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0. Introduction

In this paper, we propose an alternative accoufgaifire checking/valuation based solely on
categorial features. One of the main assumptiortbas lexical heads have an exclusively
lexical feature matrix, whereas functional head#&han exclusively functional feature matrix
(with relevant specifications and values for eaahtipular head). The next assumption is that
only lexical features allow strictly local featumhecking/valuation (i.e. under Agree);
functional features, on the other hand, requireymtastic operation (Merge or Move) to
check/value their functional features. Interactioetween functional heads (Probes) and
lexical heads/categories (Goals) is ensured andenpubsible only via the mediating
functional heads c-selecting the lexical ones (B.gselects N/NPy selects V/VP). The
mediating functional heads provide lexical headsfgaries with a functional layer
indispensable for "communication” with the functb®robes (as in Chomsky 1999: 9).

The analysis proposed here accounts for the feaddgionally ascribed to the Extended
Projection Principle (EPP) without resorting to tEP itself or postulating the existence of
EPP features. We show on the basis of the data English and Icelandic that the EPP-
effects can be reduced to categorial functionalfeachecking (see also Pesetsky & Torrego
2000 and Haeberli 2000 exploiting similar ideasid ghus cannot be reduced to either Case
(Martin 1999, Boeckx 2000, Alexiadou & Anagnostofmu2001) or agreement (Alexiadou
& Anagnostopulou 1998); rather, Case and agreeraentintertwined in the processes of
categorial feature checking/valuation and con&itheir output, but crucially not their goal.
We believe that syntax does not operate on sudbnsoas Case or agreement, and thus the
derivations cannot be driven to check either osé¢heAlthough unrecognizable to syntax,
Case and agreement are recognizable at the irtexfdoere evaluation takes place.

The paper is divided into two parts: in the fioste we introduce the system and its
workings, as well as present and discuss the ntadivédehind our main assumptions; in the

second part, we show how the proposed system tatidleEnglish and Icelandic data. Here,




we concentrate mainly on EXPL(etive)- constructiomsheir various guises and show how
the facts can be not only accommodated in the ptéssmework but are also predicted by it.

1. The Proposal: What drives the syntactic derivabn?

In the analysis to be presented here, the drivangef behind syntactic derivations is the need
of functional probes to check/value their cateddtactional features. Functional heads exist
solely for their function, to ensure they perfortn 9yntax employs the strategy of feature
checking/valuation. The lexical features of theidak heads, on the other hand, constitute
their intrinsic features, and thus need not be kéecThe lexical heads/categories are c-
selected by functional heads which provide themhwatfunctional feature layer thanks to

which they may take part in syntactic operations laelp functional heads in performing their

functions. This does not mean that lexical featea®sot enter into any checking procedures:
they can, they just do not require syntactic openatsuch as Move or Merge to do so and
can be fully satisfied in situ under Agree. It &olls, then, that these are functional features,
not the lexical ones, that push the derivation foog.

1.1. Categorial feature matrices of lexical and funo@bheads/categories

This framework is based on the fundamental disbndbetween lexical and functional heads,
namely that lexical heads are equipped with lexieatures only ([N, V]), whereas functional
heads bear an exclusively functional feature mgfiix T]). Below we present a detailed
account of the categorial feature matrices of &lthe relevant heads with their respective

specifications.

1.1.1. Lexical heads
1.1.1.1. N - [+N, -V]

This categorial feature matrix of N is uncontrovargésee e.g. Chomsky (1982)). We believe
that the [+N] part of the feature matrix is theideg of the noun's agreement) features.
The NP projected from N can be c-selected by atiomal head D and the agreement features
borne by N can be accessed by functional probetheidunctional feature layer that the DP

provides.

1.1.12. V- [N, +V]




The verbal feature matrix stands in a clear opjoosito the nominal one above. The lexical
verb is also ®-role assigner and to fulfil that role it subcateges for lexical (or functional)

categories. Bearing the feature matrix [-N, +V]c#@n also establish an Agree relation if it
finds a matching [+N, -V] feature matrix in its cplament. There is another lexical category
that shares the feature matrix with the lexicabvareposition (P). Unaccusative verbs, on
the other hand, are assumed to be [+N, +V] categpjust like adjectives, and, similarly to
adjectives, they cannot establish Agree with a mamcomplement. Lexical verbs are c-
selected by a functional "light" veny which provides the functional feature layer foet

lexical verb.

