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Abstract

This paper discusses the relative order of four types of sentential adverbs in
Insular Scandinavian. Data from two judgment tasks show that the relative orders of
adverbs that follow Cinque’s (1999) hierarchy receive more positive judgments than
orders that violate this hierarchy in both languages, but the contrasts are much
weaker than expected. That Icelandic and Faroese behave in very similar ways with
respect to adverb placement is expected, given all the syntactic similarities between
the two languages.

Urtak

Henda greinin vidger tad lutfalsliga ordaradid { sambandi vio fyra slggav
setningshjaordum { islendskum og fgroyskum. Tilfar fra tveimum spurnakanningum
visir, at tad lutfalsliga ordaradio i sambandi vid hjdord, sum fylgja radskipanini hja
Cinque (1999) { badum malum, faa positivari metingar enn ordarad, sum stridir
imo6ti hesi radskipan. Métsetningarnir eru t6 négv minni enn veentast kundi. At
islendskt og faroyskt bera seg at a sera likan hatt, ta id tad snyr seg um plass hja
hjdordum, er veentandi, ta id havdir eru i huga allir teir setningafrgdiligu likskapirnir,
sum eru millum tey bzedi malini.

Keywords: Word order, sentential adverbs, Cinque’s hierarchy, Icelandic, Faroese,
Insular Scandinavian

1 Introduction

This paper discusses the relative order of sentence adverbs in Icelandic and Faroese
from the following four classes: conjunctive adverbs, speech act adverbs, evaluative
adverbs and evidential adverbs. Some combinations of these adverbs in Faroese are
exemplified below:
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(1) a Jon hevur satt at siga tydiliga gjort eitt  mistak.
Jén has honestly obviously done a mistake
speechact =  evidentiality
b. Joén hevur tydiliga satt at siga gjort eitt  mistak.
Jén has obviously honestly done a mistake
evidentiality » speech act
(2) a. Hanus var té tibetur sloppin 6skaddur.
Hanus was still thankfully escaped unharmed
conjunction = evaluation
b. Hanus var tibetur to sloppin 6skaddur.
Hanus was thankfully still escaped unharmed

evaluation —»

conjunction

The main goal of this paper is to examine possible sequences of these four adverb
classes in Faroese and Icelandic to see how well they fit with Cinque’s (1999) theory of
adverb placement across languages. For convenience, the word adverb will be used in this
paper to refer to single adverbs as well as phrases of various kinds that carry an adverbial
meaning since Cinque’s theory should predict the syntactic behavior of adverbs in this
broad sense. Icelandic and Faroese are well suited for a comparative study because these
two languages are closely related and share many syntactic similar- ities. Hence, adverb
sequences may behave in very similar ways in these two languages. The relative order of
adverbs is determined by a hierarchy of 30 functional projections hosting adverbs as their
specifiers in Cinque‘s theory. Deviations from this hierarchical order should lead to
ungrammaticality unless some specific conditions hold (see further in 3.4). The data
presented here show that orders that comply with Cinque‘s hierarchy are always
preferred to orders that violate the hierarchy in both languages. Thus, far more Faroese
speakers accept (1a) and (2a) than (1b) and (2b), but the contrasts are not nearly as
strong as one would expect from Cinque’s theory. As discussed by Jonsson (2002), similar
facts hold for sentential adverbs in Icelandic.

The structure of this paper is as follows. Section 2 lays out the theoretical back-
ground of the study. Section 3 presents the results from questionnaire surveys that were
conducted in the Faroe Islands in 2016 and in Iceland 2017, as well as naturalistic data
from Icelandic, and discusses the theoretical implications of these results. Section 4
contains some concluding remarks.

2 Theoretical background

Adverbs can be divided into many classes depending on their syntactic and semantic
properties (see Jackendoff 1972, Travis 1988, Alexiadou 1994, 1997, Cinque 1999,
Nielsen 2000, Ernst 2002, 2004, 2007, Svenonius 2002, Pittner et al. 2015). As is well
known, the syntax and semantics of adverbs is strongly linked in that adverbs with a
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similar meaning tend to have a similar syntactic distribution. In this paper, we will only
be concerned with adverbs that are often referred to as sentential adverbs because they
modify the whole clause rather than a subpart of the clause. Sentential adverbs split into
various subclasses but we will focus here on conjunctive adverbs, speech act adverbs,
evaluative adverbs and evidential adverbs.

