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Dependent clauses with vacant subject are considered in contraposition to inde-
pendent clauses with vacant subject, which refer to interrogative sentences with un-
known subject being sought by means of compulsory interrogative element. The lan-
guages particularly involved are English, Dutch and Swedish. Within the binomiality
idea a formal modeling is undertaken to explain the syntactic nature of the formal par-
ticle in a subject. Main and secondary substantive / verbal sentence parts are assumed
to consist of two parts — a space / time specifier or proto-specifier and a substantive
/ verbal semifinitive. The formal particle in a subject is associated with a strong or su-
per-strong space specifier. In an independent and dependent interrogative sentence, as
well as in a dependent narrative one, the fixing of a principal substantive semifinitive is
postulated to start with a super-strong specifier. It is proposed that in independent / de-
pendent clauses the use of the formal particle is stipulated by a possible opposition of
a fixing verbal semifinitive against the pressure of outer space, as well as by informativi-
ty of an interrogative / conjunctive element. For dependent clauses it is also established
that the formal particle in Danish and, sometimes in English, can fill (or accompany)
the vacant strong substantive semifinitive and terminate its being vacant; Swedish and
Norwegian use for this, instead of the formal particle, an adverbial-substantive unit.
Filling the vacant strong substantive semifinitive makes the main sentence parts com-
plete, and a dependent clause becomes more similar to an independent clause. It con-
firms the statement of the binomiality idea that a narrative and interrogative dependent
clause is syntactically «in-between» a narrative independent clause and an interrogative
independent clause. Still, the use of the vacant or non-vacant strong substantive sem-
ifinitive can be stipulated, like in Danish, by the informativity of the conjunctive ele-
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ment. In case of a high informativity of the conjunctive element the strong substantive
semifinitive may remain vacant.

Keywords: linguistic modeling, syntax of Germanic languages, dependent clauses,
null-subject, binomiality idea, semifinitive.

Dependent clauses with vacant subject reveal evident similarity to in-
dependent clauses with vacant subject. The latter ones refer to the case
of interrogative sentences, where subject is not known and being sought
for by means of compulsory interrogative element, which can be word
or word combination. An example for this case can be Who is asked? or
Which books lie on the table?, because subject in these sentences is not yet
found. In the second sentence, of course, it is known, that we are seeking
for books, but still it cannot be established for sure, which books they will
be. Transformation of these sentences into dependent clauses will result,
respectively, in I know, who is asked and I know, which books lie on the table.

Rather artificial constructions, but, nevertheless, grammatically al-
lowable, may also occur in independent clauses — Who is there asked?,
Which books do there lie on the table? and, with two variations, in de-
pendent clauses — I know, who there is asked, I know, which books there
lie on the table or I know, who is there asked, I know, which books lie there
on the table.

In other Germanic languages, more or less relevant to English, we
see similar situation. The considered English sentences can be translated
in a structural correspondence.

In Dutch, which is more related to English, there may exist construc-
tions like Wie wordt gevraagd?, Welke boeken liggen op de tafel? and Ik
weet, wie gevraagd wordt (or Ik weet, wie wordt gevraagd), Ik weet, welke
boeken op de tafel liggen.

Dutch grammar also allows constructions, which, in comparison
with corresponding English clauses, look less artificially. So, in inde-
pendent clauses there occur constructions Wie wordt er gevraagd?, Wel-
ke boeken liggen er op de tafel? and, in dependent clauses — Ik weet, wie
er gevraagd wordt (or Ik weet, wie er wordt gevraagd), Ik weet, welke
boeken er op de tafel liggen.

In Swedish, which is less related to English, there may exist construc-
tions like Vem dr fragad (or Vem fragas?), Vilka bocker ligger pa bordet?
and Jag vet vem som dr fragad (or Jag vet vem som fragas), Jag vet vilka
bocker som ligger pa bordet.
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Swedish grammar also allows constructions, which, in comparison
with corresponding English and Dutch dependent clauses, look more
artificially — Jag vet vem dir/det dr fragad (or Jag vet vem dir/det fra-
gas), Jag vet vilka bocker dir/det ligger pd bordet. Independent clauses
like Vem dr ddr/det fragad (or Vem fragas ddr/det?), Vilka bocker ligger
ddr/det pa bordet? are the most artificial and occur rather seldom.