1.1.13. P - [N, +V]

Prepositions, similarly to lexical verbs, are poative and have the ability to value lexical
Case and thus they will be treated here on a parlexical verbs. The difference between V

and P boils down to the fact that P is not selebiedny functional categoty

1.1.1.4. A - [#N, +V]

Adjectives are also similar to verbs in that theg predicative, but they are known not to
license Case - a property they share with unaceesaerbs. We believe that the lexical
adjective is c-selected by a functional hea@similar to the lightv). We will discuss its

properties when presenting the functional headlse@mext section.

1.1.2. Functional heads
1.121. D - [+D,-T]

The determiner performs a vital function in a sgtitaderivation. It is the head which c-
selects nominal categories (NPs) and provides tiviim a functional feature layer which
mediates between the probing functional heads @&l Whe functional probes seeking a goal
are blind to the lexical feature matrices, thusem¢mot for the DP layer encompassing the

! Nevertheless, we believe that functional probes,bdind to lexical features and should be ablésee" the
complement DP within a PP and be able to probhit. restricted options for the PPs here my be dukee fact
that P affects the lexical feature matrix of the Wihin it (via an Agree relation they establismdajust like a
verb, changes it into [+N, +V] - which is no longemnominal feature matrix and wefeature sharing will ever
take place between a functional probe (e.gr. T) and the affected DP/NP embedded within the P



NP, the NPs would never take part in any syntampierations. If the NP c-selected by D
enters into an Agree relation with a purely lexioabd (e.g. a verb [-N, +V]) and comes out
of this relation with a changed feature matrix, Endead will no longer be able to transmit
the specific valueseffeatures) of the affected NP to the probing fumwl heads, even

though its own functional features are unaffectgdhiat operation.

1.1.22. v - [-D, +Tyal

The "light" verb is a functional head c-selectinderical VP. It also mediates between the
lexical verb and its external argument in the exdab®-role assignment. The "light" verb has
a functional feature matrix which includes an ueiptetable D-feature and an interpretable
valued T-feature. We believe that itusand not T, that introduces the tense contenttimo
derivation, and it may be lexically representedabiliaries/modals. The uninterpretable D-
feature must be satisfied via either Merge or Mawe, if v has a®-role to transmit for V,
meaning that Sped? is a®-position, it will be satisfied via Merge (as maovent to®-
positions is banné)l on the other hand, if there is no exter@alole, v will employ Move

and attract an element from within its c-commanuhaiof'.

1123. T - [-D, +T]

T's feature matrix is similar to the one of theghl" verb, however, its T-feature, though
interpretable, is devoid of content; to satisfyegjuirements T will need to move either
itself or a nominal entering a feature checkingfaéibn relation withs (e.g. SUBJ which will
assume an identical functional feature matrix thanks to that relation), alternatively, it may
attract both of them, since they bear an idenfigattional feature matrix (this is what we
believe takes place in English). The question angey T exists at all? We believe that it has

% This seems to be generally the case: a bare nb(BN) must usually stay in a postverbal positidhe ones
that look like bare nominals but appear to Move assumed to contain a (silent) DP layer (see atswlau
2005 for a thorough discussion of BNs).

® This is in accordance with TRAP (Theta-Role Assignt Principle):©-roles can only be assigned under a
Merge operation (Hornstein, Nunes & Grohmann 2@&3):

* Even if this may result only in checking, but maluation. This is exactly what seems to take pladie so-
called Accusative Unaccusatives (Lavine & FreidD0D32) (Bailyn's (2004) Adversity Impersonals), where
structurally ACC Case-marked object surfaces in rfarix subject position and the observed agreersent
default. These constructions are easily accommddiaiethe present framework and furthermore showt tha
despite what Lavine & Freidin (2003) and Bailyn @29 claim, we do not need an independent EPP touatc
for these facts.




an interpretational function to perform, i.e. itskt® elements moved out of focus (Miyagawa
2005: 14) , however, it has nothing to do with Caisagreement as is traditionally assumed.

1.1.24. C - [+D, +1]

We believe that C may have varying feature matridepending on what is merged in its
head position and what its role is meant to be. daure matrix above is assumed to
represent an empty C°. The important thing aboetGh head is that it is usually endowed
with other features alongside its categorial oeeg. (+wh], [foF], etc.), whose checking may
also result in a free-ride categorial feature cihegkThese are some of the elements merged
in C:

- that - [+D, +Ty4]; following Pesetsky & Torrego (2000), we beliethat to
be an instantiation of valued tense featureS imhich can be merged
in C only if it c-selects a TP with valued terfeatures; nothing need
to merge in Spec,CP, as C is a [+D] categoeypelieve that there is
also a silent counterpart thiat with the same feature matrix.

