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WE.. . WITH ANNA: THE INCLUSORY
PLURAL PRONOMINAL CONSTRUCTION IN
FINNISH AND FENNO-SWEDISH*

Klaus Kurki

Abstract. This article provides a syntactic analysis of the inclusory plural
pronominal construction in Fenno-Swedish and Finnish. In this construction, a
plural pronoun has a singular reading: vi ...med Anna (literally “we ...with
Anna”) means ‘Anna and I'. In addition to the plural pronoun, the construction
includes a comitative PP. Similar constructions can be found in several other
languages, especially in the eastern parts of Europe which suggests it is an areal
feature. The structural diversity of the construction in Fenno-Swedish and
Finnish seems to require an analysis that differs from previous analyses of other
languages. Instead of a derivation involving movements, the study suggests that
the analysis must employ an unvalued feature. In some well-formed examples, the
necessary movements would be far too complex for an appealing explanation.
Additionally, the Fenno-Swedish construction seems to allow an insight into a
degree of development where the construction has not necessarily been fully
grammaticalised.

1. Introduction

The Fenno-Swedish expression in (1), which is widely used in colloquial
language, is ambiguous as to what the pronoun vi ‘we’ is referring to.'
The combination of a plural pronoun and DP denoting one of the
participants can refer either to a scenario with more than two people or
only two people. The plural pronoun ‘we’ can thus have a singular
reading in some cases. The same applies to the plural pronouns
corresponding to ‘you(PL)” and ‘they’.

*I would like to thank the audiences at CGSW35 and GRAMINO 3, two anonymous
reviewers, Anders Holmberg, Camilla Wide and the Society of Swedish Literature in
Finland. I am also grateful to many linguists for help with particular languages. All errors
are my responsibility.

' The following abbreviations are used in the glosses of this study: 1 = first person,
ADE = adessive, ALL = allative, DEF = definite, ELA = elative, GEN = genetive, 1LL = illative,
INS = instrumental, NoM = nominative, PL = plural, Poss = possessive, PTV = partitive,
SG = singular.
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2 Klaus Kurki
(1) Fenno-Swedish
Vi for med Anna till stan.
we went with Anna to town.DEF
‘Anna and [ went into town.”/We went into town with Anna.’

A corresponding expression can, as seen in (2), be found in Finnish, with
which Fenno-Swedish shares a long geographical history.?

(2) Finnish
Me mentiin Annan kanssa kaupunkiin.
we went  Anna.GEN with town.ILL

‘Anna and I went into town.’/We went into town with Anna.’

The structural similarity is obvious. In Finnish, the expression is used in
more formal registers as well. In (1) as well as (2) the expression includes
a comitative adposition connecting a plural pronoun with another DP.
The expected reading, based on what the pronoun ‘we’ usually means,
would include a group of at least three people, the one denoted by the DP
component and at least two denoted by the plural pronoun. However, the
expression often refers to a group of two, ‘DP and I'. A similar
construction is found in a variety of languages in ecastern parts of
Europe.® It is absent from other Scandinavian languages except Icelandic
and Faroese that exhibit a slightly different structure that seems to share
the core mechanism with the Fenno-Swedish and Finnish expressions;
this property is the ability to refer to a scenario with only two people. The
Icelandic counterpart is shown in (3) (Sigurdsson & Wood 2020).

2 In this paper, Fenno-Swedish refers to the Swedish dialects spoken by the Swedish
speaking linguistic minority in Finland (5.2% of the population, see Statistics Finland 2022).
Due to historical factors (see Liebkind, Moring & Tandefelt 2007), Swedish is one of the two
national languages and the status of the minority is relatively strong in terms of legal,
economic and cultural positions. Fenno-Swedish is mostly prominent in the coastal regions
of Finland (Karlsson 2017).

3 Russian (Vassilieva & Larson 2005), Estonian (Erelt 2008), Latvian (Schwartz 1988),
Polish (Cable 2017) and Hungarian (Dékany 2009). In addition, the following linguists have
provided data by personal communication from the following languages, all of which have a
similar construction: Hanna Danbolt Ajer (Lule Sami), Sirkka Saarinen (Northern Sami),
Marija Giruliené (Lithuanian), Lena Borise (Belarusian), Ludmila Veselovskd (Czech),
Michal Starke (Slovak), Adrian Stegovec (Slovenian), Dalina Kallulli (Albanian), Iliyana
Krapova (Bulgarian), Georg Hohn (Greek) and Kadri Kuram (Turkish).

© 2024 The Authors. Studia Linguistica published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of Editorial Board of Studia
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‘We ...with Anna’ in Finnish and Fenno-Swedish 3
(3) Icelandic
Vio Maria forum.
we.NOM Maria.NOM went.I1PL
‘Mary and I went/left.”

The construction we are dealing with is familiar from the literature, and
is sometimes called inclusory construction or inclusory coordination, as it
considers the reference of the DP as a part of the reference of the plural
pronoun. The term is imprecise, as it does not capture the crucial singular
interpretation of the plural pronoun, the reading where 4nna in (1) and
(2) is included in a group containing just the speaker and her. In
Dékany’s (2009) terms, the interpretation picks out the focal referent of
the plural pronoun, combining it with the referent of the DP in the
comitative PP. The focal referent of ‘we’ is ‘I’, the speaker. In spite of our
misgivings, the reading that includes the singular interpretation of the
plural pronoun is called the singular reading in this article. The two
elements of the expression are referred to as Pro and the annex PP or
simply the annex (following Sigurdsson & Wood 2020). In this paper, the
combination of the elements is called inclusory plural pronominal
construction, abbreviated to IPPC.

The aim of this paper is to show how structural factors are linked to
the availability of the singular reading. In the case of the IPPC in
Fenno-Swedish and Finnish, the two syntactic questions are as follows:
How can the annex PP be placed in sentences containing the IPPC and
what kind of analysis will account for all possible options? Are there any
scenarios where Pro can be expanded and what consequences will it have?

An additional challenge is posed by the fact that contiguous
composition of Pro and annex seems to be somewhat dispreferred in
Finnish and more clearly so in Fenno-Swedish. Example (4e) is not as
well-formed as (4a, b, ¢, d), regardless of the intended interpretation.*
Similarly, (5a) is less typical than (5b, ¢, d, e, ). This is exceptional as the
contiguous compositions are the cross-linguistically most prototypical
composition of the expression and the analytical approaches are designed
accordingly (Vassilieva & Larson 2005, Sigurdsson & Wood 2020). This
results in a superficially contradictory situation in Fenno-Swedish and
Finnish, as discussed in Section 4.

The IPPC can occur in different structural compositions. The
placement of the PP is quite flexible, both pre-verbal (4a, b) and

4In this paper, sentences that are widely dispreferred by the participants of the
acceptability judgment experiment (see section 3) are considered ill-formed and less
acceptable examples are described as less well-formed. This is a methodology applied in this
paper, while the exact wording of the experiment concerns whether participants could use
the examples in their speech or not.

