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1. Introduction 
 
In this squib I want to discuss Dutch sentences of the type exemplified in (1), where both an 
argument and an adverb precede the finite verb in a declarative main clause. 
 
(1) De krant gisteren meldde het voorval niet. 
 the newspaper yesterday reported the incident not 
 'Yesterday's newspaper didn't report the incident.' 
 
Such examples are exceptional, as Dutch is generally considered to be a V2-language, which 
means that only one XP is allowed to precede the finite verb in a declarative main clause 
(well-known exceptions such as left dislocation notwithstanding). Barbiers (1995b) tries to 
reconcile these sentences with the V2-requirement of Dutch by arguing that they are the result 
of a hitherto unattested form of scrambling. In his analysis the argument-DP de krant 'the 
newspaper' first moves into the specifier of the AdvP headed by gisteren 'yesterday' and then 
the entire AdvP is moved into sentence-initial position. As a result, only one XP precedes the 
finite verb meldde 'reported', and the V2-requirement of Dutch remains unviolated. This is 
illustrated in (1'). 
 
(1') [CP [AdvP [DP De krant] [Adv' gisteren]] [C' meldde [IP tAdvP tDP het voorval niet. ]]] 
 
What I want to argue in this squib, however, is that Barbiers' analysis is in need of revision 
and that examples such as that in (1) are indeed V2-violations. moet aangevuld worden 
 
2. Barbiers (1995b) 
 
2.1 The analysis 
 
Barbiers (1995b) has four main concerns in his discussion of the construction exemplified in 
(1). First of all, he wants to argue that it crucially differs from sentences such as (2), where the 
adverb is a modifier inside a complex DP. Secondly, he wants to show that the 'pseudo-DP', 
i.e. the string preceding the finite verb in examples such as (1), has the distribution of an 
adverbial, not of a DP. Thirdly, he tries to show that this construction involves movement of 
the DP into the specifier of the adverbial and finally, he argues that this movement is strictly 
local and interpretation-driven. I will illustrate these points in turn and critically review them 
in the next subsection. 
 
(2) De krant van gisteren meldde het voorval niet. 
 the newspaper of yesterday reported the incident not 
 'Yesterday's newspaper didn't report the incident.' 
 
The crucial difference between the sentence in (1) and the one in (2) concerns the scope of the 
adverbial. Whereas in (2) the adverb gisteren 'yesterday' only modifies the DP de krant 'the 
newspaper', in the example in (1) it has matrix scope. This can be illustrated in two ways. 
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First of all, adding another time adverbial to the sentence leads to a contradiction in the latter, 
but not in the former case. This is demonstrated in (3). 
 
(3) a Die man van gisteren vertelde vandaag de waarheid. 
  that man of yesterday told today the truth 
 b Die man gisteren vertelde (*vandaag) de waarheid 
  that man yesterday told today the truth 
 
The contrast between these two sentences shows that in (3a) the adverb only takes scope DP-
internally, whereas in (3b) gisteren 'yesterday' is a genuine sentence adverbial. A second 
contrast pointing towards the same conclusion is given in (4). 
 
(4) a Die man van gisteren staat weer in de tuin. 
  that man of yesterday stands again in the garden 
 b *Die man gisteren staat weer in de tuin. 
  that man yesterday stands again in the garden 
 
These data show that in the "DP van Adv"-construction, a verb in the present tense can be 
interpreted as referring to the speech act time, whereas in the "DP Adv"-construction this 
leads to a contradiction. This once again shows that in the latter case, the adverbial has 
sentential scope. 
 A second piece of evidence in favour of the structure in (1') concerns the distribution 
of the pseudo-DP. If the DP has indeed moved into the specifier of the adverbial, then we 
expect the entire constituent to have the distribution of an adverb, and not of a DP. This 
expectation is confirmed by the data in (5) and (6). 
 
(5) a …dat Jan snel de krant (*gisteren) heeft gelezen. 
     that John fast the newspaper yesterday has read 
 b …dat Jan snel de krant van gisteren heeft gelezen. 
     that John fast the newspaper of yesterday has read 
 
(6) a Ik weet dat die prop de krant (*gisteren) is. 
  I know that that ball the newspaper yesterday is 
 b Ik weet dat die prop de krant van gisteren is. 
  I know that that ball the newspaper of yesterday is 
 
What these examples show is that a pseudo-DP does not occur in 'typical' DP-positions such 
as the (unscrambled) object position in (5a) or the predicate position of a small clause in (5b). 
Again, as the b-examples show, the "DP van Adv"-construction behaves differently, which is 
another argument in favour of their structural dissimilarity. 
 In order to show that the creation of a pseudo-DP involves movement of the DP into 
the specifier of the adverbial, Barbiers (1995b) uses a test based on the distribution of focus 
particles. In order for such particles to be able to modify a DP or PP, they have to either 
immediately c-command that DP or PP, or they have to c-command the base-position of the 
DP or PP. Given the latter half of this requirement, these focus particles constitute an 
excellent diagnostic for movement. Consider a representative example in (7) (and see Barbiers 
1995a for extensive discussion). 
 
(7) [TWEE boeken]i heeft Jan pas ti gelezen. 
 two books has John just read 
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 'John has read only two books.' 
 
In this example the focus particle pas 'only, just' can modify the fronted DP twee boeken 'two 
books'. This means that it immediately c-commands the position this DP occupied before 
moving into sentence-initial position. As such, the distribution of the focus particle indicates 
that movement has taken place in the derivation of this sentence. 
 Barbiers (1995b) applies a similar kind of reasoning to sentences containing pseudo-
DPs, basing himself on examples such as the ones in (8). 
 
(8) a …dat ik [[EEN bezoeker]i gisteren] maar ti gesproken heb.1 
     that I one visitor yesterday only have spoken 
  '…that I have spoken to only one visitor yesterday.' 
 b [EEN bezoeker gisteren] heb ik maar gesproken. 
  one visitor yesterday have I only spoken 
  'I have spoken to only one visitor yesterday.' 
 
These data are meant to show two things. On the one hand, (8a) illustrates that a DP can be 
moved to the left of a sentence adverbial, into the specifier of the adverbial projection. On the 
other hand, (8b) shows that this entire adverbial projection can then be moved into sentence-
initial position, creating a sentence that superficially appears to violate the V2-requirement. 
 With respect to the trigger for this DP-into-specAdvP-movement, Barbiers argues this 
it is semantic. The DP moves into the specifier of the adverb in order to establish a 
predication relation between the adverb and itself. More specifically, the adverb becomes a 
predicate of the DP. Let us see how this works precisely. The derivation of a pseudo-DP 
yields a configuration such as the one in (9). 
 