Sentential adverbs in Faroese are a largely uncharted territory (but see Thrainsson et
al. 2012: 181-190 for some discussion). More is known about sentential adverbs in
Icelandic (see Bergsveinsson 1969, Jonsson 2002, J6hannsdottir 2005 and Thrainsson
2005:123-137 and 2007:37-40, 79-87) although further studies are needed. The
examples in (3) show the type of sentential adverbs that are the main focus of this paper:

(3) a. Ferdin til Husavikur gekk samtsem vel. (conjunctive
aour adverb)
trip.the  to Husavik went nevertheless well
b. Maturinn er i hreinskilni ekki négu gdéour. (speech act
sagt adverb)
food.the is honestly not enough good
c. Hann er skiljanlega midur sin. (evaluative
adverb)
he is understandably devastated
d. Hun er greinilega verdugur (evidential
sigurvegari adverb)
she is clearly worthy winner

These examples illustrate the neutral position of sentential adverbs in Icelandic,
which is after the finite verb (Thrainsson 2007:37-40 and references cited there). This is
also the case in Faroese (Thrainsson et al. 2012: 241-246). Sentential adverbs can
also be fronted in both languages but that should not make any difference for the ordering
relations between the adverbs.

If two or more sentential adverbs occur in the same clause, Cinque‘s theory
(1999:106) predicts a rigid order between them. This is shown in (4), which features
three subclasses of sentential adverbs where each class is expected to precede all classes
that are lower in the hierachy.
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(4) a. Conjunctive adverbs
lastly, consequently, nevertheless
b. Speech act adverbs
frankly, briefly, honestly

C. Evaluative adverbs
fortunately, understandably, luckily
d. Evidential adverbs

supposedly, apparently, truly

Conjunctive adverbs are not included in the hierarchy proposed by Cinque (1999).
However, since the only analysis of this adverb class that is consistent with his approach
to adverb ordering is to place them in the hierarchy, presumably above the other adverb
classes, we will assume that this is a correct interpretation of Cinque’s theory. Note also
that (4) constitutes only a small part of Cinque’s (1999) hierarchy of 30 functional
projections hosting adverbs as their specifiers. Still, we believe that investigating four
adverb classes should give a good indication of the plausibility of Cinque’s theory with
respect to the relative order of sentential adverbs in Insular Scandinavian.

Cinque’s (1999) theory falls within hierarchical analyses of adverbs which state that
adverbs occupy fixed specifier positions in the syntactic structure (Alexiadou, 1997;
Cinque, 2004). The alternative is the adjunction analysis, which holds that adverbs adjoin
rather freely to any maximal projection so long as they receive a suitable interpretation
(Alexiadou, 1997; Ernst, 2002, 2004, 2007, 2020). The adjunction approach has the
advantage of being flexible enough to allow some variability in the relative order of
adverbs, but it is also too weak in allowing too much variability. By contrast, the
hierarchical approach is often seen as too restrictive in ruling out various adverb
sequences that are not categorically excluded. However, for the Insular Scandinavian data
examined here, it is also a problem for the applicability of Cinque’s theory that various
examples that follow his hierarchy are not only marginally acceptable for many speakers.

Cinque (1999: 3-4) allows for certain deviations from the hierarchical order imposed
by his theory. First, one adverb may modify another adverb, in which case the two adverbs
form one syntactic constituent. It is difficult to determine if this applies to any of the
examples in the two surveys discussed here because the participants were not asked
about the interpretation of the test sentences. Our own intuition is that the Icelandic test
sentences do not allow for this kind of reading and the same seems to hold for the
corresponding example in Faroese (Zakaris S. Hansen, p.c.), with one or two possible
exceptions discussed below.

Parenthetical adverbs which are set apart prosodically from the rest of the clause are
also exempt from Cinque’s hierarchy. As with semantic interpretation, it is hard to know
what role (if any) intonation plays in the evaluation of individual examples in a written
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survey of native speakers’ judgments. While there are indications that some speakers
treat some adverbs as parenthetical in the surveys discussed here (see further in 3.2-3.4
below), such adverbs are quite marked in Insular Scandinavian, and thus we believe that
they cannot be an important factor in native speaker judgments of illicit adverb
sequences.