© 2024 The Authors. Studia Linguistica published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of Editorial Board of Studia
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4 Klaus Kurki

predicate-internal (4c, d) positions are available. The translations
indicate the preferred reading.

(4) Fenno-Swedish
a. Vi har med Anna aldrig varit till Rhodos.
we have with Anna never been to Rhodes

‘Anna and I have never been to Rhodes.’

b. Vi har aldrig med Anna varit till Rhodos.
we have never with Anna been to Rhodes

‘Anna and I have never been to Rhodes.’

c. Vi har aldrig varit med Anna till Rhodos.
we have never been with Anna to Rhodes
‘We have never been to Rhodes with Anna.’

‘Anna and I have never been to Rhodes.’

d. Vi har aldrig varit till Rhodos med Anna.
we have never been to Rhodes with Anna

‘We have never been to Rhodes with Anna.’

e. ?Vimed Anna har aldrig varit till Rhodos.
we with Anna have never been to Rhodes

‘Anna and I have never been to Rhodes.’

The placement of the annex PP seems to have a certain effect on the
preference of the interpretations. The further away the annex is, the more
likely is the plural reading of the pronoun. Due to this, the singular
reading is preferred in (4a, b) but in (4c, d) the plural reading becomes

© 2024 The Authors. Studia Linguistica published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of Editorial Board of Studia
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‘We ...with Anna’ in Finnish and Fenno-Swedish 5

gradually more prominent. The placement of the annex has a similar
effect in Finnish as displayed in (5a, b, ¢, d, e, f).5

5 The selection of examples in (4, 5) is not exhaustive. Additionally, such examples as the
following are certainly possible and the singular interpretation is available:

(i) Med Annastod vi dir pa bryggan.

with Anna stood we there on pier.DEF

‘Anna and I stood there on the pier.’
Different syntactic functions are possible as well, at least to some degree:
(ii) Meitd Annan  Kkanssa hdiritsi se meteli pitkin yota.

us Anna.GEN with  disturbed that noise by night

‘That noise disturbed me and Anna throughout the night.”

© 2024 The Authors. Studia Linguistica published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of Editorial Board of Studia
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6 Klaus Kurki
(5) Finnish
a. Me Annan kanssa ei olla koskaan kidyty Rodoksella.
we Anna.GEN with  not have ever  been Rhodes.ADE

‘Anna and I have never been to Rhodes.’

b. Me ei Annan kanssa olla koskaan kdyty Rodoksella.
we not Anna.GEN with  have ever  been Rhodes.ADE

‘Anna and I have never been to Rhodes.’

c. Me ei olla Annan kanssa koskaan kidyty Rodoksella.
we not have Anna.GEN with  ever been Rhodes.ADE

‘Anna and I have never been to Rhodes.’

d. Me ei olla koskaan Annan  kanssa kdyty Rodoksella.
we not have ever Anna.GEN with  been Rhodes.ADE
‘Anna and I have never been to Rhodes.’

(‘We have never been to Rhodes with Anna.”)

e. Me ei olla koskaan kdiyty Annan  kanssa Rodoksella.
we not have ever been Anna.GEN with  Rhodes.ADE
‘We have never been to Rhodes with Anna.’

‘Anna and I have never been to Rhodes.’

f. Me ei olla koskaan kdyty Rodoksella Annan  kanssa.
we not have ever been Rhodes.ADE Anna.GEN with
‘We have never been to Rhodes with Anna.’

In (5a, b, ¢) the singular reading is preferred. In (5d, e, f) the plural
reading becomes more prominent. The distance between the components
seems to emphasise the plural reading. The same effect is reported by our
informants to be found in other languages that have the IPPC (Ludmila
Veselovskd, personal communication; Iliyana Krapova, personal com-
munication). The readings do not rule out each other, though, and
different contexts can favour one of them over the other.

© 2024 The Authors. Studia Linguistica published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of Editorial Board of Studia
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‘We ...with Anna’ in Finnish and Fenno-Swedish 7

However, if the pronoun has a complement, the singular reading of the
plural pronoun is excluded, regardless of the position of the PP (6). Here
and in the following # signifies that the sentence is well-formed but lacks
the singular reading.®

(6) Finnish
#Me Kielitieteilijit mentiin® Annan  Kkanssa kaupunkiin.
we linguists went  Anna.GEN with  town.ILL

‘We linguists went into town with Anna.’

The same applies to adjuncts of the pronoun (7).
(7)  Fenno-Swedish
#Vi fran Finland ska med Anna bo pa hotellet
we from Finland shall with Anna live on hotel.DEF

‘We who are from Finland will stay at the hotel with Anna.’

Thus (6) cannot mean ‘Anna and I, who are linguists, went into town’
and (7) cannot mean ‘Anna and I who are from Finland, will stay at the
hotel’. This detail indicates that the pronoun and the annex PP of the
IPPC have a special relation that cannot hold in (6, 7). The nature of the
relation is one of the questions dealt with in Section 4.

The construction has been discussed by Vassilieva & Larson (2005),
Dékany (2009), Cable (2017) and Sigurdsson & Wood (2020) but they
have not examined discontiguous placements of Pro and the annex in a
way that would provide additional information on the syntactic relation
between these two components.” An incomplete analysis of the relation
has been presented by Holmberg & Kurki (2019). The details of it are
reviewed in Section 2. A key question is what is the parameter that makes
the IPPC available only in some languages.

The rest of the article will be organised as follows. In Section 2, we will
discuss the known properties of the IPPC in Fenno-Swedish and Finnish.
In Section 3, we display how the data for this paper has been collected.
An acceptability judgment experiment has a pivotal role as it sets out the
overall view of the research questions. While many of them can be
answered by examining the data, the dispreference of the contiguous
compositions requires additional means. In Section 4, we will present an

® The verb form mentiin is an impersonal passive form commonly used as IPL in
colloquial Finnish. In standard Finnish the 1PL form of the verb has a suffix -mme.

7 Discontiguous versions of the construction are not available in all languages, e.g.
Icelandic only permits the adjacent placement of the components (Sigurdsson &
Wood 2020).

© 2024 The Authors. Studia Linguistica published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of Editorial Board of Studia
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8 Klaus Kurki

analysis aiming to satisfy the questions raised by the data. In Section 5,
we will discuss the question of what is the parameter resulting in the
availability of the IPPC. In Section 6, we present a brief summary of the
historical development of the IPPC. Section 7 concludes the article.

2. Defining properties

An attempt to account for the grammatical properties of the inclusory
pronominal construction in Fenno-Swedish and Finnish was made by
Holmberg & Kurki (2019). This paper included observations on apparent
syntactic restrictions on the usage of the expression, similar to related
articles on comparable constructions in other languages (e.g. Vassilieva &
Larson 2005, Dékany 2009, Sigurdsson & Wood 2020). However, as no
comprehensive empirical data were available at that point, the exact
nature of the relationship could not be determined. The most important
observation considers expanding Pro (Section 2.3). The significance of
this restriction is explained in 2.3.

2.1. Properties of the pronoun

As discussed in Holmberg & Kurki (2019), the most common setting of
the IPPC is with ‘we’, but the pronoun can also be ‘you.pr’ (8, 9) or,
slightly more marginally, ‘they’ (10, 11).

