®O slot.

- {DOM IistO<[|O]>} - "Sto<[|§’i}>

ss| Loc | conT | ReLslist &([GRoUND i]) & list

[DOM list o([Do]>] L |PonstO <[SSD

ss| Loc | conT | ReLslist @ ([GROUND i) @ list

(16)

As as was shown in (12)0Os preceddOs, accounting for why the logical subject follows the objecthere-
constructions.

6 Conclusion

In this paper we have addressed the question of which velts #iere-insertion in Danish. We have proposed
that two constraints are involved in Danish there-consimus. Firstly, as have been noted by others, we need an
empty direct object position constraint. To account fortifamsitive verbs allowing there-insertion, we have furthe
proposed a “locative” constraint. The transitive verbewlhg there-insertion are verbs that allow a locative asialy
and consequently they take an indirect object, and the d&githject can appear in direct object position. We have
further suggested that the “locative” constraint also igsplo intransitive verbs explaining why not all intranstv
allow there-insertion. We have provided a liniarizaticasbd formalization of the proposal.
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