The provision of vacant subject with a formal particle, which has no
lexical meaning, causes many questions of grammatical and semantic
nature [Finch, 2000, p. 97]. In the most abstract models the absence
of lexical meaning is not taken as a serious lack — originally the con-
sideration of language starts with syntactic structures and then comes
to mental ones [Chomsky, 2006]. Only cognitive grammar tries to find
a common base for language and meaning, but the ways it uses are far
from approaches, usual in natural sciences [Jacckendoff, 2003]. Up till
now there is no radical explanation, why words exist, and are organized,
and sometimes lose, after having been organized, their lexical meanings.
We will try to explain it in a very new way [Shumkov, 2017].

In 1993 at Saint-Petersburg Electrotechnical University the so-called
binomiality idea was stated, according to which any verbal or substan-
tive part of the sentence comprises, explicitly or implicitly, two piec-
es — specifier (proto-specifier) and semifinitive. For the first time in
syntax there was proclaimed, that the main parts of sentence are formed
dependently on the type of the sentence.

Subject / predicate is formed by fixing a verbal / substantive semi-
finitive in a time / space specifier. Secondary verbal / substantive part is
formed by fixing a verbal / substantive semifinitive in a time / space pro-
to-specifier. The difference between specifiers and proto-specifiers is as
follows: proto-specifiers may only have diffused (weak) shape; specifiers
may have diffused (weak), concentrated (strong) and over-concentrated
(super-strong) shape.

Weak proto-specifier or weak specifier is a flexion (sometimes a
null-flexion); strong or super-strong specifier is a word, mostly dese-
mantizated. The three shapes of a specifier are explained by a semifin-
itive also having three shapes — super-weak, weak and strong ones,
what, optimally, leads to the following balance when fixing a semifin-
itive in a specifier: strong semifinitive in weak specifier, weak semifin-
itive in strong specifier, super-weak semifinitive in super-strong speci-
fier. Nevertheless, weak and super-weak semifinitive may also be fixed
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in weak specifier / proto-specifier. Semifinitives contain inner time or
space; specifiers and proto-specifiers — outer one.

A semifinitive consists of a membrane and a cavity inside it. In sub-
stantive semifinitive uninflected and inflected words are always dis-
tributed into the membrane. In verbal semifinitive uninflected word is
always distributed into the membrane, and inflected word(s) (partici-
ple(s) or other extensions) — into the cavity. A vacant semifinitive is a
semifinitive with empty membrane and cavity, when no word is distrib-
uted into them. A specifier / proto-specifier consists of a cavity outside
it [Szumkov, 2014].

Because of the common concept of semifinitive the categories of
verbal aspect and substantive determination are considered within the
binomiality idea as united. Different sizes of the semifinitive cavities are
stipulating verbal aspects and substantive determinations. If the cavity
of verbal or substantive semifinitive is large, the verbal unit is imper-
fect and substantive unit is definite. If the cavity of verbal or substantive
semifinitive is small, the verbal unit is perfect and substantive unit is
indefinite [Szumkov, 2014].

It should be noted, that the binomiality idea becomes considera-
bly complicated in the assumption, that the fixation of semifinitive in
specifier may turn into a modification of specifier by semifinitive. The
difference between fixation and modification is as follows: fixation ar-
ithmetically corresponds to multiplication, and modification — to ad-
dition. Thus, in the result of fixation we get a three-dimensional image,
which is a main or secondary part of sentence, and in the result of mod-
ification — still one-dimensional image, which is a modified specifier
[Choumkov, 2013]. The implementation of the modification allows ex-
plaining some specific syntactical phenomena.

It should also be noted, that a weak specifier, modified by a strong
semifinitive, becomes transformed from flexion into word and gets from
the semifinitive, mostly, a modal semantics. A weak specifier, modified
by a super-weak semifinitive, becomes transformed from flexion into
ending, which also has a chance to be modified by a strong semifinitive
and become transformed into word with a modal semantics.