(8)  Fenno-Swedish
Nér var ni sist med Anna till Berlin?
when were you.PL last with Anna to Berlin

‘When were you.SG and Anna in Berlin the last time?’

(9) Finnish
Milloin te viimeksi olitte Annan  kanssa Berliinissd?
when  you.PL last were Anna.GEN with  Berlin.INE

‘When were you.SG and Anna in Berlin the last time?’

© 2024 The Authors. Studia Linguistica published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of Editorial Board of Studia
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‘We ...with Anna’ in Finnish and Fenno-Swedish 9
(10) Fenno-Swedish
Question: Var  dr Hasse?
where is Hasse
‘Where is Hasse?’
Answer: De for med Anna till stan.
they went with Anna to town.DEF

‘He and Anna went into town.’

(11) Finnish
Question: Missd Hasse on?
where Hasse is
‘Where is Hasse?’
Answer: Ne meni Annan  Kkanssa kaupungille.
they went Anna.GEN with  town.ALL

‘He and Anna went into town.’

This property in Russian and Icelandic has been discussed by Vassilieva
& Larson (2005) and Sigurdsson & Wood (2020). Additionally, Finnish is
a pro drop language, with optional pro drop of the 1st and 2nd person
pronouns (see Vainikka & Levy 1999; Holmberg 2005, 2010). In Finnish,
pro drop can be applied in the IPPC as seen in (12).

(12) Finnish
Sen jilkeen (me) menimme Pyryn  kanssa mokille.
that.GEN after  (we) went Pyry.GEN with  cottage.ALL

‘Pyry and I went to the cottage after that.’

Swedish has topic-drop and diary-drop (Haegeman 2013, see also
Haegeman 1990, Holmberg 2003, Sigurdsson 2011) under similar
conditions as other Germanic languages (Mornsjo 2002). However, since
Swedish entirely lacks subject-verb agreement it is impossible to
distinguish a topic or diary drop of ‘we’ from a drop of ‘I” which makes
it impossible to identify the topic or diary drop taking place in the IPPC.

© 2024 The Authors. Studia Linguistica published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of Editorial Board of Studia
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10 Klaus Kurki

2.2. Properties of the annex

The annex consists of a preposition and a DP-complement The latter is
called the annex DP (following Sigurdsson & Wood 2020).% In Fenno-
Swedish, the preposition is med, ‘with’. The Finnish construction has the
postposition kanssa, correspondingly meaning ‘with’.® As discussed by
Holmberg & Kurki (2019), the annex DP of the Fenno-Swedish and
Finnish IPPC can be plural as in (13, 14)."°

(13) Fenno-Swedish
Vi for med kusinerna till stan.
we went with cousins.DEF to town.DEF

‘The cousins and I went to the town.’

(14) Finnish
Me mentiin serkkujen kanssa kaupunkiin.'®
we went  cousins.GEN with  town.ILL

‘The cousins and I went to the town.’

Typically, the annex DP consists of a proper name or a kinship term."!
An indefinite DP is also possible if it is specific.'> Even pronouns can be
considered under some specific conditions. However, the ‘me and you’
interpretation is rather exceptional for a construction with a second
person pronoun as its annex DP (15, 16). This can be explained as a
redundancy effect: in many contexts the meaning will be unambiguously
‘me and you’ even without the annex. A 3rd person pronoun is certainly
not usual either, but conventional contexts can be constructed (17, 18)
(Holmberg & Kurki 2019).

# The annex examined by Sigurdsson & Wood (2020) consists of the DP only as Icelandic
does not employ any preposition in the construction. Due to this, it is necessary to apply
dedicated terms for the whole annex PP and the DP placed in it.

® Marginally, the synonym kera and the Finnish comitative case (see Sirola-Belliard 2016)
are viable alternatives.

10 A reviewer of the paper points out that in the case of the annex DP consisting of a
singular noun that is not a proper name, the singular reading is particularly prominent.

"' This is similar to the Icelandic construction (Sigurdsson & Wood 2020) and proper
names seem to make typical examples in other languages too (see e.g. Vassilieva &
Larson 2005, Dékany 2009, Cable 2017).

12 (i) Vi stod med en annan passagerare och vintade pé stationen.

we stood with one other passenger and waited on station.DEF

‘Me and another passenger stood and waited at the station.’

© 2024 The Authors. Studia Linguistica published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of Editorial Board of Studia
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‘We ...with Anna’ in Finnish and Fenno-Swedish

(15) Fenno-Swedish

(16)

an

(18)

The apparent flexibility of the annex DP leads to a variety of additional
questions that were not discussed in detail by Holmberg & Kurki (2019).
There are some semantic requirements. For example, (19) cannot very
well have the singular reading because an injury is not an entity that has

© 2024 The Authors. Studia Linguistica published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of Editorial Board of Studia
Linguistica.

tJag kommer ithag  ndr vi var med dig pa teater.
I come in.mind when we were with you on theatre

‘I remember when we went with you to the theatre.”

Finnish

?7%#M4 muistan  sen kun me oltiin sun kanssa teatterissa.
I  remember it whenwe were you.SG.GEN with  theatre.INE

‘I remember when we went with you to the theatre.

Fenno-Swedish

Vet du Hasse?

know you Hasse

Vi var en ging med honom helt ensamma pabussen till Helsingfors.

we were one time with him  totallyalone onbus.DEF to Helsinki
“You know Hasse, right? We were once all alone, him and me, on the bus to

Helsinki.”

Finnish

Sa tieddt Hassen?

you know Hasse

Me oltiin kerran sen  kanssa kahdestaan Helsingin ~ bussissa.

we were once it.GEN with  two.of Helsinki.GEN bus.INE

“You know Hasse, right? We were once all alone, him and me, on the bus to

Helsinki.’

11
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12 Klaus Kurki

an ability of going somewhere by itself. The reading is odd for the same
reason as ‘Me and my hand injury went to the doctor’ sounds odd."?

(19) Finnish
#Me mentiin mun Kkidsivammani kanssa lddkariin.
we went my hand.injury.GEN.1SG.POSS with  doctor.ILL

‘We went to the doctor due to my hand injury.’

In addition to human beings, various animate entities that are considered
active participants (e.g. pet animals) are perfectly suitable with the
singular reading of the construction. Even inanimate objects can be given
necessary properties for various rhetorical purposes (20). The IPPC is
available in such contexts.

(20) Finnish
Me ollaan timin talon kanssa yhtd vanhoja.
we are  this.GEN house.GEN with as  old

‘This house is as old as [ am.’

Lastly, if the annex DP is a pronoun as displayed in (15-18), a specific
interplay takes place between the two pronouns in the construction.
Similar to Russian'* (Vassilieva & Larson 2005), the person in the annex
pronoun must be higher on the person-hierarchy (Silverstein 1976) than
the person in the main pronoun of the IPPC. For example, a composition
including a third person plural pronoun cannot have a second person

13 A reviewer points out that specific types of impersonal constructions that resemble (19)
are considerably common:

(i) Ja sitten mentiin revenneen akillesjanteen kanssa ladkdriin.
and then went torn.GEN  achilles.tendon.GEN with  doctor.ILL

‘And then it was time to visit the doctor with a torn Achilles tendon.’