- for - [-N, +V]; for is often referred to as a prepositional complement
and thus the prepositional feature matfox;is merged in C when it
selects an infinitival TP (with unvalued T &dy inv [-D, +Ty]); this
C bearing a full categorial feature matrix [+, -N, +V] enters an
Agree relation with the subject of the infiadl clause (during which
lexical Case is licensed), but being a funalfexical category it
probes through the functional feature layern- aperation which
deactivates the functional feature layethef probed DP (which then
is literally frozen in place).

When C bears a Q(uestion)-feature owlafeature it will proceed to satisfy its functional
features via Move, rather than Merge. And thusy@s/noquestions, it attracts T - the best
matching goal in subjectwh-questions it attracts the subject, but not T,h@ssubject bears
all the relevant functional features ([+D, +N, +V]], plus it is awh-category; in objecivh-
questions, however, T will have to be attractedth@sobject has never entered any feature

checking/valuation with a T-feature bearing heads(a [+D, +N, +V, -T] category).

® Even though the subject and T by that time beddentical functional feature matrix, it is possitthat C will
show preference for head rather than category memgnwhich may have something to do with the econom
projection, i.e. by moving a head, C is exemptamnfrprojecting a specifier and needs not add anyemor
structure.




1.1.25. a - [-D,-T]

The functional head c-selecting a predicative AR atract a DP occupying its complement
domain and move it to Spe®, where they enter feature checking/valuation,céetne

observed concord between the adjective and itsmarargument.

1.1.3. DP, NP and EXPL

A DP category with a c-selected NP occupying itmplement position has the following
feature matrix [+D, +N, -V, -T] and the followingdm:
(1) DP

/\

D%, NP

NN,

A DP category that does not have for an NP inatmglement will bear the following feature
matrix: [+D, -N, -T, -V]; we believe that this feat matrix is representing an EXPL(etive)
category, which will have to satisfy its featuresidationally (i.e. via an Agree relation with
a matching god). In the analysis proposed here, it is [N] thanstiutes the residue of
agreement features, whereas [D] is responsibléhar transmission. When an EXPL seeks a
matching goal and probes it, being a lexical/fun@i head itself, it will have to access the
associate's N-feature through the functional fealayer, the D head if the goal is a DP/NP; it
can access the N-feature directly, if the assodgate pure NP unselected by D. The EXPL
that chooses to select a DP-associate will dedetih@ associate's D-feature, i.e. it will freeze
the associate in place (this is also the sourctefso-called Definiteness EfféctVia the
Agree relation with the associate, the EXPL accessel assumes the associate's N-feature
values, i.e. itg-features. What then looks like verb-associateeagesnt is actually an EXPL-
verb agreement.

Another interesting case is represented by leyicahd inherently Case-marked
DP/NPs. The lexically Case-marked DP/NPs are thes dhat have been affected in syntax
via an Agree relation with a lexical head (V/P).rég changes their lexical feature matrix into

® Being a category, the EXPL cannot induce movement

" The associate will show the behaviour of an NB waill not leave the postverbal position. BecauseD-
feature is inactive, it becomes truly invisibleftmctional probes and thus will never be displaced.



[+N, +V] and thus their functional feature layemcao longer access the lexical) feature
value$. This does not mean, however, that they will bigible for Move. When a DP/NP
enters Agree with a purely lexical probe (one tha¢s not have any functional features, such
as V or P), its functional feature layer remainsivac it just cannot transmit the specific
values buried in the NP, but this is due to thenged lexical feature matrix (see footnote 8).
The inherently Case-marked DP/NPs enter the desivatith the following feature matrix
[+D, +Nsrqg, -V, -T]. Crucially, we want to propose followirgoeckx (2000b: 366-367) that
inherently Case-marked DPs induce agreement, mat &ia incomplete-feature set (a result
of inherent Case-assignment), to be precise thstyhjave a 3rd Persdfeature. Having not
entered any Agree relations in the course of thevaleon, the inherently Case-marked
DP/NPs can check/value the functional featuresuattional probes, i.e. share with them
their 3rd person featut®

1.2. Feature checking/valuation, Case and agreement

Feature checking and feature valuation, thoughllidesccur simultaneously, can occur
separately. The difference between the two prosdssas follows: feature checking involves
switching features from negative to positive, pdad they find themselves in an appropriate
configuration (Agree is enough for lexical featyrdserge/Move will have to apply in the
case of functional features). Feature valuatiorolves MUTUAL sharing of specific values
carried by the heads engaged in the process (sugtieatures or specific tense features, e.g.
[tPast]) and it must also observe the required igarditional requirements of the features
involved as well.