As it was said above, the binomiality idea proclaims, that the main
parts of sentence are formed according to the type of the sentence. Let
us consider the independent clause. In narrative affirmative sentences
the specifiers of the verbal and substantive semifinitives are firstly weak,
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secondly — strong, and thirdly — super-strong. In narrative negative
sentences the specifier of the verbal semifinitive is firstly super-strong,
secondly — strong and thirdly — weak, and the specifier of the substan-
tive semifinitive is firstly weak, secondly — strong, and thirdly — su-
per-strong. In interrogative affirmative and negative sentences the spec-
ifiers of the verbal and substantive semifinitives are firstly super-strong,
secondly — strong and thirdly — weak. The freedom of these three steps
allows us to support weak and super-weak semifinitives and to express
the grammatical meanings of modality and emphasis. In addition it
explains (and not only for English), why it is not possible to compose
interrogative affirmative sentences like Is to read books useful? and why
it is nevertheless possible to compose narrative affirmative sentences
like To read books is useful. It also explains why interrogative affirma-
tive sentences are like Does he read books? and why narrative affirmative
sentences are like He reads books. As well, we have a very nice explana-
tion of why the constructions with there mostly require indefinite noun,
like in There is a girl in the room and never may be built on pronoun
semifinitive — it is impossible to have a sentence like There is he in the
room. Let us consider the dependent clause. In narrative and interrog-
ative affirmative sentences the specifier of the substantive semifinitive
is firstly super-strong, secondly — strong and thirdly — weak, and the
specifier of the verbal semifinitive is firstly weak, secondly — strong,
and thirdly — super-strong. In narrative and interrogative negative sen-
tences the specifiers of the verbal and substantive semifinitives are firstly
super-strong, secondly — strong and thirdly — weak.

Predicate and subject reveal time and space elements. In the case
of super-strong and strong specifiers time and space elements coincide
with them. If the case of weak specifiers these are inflected semifinitive
membranes, which become time and space elements. For example, in
the sentence Does he read books? the time element is does and the space
element is he; in the sentence There is a girl in the room the time element
is is and the space element is there. It can be easily seen, that time ele-
ment can coincide with predicate and space element can coincide with
subject. For example, in the sentence He reads books the time element
is reads; in the sentence A girl is in the room the space element is a girl.

Time and space elements are arranged depending on the sentence
type as well. For independent clause in narrative affirmative and neg-
ative sentences the space element precedes the time element; in inter-
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rogative affirmative and negative sentences the time element precedes
the space element. For dependent clause in narrative and interrogative
affirmative and negative sentences the space element precedes the time
element.

If we look attentively at the construction of the specifiers, we discov-
er, that the time specifiers may exist either in the present or in the past,
and there is no tense, when present and past are together. The space
specifiers exist both in the up-side and in the down-side, and in fact
there is no difference in sides at all (otherwise we should have a gram-
matical dependence on, let us say, left- or right-side, what is not ob-
served in the language). So, the time specifier is divided into two planes
and the space specifier not. It metaphysically means that the pressure of
a time specifier is two times less, than the pressure of a space specifier
[Ulianitckaia, Shumkov, 2018].

We have marked, that the pressure of specifiers influences the sem-
ifinitives. The influence of time pressure on substantive semifinitives
is negligible, whereas the influence of space pressure on verbal semi-
finitive is significant. Under increasing the space pressure the relief of
the verbal semifinitive membrane becomes more flat, and the lexical
meaning dims. In case the subject is built on the weak space specifier
the use of all possible verbal semifinitives is allowed. In case the subject
is built on the strong space specifier one may use less verbal semifini-
tives, semantically resembling with the semifinitives be and have been.
In case the subject is built on the super-strong space specifier it it is
only possible to use the semifinitives be a and have been a, where a is
adjective (be useful and have been useful) or adjective unit (be of use
and have been of use).

Let us consider the sets of English, Dutch and Swedish specifiers in
details.