4 Additionally, unlike Russian (Vassilieva & Larson 2005), the Finnish construction
seems to allow somewhat free placement of multiple comitative PPs in a sentence, one of
them being the annex of the IPPC. While well-formed, (i) is slightly uncommon, possibly
due to the complexity of the expression.

(i) Annan  kanssa me ldhdettiin sitten lomalle Mottosten  kanssa.
Anna.GEN with  we went then holiday.ALL Moétténens with
‘Anna and I went on a holiday with the Méttonens then.”
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pronoun as the annex DP. The singular reading in (21) is unavailable
because the person in the annex is higher in (21) than that of the initial
pronoun.

(21) Finnish
#He menivit sinun kanssa silloin kauppahalliin.
they went  you.SG.GEN with then market.hall.ILL

‘They went to the market hall with you then.’

This is an empirical generalisation and the explanation is out of the scope
of this paper.

2.3. No expansion of the pronoun

As displayed in the Introduction (Section 1), the availability of the
singular reading appears to require that Pro is unexpanded. A similar
constraint holds true in Icelandic (Sigurdsson & Wood 2020). If Pro is
expanded, the plural reading is the only possible interpretation
(Holmberg & Kurki 2019).

(22) Fenno-Swedish
#Vi lingvister ska med Anna fara till Berlin.
we linguists  shall with Anna go to Berlin

‘We, who are linguists, are going to Berlin with Anna.’

(23) Finnish
#Me Kielitieteilijdt ollaan Annan kanssa menossa Berliiniin.
we linguists are  Anna with going  Berlin.ILL

‘We, who are linguists, are going to Berlin with Anna.’

Following Postal (1969), the standard analysis of expressions like we
linguists, is that the pronoun is the head, a determiner, taking the NP
linguists as a complement: [pp we [np linguists]]. This analysis has recently
received strong support by the comparative investigation reported in
Hohn (2017).

Similarly, the singular reading is unavailable in (24, 25). The result is
the same regardless of whether the expansion is a complement, as in (22,
23) or an adjunct, as in (24, 25).
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14 Klaus Kurki

(24) Fenno-Swedish
#Vi fran Finland kan med Anna bo pa hotellet.
we from Finland can with Anna live on hotel.DEF

‘We, who come from Finland, can stay at the hotel with Anna.’

(25) Finnish
#Me, jotka ollaan Suomesta, voidaan Annan Kkanssa olla hotellissa.
we who are  Finland.ELA can Anna.GEN with  be hotel.INE

‘We, who come from Finland, can stay at the hotel with Anna.’

The known restriction indicates a structural conflict between the
expansion of Pro and the annex of the IPPC. Availability of the position
that possible expansions occupy seems to be a requirement of the IPPC.
A reasonable conclusion is that the structure of the IPPC must be the
following: Pro is the head of the constituent, taking the annex PP as
complement, and the core structure is a constituent, as illustrated in
Figure 1.

DP

N

D PP

AN

Pro annex

Figure 1. The assumed structure of the IPPC.

This immediately excludes a singular reading of ‘we’ in (22) and (23), as
the NP excludes the PP from the complement position. It excludes a
singular reading in (24, 25) as well, if the PP in (24) and the relative clause
in (25) are adjuncts to an NP with a null head. This will be reconsidered
in section 4.

This supports the analysis of the Russian IPPC presented by Vassilieva
& Larson (2005) who discuss the structural role of the annex PP by
comparison. In general, comitative PPs can occur in different positions as
adjuncts in Russian, the meaning depending on the position. A
DP-adjunct (26a) and a VP-adjunct (26b) will be interpreted differently
as seen in (20).
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(26) Russian
a. Mal¢ik s koskoj usél domoj.
boy.NOM with catINS  went.SG home

‘The boy with the cat went home.’

b. Maléik usél s koskoj domoj.
boy.NOM went.SG with cat.INS home
‘The boy went home together with the cat.’

In (27), the examples include the Russian IPPC. In this case the
contiguous and the discontiguous version both have the same meaning.

(27) Russian
a. My s Petej usli  domoj.
we with Petja.INS went home

‘Me and Petja went home.’

b. My usli s Petej domoj.
we went with Petja.INS home

‘Me and Petja went home.’

The comparison indicates that the PP combined with the plural pronoun
is not an adjunct, so it must be a complement. Vassilieva & Larson
consider this structure to be the general condition for the IPPC and the
availability of its singular reading. This concerns the IPPC with the
proper singular reading. Outside of these requirements, the structural
variants can be well-formed, but they do not have a singular reading.
This is the prediction. At the same time, the existence of the singular
reading does not eliminate the other possible reading.

However, there is at least one recognisable exception in Fenno-Swedish
and Finnish. If the expansion is a numeral stating the number of
participants, the singular reading is allowed.
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16 Klaus Kurki

(28) Fenno-Swedish
Vi tva ska med Anna fara till Berlin.
we two shall with Anna go to Berlin
‘The two of us, Anna and I, are going to Berlin.’

‘The two of us are going to Berlin with Anna.’

(29) Finnish
Me kaksi ollaan Annan kanssa menossa Berliiniin.
we two are  Anna.GEN with  going Berlin.ILL
‘The two of us, Anna and I, are going to Berlin.’
“The two of us are going to Berlin with Anna.’

The significance of the exception in (28, 29) will be discussed in Section 4.

3. Data-driven approach

3.1. An acceptability judgment experiment

In order to observe actual language user data, an experimental
investigation of acceptability judgments of a large cohort of Finnish
and Fenno-Swedish speakers was carried out in 2019. The data resulting
from this online experiment consists of answers given by 618 speakers of
Fenno-Swedish and 810 speakers of Finnish. The informants were asked
initially if the examples represent something they would say themselves.
While judging the acceptability of the examples, they were allowed to
modify the phonological form so that it would fit the way they speak.'”
Only those informants who confirmed that they would use the example
themselves and those who were not sure about this, were asked to judge
the possible readings. The informants who answered no to the very first
question were not asked to judge the readings.

The Fenno-Swedish survey included 14 example sentences. Due to its
syntactic properties, Finnish includes some additional test conditions and

5 The informants were not asked whether they consider examples acceptable or
unacceptable. Instead, the participants were asked whether they could use the example
sentences themselves. In this paper, a positive answer is considered as an indication of
accepting the example sentence. The assumed well-formedness of the example sentence is
based on this acceptance rate.
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‘We ...with Anna’ in Finnish and Fenno-Swedish 17

the Finnish version of the survey included 17 example sentences to cover
these.'® Some of the example sentences were purposely marginal as the
goal of the survey was to discover the grammatical constraints of
the IPPC.