In this paper, we therefore focus on Cinque’s theory without any comparison to other
theories of adverb ordering. It will be shown that Icelandic and Faroese pattern in very
similar ways with respect to adverb ordering and data from both languages pose
problems for Cinque’s theory. We will argue that most of these problems can be accounted
for if various non-syntactic factors are taken into consideration, factors that either
improve the relevant examples or make them less acceptable.

3 Adverb ordering

3.1 The questionnaires

The data discussed here are mainly based on two written questionnaires
administered to comparable groups of university students in Iceland and the Faroe
Islands. We have also added some corpus data from Icelandic wherever there were
enough exam- ples to provide a meaningful comparison to the results from the judgment
tasks. The following table gives some basic information about the two questionnaires:

TABLE 1

Judgement studies on the relative order of adverbs

Questionnaire Participants  Place Date

Written (123 examples) 32 students Frédskaparsetur April 4, 2016
Fgroya

Written (24 examples) 37 students University of Iceland November 24, 2017

The questionnaires had the same kind of instructions and format, but the Faroese version
was much longer since it contained not only examples of the constructions discussed
here, but also various other examples. The Icelandic questionnaire consisted of 24
examples, including 10 examples testing the relative order of sentential adverbs. In both
questionnaires, the examples were presented as minimal pairs or triplets and the
participants were asked to rate them as good, dubious or impossible. These options
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correspond to a three-point scale which has been used in various studies on syntactic
variation in Insular Scandinavian (Thrainsson, 2015). The two surveys did not cover all
possible combinations of the adverb classes under investigation but this should not be
necessary to test the predictions of Cinque’s theory of adverb ordering.

Most studies of adverb sequences that we know of are based on the judgments of the
author or a handful of native speakers. However, since the relevant data can be quite
delicate, it is preferrable to use the judgments of a large number of speakers. In fact, the
limitations of Cinque’s theory are clearly exposed in studies of that kind as can be seen in
Payne’s (2018) study of some adverb sequences in English.

We will present results from the two surveys in sections 3.2 and 3.3 and point out
various challenges to Cinque’s theory. We will also discuss some naturalistic data from
Icelandic found in the Risamalheild Corpus (Steinpérsson et al. 2018) to compare to the
results from the judgment tasks.! This chapter concludes with a brief summary in
3.4 which also highlights some theoretical implications.

3.2 Icelandic

Cinque’s (1999) theory of adverbs predicts a very strong contrast between the a-
examples in the following sentence pairs and the b-examples as the former comply with
his hierarchy whereas the latter do not.

These predictions are confirmed in that orders consistent with Cinque’s hierarchy are
clearly preferred to the opposite orders. Still, the judgments are much more gradient than
expected as many speakers find these examples questionable rather than acceptable or
unacceptable.? To be sure, examples with adjacent sentential adverbs tend to produce a
rather awkward prosody because the two adverbs do not naturally form aphonological
phrase, and this may explain the relatively low acceptance rate for (5a). Note, however,
that this type of explanation does not rely on Cinque’s theory, and it also fails to explain
the number of speakers that found (5b) merely questionable.

As for (6a), the acceptance rate was only 30%. Some of the participants in the survey
mentioned in a box for additional comments that they found it odd to have both
skiljanlega ‘understandably’ and satt ad segja ‘honestly’ within the same sentence. We
agree with this intuition, and we suspect that combining these two adverbs sounds con-
tradictory to some speakers since the adverb skiljanlega indicates that the proposition s

!Unfortunately, there is no online corpus of Faroese that is large enough to be used for this purpose.

?It should be noted that the judgments of various filler sentences in both surveys were far more categorical
than what we find with the test sentences. Thus, the results for the adverb sequences cannot be explained
by reference to other results in the surveys.