Bearing this in mind, as well as the assumptionisoduced in the previous section
concerning DP/NPs categorial features, we neednmwkwhat happens with Case and
agreement in the system proposed here.

As stated in the introduction, we believe that ayrdoes not operate on such notions as Case
or agreement; hence, neither Case, nor agreensergsponsible for driving the derivation.
Also, we want to propose that derivations do naskrbecause such and such DP/NP has no

® From the computational point of view, the categsrgio longer nominal as the same feature matrix is
characteristic of adjectives and unaccusative verbs
° Boeckx claims that Datives are generally humanthnd must at least bear a [+person] feature.

% The probe is allowed to complete its D(N)-featuatuation (it has been already checked, but ndy frdlued)
by searching for another goal. The secondary gdbba/shown to be capable of moving overtly inlécwlic.




Case, but it will crash when faced with an unrecogple (illicit) feature matrix. This does
not mean that it must only be faced with positieatéire values, if it were so, we would end
up with no differences between the lexically anideirently Case-marked DP/NPs on the one
hand, and the ones bearing no Case, on the otherw@ild also completely lose the
distinction between all the lexical categories. Jhtiappears that (at least) lexical categories
are welcome at the interface even with some of ttegegorial features unchecked, i.e. a DP
with the following feature matrix [+D, +N, +V, -Thas the history of this its relations
established in the course of the derivation engtamethe feature matrix (it has entered an
Agree relation with a lexical head, bears lexicak€, and will be interpreted accordingly), a
DP bearing a slightly different feature matrix [+EN, -V, +T] must have entered a relation
with a functional head bearing a T-featuveof T) with which it shared its lexical feature
values (agreement) (also this DP will be interpiedecordingly at the interface). Functional
heads (probes such as T and C) are a different story: their existeneduces to their
function and the need to check their features istwituly drives the derivation. Lexical
categories seem to be mere participants in therecinitiated by the functional probes. So,
for instance, if we find an underlying OBJ(ect)tie SUBJ(ect) position, it is not because it
moved there, but because it was mottegte. To show how the system works, let us censid

the following two English constructions.

(2) a. Three men have arrived.

b. There have arrived three men.

In (2a) the internal argument of the unaccusatieebvsurfaces in the subject position
(Spec,TP); in (2b) this very same argument staysarpostverbal position and the Spec,TP is
filled with an EXPL. To this day, some claim thhetmovement taking place in (2a) is Case-
driven, but where does this leave (2b)? (2b) ex#meplthe so-called EXPL-construction and
the Case situation in such examples has been acsubjatter of many discussions. The
analyses range from the Case-transmission fromEKIEL to the associate (the associate
moves to the EXPL) (Chomsky 1986), formal featuvement of the associate to the EXPL
at LF (Chomsky 1995), to Lasnik's (1999, inspirgdBelletti 1988)) treatment of the EXPL
as an LF-affix requiring an associate/host beafagtitive Case. Here, we propose yet a
different approach. First, we deny the existencbath the Case Filter and the Inverse Case

Filter, i.e. we do not believe that the movemen{da) is triggered by Case or in any way



connected to 1t; second, the Case that supposedly triggers theement in (2a) does not

exist in our approach: we propose that NOM(inat@ake is NO CASE, a form displayed by
nouns with unaffected lexical features (thus shgwin morphology usually associated with
Cases). Because the lexical features of a nounnigeliO Case are unaffected, it is free to

share them with any probing head. Let us depictidrevations of the examples in (2).

(3) (=2a) TP
DP:OBJ:p,+N,+Tval,-V] T
V‘o[—D,+TvaI] VP
_— T
Vin+v) 4D, +N,T -]
Three men have ft § arrived t

In the above derivation the underlying OBhrée meh does not undergo any feature
checking/valuation with the unaccusative lexicalovelhe newly introduced probe has no
external®-role to assign, and thus no Merge into its specifill take place. To satisfy its
functional features it attracts the OBJ and thetgrea feature checking/valuation relation in
whichv checks/values its D-feature-{ [+D, +Tyq]) and the OBJ checks/values its T-feature
(OBJ— [+D, +Tya]). When T [-D, +T,] is merged in, it will find two matching goals its
c-command domain (OBJ am)l In the derivation depicted above both of them atracted
to TP '3 Once the required goal(s) find themselves in TP,cHecks/values its

uninterpretable D-feature and values its T-fea{lre—~ [+D, +T,4]). What we see on the

1 This does not mean that nominals do not receivee @a all; they may receive lexical Case under Agre
bear inherent Case, crucially, they do not rechi@(inative) Case.