The results reveal that the Finnish informants were more prone to
accept the example sentences, regardless of the reading, than the
Fenno-Swedish group. On average, the Finnish sentences were accepted
by 63.4% of the informant group while the Fenno-Swedish sentences
were accepted by 36.3%. Averages are dragged down by several examples
including contiguous IPPC constructions. The consequent problems are
discussed in this section.

The informants that accepted the examples as such were asked to judge
which readings were acceptable. Among these groups, the singular
reading was accepted by 67.9% of the Fenno-Swedish informants and
79.3% of the Finnish informants.'” The result is slightly skewed by the
larger number of Finnish example sentences but direct comparison
between the most uncontroversial examples reveals that the IPPC is more
widely accepted in Finnish.'® There are specific conditions affecting the
acceptance. The results confirm that the two scenarios where the IPPC
can be dispreferred are when it occurrs as a contiguous construction and
when placed as the object of the sentence.'” There are, however, slight
differences in this respect between the languages.

Most Fenno-Swedish informants in the dataset did not feel that the
contiguous example in (30) is something they would say (83.2% rejected
it). Even though the number of informants accepting the example in (30)
is relatively small a majority of this group (87.5%) accepted the singular
reading.

(30) Fenno-Swedish
?Vi med Anna ska fara pa semester.
we with Anna will go on holiday
‘Anna and I are going on a holiday.’

Contiguous IPPC constructions could, at least hypothetically, also occur
as objects. However, the Fenno-Swedish example in (31) was uncondi-
tionally accepted by only 1.3% of the informants (8 individuals).

1 For example, in (5), the negation allows a slightly more versatile word order than in (4).

7 All percentages concerning readings are percent of informants that either could use the
example as such or have stated that they are not sure.

¥ Finnish examples allow variation between formal and non-agreeing informal forms (see
example 6 and footnote 6) which could potentially affect the result. In order to avoid this the
participants were instructed to apply the form that best fits their preference.

19 The subject position is the typical placement of the IPPC (Holmberg & Kurki 2019).
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Additionally, 2.8% (17 individuals) were not sure. The majority of these
two groups, (64.0%, 16 individuals) stated that the singular reading is
possible.?’

(31) Fenno-Swedish
*De kinner inte oss med Anna.?’
they know not us with Anna
‘They do not know me and Anna.’

At the same time, Finnish informants did not seem to have a
fundamental problem with the contiguous version. The example in (32)
is adequately (59.8%) accepted by the informants as something they
could possibly say themselves. The example also successfully represents
the singular reading, as 97.4% of the informants that got to judge the
meaning expressed that it can refer to ‘Anna and I’

(32) Finnish
Me Annan kanssa lahdetdan lomamatkalle.
we Anna.GEN with  go holiday.trip.ALL
‘Anna and I are going on a holiday.’

On the other hand, the Finnish version of the object setting in (33) was
accepted by 14.6% (118 individuals) which is among the lowest scores in
the experiment. The singular reading was, however, widely accepted
(80.2%) by those who could use the expression or stated that they were
not sure. At the same time, there are examples of the setting occurring in
Finnish, as discussed in the next section.’!

(33) Finnish
?He eiviit tunne meiti Annan  kanssa.’!
they not know us Anna.GEN with

‘They do not know me and Anna.’

20 Test sentences accepted by less than 5% are considered ill-formed in this paper.

2l A reviewer points out that the formal language used in example (33) may be an
additional factor that contributed to the low score, despite participants being instructed to
use natural spoken language and evaluate the examples accordingly.
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3.2. Unresolved questions raised by the data

In the following, I briefly explain why questions concerning the
dispreference of the contiguous IPPC are difficult to examine and why
they do not necessarily concern the IPPC alone in Fenno-Swedish. Even
though the issue ultimately remains unresolved, the observation as such
shapes the research problem of the IPPC in Fenno-Swedish and Finnish
and forces us to consider discontiguous compositions; these compositions
have largely been ignored in the cross-linguistic perspective on inclusory
constructions even though discontiguous placements occur in several
other languages too.

It is practically impossible to find Fenno-Swedish evidence of sentences
like (30) and (31) being used by searching corpora or scanning the
internet.”? This, too, implies that both settings are strongly dispreferred.
Due to the lack of extensive corpus material, it is not possible to make
further observations, therefore it remains unclear if the examples in (30)
and (31) are dispreferred as a result of the contiguous version of the IPPC or
if the dispreference of (31) includes factors concerning the object position of
the construction. A relevant question concerns the acceptability of
Fenno-Swedish [Pro with XP] structures in general. The examples in
(34a, b) seem to be acceptable as subjects but it is not entirely clear what the
judgment would be if the example in (34b) occurred as object.

(34) Fenno-Swedish
a. pojken med katten
boy.DEF with cat.DEF

‘the boy who was with the cat’

b. vi utan pengar
we without money
‘we who do not have money’

The case of the parallel Finnish settings can be discussed utilising
additional material. In order to examine the contiguous version, I have
collected an additional corpus of examples like (32) from a Finnish
family-oriented internet forum.”* This collection consists of 265

22 Unfortunately, there are not many websites with strictly Fenno-Swedish content. On
the contrary, corresponding Finnish examples can be found online.

23 Vauva.fi, a Finnish family-oriented internet forum, is one of the most visited websites in
Finland. A wide variety of topics, of which many are not family-related at all, is discussed
on the forum daily.

© 2024 The Authors. Studia Linguistica published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of Editorial Board of Studia
Linguistica.

85U8017 SUOILLIOD @A eRID 8|eolidde au Aq peuA0B a1 3PN YO ‘28N 4O SBINI 10} ARIGIT BUIIUQ AB|IM UO (SUORIPUOD-PUE-SWLBIALIOD" A8 | 1M ARed) Ul |UO//Sd1IL) SUORIPUOD pUe SWB | 83U} 89S *[7202/20/20] U0 AigIT8uliuo AB|IM ‘NYINL Jo AISIAIUN AQ E6Z2T INIS/TTTT OT/I0p/W00 A3 ImAReIq1jeu1juo//:Sdy woly papeojumod ‘0 ‘2856.9%T



20 Klaus Kurki

contiguous occurrences of the contiguous expression in (35) appearing in
different sentences and discussions.

(35) Finnish
...me miehen kanssa ...
we man.GEN with
‘my husband and I’

The number of examples found in the first collection shows that the
contiguous placement of the components is sufficiently common in
Finnish. The case of objects is slightly more complicated. The example in
(36) 1s a headline on a Finnish news site and the IPPC seems to occur as
the object.

(36) Finnish
Hometalosotku lahensi meitd vaimon Kkanssa.
mould.house.mess brought.closer.together us.PTV wife.GEN with
‘The mess caused by the mould-damaged house brought me and my wife closer
together.’

How does the acceptable example (36) differ from the largely dispreferred
one in (33)? We leave this question unresolved, pending more research.>*

4. Analysis

The ambiguity of the inclusory pronominal construction requires a
specific understanding of the general composition of plural pronouns. A
customary way to describe ‘we’ is something like this: ““We’ refers to the
speaker plus some other individuals.” (Vassilieva & Larson 2005).
Following Sigurdsson & Wood (2020) this can be described in terms of
two variables {X,Y}, as illustrated in Figure 2. The first variable ranges
over the focal referents of the pronoun. In the case of ‘we’, the first
variable has the value ‘speaker’. In the case of ‘you.pL’, the first variable
has the value ‘addressee’. In the case of ‘they’ it can be ‘he’ or ‘she’. The
second variable is normally context-dependent. It obtains its value from
the situational context.