Fréoskaparrit 67. b6k 2021 87

TABLE 2

The relative order of speech act adverbs vs. evidential andevaluative adverbs

Yes ? No
(5a) J6én hefur sattad segja greinilega gert mistok 76% 21% 3%
Jon has  honestly obviously made mistake
speech act - evidentiality
(5b) Jon hefur greinilega sattad segja gert mistok 3% 32% 65%
Jéon has obviously honestly made mistake
evidentiality — speech act
(6a) Jon hefur sattad segja skiljanlega engan dhuga 30% 16% 54%
Jén has honestly understandably no interest
speech act —» evaluation
(6b) Jon hefur skiljanlega satt ad segja engan ahuga 9% 32% 59%

Jén has understandably honestly no interest
evaluation — speech act

expected whereas satt ad segja is typically used to reduce the effect of a frank statement
that is likely to express unexpected information.

Of course, one could ask if this pragmatic incompatibility should not also be a prob-
lem for (6b), making it even worse than a standard violation of Cinque’s hierarchy. Our
tentative answer, based on our intuitions as native speakers, is that some speakers mit-
igate the problem by interpreting satt ad segja as modifying skiljanlega rather than the
whole clause. This interpretation could be paraphrased as ‘J6n has no interest, and this is
frankly understandable.” The same may apply in (5b), i.e.,, some speakers marginally
accept the reading where satt ad segja modifies greinilega ‘clearly’. Note that this type of
account evades Cinque’s hierarchy in a way that his theory allows for.

Judgments on the relative order of conjunctive adverbs on one hand and evidential
and evaluative adverbs on the other hand are shown in Table 3.

Jonsson (2002) claims that the relative order of conjunctive adverbs with respect
to these types of adverbs is relatively free in Icelandic, but these results show that
speakers prefer to place conjunctive adverbs before evidential and evaluative adverbs.
Still, the acceptance rate for the a-examples is quite low, especially (7a), and the
acceptance rate for (8b) is unexpectedly high. Our consultations with native speakers
suggest that the problem with (7a) is that the participants in the survey did not like the
word megrast instead of the more common (and less formal) verb grennast ‘lose weight'.
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TABLE 3
The relative order of conjunctive adverbs vs. evaluative and evidential adverbs
Yes ? No
(7a) Hann hefur samt greinilega megrast 50% 25% 25%
he has still obviously lostweight
conjunction — evidentiality
(7b) Hann hefur greinilega samt megrast 8% 22% 70%
he has obviously still lost.weight
evidentiality = conjunction
(8a) Hann hafdi samt sem betur fer sloppid O6meiddur 65% 14% 21%
he had still fortunately escaped unharmed
conjunction — evaluation
(8b) Hann hafdi sem betur fer samt sloppid 6émeiddur 30% 30% 40%

he  had fortunately still  escaped unharmed
evaluation — conjunction

To make sense of (8b), it should be noted that samt does not have to take scope over
the evaluative adverb sem betur fer ‘fortunately’. On the contrary, (8a-b) are most
naturally understood as stating that what was unexpected in view of the preceding dis-
course was that he escaped unharmed. It is much less natural to interpret the counter-
expectation in (8a-b) as the fact that he fortunately escaped unharmed. This means that
the word order in (8b) reflects the most normal scopal relation between the two adverbs
and this is probably the reason why so many speakers find (8b) acceptable. By contrast,
samt takes scope over greinilega in (7a-b), i.e. the counter-expectation in these examples
is that he has clearly lost weight.

The contrasts found in (7) and (8) are much stronger in the naturalistic data found in
the Risamalheild Corpus. As shown in Table 4, the order evaluative adverb + conjunctive
adverb is highly infrequent compared to the expected order conjunctive adverb + evalua-
tive adverb.3 Thereis also a very strong preference for conjunctive adverbs to precede
evidential adverbs.

Since most of the texts in the Risamadlheild Corpus are highly formal texts, it is
plausible to attribute this difference to a difference in register. Thus, we might conclude

3We only searched for cases where the two adverbs are adjacent. When one adverb is fronted, there seems
to be more freedom in the relative order of sentential adverbs but this merits further investigation.
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TABLE 4
Results from the Risamalheild Corpus (Icelandic)
Adverbs Number Percentage Order
samt - sem betur fer 35 94.,6% conjunction — evaluation
sem betur fer - samt 2 5,4% evaluation — conjunction
samt - greinilega 149 96,1% conjunction — evidentiality
greinilega - samt 6 3,9% evidentiality — conjunction

that deviations from Cinque’s hierarchy are more acceptable in the judgments tasks
under discussion here because they are fairly neutral with respect to register.