(9) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In this configuration the DP immediately c-commands the adverb, which in turn immediately 
c-commands the trace of the DP.2 According to the Principle of Semantic Interpretation (PSI, 
cf. Barbiers 1995a)3, this structural configuration immediately translates into a semantic 
relation. More specifically, given that the DP and its trace are coindexed, the adverb is turned 
into a monadic predicate over that DP. 
 This account in terms of the PSI not only provides the trigger for the movement of the 
DP, it also makes certain predictions concerning the locality of this movement as well as the 

                                                
1 The labelled bracketings are Barbiers'. 
2 Barbiers uses the definition of c-command of Kayne 1994 with some slight modifications. Cf. Barbiers 1995a 
for details. 
3 Principle of Semantic Interpretation 
(i) Z establishes a S(emantic)-relation between X and Y iff X immediately c-commands Z and Z 

immediately c-commands Y 
(ii) Z is a predicate of X iff Z establishes a S(emantic)-relation between X and Y, and X and Y are 

coindexed. 
Immediate c-command 
X immediately c-commands Y iff X c-commands Y and there is no Z such that X c-commands Z and Z c-
commands Y. 

     XP 
   

    AdvP    XP 
     

       DPi Adv    ti XP 
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type of constituents that can undergo it. Let me illustrate these in turn. First of all, given the 
emphasis the PSI places on the notion of immediate c-command in determining possible 
semantic relations, the prediction is that this type of movement will be strictly local. If it were 
not, say if some YP intervened between the AdvP and the trace of the DP in (9), then there 
would be no immediate c-command relationship between the adverb and the trace of the DP 
(YP would be a closer c-commander). As a result, no semantic relation can be formed, the 
movement has no trigger and the sentence is ill-formed. This is precisely what happens in the 
examples in (10) (Barbiers 1995b:22-23). 
 
(10) a *…dat ik [de krant]i gisteren die man ti heb gegeven. 
     that I the newspaper yesterday that man have given 
 b *…dat [de vrouwen]i gisteren die man ti de krant gaf. 
       that the women yesterday that man the newspaper gave 
 c *…dat Jan groeni gisteren die deur ti verfde. 
     that John green yesterday that door painted 
 
In all three these examples the element moving into the specifier of the adverbial does so non-
locally. As a result, no semantic relation can be established and the movement is illegitimate. 
 A second correct prediction made by Barbiers' (1995b) analysis concerns the type of 
constituents which can make up a pseudo-DP and the order in which they can do so. First of 
all, given that an adverb can become a predicate of a DP, but not vice versa (DPs being 
saturated constituents), Barbiers correctly predicts that in a pseudo-DP the order is always 
DP-Adv and never Adv-DP (cf. (11)). Put differently, the DP can move into the specifier of 
the adverb, but not vice versa. This also means that when two adverbs are involved in the 
derivation of a pseudo-DP, the order should be free. Either adverb can predicate over the other 
one. In terms of the analysis, this means that either adverb can move into the specifier of the 
other one (provided they can occur in either order in the middle field, cf. (12a-b)). This 
prediction is confirmed in (12c-d). 
 
(11) a Dat broodje vanmorgen heeft Jan niet opgegeten. 
  that sandwhich this morning has John not up.eaten 
 b *Vanmorgen dat broodje heeft Jan niet opgegeten. 
  this morning that sandwhich has John not up.eaten 
 
(12) a ...dat ik vanmorgen (daarom) in het café koffie dronk. 
     that I this morning therefore in the café coffee drank 
 b ...dat ik in het café (daarom) vanmorgen koffie dronk 
     that I in the café therefore this morning coffee drank 
 c Vanmorgen in het café heb ik koffie gedronken. 
  this morning in the café have I coffee drunk 
 d In het café vanmorgen heb ik koffie gedronken. 
  in the café this morning have I coffee drunk. 
 
In this paragraph I have illustrated Barbiers' (1995b) analysis of the construction exemplified 
in (1) as well as the evidence he presents in favour of it. In the next subsection I will critically 
review his account. 
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2.2 Problems for the analysis of Barbiers (1995b) 
 
I will structure this subsection in the same way as the previous one, reviewing each of the four 
main points of Barbiers (1995b) in turn. The first concerned the differences between the "DP 
Adv"-construction and the "DP van Adv"-construction. Recall that Barbiers argues that only 
in the latter does the adverb modify the DP. In the "DP Adv"-construction, the adverb is a true 
sentence modifier. As far as I can see, this reasoning is perfectly valid. It is worth noting, 
though, that the evidence only shows that the adverb is a sentence modifier, not that it 
necessarily hosts the DP in its specifier. 
 The second piece of evidence concerns the distribution of pseudo-DPs. Based on the 
examples in (5a-6a) (repeated below), Barbiers shows that pseudo-DPs do not have the 
distribution of DPs, but rather of adverbials. 
 
(5) a …dat Jan snel de krant (*gisteren) heeft gelezen. 
     that John fast the newspaper yesterday has read 
 
(6) a Ik weet dat die prop de krant (*gisteren) is. 
  I know that that ball the newspaper yesterday is 
 
These examples are meant to show that pseudo-DPs cannot occur in the (unscrambled) object 
position of a clause nor in the predicate position of a small clause. Note, however (as Barbiers 
himself indirectly does, cf. pp16-17), that these examples would also be ungrammatical if we 
assume there to be no such thing as a pseudo-DP. Given that the temporal adverbial  gisteren 
'yesterday' is independently disallowed to occur below the manner adverb snel 'fast' or in the 
predicate position of the small clause in (6a), these sentences are ill-formed regardless of 
whether the DP and the adverb form one constituent, the so-called pseudo-DP. Moreover, 
assuming there to be such a thing as a pseudo-DP which has the distribution and behaviour of 
an adverbial also leads to two false predictions. First of all, the examples in (13) show that 
temporal adverbs can be fronted to the left of the subject in an embedded declarative clause in 
Dutch. The binding of the reciprocal in (13a), the condition C-violation in (13b) and the 
stranding of the focus particle in (13c) indicate that in each case the adverb can be 
reconstructed to a position lower than the subject, indicating that it has moved to its pre-
subject position. 
 
