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1. Introduction: The aim of this paper is twofold: (i) to shed light on the striking parallelism 
between the embedded distribution of topic/focus in Japanese and that of V2 in Northern 
Norwegian; (ii) to propose a left periphery structure, based on Haegeman (2006) and Rizzi 
(1997) that accounts for the embedded distributions of the topic/focus/exclamative constructions. 
2. The embedded distributions of topic and focus in Japanese and that of V2 in Northern 
Norwegian: In Japanese simplex matrix clauses, each of the case-marked arguments may be 
interpreted with an exhaustive listing focus reading or without it (see e.g., Kuno 1973 and 
Kuroda 2005 for discussions of the exhaustive listing reading): 
(1) Taroo-ga    keeki-o    tabe-ta. 
 Taroo-NOM cake-ACC eat-PAST 
 ‘Taroo (and only Taroo) ate cakes (and only cakes).’ 
Arguments are alternatively marked with –wa, in which case they are interpreted with an 
aboutness topic (see e.g., Heycock 2006, Kitagawa 1982, Kuno 1973, Kuroda 2005 for 
discussions on the topic –wa marking in Japanese): 
(2) Taroo-wa  keeki-o    tabe-ta. 
 Taroo-TOP cake-ACC eat-PAST 
 ‘Taroo ate cakes.’ 
The distributions of the topic marking and the focus reading vary when the clause is embedded: 
the topic/focus readings are available in the complement of asserted predicates, such as say and 
think, while such readings are not available in the complement of non-asserted predicates, such 
as doubt and deny (for the assertion-based distinctions of predicates, see Hooper and Thompson 
1973). 
(3) Hanako-ga    Taroo-ga/wa      keeki-o    tabe-ta    to    it-ta. 
 Hanako-NOM Taroo-NOM/TOP cake-ACC eat-PAST that say-PAST 
 ‘Hanako said that Taroo (and only Taroo) ate cakes (and only cakes).’ 
(4) Hanako-ga    Taroo-ga/*wa    keeki-o    tabe-ta    to-iu-koto-o            utagat-ta. 
 Hanako-NOM Taroo-NOM/TOP cake-ACC eat-PAST that-say-thing-ACC doubt-PAST 
 ‘Hanako doubted that Taroo (*and only Taroo) ate cakes (*and only cakes).’ 
Strikingly, the embedded distribution of the V2 word order in Northern Norwegian patterns with 
that of topic/focus in Japanese (Bentzen, Hróarsdóttir, Hrafnbjargarson and Wiklund’s 2007: 2, 4 
examples 7, 19): 
(5)   Han sa    at    han kunne ikke syng i   bryllupet. 
    he    said that he   could  not  sing  in wedding-the 
(6)   *Han tvilte      på at    ho  hadde ikke møtt den her  mannen. 
      he    doubted on that she had    not   met  this here man-the 
3. An account in terms of assertion and the structure of the left periphery: In order to 
account for the contrast between (5) and (6), following Haegeman’s (2006) and Rizzi’s (1997) 
left periphery structure, Bentzen et al. (2007) propose that when a clause is asserted, ForceP is 
present, and its presence licenses the presence of TopicP where the verb moves, yielding the V2 
order, while when a clause is not asserted, ForceP is not present, thus the TopicP is not present 
either, therefore the verb may not move to TopicP. This paper adopts the left periphery structure 
Haegeman (2006) proposes to account for the contrast between central and peripheral adverbial 



clauses: central adverbial clauses lack assertion, thus lack ForceP (and TopicP and FocusP); 
peripheral adverbial clauses contain assertion, thus contain ForceP (and TopicP and FocusP). 
(7) The left periphery structure (Haegeman’s 2006: 36 18b-d; based on Rizzi 1997) 
 a. Central adverbial clause:  Sub    Mod* Fin 
 b. Peripheral adverbial clause: Sub Top Focus Force Mod* Fin 
 c. Root clause:     Top Focus Force Mod* Fin 
By assuming that embedded asserted clauses have the left periphery structure in (7b), and that 
embedded non-asserted clauses have that in (7a), now both the contrast between (3) and (4) and 
the correlation between the distribution of embedded topic/focus in Japanese and that of 
embedded V2 in Northern Norwegian are straightforwardly accounted for. 
4. The embedded distribution of exclamatives in Japanese: As Ono (2006) observes, Japanese 
exclamatives (i) consist of the wh-element nante, the finite marker no, the focus marker da and 
the mood marker roo, and (ii) may be embedded under a very limited set of matrix predicates: 
only a subset of assertive predicates may embed exclamatives in Japanese. 
(8) Mary-wa  John-ga     nante ookina kuruma-o kat-ta       no  da  (roo)    to    it-ta. 
 Mary-TOP John-NOM WH    big       car-ACC    buy-PAST FIN FOC MOOD that say-PAST 
 ‘Mary said: What a big car John bought!’ 
(9) *Mary-wa  John-ga     nante ookina kuruma-o kat-ta       no  da  (roo)    to    shinji-teiru. 
   Mary-TOP John-NOM WH    big       car-ACC    buy-PAST FIN FOC MOOD that believe-PROG 
   ‘Mary believes: What a big car John bought!’ 
As for the topic/focus constructions in Japanese and V2 in Northern Norwegian, they may be 
embedded in complements of both say (see 3 and 5) and believe: 
(10) Hanako-ga    Taroo-ga/wa      keeki-o    tabe-ta    to    shinji-ta. 
 Hanako-NOM Taroo-NOM/TOP cake-ACC eat-PAST that believe-PAST 
 ‘Hanako believed that Taroo (and only Taroo) ate cakes (and only cakes).’ 
(11)  Han trudde    at    vi   hadde ikke sett   den her   filmen. 
    he    believed that we had    not    seen this here film-the                

                      (Bentzen et al.’s 2007: 3 example 13) 
Now the paradigm is as follows: 
Table 1. The distribution of the observed embedded phenomena 
Matrix V Topic/focus in Japanese V2 in Norhtern Norwegian Exclamatives in Japanese 
Say √ √ √ 
Believe √ √ * 
Non-assertive * * * 
Given the data presented above, and that exclamatives contain the mood morpheme roo, I argue 
in this paper that there is a distinction among assertive verbs, namely the say-type vs. the believe-
type, the former of which may embed clauses with MoodP, and the latter of which may not. I 
make this distinction based on evidentiality which seems to be present in the complement of the 
former while it is not in that of the latter. I provide certain contexts to make this point clear and 
show that the Spanish focus construction also exhibits this three-way distinction of predicates, 
based on assertion and evidentiality: verbs such as dice ‘say’ and cree ‘think’ may embed a focus 
construction while piensa ‘think’ and supone ‘suppose’ may not. In order to accommodate the 
analysis for all of the topic, focus and exclamative constructions in Japanese and V2 in Northern 
Norwegian, I propose the following left periphery structure: 
(12) a. Non-asserted  Sub     Fin 
 b. Asserted   Sub  Top Focus Force Fin 
 c. Asserted + evidentiality Sub Mod Top Focus Force Fin 