Table 5 shows two different orders of evaluative and evidential adverbs following a
speech act adverb. Examples with three adjacent adverbs received very negative
judgements with only a minimal difference between the expected order in (9a) and the
unexpected order in (9b):

TABLE 5
The relative order of evaluative and evidential adverbs following a speech act adverb
Yes ? No

(9a) Maria hefur sattad segja sem betur fer greinilega 29% 14% 57%

Mary has honestly fortunately obviously

lesid bokina

read book.the

speech act — evaluation — evidentiality
(9b) Maria hefur sattad segja greinilega sem betur fer 21% 24% 55%

Mary has honestly obviously fortunately
lesid bokina

read book.the

speech act — evidentiality — evaluation

The low acceptance rate for (9a) is not surprising because three adverb sequences are
incredibly rare as they often create problems with respect to semantics and prosody even
if the ordering restrictions imposed by Cinque’s hierarchy are respected. It is likely that
the participants in the survey struggled to find an appropriate context for these examples
and the prosody is also unnatural because (9a) seems to require a break both before and
after the second adverb (sem betur fer) and possibly also before the first adverb (satt ad
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segja).* Prosody also plays a role in (9b) because this example requires a break before
and after the adverb greinilega and this break surrounding the adverb greinilega makes
the order in (9b) compatible with Cinque’s hierarchy. Thus, the main problem with (9b)
is semantics and prosody just as with (9a) and the result is that native speakers only get

a minimal difference between these two examples.

3.3 Faroese
Let us now look at possible combinations of sentential adverbs in Faroese. Table

shows sentence pairs where the a-examples reflect the order predicted by Cinque's

theory (1999) but the b-examples illustrate the opposite order.

TABLE 6
The relative order speech act adverbs vs. evidential and evaluative adverbs
Yes ? No
(10a) Jon hevur sattad siga tydiliga  gjgrt eitt mistak 73% 17% 10%
Jén has  honestly obviously made a  mistake
speech act - evidentiality
(10b) Jén hevur tydiliga  sattad siga gjgrt eitt mistak 10% 14% 76%
Jéon has  obviously honestly  made a  mistake
evidentiality — speech act
(11a) Jon hevur sattad siga veel skiljandi ongan ahuga 42% 34% 24%
Jéon has  honestly understandably no interest
speech act —» evaluation
(11b) Jén hevur yeel skiljandi satt ad siga ongan ahuga 38% 38% 24%

Jén has  understandably honestly no interest
evaluation — speech act

The order required by Cinque’s hierarchy is strongly preferred in (10a-b), just as in
the corresponding Icelandic examples in (5), but there is very little difference between

*There is a general issue here concerning the effects of weight on adverb ordering. As Hoskuldur
Thrainsson (p.c.) reminds us, one would expect that the weight of adverbs could influence their placement in
view of the general tendency in Icelandic and other languages for light phrases to precede heavier phrases.
The surveys reported here were not constructed to test weight effects of this kind, so we have no results to

report here but this is clearly something that merits further investigation.
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(11a) and (11b) as neither order is widely accepted. The negative reactions to (11a)
might be due to the fact that the adverbs satt at siga ‘honestly’ and vzl skiljandi ‘under-
standably’ are semantically incompatible for many speakers, as already discussed with
respect to (6a) in Icelandic. This problem of incompatibility may be solved for some
speakers in (11b) if the speech act adverb (satt at siga) modifies the evaluative adverb
(veel skiljandi) as we have suggested for (6b).

TABLE 7
The relative order of conjunctive adverbs vs. evaluative and evidential adverbs
Yes ? No
(12a) Oddran er t6 tydiliga  Kklenkad. 87% 3% 10%
Oddran is still obviously lost.weight
conjunction = evidentiality
(12b) Oddrun er tydiliga té klenkad. 3% 10% 87%
Oddrun is obviously still lost.weight
evidentiality — conjunction
(13a) Hanus var té tibetur sloppin  6skaddur. 73% 10% 17%
Hanus was still fortunately escaped unharmed
conjunction = evaluation
(13b) Hanus var tibetur té sloppin o6skaddur. 23% 30% 47%

Hanus was fortunately still escaped unharmed
evaluation = conjunction

Just like the Icelandic speakers, the Faroese speakers prefer to place conjunctive
adverbs before both speech act adverbs and evidential adverbs rather than the other way
around. Still, the acceptance for the order evaluative adverb - conjunctive adverb in (13b)
is unexpectedly high, just as in the corresponding Icelandic example in (8b), presumably
for the same reason.