(13) a ...dat tijdens elkaarsi feestje [Jan en Piet]i in slaap gevallen zijn. 
     that during each other's party John and Pete in sleep fallen are 
  '...that John and Pete fell asleep during each other's party.' 
 b *...dat tijdens Jansi feestje hiji in slaap gevallen is. 
     that during John's party he in sleep fallen is 
 c ...dat [tijdens TWEE feestjes]i Jan maar ti gehuild heeft. 
     that during two parties John only cried has 
  '..that John cried during only two parties.' 
 
If adverbs can move to the left of the subject and if pseudo-DPs have the same distribution as 
adverbs, then pseudo-DPs should be able to move to the left of the subject. That this is not the 
case is illustrated in (14). 
 
(14) *...dat [[dat boek] gisteren]i Jan ti verkocht heeft. 
      that that book yesterday John sold has 
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Note that the if we assume there to be no such thing as a pseudo-DP in this example, its 
ungrammaticality would follow straightforwardly from the well-known ban on argument-
over-argument-scrambling in Dutch. The second incorrect prediction made by assuming there 
to be a pseudo-DP concerns our original example, in which, according to Barbiers' analysis, 
the pseudo-DP is fronted to sentence-initial position (say, specCP). If this pseudo-DP is really 
nothing but an adverbial with a DP in its specifier, we expect it to behave like other fronted 
adverbs. In particular, as the example in (15) illustrates, fronted adverbs can receive 
contrastive stress. As the example in (16) shows, however, this is not the case when a pseudo-
DP has been fronted.4 
 
(15) GISTEREN heeft Jan de krant gelezen, niet VANDAAG. 
 yesterday has John the paper read not today 
 'It was yesterday that John read the newspaper, not today.' 
 
(16) *De krant GISTEREN heeft Jan gelezen, niet VANDAAG. 
 the newspaper yesterday has John read not today 
 
Thus we have uncovered another difference in behaviour between pseudo-DPs and 'normal' 
sentence adverbs. The upshot of all of this seems to be that so far we haven't seen any 
compelling evidence to assume that there is such a thing as a pseudo-DP in all these 
examples. 
 In order to argue that movement of the DP is involved in the derivation of a pseudo-
DP, Barbiers (1995b) presents evidence concerning the distribution of focus particles. More 
specifically, in an example such as (8a), repeated below, the focus particle maar 'only' marks 
the base position of the object-DP, from where it has moved into the specifier of the 
adverbial, thus creating a pseudo-DP.5 
 
(8) a …dat ik [[EEN bezoeker]i gisteren] maar ti gesproken heb. 
     that I one visitor yesterday only have spoken 
  '…that I have spoken to only one visitor yesterday.' 
 
It is unclear, however, if this example really shows what it is intended to show. Assuming the 
focus particle test to be valid, the sentence in (8a) shows that the DP EEN bezoeker 'one 
visitor' has moved, but it has little or nothing to say about where it has moved to. This 
becomes all the more clear in light of examples such as the ones in (17), where we see that the 
focus particle can also be stranded before or after the adverbial. 
 
(17) a …dat ik gisteren [EEN bezoeker]i maar ti gesproken heb. 
      that I yesterday one visitor only spoken have 
  '…that I have spoken to only one visitor yesterday.' 
 b …dat ik [EEN bezoeker]i maar ti gisteren gesproken heb. 
      that I one visitor only yesterday spoken have 
  '…that I have spoken to only one visitor yesterday.' 
 

                                                
4 I owe this observation to Johan Rooryck. 
5 Note, incidentally, that this movement violates the Extension Requirement. Given, however, that other, better-
known syntactic processes (head movement, covert movement, late adjunction of adverbs) do likewise and given 
that Barbiers (1995a,b) argues at length that the moved DP can still c-command its trace from its moved 
position, I do not consider this to be a serious problem for his approach. 
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In combination with the sentence in (8a), the examples in (17) show that the temporal adverb 
gisteren 'yesterday' can be adjoined at several different positions in the clause:6 one lower 
than the base position of the object (17b), one higher than the landing site of the object (17a) 
and one in between the base position and the landing site (8a). As far as I can see, nothing 
indicates that the DP lands in the specifier of the adverb in the latter case. 
 The focus particle test also leads to another problem for the analysis presented in 
Barbiers (1995b), one concerning the necessarily local nature of the movement. Consider the 
example in (18). 
 
(18) …dat hij [TWEE snoepjes]i gisteren aan Marie maar ti heeft gegeven.  
    that he two sweets yesterday to Mary only has given 
 '…that he gave Mary only two sweets yesterday.' 
 
In this example, the DP has moved from its base position to the right of the indirect object aan 
Marie 'to Mary' (indicated by the stranded focus particle maar 'only') to a position to the left 
of and, according to Barbiers (1995b), into the specifier of the temporal adverb gisteren 
'yesterday'. Note, however, that in the resulting configuration the adverb does not immediately 
c-command the trace of the moved DP. As a result, the relevant predication relation between 
the adverb and the DP cannot be established and the movement should be illegitimate, 
contrary to fact. 
 This brings us to the fourth aspect of the proposal in Barbiers (1995b): the trigger of 
the movement and the predictions it makes with respect to the locality of the movement and 
the type and ordering of the constituents that can partake in this construction. Recall that the 
DP moved into the specifier of the adverbial in order for the adverbial to become a predicate 
of the DP. It is unclear, however, what it means precisely for a sentence adverb to modify 
over a DP. Consider the example in (19). 
 
(19) Die steen waarschijnlijk heeft Jan naar Marie geworpen. 
 that rock probably has John to Mary thrown 
 'It was probably that rock which John has thrown at Mary.' 
 
A modal adverb such as waarschijnlijk 'probably' arguably only modifies propositions, and 
not entities such as die steen 'that rock' (cf. e.g. Ernst 2001). In that respect, it is unclear in 
what way or to what extent, the adverb predicates over the DP in this example. Moreover, if 
we create a context in which the adverb could in principle predicate over the DP, this is still 
not what happens. Consider the pair of sentences in (20).7 
 
(20) a De vermoedelijke moordenaar heeft die halsketting gestolen. 
  the probable murderer has that necklace stolen 
  'The probable murderer has stolen that necklace.' 
 b De moordenaar vermoedelijk heeft die halsketting gestolen. 
  the murderer probably has that necklace stolen 
  'It was probably the murderer who has stolen the necklace.' 
 