12 Possibly, the probe can attract both goals sineg lfave an identical functional feature matrix §Tbiind to
the lexical features of OBJ).

13 We assume that English always makes use of asiediavhich are merged i The auxiliaries are usually
overt, however in the Past and Present Simple Bethey are silent in indicative sentences. A silamntiliary
cannot host a tense morpheme, which will thus klespout on the lexical verb. In sentences reqggitihe
presence of an overt auxiliary (questions, negajioa "dummy" overt auxiliary is inserted to hase¢ tense
morpheme. We believe that the silent auxiliaryas able to move, and the insertion of "dumndg'enables it to
do so (it is a Last Resort sort of operation). ddi¢ative sentences, we would expect then that d@nly the
moved subject that satisfies all the requirementsTo For an interesting analysis of the English
auxiliary/participle system see Sola (1996: 217)251



surface is a classical instance of subject-(auk)agreement, but NO Case has been assigned
or checked in this derivation. More evidence to psup this claim can be found in the

derivation of (2b) depicted below under (4).

(4) (=2b) TP
EXPL+p,+N,+Tval,v] T
/\
i T%0+1uv vP
ﬁﬁ{>V°[+exist][-D,+Tval] VP
| VN, +v) DR.p,+N-T,v)
Agree >

There have t i arrived three men.

In the derivation of the EXPL-construction we hadded a special property w[+exist],
which we believe to be a kind @i-role assigned to the EXPL merged in Spec¢d/Phis
special semantic property @iwill stop it from satisfying its features via Moy&hich would

be in violation of the aforementioned TRAP (seetriote 3)) and will force it to employ
Merge instead. The EXPL is a defective lexical/tiowal category with a feature matrix [+D,
-N, -V, -T]. It is only able to check, but not valuhe features o¥, however being both
functional and lexical it can establish Agree watimatching goal - the associate ([+D, +N, -
V, -T]).*® Through that Agree relation, the EXPL gains speciélues for its N-feature and is
thus able to share them with and later on with T. The observed agreement is th
established directly between the EXPL andwlimead, and later passed on to T. The associate
DP will be subject to the Definiteness Effect, ke EXPL deactivated its D-featufeAs

 For a similar idea of base-generating the EXPLpRGVP see also Bowers (2002: 196): "Following Csiom
(1981), we might speculate that even though exgstiare not referential expressions, they are tiesless
"quasi argumentsand are therefore excluded from direct Merge jruge non®-position." In Bowers's analysis
this position is a specifier of the predicationase (Spec,PrP).

!> The EXPL will not probe the lexical verb even thbtit contains a positive N feature. Being bothidekand
functional, the EXPL seeks a goal with the samegmial feature matrix, in this case it means & rutrix
containing D, N, T and V, the verb does not haweerttatching categorial feature matrix.

'® The EXPL can only deactivate a [-specific] D. Aspecific] D on the associate would clash with theéPE's
[+specific] D, i.e. they do not match and canndakksh Agree. In a situation like this the EXPL wa not
value its N-feature, and subsequently would hawhing to share witlv and T, whose D-features would remain
unvalued (though checked) throughout the derivafidis, essentially, should be all right for syntarwever
this derivation would crash at the interface beeatie EXPL's feature matrix is unrecognizable aSPa

10



proposed earlier, Case per se plays no part imdéipéected derivations, and agreement is an
output, rather than a target. We also have not naadengle reference to the EPP, whose

effects are derived from categorial feature chegkin

2.  The Analysis: English vs. Icelandic EXP-construons

In this section, we present English and Icelandia&nd show how the system proposed here

handles it. We concentrate on three types of EX&istructions: (i) the simple existential
EXPL-construction, (ii) the raising EXPL-construsti (also with the optional Experiencer
argument of the raising verb), and (iii) the trénsi EXPL-construction (TEC). Before we
proceed however, we devote a section to a companéadhe English and Icelandic EXPL

pronouns and another one to the process known getCahift (OS).