24 A reviewer points out that the verb used in (36) is such that it requires a relation
between two themes (bring together X and Y or X with Y), which may contribute to the
higher acceptance rate to the example. The verb in (33) is ‘know’, which does not have this
property. This is an issue for future research to explore.
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DP

PN

D

{Xsp, Y}

Figure 2. The two variables of the IPPC.

In the case of the IPPC, the value of the second variable can, however,
be assigned by the DP in the comitative phrase, the annex. The
Y-variable gets its value sentence-internally, in the syntactic derivation,
rather than from the situational context. This makes it possible for vi
...med Anna to denote ‘me and Anna’. The variable set here is {speaker,
Anna}.

Adopting Vassilieva and Larson’s (2005) analysis of the IPPC, the
structure of ‘we with Anna’ would be: The PP is, and has to be, a
complement of the plural pronominal D. This is illustrated in Figure 3.

DP
—
D PP
| /\
vi P DP

{Xsp, Yi} ‘ ‘

T med Alnnai

Figure 3. The assumed structure of vi med Anna.

As discussed earlier, this analysis is strongly supported by the
observation that the pronoun of the IPPC cannot be expanded, if we
assume that the structure of expanded pronouns like we musicians is as
illustrated in Figure 4, following Postal (1969) and Hohn (2017).

For example, vi lingvister med Anna in (37) does not meet the required
structural description illustrated in Figure 3, and consequently cannot
mean ‘me and Anna, who are linguists’. It would have the structure
illustrated in Figure 5. There are no obvious semantic reasons explaining
why the interpretation is unavailable here which suggests that the reason
has to be a strictly syntactic matter.
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DP
™
D NP
| |

vi N

we |
musiker
musicians

Figure 4. The structure of expanded pronouns.

DP
D NP
| /\
vi NP PP

N med Anna

lingvister

Figure 5. The structure of vi lingvister med Anna.

(37) Fenno-Swedish
#Vi lingvister med Anna.
we linguists with Anna
‘We who are linguists and Anna.’

At this point, two crucial questions remain unresolved. The first one
concerns the discontiguous occurrences of the IPPC. The question is
recognised but not discussed further by Vassilieva and Larson (2005).
The second question concerns the fact that there is at least one
exceptional scenario where the we-DP can, in fact, be expanded as seen
in (28, 29). The questions will be discussed in this order.

An important matter is to decide how discontiguous occurrences of the
IPPC should be analysed. Vassilieva and Larson (2005) point out that the
annex PP can be extraposed from the subject in Russian, as it can in
Fenno-Swedish and Finnish. Plausibly the separation of the PP and the
pronoun would be derived by movement from the complement position of
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the pronominal D. Wherever the inclusory PP is, when separate from the
pronoun, the complement position of D has to be empty, explained if there
is a copy (or trace) there. The discontiguous placement is common in
Fenno-Swedish and Finnish as well as in many languages in the eastern
parts of Europe, according to data from our contacts (see footnote 3).

A movement analysis of a discontiguous IPPC in the case when the PP
can be analysed as predicate-external (38) is illustrated in Figures 6 and 7
(Holmberg & Kurki 2019).%

(38) Fenno-Swedish
Vi ska med Anna fara till Berlin.
we shall with Anna go to Berlin
‘Anna and I are going to Berlin.’

The movements derive the most common word order of the IPPC by first
extracting the PP from the DP, followed by remnant movement of the
DP to spec-TP. The placement of the PP is free in relation to any adverbs
in the clausal middle field (see 4a, b). A couple of additional movements
will be necessary to derive the verb-second order in (38): The finite
auxiliary verb ska ‘will’ moves (through T) to C, and the subject moves to
spec-CP (according to a widely accepted analysis of V2 in Germanic;

TP
/\
T VP
N
PP vPpP
= /\
med Anna V vP
4 | /\
ska DP v’
D PP v VP
A 2
vi <med Anna> fara A% PP
| | AN
<fara> till Berlin

Figure 6. The movement of the PP in a discontiguous IPPC.

25 Copies of moved constituents are represented within angle brackets.
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TP
DP T
PN /\
vi <PP> T VP
A /\
PP VP
A /\
med Anna V /VP\
ska DP v’
PNy
vi<PP> v VP
fara A% PP

A

<fara>  till Berlin

Figure 7. The movement of the pronoun in a discontiguous IPPC.

Holmberg 2015, Woods & Wolfe 2022: 2-4). The resulting structure is
roughly (39).

(39) [cp vi[c skatC [1p <vi> ... [ve [pp med Anna] [ve <ska> [\p <vi med Anna> fara
till Berlin]]]]1]

However, the analysis illustrated in Figures 6 and 7 includes movement
out of DP, which is generally restricted (Davies & Dubinsky 2003).%
Another, and more damaging argument against this analysis is that it
cannot derive the orders where the PP follows the main verb, as in (40)
and (41).

(40) Fenno-Swedish
Vi ska farapd semester med Anna.
we shall go on holiday with Anna
‘We will go on a holiday with Anna.’

‘Anna and I will go on a holiday.’

26 Some languages, such as Hungarian (as discussed in Szabolcsi 1983), are less restrictive
in this regard and allow for relevant word orders. However, no similar findings concerning
Swedish have been reported.
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(41) Finnish
Me ldhdetdan lomamatkalle ~ Annan kanssa.
we go holiday.trip.ALL Anna.GEN with
‘We will go on a holiday with Anna.’
‘Anna and I will go on a holiday.’

The Fenno-Swedish example in (40) was accepted by 84.5% of the
informants in the acceptability judgment experiment and its singular
reading was accepted by 58.3%. The plural reading was slightly more
popular as the acceptance rose due to the distance to the Pro. It was
accepted by 78.5%. Nevertheless, the singular reading was clearly
available and this cannot be ignored.

The Finnish example in (41) was accepted by 92.2% of the informants
and its singular reading was accepted by 70.0%. Again, the plural
reading is slightly more popular. It was accepted by 79.5%. Also here, the
singular reading was clearly available.

This is significant in the following way: deriving the postverbal annex
PP under the analysis portrayed in Figure 3, based on Vassilieva and
Larson (2005), will require very complex movements. The movement
would appear to be rightwards and downwards. While the possibility of
rightwards movement is controversial (Kayne 1994, Abels & Neele-
man 2012), downwards movement is rejected by virtually all versions of
generative syntactic theory. Note that the postverbal annex PP can be
followed by VP adverbs, ruling out the possibility that it would be a case
of rightwards upwards movement, adjoining the PP to vP or higher.”’
This is shown in (42), where other possible placements of the annex PP
are placed in parentheses.