When the DP in question contains the deverbal noun moordenaar 'murderer', the modal 
adverb vermoedelijk 'probably' can indeed predicate over this noun, resulting in a meaning 
                                                
6 Note that this is an assumption Barbiers independently needs in order to be able to explain that both the subject 
and the object can move locally into the specifier of the same temporal adverbs. This presupposes that such 
adverbs can be adjoined immediately above the subject or immediately above the object.  
7 I thank Johan Rooryck for drawing my attention to these examples. 
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such as 'he who has probably murdered'. If in (20b) the adverb were turned into a predicate of 
the DP, we should find this meaning in that sentence as well, but we don't. One could of 
course argue that the difference between the two sentences is the result of the fact that the 
adverb predicates over the DP ánd over the entire proposition in (20b), but only over the 
former in (20a). However, that would predict the example in (20b) to be similar in meaning to 
the sentence in (20c), again contrary to fact. 
 
(20) c De vermoedelijke moordenaar vermoedelijk heeft die halsketting gestolen. 
  the probable murderer probably has that necklace stolen 
  'The probable murderer has probably stolen that necklace.' 
 
Summing up, it is unclear to what extent or in what way the creation of a 'pseudo-DP' results 
in a predication relation between the fronted adverb and the fronted DP. 
 As I illustrated in the previous subsection, the assumption that the movement of the 
DP takes place for semantic reasons raises the prediction (in combination with the PSI) that 
this movement is of a very local nature. Note that this only holds for the first part of the 
derivation, i.c. the movement of the DP into the specifier position of the adverb. After that, 
the pseudo-DP is free to move non-locally to the sentence-initial position. This raises the 
prediction that a pseudo-DP is also able to move long-distance, just as ordinary sentence 
adverbials are. This prediction is contradicted by the data in (21). 
 
(21) a Gistereni zegt Jan dat hij Marie ti gezien heeft. 
  yesterday says John that he Mary seen has 
  'Yesterday, John says that he saw Mary.' 
 b *Dat boek gisteren zegt Jan dat Marie gelezen heeft. 
  that book yesterday says John that Mary read has 
 
The example in (21a) shows that the temporal adverb gisteren 'yesterday' is able to move from 
the embedded clause into the specCP of the matrix clause. If a pseudo-DP were to behave like 
a sentence adverbial, we would expect the string dat boek gisteren 'that book yesterday' to be 
able to the same. As the b-example shows, however, this is not the case. In fact, the only way 
in which this type of example can be created, is when the DP moves long-distance, but the 
adverb originates in the matrix clause. Consider the example in (22). 
 
(22) Dat cadeau waarschijnlijk heeft Jan gezegd dat Marie beslist mooi zal vinden. 
 that present probably has John said that Mary definitely pretty will find 
 'That present, John probably said that Mary would definitely like.' 
 
In this example, the adverb waarschijnlijk 'probably' modifies the matrix clause. If it modified 
the embedded clause, it would clash semantically with the adverb beslist 'definitely' and the 
sentence would be uninterpretable.8 The only way for Barbiers (1995b) to derive the sentence 
in (22) would be to assume that there is an extra landing IP-internal site for the moved object 
immediately below the temporal adverb, from where it could scramble into the specifier of 
that adverb, an unconventional assumption to say the least.9 

                                                
8 Cf. the following example: 
(i) *Jan zal waarschijnlijk beslist komen. 
 John will probably definitely come 
9 In another paper, Barbiers argues that there is in fact an IP-internal intermediate landing site for long-distance 
movement (Barbiers 2002). Crucially, however, moved elements cannot scramble from this position (cf. Barbiers 
2002, (18)): 
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 Another problem related to the locality of pseudo-DP-formation concerns small clause 
predicates. Recall that Barbiers (1995b) uses the example in (10c), repeated below, to argue 
that movement of a constituent into the specifier of an adverb should be strictly local. In this 
example, the movement of groen 'green' crosses the DP de deur 'the door'. As a result, there is 
no immediate c-command relationship between the adverb and the base position of the moved 
element. Hence, no semantic relation can be established, the movement is illegitimate and the 
result is ill-formed. 
 
(10) c *…dat Jan groeni gisteren die deur ti verfde. 
     that John green yesterday that door painted 
 
This raises the prediction that a pseudo-DP consisting of a small clause predicate and an 
adverb shouldn't be able to occur in sentence-initial position either. The example in (23) 
clearly shows that this is a false prediction. 
 
(23) Groen waarschijnlijk heeft Jan die deur geverfd. 
 green probably has John that door painted 
 'John probably painted the door GREEN.' 
 
It seems unlikely, then, that the sentence in (23) is derived by first scrambling the small clause 
predicate groen 'green' into the specifier of the adverb waarschijnlijk 'probably'. 
  The final point I would like to raise concerns the type, number and order of elements 
that can occur in front of the finite verb in a pseudo-DP-construction. Recall that the analysis 
in Barbiers (1995b) correctly predicts that whereas for an adverb and an argument the only 
possible ordering is Arg-Adv, two adverbs are allowed to in either order in clause-initial 
position (provided they are also able to do so in the middle field). Another correct prediction 
is that an argument should be able to co-occur with more than one adverb, yielding an Arg-
Adv-Adv-sequence, where, again, the ordering of the adverbs is free. This is illustrated in 
(24). 
 
(24) a Die man gisteren in het café beviel me niet. 
  that man yesterday in the pub pleased me not 
  'I didn't like that man in the pub yesterday.' 
 b Die man in het café gisteren beviel me niet. 
  that man in the pub yesterday pleased me not 
  'I didn't like that man in the pub yesterday.' 
 
Let us consider for a moment how this complex pseudo-DP is derived: first the DP moves into 
the specifier of the lower adverb, then this entire pseudo-DP moves into the specifier of the 
higher adverb and finally, the entire complex pseudo-DP moves to sentence-initial position. 
This is illustrated schematically in (25) for the example in (24b). 
 
(25) [CP [Adv1P [Adv2P [DP die man ] in het café ] gisteren ] beviel [IP me tAdvP1 tAdvP2 tDP niet ]] 
 

                                                                                                                                                   
(i) a %Ik had niet [in de tuin]i gedacht dat het feest ti zou zijn 
  I had not in the garden thought that the party would be 
  'I didn't think the party would be in the garden.' 
 b *Ik had [in de tuin]i niet gedacht dat het feest ti zou zijn. 
  I had in the garden not thought that the party would be 
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This structure raises an interesting prediction: if in the formation of a pseudo-DP we use two 
adverbs which have a strict ordering IP-internally, then we predict that they can only occur in 
mirror order when they occur in a fronted pseudo-DP. Consider in this respect the ordering of 
the adverbs waarschijnlijk 'probably' and doorgaans 'usually', illustrated in (26). 
 