In English there are the following specifiers — for time: super-strong
(no modification is allowed), strong (no modification is allowed), weak
(strong modification is allowed); for space: super-strong (no modifica-
tion is allowed), strong (no modification is allowed), weak (super-weak
modification is allowed).

In Dutch there are the following specifiers — for time: super-strong
(super-weak modification is allowed), weak (strong modification is al-
lowed); for space: super-strong (no modification is allowed), strong (no
modification is allowed), weak (super-weak modification is allowed).
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In Swedish there are the following specifiers — for time: super-strong
(super-weak modification is allowed), weak (strong modification is al-
lowed); for space: super-strong (no modification is allowed), strong (no
modification is allowed), weak (super-weak modification is allowed).

So, the main parts of the sentence in English, Dutch and Swedish are
formed according to a general scheme, but, even in case of unmodified
specifiers, reveal a difference. In case of modified specifiers this differ-
ence is bigger.

Let us limit ourselves by affirmative sentences with vacant subject
both in independent and dependent clauses.

In independent clause we deal with interrogative sentences. When
forming predicate we move from super-strong time specifier to weak
one and do not take into account their pressure on the fixing substantive
semifinitive. The only thing we should pay attention to is that all fixing
verbal semifinitives may be strong or super-weak; additionally for Eng-
lish, if a semifinitive does not begin with be / have, or is not be / (some-
times) have, it may be weak. If predicate needs no modal meaning, su-
per-strong time specifier is not used. When forming subject we move
from super-strong space specifier to weak one and take into account
their pressure on the fixing verbal semifinitive. Of course we should
not expect that the vacant fixing substantive semifinitive will obligato-
ry become super-weak in the reciprocal sentence, since main infinitive
units, in contrast to all other main substantive units (nouns, pronouns
etc.), are not specially sought for. It could be however expected, that the
vacant fixing substantive semifinitive will become weak, if the sought
main substantive unit is a noun, striving to indefiniteness. Then this
semifinitive will be fixed in the strong specifier. We see the aforemen-
tioned in the following constructions:

English:

Which girls do there see ¢ Peter?*
Who does there see g Peter?*
Which books are there lost 9?*
What is there lost ?

The construction Which girls do there see o Peter?* is extremely im-
probable because of the low capability of the semifinitive see to with-
stand the pressure of the strong specifier there and the high informativ-
ity of the interrogative element which girls. The construction Who does
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there see o Peter?* is rather improbable because of the low capability of
the semifinitive see to withstand the pressure of the strong space specifi-
er there (despite the low informativity of the interrogative element who).
The construction Which books are there lost ?* is also rather improba-
ble because of the high informativity of the interrogative element which
books (despite the high capability of the semifinitive be lost to withstand
the pressure of the strong specifier there).
Dutch:

Welke meisjes zien er ¢ Peter?*
Wie ziet er p Peter?

Welke boeken zijn er g verloren?
Wat is er o verloren?

The construction Welke meisjes zien er @ Peter?* is rather improba-
ble because of the high informativity of the interrogative element welke
meisjes (despite the average capability of the semifinitive zien to with-
stand the pressure of the strong space specifier er — in Dutch much
more verbal semifinitives are capable of it, than in English).

Swedish:

Vilka flickor ser ddr/det ¢ Peter?*

Vem ser dir/det o Peter?*

Vilka bocker dr ddr/det o forlorade?* (Vilka bocker forloras dir/det 9?*)
Vad dr dir/det o forlorat? (Vad forloras ddr/det 0?)

The construction Vilka flickor ser ddr/det o Peter?* is extremely im-
probable because of the low capability of the semifinitive se to withstand
the pressure of the strong specifier ddr/det and the high informativity of
the interrogative element vilka flickor. The construction Vem ser ddr/det
o Peter?* is rather improbable because of the low capability of the sem-
ifinitive se to withstand the pressure of the strong space specifier dir/
det (despite the low informativity of the interrogative element vem). The
constructions Vilka bocker dr dir/det o forlorade?* (Vilka bocker forloras
ddr/det ?*) are also rather improbable because of the high informativity
of the interrogative element vilka bocker (despite the high capability of
the semifinitive vara forlorad/forlorat/forlorade (forloras) to withstand
the pressure of the strong specifier ddr/det).