(42) Fenno-Swedish
Vi har (med Anna) 6vat med Anna varje dag (med Anna).
we have (with Anna) trained with Anna every day (with Anna)
‘Anna and I have trained every day.’

‘We have trained every day with Anna.’

271t is thus different from the case of exception extraction, discussed by Vassilieva &
Larson (2005), where ordinary VP-adverbials cannot be placed after the exception phrase.
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26 Klaus Kurki

The relation between the PP and the pronoun in the IPPC is subject to
locality, though. The IPPC crossing a CP or a DP boundary is out of the
question.

(43) Fenno-Swedish
a. Vi trodde [att du skulle faramed Anna till Berlin].
we believed [that you would go with Anna to Berlin]
‘We thought you would go to Berlin with Anna.’
b. Vi avbokade [resan med Anna till Berlin].
we cancelled [trip.DEF with Anna to Berlin]
‘We cancelled the trip to Berlin with Anna.’
The last substantial problem is indicated by the exception introduced by
the example in (28, 29), repeated here as (44, 45). The we-DP can be
expanded by a number expression even though other expansions (46, 47)
are out of the question, and adopting Vassilieva and Larson’s (2005)

analysis seems to exclude the whole idea of expanding the we-DP (see 2.3.
for the discussion).

(44) Fenno-Swedish
Vi tva ska med Anna faratill Berlin.
vi two shall with Anna go to Berlin
“The two of us, Anna and I, are going to Berlin.’

‘The two of us are going to Berlin with Anna.’

(45) Finnish
Me kaksi ollaan Annan kanssa menossa Berliiniin.
we two are  Anna.GEN with  going  Berlin.ILL
‘The two of us, Anna and I, are going to Berlin.’

“The two of us are going to Berlin with Anna.’

At the same time, examples expanded by NPs (46) or adjectives (47) fail
to include the singular reading, (similarly to 22, 23, 24, 25).
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(46) Fenno-Swedish
#Vi artister ska med Anna fara till Berlin
we artists  shall with Anna go to Berlin

‘We, who are artists, will go to Berlin with Anna.’

(47) Fenno-Swedish
#Vi unga ska med Anna fara till Berlin
we young.PL shall with Anna go to Berlin
‘We, who are young, will go to Berlin with Anna.’

The difference between numeral expansions (44, 45) and (46, 47) cannot
be explained by movements. This leads to the conclusion that the singular
reading of the plural pronoun is not blocked by the mere existence of any
expansion. The observation suggests that the IPPC might not require the
very structure portrayed in Figure 3, predicted by Vassilieva and
Larson (2005). The number expression in (44, 45) is, most plausibly, a
complement of the pronominal D, made up of a numeral quantifier head,
itself having an NP complement with minimal content, as depicted in
Figure 8.

This analysis cannot be combined with Vassilieva and Larson’s
analysis of the IPPC where the PP is a complement of the pronoun.?®

DP
. /\Qp
| PN
vi Q NP
we I |
tva N
two

Figure 8. The structure of the IPPC including a number expression.

28 A reviewer has noted that in some languages, numerals can be separated from the
pronoun in corresponding expressions, which is not accounted for in the conclusion
presented in this paper. The numeral has to be adjacent to the pronoun both in Swedish and
Finnish. Syntactically, the discussed examples are constituents. This is particularly evident
in (44), considering the constituent order in Swedish (see Holmberg 2015).
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28 Klaus Kurki

So, ‘we two’ seems to be different from ‘we linguists’. However, if ‘we
two...with DP’ in (44) is expanded by an additional NP, the singular
reading of the plural pronoun will become unavailable again (48).

(48) Fenno-Swedish
#Vi tva lingvister ska med Anna fara till Berlin.
we two linguists shall with Anna go to Berlin

‘We two linguists are going to Berlin with Anna.’

The example in (48) cannot mean ‘the two linguists, me and Anna, are
going to Berlin’. The illustrated difference between different expansions
does not support adopting Vassilieva and Larson’s (2005) analysis
here. In addition, in both Finnish and Fenno-Swedish the annex PP
does not typically surface in the complement position of the pronoun
(see 3.2.), which is the assumed position of the PP in Figure 3.
Adopting Vassilieva and Larsons (2005) analysis seems to result in a
paradox.

Thus, the viable approach is to assume an analysis in which the
separation of the PP from the pronoun is not derived by movement. The
we-DP in the discontiguous IPPC consists of the pronoun, an optional
quantifier that defines the cardinality and a N with minimal content, as
in (48).

A semantic difference between ‘we (two) linguists’ and ‘we two’, is that
the complement defines the quality of the entities represented by the X
and Y-variables in the first case, restricting their value to linguists, but
not in the second case. In Figure 8, neither the quantifier nor the minimal
N define the quality of entities represented by the variables X and Y.
Under this condition, the Y-variable can be assigned a value ‘at a
distance’, by an adjunct to the VP whose subject the DP is. But if the
quality is defined/restricted by any expansion, this syntactic assignment
cannot take place and the Y-variable will be defined by the context
instead. When there are no obstacles for the variable Y to obtain its value
assigned by the DP of the comitative phrase, the derivation is as
illustrated in Figure 9.

Again, the Y-variable of the pronoun obtains its value sentence-
internally, in the syntactic derivation, rather than from the situational
context. The explanation provided in this paper concerns the parameter
distinguishing the IPPC languages. It is discussed in the following
section.
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vP

T~

DP v’

T

fara+v VP

{Xsp, Yi } VP PP
A

N N

A% PP P DP;

N | |

P DP med Anna

<fara> till Berlin

Figure 9. The variable Y obtaining its value.

5. What is the parameter?

An important question is how languages with an IPPC differ from
languages without an IPPC. Two alternatives will be discussed: One is
that the IPPC languages have a special comitative marker, the other is
that they have a special plural pronoun.

The first alternative concerns the similarities between the IPPC and
with-coordination, that is, the use of a comitative adposition as a
conjunction; these two phenomena result in similar semantic relations,
utilising similar grammatical components (Stassen 2000). Vassilieva &
Larson (2005) point out the differences between the IPPC and the
with-coordination in Russian. In the IPPC, the annex PP can occur as
disjoint from Pro while the with-coordination is contiguous, similar to
true conjunctions (49).%

? There are languages with discontiguous with-coordination, though: Stassen (2000)
mentions Tera, Acholi, and Tolai.
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(49) Russian
Mal’¢iki s devockami tancevali.
boys.NOM with girls.INS danced
‘The boys and the girls danced.’

At the same time, typological reviews (Stassen 2000, Haspelmath 2004)
seem to present the IPPC as a nuance in the overall view of with-
coordination, stating that ‘with’ is being used as a coordinator meaning
‘and’ in the IPPC. The similarity of the semantic outcome is true, but
does it indicate that the special comitative marker is crucial for
the IPPC?

As some well-known IPPC languages (e.g. Russian, Lithuanian) also
have with-coordination, it makes sense that there would be a correlation.
There are, however, relevant counterarguments. The Finno-Ugric
language family includes examples of the IPPC and with-coordination
occurring with no correlation. Hungarian (Dékany 2009) and Northern
Sami have the IPPC while with-coordination is not available. Mari has
with-coordination but the IPPC is not available (Sirkka Saarinen,
personal communication).