(26) a Jan gaat waarschijnlijk doorgaans te voet naar school. 
  John goes probably usually to foot to school 
  'John probably usually walks to school.' 
 b ?*Jan gaat doorgaans waarschijnlijk te voet naar school. 
  John goes usually probable to foot to school 
 
These examples clearly show that these two adverbs are fairly rigidly ordered with respect to 
one another, i.c. waarschijnlijk 'probably' precedes doorgaans 'usually' (cf. also Cinque 1999, 
where Modepistemic is higher than Asphabitual). This means that if we were to form a pseudo-DP 
containing these two adverbs, we would expect the ordering to be consistently doorgaans < 
waarschijnlijk: first the DP moves into the specifier of doorgaans and the the entire pseudo-
DP [DP doorgaans] moves into the specifier of waarschijnlijk, thus linearly preceding it. As 
the data in (27) illustrate, this prediction is disconfirmed by the data.10 
 
(27) a ?TWEE kamers waarschijnlijk doorgaans houdt Jan maar schoon. 
  two rooms probably usually keeps John only clean 
  'John probably usually cleans only two rooms.' 
 b *TWEE kamers doorgaans waarschijnlijk houdt Jan maar schoon. 
  two rooms usually probably keeps John only clean 
 
These sentences show that the base order of adverbs is preserved in pseudo-DP-constructions. 
This is yet another indication that they are not formed by moving elements into the specifier 
of adverbs, which subsequently front into sentence-initial position. 
 
In this subsection I have critically reviewed the analysis presented in Barbiers (1995b) of the 
construction exemplified in (1) and I have concluded that it does not stand up to scrutiny. 
More specifically, the evidence that I have presented indicates that this construction does not 
arise through DP-scrambling into the specifier of an adverb and hence, that there is no such 
thing as a pseudo-DP. In the next section I will explore a different route towards an analysis 
of this construction. 
 
3. Towards a new approach: left-peripheral adverbs in Dutch 
 
3.1 Introduction: subject/adverb-ordering 
 
From a descriptive point of view, the construction I am discussing here can be characterised 
as a violation of the V2-requirement in Dutch. What is crucial for our understanding of this 
construction, I think, is that it involves adverbs. More specifically, the V2-requirement can be 
violated by an adverb and an argument, by two adverbs, but not by two arguments (cf. also 
Barbiers 1995:16, 24) 
 
(28) a Dat boek gisteren heeft Jan gelezen. 
  that book yesterday has John read 

                                                
10 On the mild deviance of the first example, cf. the next section. 
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  'John read that book yesterday.' 
 b In Antwerpen gisteren heb ik Jan gezien. 
  in Antwerp yesterday have I John seen 
  'I saw John in Antwerp yesterday.' 
 c *Aan Marie dat boek heeft Jan gegeven. 
  to Mary that book has John given  
 
Furthermore, as Barbiers (1995b:14-15) notes, not all adverbs can participate in this 
construction with an equal degree of success. Consider the examples in (29) (from Barbiers 
1995b:14-15). 
 
(29) a Die man gisteren vertelde de waarheid. 
  that man yesterday told the truth 
  'That man told the truth yesterday.' 
 b Die man in de tuin staat te praten. 
  that man in the garden stands to talk 
  'That man is talking in the garden.' 
 c ?Oude mannen vaak bewaken die parkeergarage. 
  old men often guard that parking.lot 
  'Old men often guard that parking lot. 
 d ?Die zieke man waarschijnlijk heeft haar gebeld. 
  that sick man probably has her called 
  'That sick man has probably called her.' 
 e *Het gedicht perfect heeft het meisje voorgedragen. 
  the poem perfectly has the girl recited 
 
These examples are meant to illustrate that locative and temporal adverbials occur most 
naturally in this construction. Modal adverbs such as waarschijnlijk 'probably' and frequency 
adverbs such as vaak 'often' are slightly marked but still clearly acceptable, and manner 
adverbs are strongly ungrammatical in this construction. Interestingly, we find the same set of 
judgements when we try to determine which adverbs can occur in between the 
complementizer and the subject in embedded clauses in Dutch. This is illustrated in (30).11 
 
(30) a Ik heb gehoord dat gisteren de directeur Marie gekust heeft. 
  I have heard that yesterday the principal Mary kissed has 
  'I have heard that the principal kissed Mary yesterday.' 
 b Ik denk dat in de tuin de bomen in volle bloei staan. 
  I think that in the garden the trees in full blossom stand 
  'I think that the trees in the garden are blossoming.' 
 c ?Ze zeggen dat waarschijnlijk de dief een boete zal krijgen. 
  they say that probably the thief a fine will get 
  'They say that the thief will probably receive a fine.' 
 d ?Ik denk dat vaak de ouders de schuld krijgen van een dergelijk voorval. 
  I think that often the parents the blame get of a such incident 
  'I think the parents often get the blame for such an incident.'  
 e *Ik denk dat perfect Jan het gedicht heeft voorgedragen. 
  I think that perfectly John the poem has recited 
 