Still, as was said above, it is allowed for weak semifinitive to be fixed
in weak specifier. Also one can expect that the vacant fixing substantive
semifinitive will become strong, if the sought main substantive unit is a
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noun, striving to definiteness, proper noun or personal pronoun. This
semifinitive will be fixed in the weak specifier. We see this in the follow-
ing constructions:

English:

Which girls do @’ see Peter?, which endures transformation into Which girls
see @ Peter?

Who does @ see Peter?, which endures transformation into Who sees @
Peter?

Which books are @’ lost?

What is @ lost?

Dutch:
Welke meisjes zien o Peter?
Wie ziet @ Peter?
Welke boeken zijn @’ verloren?
Wat is @’ verloren?

Swedish:

Vilka flickor ser @ Peter?

Vem ser @ Peter?

Vilka bocker dr @ forlorade?(Vilka bocker forloras 0'?)
Vad dr @ forlorat? (Vad forloras 0°?)

Thus, in independent clauses the absence or presence of strong spec-
ifier can be related to the possible opposition of fixing verbal semifin-
itive against the pressure of outer space for not weakening the lexical
meaning. If the lexical meaning of main verbal unit may not be weak-
ened, strong specifier is not used even when the concentration balance
is frustrated; if a weakening is possible — the use of strong specifier is
rather mainstreaming. The absence or presence of strong specifier can
also be related to the informativity of the interrogative element. An in-
terrogative element, narrowing the field of search for main substantive
unit, is definitely more informative, and strong specifier, which gets no
weak semifinitive to fix, is not used.

In dependent clause we deal with both narrative and interrogative
sentences. When forming predicate we move from weak time specifi-
er to super-strong one and do not take into account their pressure on
the fixing substantive semifinitive. The only thing we should pay atten-
tion to is again that all fixing verbal semifinitives may be strong or su-
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per-weak; additionally, if a semifinitive does not begin with be / have,
or is not be / (sometimes) have, it may be weak. If predicate needs no
modal meaning, super-strong time specifier is not used. When forming
subject we move from super-strong space specifier to weak one and take
into account their pressure on the fixing verbal semifinitive.
English:

I (want to) know, which girls there see ¢ Peter.*

(I (want to) know, which girls do there see p Peter.)*

I (want to) know, who there sees g Peter.*

(I (want to) know, who does there see g Peter.)*

I (want to) know, which books there are lost 9.*

I (want to) know, what there is lost o.

The constructions I (want to) know, which girls there see @ Peter.* (I
(want to) know, which girls do there see @ Peter.)* are extremely improb-
able because of the low capability of the semifinitive see to withstand
the pressure of the strong specifier there and the high informativity of
the conjunctive element which girls. The constructions I (want to) know,
who there sees ¢ Peter.” (I (want to) know, who does there see o Peter.)*
are rather improbable because of the low capability of the semifinitive
see to withstand the pressure of the strong space specifier there (despite
the low informativity of the conjunctive element who). The construction
I (want to) know, which books there are lost g.* is also rather improba-
ble because of the high informativity of the conjunctive element which
books (despite the high capability of the semifinitive be lost to withstand
the pressure of the strong specifier there).

Dutch:

Ik weet / wil weten, welke meisjes er g Peter zien.*

Ik weet / wil weten, wie er o Peter ziet.

Ik weet / wil weten, welke boeken er ¢ zijn verloren / verloren zijn.
Ik weet / wil weten, wat er o is verloren / verloren is.

The construction Ik weet / wil weten, welke meisjes er ¢ Peter zien.” is
rather improbable because of the high informativity of the conjunctive
element welke meisjes (despite the average capability of the semifinitive
zien to withstand the pressure of the strong space specifier er — as it has
already been said, in Dutch much more verbal semifinitives are capable
of it, than in English).
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Swedish:

Jag vet / vill veta, vilka flickor dir/det ser ¢ Peter.*
Jag vet / vill veta vilka flickor som ser g Peter.