No special comitative marker is necessary in the Icelandic construction
either (Sigurdsson & Wood 2020). Fenno-Swedish has with-coordination
only in very limited contexts. Interestingly, the rare Fenno-Swedish
with-coordination only takes place in contiguous expressions,*” which is
the setting dispreferred by the IPPC. In Finnish, with-coordination is
almost non-existent. This strongly suggests that the availability of the
IPPC does not depend on the availability of with-coordination in general
in the same language.

The second alternative is that languages with the IPPC have a special
plural pronoun. Once again, it can be described with the variables X and
Y. The value of Y is assigned as displayed in Figure 9. Along the lines of
Chomskyan feature theory, this can be formally expressed as an unvalued
feature which needs valuation from the local syntactic context
(Chomsky 2001). The value it wants is a referential index. This can be

30" An example would be (i).
(i) Jag med minfru var glada att vara tillbaka.
I  with my wife were happy.PL to be  back
‘My wife and I were happy to be back.’

Note the plural agreement on the predicative adjective, showing that this is indeed
coordination.
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formally expressed as follows: There are two pronouns ‘we’, ‘you.pL” and
‘they’ in languages that have the IPPC. For example:

(50) wel: {Xsp, Y}
we2: {Xsp,uD}

In the previous section, we stated that the IPPC is excluded when the
reference of the Y-variable is restricted by a noun or adjective internally
by the DP. We can now explain this. The reason is that this requires the
presence of a variable to restrict. The pronoun we2 has no Y-variable,
but an unvalued feature. Once the pronominal DP contains a noun,
adjective, or relative clause, this excludes the analysis of the pronoun as
we2. The same holds true for the other plural pronouns.

The feature uD is a feature seeking a nominal argument in the local
syntactic context. It probes the c-command domain of D, and finding a
DP, copies its index. The result is the inclusory interpretation of ‘we’.*!
The pronoun and the PP never form a constituent in the first place. This
also entails a specification of the parameter distinguishing languages that
have the IPPC from languages that do not: The former languages have a
variety of plural pronouns absent in the latter, the we2 variety in (50).

How the variation regarding the contiguous occurrences of the IPPC
should be explained within this theory is still a matter for discussion.
Even though contiguous occurrences are dispreferred in general,
especially by Fenno-Swedish informants, the singular reading is quite
well accepted by those who would use the expression themselves. This
question seems to be relevant only for the case of Fenno-Swedish and
Finnish as, according to informants contacted (see footnote 3), there is
no observable dispreference with the IPPC concerning contiguous
compositions in other European languages. However, no exhaustive
research on the matter exists at the moment.

6. Historical development

The inclusory plural pronominal construction seems to be an areal
feature that is employed by many languages in eastern parts of Europe.
There are also exceptions like Romanian (Melania Duma, personal
communication), Serbo-Croatian (Zeljko Boskovié, personal communi-
cation) and Mari (Sirkka Saarinen, personal communication), but the
overall view is that the construction may be a very old phenomenon,

31 See Tsoulas (2016) on referential indices in syntactic theory. Chomsky (2000, 2001)
famously rejects the employment of indices as a syntactic device. See, however,
Tsoulas (2016) for arguments that referential indices can be and need to be assumed as a
syntactic device in minimalist theory. See also Arregi & Hanink (2022) for arguments that
referential indices indeed are a grammatic category.
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which has spread over a long time among Slavic, Baltic, and Uralic
speakers (including Finnish) in Europe.*?

There are valid reasons to assume that the Fenno-Swedish construction
is younger. The acceptability judgment experiment reveals that there is
some geographical variation indicating that stronger contact with
Finnish correlates with the more prominent IPPC in Fenno-Swedish. If
this is the case, the Fenno-Swedish construction seems to allow an insight
into a degree of development where the construction has not been fully
grammaticalised.

The exact origin of the construction is still unknown. How the whole
areal feature has developed into the form that we know today is still
the subject of research. Various criteria concerning its grammaticalisa-
tion could be useful tools both here and in the specific question of the
history of the Fenno-Swedish IPPC. For example, Petré & Van de
Velde (2018) present a fine-grained quantitative operationalisation of
the degree of grammaticalisation of be going to INF, which is a good
example of what could be achieved by utilising large-scale historical
corpus data when it can be attained. Interestingly, one of the structural
symptoms indicating a higher degree of grammaticalisation, discussed
by Petré & Van de Velde (2018), is adjacency. The contiguous
occurrences of be going to INF are more likely to represent a
grammaticalised construction.

The dispreference of the contiguous version of the IPPC, particularly
in Fenno-Swedish, has been noted several times in this paper. If this is a
mark of incomplete grammaticalisation, then Fenno-Swedish and
Finnish may provide important data for attempts to describe the
grammaticalisation of the IPPC in Europe.

7. Concluding words

The present study provides a thorough analysis of the IPPC in
Fenno-Swedish and Finnish. To our knowledge, this paper constitutes
the first detailed investigation of the placement of the annex phrase of
the inclusory constructions. We argue that the findings suggest an
analysis that differs from prior work on similar constructions in other
languages.

Adopting an analysis along the lines of Vassilieva & Larson (2005)
seems appealing. Vassilieva & Larson argue that the syntactic structure
of the IPPC is [D PP], where D is the plural pronoun. We present
evidence of an extremely free placement of the annex PP in
Fenno-Swedish and Finnish. Separate placement of D and PP is

32 Finnish examples can be found in literary sources from the middle of the 19th century
(Kurki 2023). While the construction is probably older, earlier material representing suitable
registers is scarce.
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preferred in Finnish and almost compulsory in Fenno-Swedish.
Explaining this property is problematic if Vassilieva & Larson’s analysis
is the only one possible.

The fact that an expanded pronoun as in Fenno-Swedish vi /ingvister
‘we linguists’ and vi fran Finland ‘we (who are) from Finland’ is
incompatible with an inclusory reading of a following comitative PP
seems to support Vassilieva & Larson’s (2005) analysis as the underlying
syntactic structure of the IPPC. If this was the case, then the
non-contiguous IPPC with a postverbal PP in Fenno-Swedish and
Finnish would be the result of movement to the right of and lower than
the putative first-merged copy which is incompatible with the standard
restrictive theory of movement.

Additional observations indicate that Pro of the IPPC can have
numeral complements as in vi tva ‘we two’ without distracting the
singular reading. This contradicts the underlying structure [D PP].

Due to these findings, we propose an alternative analysis that includes
a special plural pronoun consisting of a variable being given the value of
the speaker, addressee, or third person and an unvalued feature seeking a
nominal argument in the syntactic context. A special comitative marker
is also discussed briefly to demonstrate why it is not a serious alternative.

The findings of the present research contribute to the cross-linguistical
understanding of inclusory constructions. Investigating the placement of
the annex phrase in relevant languages is a matter of future work that
may introduce additional questions with significance for Fenno-Swedish
and Finnish.
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