                                                
11 In all these examples, the subject is a definite DP. I will come back to variation with respect to the 
(in)definiteness, (non-)specificity and topicality of the subject below. 
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In (30) we find the same adverbs as in (29) and, surprisingly, also the same judgements. Note 
that the analysis proposed in Barbiers (1995b) cannot account for this correlation between 
fronted adverbs and the formation of pseudo-DPs. At most, such an account would predict 
there to be subject/object-asymmetries in pseudo-DPs containing adverbs that cannot occur in 
a pre-subject position: if an adverb cannot occur in front of the subject, the subject-DP cannot 
move into the specifier of that adverb and no pseudo-DP can be formed on the basis of the 
subject. Given that that the adverb can occur in between the subject and the object, a pseudo-
DP containing the object should, in contrast, be possible. No such subject/object-asymmetries 
are attested, however. This is yet another indication that the key to the analysis of this 
construction should be sought elsewhere. 
 The literature on the relative order of subjects and adverbs in Germanic is vast (see 
Svenonius 2002 for discussion, background and references). Abstractly speaking, there are at 
least two ways to analyse the co-occurrence of Subj-Adv- and Adv-Subj-orders (with the 
same adverb) in one and the same language: 1. one could argue that the adverb can adjoin at 
different positions in the clause structure, one of those positions preceding and one of them 
following the surface position of the subject, or 2. one could claim that the subject can occupy 
different positions at spell-out, one preceding the adjunction site of the adverb and one 
following it. As far as I can see, the position that has gained most popularity in today's 
literature is the second one (cf. for example Bobaljik & Jonas 1996; É. Kiss 1996; Holmberg 
1993; Svenonius 2002, sections 5.0 & 5.1). For concreteness' sake, let us take a brief look at 
the proposal made by Bobaljik & Jonas (1996). [note: I am basing this discussion on what 
Svenonius 2002 says about Bobaljik & Jonas 1996 à still have to check the original à might 
change the following paragraph]. They argue that languages such as German and Icelandic 
have two subject positions at their disposal, i.c. specAgrSP and specTP. These two positions 
can be distinguished most easily by means of expletive constructions, whereby the expletive 
occupies the first and its associate the second subject position. Consider a relevant example 
from Icelandic in (31a) (from Vangsness 2002:45) and the structural description it would 
receive under Bobaljik & Jonas' system in (31b). 
 
(31) a ?Þaδ drekka sennilega sumir krakkar hana aldrei. 

 expl drink probably some kids it never 
  'Some kids probably never drink it.' 
 b [AgrSP Þaδ [AgrS' drekka [TP sennilega [TP sumir krakkar [AgrOP hana [VP aldrei tsubj tV tobj ]]]]]] 
 
The choice between the two subject positions is not free, rather it correlates with the 
semantics of the subject. More specifically, Bobaljik & Jonas argue that the boundary of the 
domain of existential closure is not situated at the VP-level (as in in the original proposal of 
Diesing 1992), but rather at the TP-level. As a result, subjects in specTP receive a weak or 
existential reading, whereas subjects in specAgrSP receive a strong reading (strong and weak 
in the sense of Milsark 1974). This explains why in Icelandic definite subjects are not allowed 
following adverbs, as illustrated in (32) (from Svenonius 2002:221). 
 
(32) ??Núna hafa liklega bófranir stoliδ smjörinu. 
 now have probably the gangsters stolen the butter 
 
Given that definite DPs normally receive a strong reading, they are expected to appear in 
specAgrSP and as a result, they should precede the sentence adverb liklega 'probably'. This 
account also explains why weak pronominal subjects generally cannot be preceded by 
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sentence adverbs. Given that hey are normally interpreted as strong, they should precede 
rather than follow such adverbs, as in the example in (33) (from Svenonius 2002:219).12 
 
(33) Så provoserer <den> fortsatt <??den> dagens publikum. 
 so provokes it still it the.day's audience 
 'Then it still provokes today's audience.' 
 
At first blush, this account seems to be able to capture the data quite nicely. After a detailed 
discussion of this and related proposals, however, Svenonius (2002) concludes that the 
distinction between weak and strong subjects does not suffice to capture the cross-linguistic 
variation in Germanic with respect to subject/adverb-ordering. Instead, he proposes that it is 
the notion of 'continued topic' which plays a crucial role. More specifically, he argues that the 
highest IP-internal subject position is typically reserved for continued topics. Given that 
Milsark-weak subject are generally not such good topics, they tend to occur in a post-adverb 
position. Furthermore, languages can choose to grammaticalise the [+Topic]-feature to a 
certain extent, so that DPs with a certain morphosyntactic make-up (e.g. weak pronouns) will 
always behave as if they are continued topics (i.e. precede adverbs), regardless of the actual 
context. In his final proposal, Svenonius even does away with AgrSP altogether and argues 
that subject/adverb-(re)ordering arises as the result of the order of Merger in TP. Specifically, 
if the subject merges with T° before the adverb, the order is Adv-Subj, otherwise it is the 
other way around. Crucially, however, an adverb cannot merge with a TP in which the subject 
has checked a [+Topic]-feature.13 That explains the absence of Adv-Sub-orders when the 
subject is a continued topic. 
 Both the original accounts (e.g. Bobaljik & Jonas 1996; É. Kiss 1996; Holmberg 1993) 
and Svenonius' (2002) reworking of them start from two basic assumptions. First of all, they 
assume that the sole cause of variation in the ordering of subject and adverb is the information 
structural status of the subject and secondly, the technical means by which they implement 
this variation boils down to exploiting multiple subject positions.14 What I want to argue here, 
however, is that there is another potential source of variation in subject/adverb-ordering. More 
specifically, I want to claim that information structural considerations of the adverb can force 
it to occupy a position other than the one(s) it normally occupies. This, I will try to show, is 
what lies at the heart of the pseudo-DP-construction discussed in the previous section. 
 In order to show that the information structural status of the adverb can play a role in 
determining its order with respect to the subject, I will make use of question/answer-pairs. 
The outcome of the discussion will be that certain types of adverbs (most typically, locative 
and temporal adverbs) can be fronted to a pre-subject position, where they acquire a 'scene-
setting' (cf. Poletto 2000) or 'framing' (cf. Cinque 199915) reading, i.e. they provide the 
background against which (or even the conditions under which) the sentence following them 
should be interpreted. That they actually move to this position (rather than be base-generated 
there), I will demonstrate partly based on data which was already mentioned in section 2.2. 
 First, consider the question in (34a) and its potential answers in (34b). 
 
 
(34) a A: Wanneer denk je dat Jan dat boek gaat verkopen? 

                                                
12 The example is from Norwegian, but the facts hold for Icelandic as well. 
13 Svenonius has a semantic explanation for this restriction. Cf. his paper for more details. 
14 This is perhaps less clear in the proposal of Svenonius 2002. Note, though, that in his account a subject can 
merge either with a 'bare' TP (T' in classical terms) or with a TP to which an adverb has merged, whereas the 
adjunction possibilities of the adverb are more limited. 
15 [note: I still have to read what Cinque says about framing adverbials!] 
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   when think you that John that book goes sell 
   'When do you think John will sell that book?' 
 b B: Ik denk dat Jan dat boek morgen gaat verkopen. 
   I think that John that book tomorrow goes sell 
   'I think that John will sell that book tomorrow.' 
  B':  #Ik denk dat morgen Jan dat boek gaat verkopen. 
   I think that tomorrow John that book goes sell 
   'I think that tomorrow, John will sell that book.' 
 