Jag vet / vill veta, vem_dir/det ser o Peter.*

Jag vet / vill veta vem som ser g Peter.

Jag vet / vill veta, vilka bocker dir/det dir o forlorade.*
Jag vet / vill veta, vilka bocker som dr o forlorade.*
(Jag vet / vill veta, vilka bocker ddr/det forloras o.*
Jag vet / vill veta vilka bocker som forloras 0.%)

Jag vet / vill veta, vad dir/det idr o forlorat.

Jag vet / vill veta vad som dr ¢ forlorat.

(Jag vet / vill veta, vad ddr/det forloras o.

Jag vet / vill veta vad som forloras o.)

The constructions, which are not built on som, are extremely or rath-
er improbable because of the reasons, already pointed out.

Still, as was said above, it is allowed for weak semifinitive to be fixed
in weak specifier. Also one can expect that the vacant fixing substantive
semifinitive will become strong, if the sought main substantive unit is a
noun, striving to definiteness, proper noun or personal pronoun. This
semifinitive will be fixed in the weak specifier. We see this in the follow-
ing constructions:

English:

I (want to) know, which girls @’ see Peter.

(I (want to) know, which girls do @ see Peter.)
I (want to) know, who @’ sees Peter.

(I (want to) know, who does @’ see Peter.)

I (want to) know, which books @ are lost.

I (want to know), what @’ is lost.

Theoretically and practically, there may also appear constructions
like

I (want to) know, which girls @ see there Peter.*

(I (want to) know, which girls do @ see there Peter.)*
I (want to) know, who @’ sees there Peter.*

(I (want to) know, who does @ see there Peter.)*

I (want to) know, which books @’ are there lost.

I (want to know), what @’ is there lost.
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Such constructions, at first sight, cannot be properly explained, be-
cause the presence of there is here semantically and grammatically un-
due. Indeed, the subject in this construction is formed by vacant fixing
strong substantive semifinitive in weak space specifier, and other units
are not required. In Scandinavian languages, however, in the same con-
struction one undertakes filling of the vacant strong substantive sem-
ifinitive with a unit of adverbial-substantive nature [Hultman, 2008;
Jacobsen, Skyum-Nielsen, 2010]. In Swedish and Norwegian this unit
is som, and in Danish — der. This makes us assume, that dependant
clause in Scandinavian languages are provided with a complete main
couple (subject and predicate), where there are no vacant semifinitives.
It is not excluded, that the presence of there in the discussed English
construction is welcome for achieving the same objective, but with a
difference — in Scandinavian languages the vacant strong substantive
semifinitive is filled with, and in English is accompanied by a adverbi-
al-substantive unit. In Dutch for the vacant strong substantive semifini-
tive nothing is undertaken.

Dutch:

Ik weet / wil weten, welke meisjes @ Peter zien.
Ik weet / wil weten, wie @ Peter ziet.
Ik weet / wil weten, welke boeken @’ zijn verloren / verloren zijn.
Ik weet / wil weten, wat @ is verloren / verloren is.
Swedish:

Jag vet / vill veta vilka flickor som ser g Peter.

Jag vet / vill veta vem som ser o Peter.

Jag vet / vill veta, vilka bocker som dr o forlorade.
(Jag vet / vill veta vilka bocker som fiorloras o.)
Jag vet / vill veta vad som dr ¢ forlorat.

(Jag vet / vill veta vad som forloras p.)