As in Icelandic, sentence pairs with evaluative adverbs and evidential adverbs after a
speech act adverb were also tested in Faroese. The results are illustrated in Table 8.

Although a minority of speakers finds (14a) acceptable, there is a much stronger
contrast between (14a) and (14b) than the corresponding Icelandic examples (9a) and
(9b). There is an important difference in that (9a-b) has a heavier evaluative adverb than
(14a-b), i.e. sem betur fer ‘fortunately’, and this may reduce the prosodic difficulties
associated with (14a-b). The result is a higher acceptance rate for (14a) than (9a).
However, (14b) has a lower rate than (9b), possibly because it is only in (9b) that native
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TABLE 8
The relative order of evaluative and evidential adverbs following a speech act adverb

Yes ? No
(14a) Maria hevur sattad siga tibetur tyadiliga 41% 31% 28%
Mary has  honestly fortunately obviously
lisid bdkina.
read book.the
speech act — evaluation — evidentiality
(14b) Maria hevur sattad siga tydiliga  tibetur 3% 3% 94%

Mary has honestly obviously fortunately
lisio bokina.

read book.the

speech act — evidentiality = evaluation

speakers are likely to think of the prosodic breaks that make the adverb sequence
syntactically well-formed.

3.4 Summary and theoretical implications

As shown in the preceding sections, Icelandic and Faroese display very similar results
when native speakers judge possible ordering relations between sentential adverbs inthe
four classes examined here. When the two languages diverge in significant ways, this
seems to be due to the fact that the experimental items are not fully comparable across
languages rather than some differences in the syntax of sentential adverbs.

Native speaker judgments of various adverb sequences in Icelandic and Faroese are
problematic for Cinque’s theory. This is most obvious in examples that comply with
Cinque’s hierarchy and are nevertheless rejected by many native speakers. Thus, the
acceptance rate for canonical orders of two sentential adverbs in Icelandic ranges from
30 - 76% and the corresponding figure for Faroese is 42 - 87%. This is shown in the a-
examples in (5) - (8) for Icelandic and the a-examples in (10) - (13) for Faroese. A
relatively low acceptance rate for examples that conform to the hierarchy is in many cases
due to various non-syntactic factors. Although our suggestions in sections 3.2 and 3.3
are somewhat speculative and require further investigation, we conclude that Cinque’s
hierarchy defines the syntactic well-formedness of adverb sequences, but other factors
must also be taken into account as they can significantly reduce the acceptability of such
sequences.

Challenges to Cinque’s theory of adverb order are not limited to cases where his
hierarchy of adverbs is respected. Thus, examples (8b), (9b), (11b) and (13b) violate the
hierarchy and still receive an acceptance rate well above 10%. As already discussed, it
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appears that both (9b) and (11b) rely on comma intonation for full acceptability, in which
case the relevant adverbs are exempt from Cinque’s hierarchy. Examples where an
evaluative adverb precedes a conjunctive adverb, i.e., Icelandic (8b) and Faroese (13b),
are more problematic because the crucial issue in these examples seems to be scope
rather than prosody and scope is not an independent factor determining adverb order in
Cinque’s theory.

4 Conclusion

The data presented in this paper show that the relative order of sentential adverbs
that follow Cinque’s (1999) hierarchy are always preferred to orders that contradict the
hierarchy in Insular Scandinavian. This conclusion is based on two questionnaire studies
on four different classes of sentential adverbs conducted in Iceland and the Faroe Islands
and some corpus data from Icelandic. However, Cinque’s theory has its limitations, and
this is most evident in the numerous examples that conform to his hierarchy and still
receive a relatively low acceptance rate. As we have argued, pragmatic, semantic and
prosodic factors play an important role in such examples. Thus, Cinque’s hierarchy seems
to be correct as far as syntax is concerned, but it cannot be the whole story.
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