This mini-dialogue shows that when a temporal adverb such as gisteren 'yesterday' occurs to 
the left of the subject, it cannot be the answer to a wh-question, i.e. it cannot be information 
focus. When it occurs in its neutral, IP-internal position (i.e. answer B in (34b)), it does form 
a valid answer to a wh-question. The least we can say at this point is that the pre-subject 
position of the adverb in (34bB') is not information structurally neutral. This in turn implies 
that the variation exemplified in (34b) cannot merely be a matter of the informational status of 
the subject or the position it occupies. Let me try to make these observations more precise by 
looking at another Q/A-pair. 
 
(35) a A: Wat denk je dat er gisteren gebeurd is? 
   what think you that there yesterday happened is 
   'What do you think happened yesterday?' 
 b B: Ik denk dat Jan gisteren dat boek verkocht heeft. 
   I think that John yesterday that book sold has 
   'I think John sold that book yesterday.' 
  B': Ik denk dat gisteren Jan dat boek verkocht heeft. 
   I think that yesterday John that book sold has 
   'I think that yesterday, John sold that book.' 
 
In (35bB) we see that the IP-internal position of gisteren is indeed neutral with respect to its 
information structural status. Not only can it occur as new information focus (cf. 34bB), it is 
also fine when it is mentioned in previous discourse and the rest of the clause is new 
information.16 More importantly in the light of the present discussion, however, is the fact that 
the answer in (35bB') is also perfectly natural (maybe even slightly more so than (35bB)) as a 
response to the question in (35a). This fits in nicely with what I hinted at previously, namely 
that the adverb receives a scene-setting reading in its pre-subject position. Obviously, the 
most natural way to induce such a reading, is by already setting up the scene in the discourse 
(i.e. mentioning the adverb in the question) and by having the rest of the sentence serve as 
new information. The clause has to be interpreted within the context created by the adverb. 
 So far, I have only done half the work, though. I have shown that in the context 
created by the questions in (34a-35a) fronted adverbs are or are not felicitous, but it is not yet 
clear that this is solely due to the information structural status of the adverb. Note in 
particular, that in a reply to (34a) the subject is most naturally a continued topic, whereas in a 
reply to (35a) it necessarily represents new information. As such considerations might play a 
role in the placement of the subject (cf. supra), it is not clear yet that the data I am discussing 
here is any different from the facts discussed by previous authors. To show that this is 
nonetheless the case, I will present two types of evidence. First I will show that locative and 
temporal adverbs can precede types of subjects which in all previous accounts are assumed to 

                                                
16 Note, though, that this answer would less felicitous had the object dat boek 'that book' scrambled over the 
adverb (as in 34bB). Cf. Reinhart 1995, 1998 for an account. 
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never occur in a post-adverb position, i.c. expletives and weak subject pronouns. Consider the 
data in (36).17 
 
(36) a Ik denk dat gisteren ze waarschijnlijk naar Marie geweest zijn. 
  I think that yesterday theyweak probably to Mary been are 
  'I think they probably visited Mary yesterday.' 
 b Hij zegt dat gisteren het waarschijnlijk geregend heeft. 
  he says that yesterday it probably rained has 
  'He says it has probably rained yesterday.' 
 c Ik denk dat gisteren er hier iemand geweest is. 
  I think that yesterday there here someone been is 
  'I think someone was here yesterday.' 
 
These examples show that a temporal adverb like gisteren 'yesterday' can occur to the left of a 
weak subject pronoun (36a), so-called weather-it (36b) and expletive there (36c). Since all 
three these subjects are disallowed to occur in Adv-Subj-orders in the accounts of Bobaljik & 
Jonas (1996) or Svenonius (2002), these data clearly show that we are dealing with a different 
phenomenon here. Before proceeding, however, I have to make a few more remarks about the 
examples in (36). As it turns out, many native speakers frown upon hearing these examples 
for the first time and occasionally they have even been claimed to be ungrammatical. As it 
turns out, however, it is possible to find examples of precisely this type when searching the 
internet (via Google) for exact strings of complementizers, adverbs and pronouns. Consider 
the following attested examples.18,19 
 
(37) a Het is de bedoeling dat binnenkort je daar ook zelfs een link naar een 
  it is the intention that soon youweak there also even a link to a 

site die jij cool vind der kan bijzetten. 
                                                
17 Interestingly, when we look at other types of adverbs, we find the same variation in judgements as in the 
examples in (29) and (30). Specifically, modal adverbs such as waarschijnlijk 'probably' are marked, but still 
acceptable, while manner adverbs are clearly out. Consider some representative examples in (i)-(ii). 
(i) a ?Hij zei dat waarschijnlijk ze gisteren naar Marie was geweest. 
  he said that probably sheweak yesterday to Mary was been 
  'He said she had probably gone to Mary yesterday.'  
 b ?Hij zei dat waarschijnlijk er te veel werk zou zijn om vakantie te nemen. 
  he said that probably there too much work would be to holiday to take 
  'He said there would probably be too much work for him to take a holiday.' 
(ii) a *Hij zei dat perfect ze het gedicht had voorgedragden. 
  he said that perfectly sheweak the poem had recited 
 b *Hij zei dat volledig er zeer veel mensen het formulier hadden ingevuld. 
  he said that completely there very many people the form had filled.out 
Although I will have nothing much to say on the issue, one might also want to speculate on why these types of 
adverbs are less acceptable in this construction. Intuitively, it seems clear that the spatial and temporal location 
of an event are more suitable 'scene-setters' than its modality. Assuming manner adverbs to modify only the VP 
(i.e. only the verb and its internal argument(s)), one would then expect them never to occur as scene-setters for 
the entire proposition (i.e. including the subject). Much more work is needed, clearly, but it looks like a 
promising route to take. 
18 Note that the same holds for the modal adverbs discussed in the previous footnote, indicating that they can 
indeed occur in this construction (albeit markedly). Consider an attested example in (i). 
(i) Hij geeft een fout dat waarschijnlijk er te veel devices gemount zijn 
 he gives an error that probably there too many devices mounted are 
 'He shows an error message which says that too many devices are probably mounted.' 
19 It turns out that it is easier to find examples of adverbs preceding expletive there than it is to find similar 
examples with expletive it or weak subject pronouns. I have no explanation for this variation in frequency. What 
is important, however, is that all three cases are attested. 
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  site that you cool find there can add 
'The idea is that soon you will even be able to add a link to a site which you 
think is cool.' 

b Maar toch heeft dit geleid tot het besluit dat volgend jaar het ten strengste  
 but still has this lead to the conclusion that next year it to most.severe 

verboden is dat er door de 'chefs de cuisine van de avond' gebubbeld wordt 
  forbidden is that there by the chefs de cuisine of the evening bubbled becomes 

'And yet this has lead to the conclusion that it will be strictly forbidden for the 
chefs de cuisine of the evening to drink champagne.' 

 c Ik hoor juist op het radionieuws dat morgen er een treinstaking is. 
  I hear just on the radio.news that tomorrow there a train.strike is 
  'I just heard on the radio there's going to be a train strike tomorrow.' 