Thus, in dependent clauses the absence or presence of strong spec-
ifier can be related to the possible opposition of fixing verbal semifin-
itive against the pressure of outer space for not weakening the lexical
meaning. The absence or presence of strong specifier can also be related
to the informativity of the conjunctive element. In Swedish and, very
seldom, in English the vacant strong substantive semifinitive loses its
being vacant with the help of an adverbial-substantive unit. This ensures
the completeness of the main couple, which additionally becomes much
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more similar to main couples of independent clauses. Indeed, the most
main couples of independent clauses, when space element precedes
time element, are complete. Generally speaking, narrative and interrog-
ative dependent clause is inbetween narrative independent clause and
interrogative independent clause. Thus, from one side the fixation of
strong substantive semifinitive in weak space specifier allows us not to
take into account the pressure of the outer space; from another side the
informativity of the conjunctive element may still define whether the
vacant strong substantive semifinitive loses its being vacant or not. The
low informativity can force the vacant strong substantive semifinitive to
lose its being vacant and vice versa. This is very evident in Danish:

Jeg ved / vil vide, hvilke piger (der) ser o Peter.
Jeg ved / vil vide, hvem der ser o Peter.

Jeg ved / vil vide, hvilke boger (der) er o tabte.
(Jeg ved / vil vide, hvilke boger (der) tabes o.)
Jeg ved / vil vide, hvad der er o tabt.

(Jeg ved / vil vide, hvad der tabes p.)

Formal modeling consideration for dependent clause with vacant
subject in some Germanic languages leads us to the conclusion, that
the provision of vacant subject with a formal particle, having no lexi-
cal meaning — i.e. the fixation of vacant weak substantive semifinitive
in strong space specifier is stipulated by two factors: the capability of
the fixing verbal semifinitive to oppose against the pressure of the outer
space and the informativity of the conjunctive element. Vacant strong
substantive semifinitive, fixing in weak space specifier can lose its being
vacant for making the main couple complete. The fixation of vacant or
non-vacant strong substantive semifinitive in weak space specifier may
sometimes be stipulated only by one factor — the informativity of the
conjunctive element.
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A. A. IllymxoB
Canxm-Ilemep6ypeckuii 20cy0apcmeentbLil ek mpomexHu1eckuii yHusepcumem

K BOIIPOCY O ®OPMAJIBHOV MOJIE/IV 3ABUCUMBIX IIPEIOKEHU
CIIYCTBIM ITIOJJTEXXAIIVIM B TEPMAHCKHUX A3BIKAX

s mutupoBanus: Shumkov A. A. Formal modeling considerations for depend-
ent clause with vacant subject in some Germanic languages // CxannuHaBcKas
¢dwnonorusa. 2018. T. 16. Bem. 2. C. 292-307. https://doi.org/10.21638/11701/
spbu21.2018.207