 
Given that examples such as these can be multiplied fairly easily (especially the ones in (37c), 
cf. note %) and that they sound fine to my ear and to that of most my informants, I consider 
the data in (36) (and hence, the argument based on them) to be valid. 
 The second way in which I want to distinguish my fronted adverb data from the Adv-
Subj-orders discussed by Bobaljik & Jonas (1996) or Svenonius (2002) is by showing that 
subjects following fronted temporal or locative adverbs can still have the information 
structural status which they claim is reserved for IP-initial subjects. As far as the weak vs. 
strong distinction is concerned (cf. Bobaljik & Jonas 1996), this is not a new observation. 
Svenonius (2002:222-224) already demonstrates that subject/adverb-ordering does not 
necessarily correlate with Milsarkian strength. More specifically, he shows that strong 
readings of subject-DPs are not restricted to Subj-Adv-orders. Consider a Dutch example in 
(38) that illustrates the same point. 
 
(38) Ik heb gehoord dat gisteren een student de regels overtreden heeft. 
 I have heard that yesterday a student the rules broken has 
 ‘I heard a student broke the rules yesterday.’ 
 
In this example the subject-DP een student ‘a student’ can have both a specific (i.e. strong) 
and a non-specific (i.e. weak) reading. However, a similar observation holds for Svenonius’ 
generalisation that subjects functioning as continued topics always occur in a pre-adverb 
position. Consider the mini-text in (39). 
 
(39) Jan is toch een vreemde kerel. Ik heb gehoord dat gisteren hij zijn kamer in brand  

John is prt a strange guy i have heard that yesterday he his room in fire 
heeft gestoken. 
has put 
‘John is a strange guy. I heard he put his room on fire yesterday.’ 

 
Arguably, John is the topic of the first sentence, which means that hij ‘he’ represents a 
continued topic in the second one. Nonetheless, we find it in a post-adverb position in the 
second sentence. I take this to be yet another indication that the Adv-Subj-orders I am 
discussing here differ fundamentally from the ones discussed by Bobaljik & Jonas (1996) or 
Svenonius (2002). More specifically, what I want to claim is that locative and temporal 
adverbials (and to a lesser degree modal and frequentative adverbs) can move to the left of the 
highest possible subject position. This means that Svenonius’ generalisation can maintained 
and that the subject pronoun in the second sentence of (39) is indeed in the highest IP-internal 
position. 
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 Adopting our conclusion that temporal and locative adverbs can occupy a position to 
the left of the highest subject position, we have to ask how the adverbs come to occupy such a 
position. Specifically, are they base-generated there or have they been moved to that position? 
The examples in (13), repeated below, indicate that it is the latter option. The binding of the 
reciprocal in (13a), the condition C violation in (13b) and the stranding of the focus particle in 
(13c) indicate that these adverbs can be (and in fact must be) reconstructed to a position c-
commanded by the subject. 
 
(13) a ...dat tijdens elkaarsi feestje [Jan en Piet]i in slaap gevallen zijn. 
     that during each other's party John and Pete in sleep fallen are 
  '...that John and Pete fell asleep during each other's party.' 
 b *...dat tijdens Jansi feestje hiji in slaap gevallen is. 
     that during John's party he in sleep fallen is 
 c ...dat [tijdens TWEE feestjes]i Jan maar ti gehuild heeft. 
     that during two parties John only cried has 
  '..that John cried during only two parties.' 
 
Summing up, in this section I have shown that the adverbs that can occur in the pseudo-DP 
construction are the same as the ones that can be moved to an IP-external position to the left 
of the highest subject position. In the next sections I will argue that a proper understanding of 
the mechanisms behind this type of adverb fronting will lead to a new analysis of the pseudo-
DP construction. 
 
3.2 Adverb fronting as an instance of [Repel α] 
 
In the previous paragraph I have shown that in Dutch locative and temporal adverbs can be 
fronted to a pre-subject position, where they acquire a scene-setting reading. In itself, this is 
not a surprising conclusion, as several other authors have shown that in other languages a 
similar situation obtains (cf. Rizzi 2001 for Italian; Poletto 2000, Benincá & Poletto 2002 for 
Italian and Rhaetoromance dialects; Haegeman 20% for English; Cinque over framing 
adverbs toevoegen). Interestingly, all these authors have proposed more or less the same 
analysis for this phenomenon. More specifically, they all assume there to be a previously 
unnoticed functional projection (roughly somewhere in between the lower regions of CP and 
the higher regions of IP) the head of which contains a feature which attracts the scene-setting 
adverb to its specifier. The names of the projections differ (ModP for Rizzi 2001, 
SceneSettingP for Poletto 2000, ScP for Haegeman 20%), as do their exact locations, but on 
the whole the similarities between the different analyses are greater than the differences 
between them. 
 As far as I can see, however, the evidence in favour of postulating this position is 
scarce. In particular the head position of this alleged projection is heavily un(der)motivated: it 
is always empty, it never serves as a landing site for verb movement [have to check this in 
Poletto’s account!] and it never surfaces as a morphological marking on the verb (unlike, for 
example, many of the projections Cinque 1999 proposes). In fact, it seems the only raison 
d’être of this head is to create a landing site for the moved adverb. Equally unclear is the 
nature of the feature which attracts the adverb to its pre-subject position. Given that we expect 
the derivation to be driven by morphosyntactic features (Chomsky 1995), it seems unlikely 
that there is such an entity as a ‘scene-setting feature’. Moreover, it seems to me that the tru 
nature of scene-setting adverbs can best be expressed by a negative statement. Scene-setting 
adverbs are adverbs which do not form part of the  
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