PaccmoTpennl 3aBuCHMbIE IPEIIOKEHNSA C IYCTHIM MOAIEXAIMM B CONOCTAB-
JIEHUM C HE3aBUCUMbBIMU HPEIIOKEHUAMI C ITYCThIM IOMJIEXKALINM, OTHOCAIIMMU-
€A K CTyYar BOIPOCUTENIbHBIX KOHCTPYKINMIA, B KOTOPBIX INOMIJIEXalee HEN3BECTHO
U PasbICKMBACTCSA C TIOMOII[BIO 00A3aTeTLHOrO BOIPOCHOTO a7eMeHTa. [IpuBiekaoTcsa
IPEUMYLIECTBEHHO MaTepyaslbl aHI/IMIICKOTO, HUAEPIAH/ICKOTO U IIBE/ICKOTO A3bIKOB.
B 1e/1A1X BbIAB/ICHNA CUHTAKCUYECKO TPUPOibl GOPMaIbHOI YaCTHIIBI TIO/IEKAIIEr0
npyMeHeHa GpopMasbHasA MOJe/b Ha OCHOBe upen fByxdacTHocTy. CybcTaHTMBHbIS/
IJIaTO/IbHbIE Y/IEHDBI TPEJIOKEHNS, ITIaBHbIE M/ BTOPOCTENEHHbIE, TIPENCTABIAI0T-
CSl COCTOAIMMM U3 JIBYX 4YacTeil — IPOCTPaHCTBEHHOTO/BPEMEHHOTO YTOUHUTEIS,
WM TIPAyTOUYHUTENIS, M CYOCTAaHTUBHOrO/TIarombHoro cemuduuntnpa. PopmanpHas
YaCTULA TIOJIEXKAIIETO COIOCTAB/IAETCA C CUIbHBIM WM CBEPXCU/IBHBIM IIPOCTPaH-
CTBEHHbIM yTOuHMTeneM. IlocTynmpyercs, 4TO B HE3aBUCMMOM ¥ 3aBUCUMOM BO-
IPOCUTEIPHOM, @ TAK)KE B 3aBMCUMOM IIOBECTBOBATENIbHOM IIPEIIOKEHMAX IIPOLECC
¢buKcanuy rmaBHOro Cy6CTaHTHMBHOTO CEMU(PUHNTIBA HAYMHAETCA CO CBEPXCUITBHOTO
yTOYHMTENA. BpICKa3aHO MPEJIIONIOKEHNE, YTO B HE3ABMCUMBIX/3aBUCUMbIX IPEJIO-
JKEHUAX WUCIIONb30BaHMe (POPMaIbHOI YaCTHUI[BI OOYCTIOB/IEHO BO3MOKHBIM IIPOTH-
BOCTOSTHIEM (DUKCHPYIONIErocs I/IAarONbHOTO CeMMWHNUTIBA JAaBIEHNIO BHEIITHETO
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HPOCTPAHCTBA, a TaKKe NHYOPMATUBHOCTHIO BOIPOCHOTO/COI03HOTO 3eMeHTa. [l
3aBMCUMBIX TIPEIOXKEHNII TAK)Ke YCTAHOB/IEHO, YTO (POpMasIbHas YaCTUIIA B FATCKOM
Y MHOTJIA QHITINIICKOM fA3BIKAaX MOYKET 3aIIONHATD (MM COIPOBOX/IATH) IyCTON CUIb-
HBIIT CyOCTaHTVMBHBI ceMIUUHNTHB, OTYErO OH IIepecTaeT ObITh MYCThIM. B aTnx xe
Le/IAX MBEACKNIT M HOPBEXKCKMIT A3BIKYU MCIIONB3YIOT BMECTO (POPMaTbHOI YaCTHUIBI
HapeYHO-CYOCTAHTUBHYIO eVHMITY. 3aIl0/IHEHUE IyCTOTO CUIBHOTO CyOCTaHTUBHO-
ro ceMMOUHNTUBA JieTaeT I7MaBHbIE UIEHBI IPE/IOKEHNA MOTHOIeHHbIMMU, 1 3aBM-
CUMBIe TIPEJIOXKEeHNsI CTAHOBATCA GoJlee MOXOKMMIM Ha He3aBMCUMBIe. TeM caMbIM
HOAITBEPIK/IAETCA TE3UC UJEU JIBYXYACTHOCTU O TOM, YTO CMHTAKCUYECKM ITOBECTBO-
BaTe/lbHOE/BOMPOCUTENIbHOE 3aBUCUMOE NPEIOKEHNE PACIONaraeTcss MeXMy I10-
BeCTBOBATE/IbHBIM HE3aBUCHMBIM ¥ BOIIPOCHTENLHBIM He3aBUCUMBIM. TeM He MeHee
VCTIONb30BaHMeE IYCTOTO V/IU HEMYCTOTO CHIbHOIO CyOCTaHTMBHOTO CeMU(DUHUTIBA
MO>eT OBITh 06YC/IOBIIEHO, KAK B JATCKOM A3bIKe, NHPOPMATHBHOCTDIO COIO3HOTO /e~
MeHTa. B cry4ae BbIcoKoi MHGOPMATUBHOCTY COI03HOTO 37IeMeHTa CUTbHBII CyOCcTaH-
TYBHBII CeMUOVHNTAB MOXKET OCTABAThCS MYCTBIM.

Kirouesbie cmoBa: MMHTBUCTUYECKOE MOJEMMPOBAHNE, CUHTAKCUC IepPMaHCKMUX
A3BIKOB, 3aBVICUMbIE TIPEIOXKEHNSA, HY/IEBOE TOJIeXKallee, Ufies ABYXIaCTHOCTH, Ce-
MUUHUTHUB.
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