2.1. English and Icelandic EXPL pronouns

Before we move on to the core data, we believeahabrd or two needs to be said about the
nature of EXPL pronouns in the two languages uddsussion.

The English EXPlthereis restricted to unaccusative constructions. Appsed in the
previous section, we believe that the special séissanf these constructions is responsible
for the earlier than generally assumed Merge of BX®L, i.e. into SpeeP, whose head
assigns the relevagt-role. The EXPL satisfies the requirements/¢and its own, thanks to
the Agree relation established with the associate) moves on to T. The English EXPL
shows behavior of a syntactic: it occupies the ettbposition, raises and inverts with the

verb:

(5) a. Thereis abook on the table.
b. Isthere a book on the table?
c. There seems to be a book on the table.

The Icelandic EXPLpad seems to pose more problems for the subject-asalys. its
syntactic subjecthood is not so straightforward,ifistance it does not invert with the verb

and must always be sentence-initial (Holmberg 200291):

(6) a. Pad hafa komid nokkrir studentar.

EXPL has come some students

category: DPs must contain an interpretable N-featund since the EXPL has not found an associatehas
not entered any Agree, its N-feature remained wila@/unvalued throughout the derivation.




b. Hafa (*pad) komid nokkrir stadentar?
has expL come some students
c. Idag hafa (*pad) ekki komid neinir stidentar

today have expL not come any students

Some earlier analyses, concerning Transitive Ex@édTonstructions in particular, proposed
that the EXPL is introduced in Spec, AgrSP (abo® Which would host the indefinite
subject) (Jonas 1996: 181); Chomsky (1995: 360) a88umed that the EXPL must be in
Spec, TP and proposed a multiple specifier constnuddb accommodate both the subject and
the EXPL in TP (the main problem of his analysisswaat it predicted the wrong surface
word order leaving no room for the verb which happéo sit between the EXPL and the
subject; Chomsky assumes this movement to takes glast-syntactically, at PF). This has
led some linguists to believe that the EXPL is altjuintroduced into the derivation as late as
Spec,CP (Bowers 2002: 196, Holmberg 2002: 91)aétive though this idea may seem, it is
not unproblematic because the EXPL follows the dempntizer in embedded clauses
(Platzack 1987: 390, fn. 7; originally from Réngisdon 1984):

(7) Eg veit ad *(pad) var dansad & skipinu i geer.
I know that it was danced on the ship yesterday.

In the analysis proposed here, we partly agree Wamberg (2002) and Bowers (2002) in
that we believe that the EXPL surfaces in SpeclitPas opposed to them, we propose that it
is base-generated in Spec,TP (and sometimes ev8peao/P) and moves to Spec,CP; this
would explain both why it does not co-occur witlpitalizations and does not invert with the
finite verb, and why it can follow a complementizarembedded clauses. Now the only
question that remains is: why is the EXPL attradiedSpec,CP? We propose that the C
selecting a [+exist] T (in Icelandic, this speaimantic property - carried lwin English -
must be carried by T), will have a categorial featmatrix identical to T, i.e. [-D, +J]. In
English the [+existy/P is selected by T [-D, 4], in Icelandic the same situation takes place
one projection up, between C and T. When a compiéeexad [+D, +T,4] is merged in C, it

fully satisfies the features of a [-D, &J C, hence nothing else will be attracted to CP.

2.2. A quick note on Object Shift

Another important issue that cannot be omitted wilaealyzing Icelandic data is the
possibility of Object Shift (OS). Since Holmbergxeneralization (Holmberg 1986) it has




been assumed that there is a correlation betweem wmmvement and OS, i.e. OS is
disallowed if the verb does not leave the VP. Inguatty, it must be the lexical verb, not the
auxiliary, as OS is prohibited in ‘auxiliary + panple’ constructions (Bobaljik & Thrainsson

1998: 53, fn. 16). We believe that apart from tleegbvmovement condition on OS, there is
another one, i.e. subject movement. Drawing onidba proposed by Holmberg (2000: 448),
namely that Stylistic Fronting moves an(y) itemthe Spec,TP emptied by the subject
(according to Holmberg SF observes a "subject gapidition), we propose that OS is a
similar process taking place one projection beliowpP.

It is also necessary to remember that full DP ©§enerally believed to be optional in
Icelandic, however, we think that it might not Ifethe verb moves, but the subject does not,
the OBJ will have no place to shift to - this lodike optionality if we assume OS contingent
solely on verb movement; however, if we assumettt@OBJ can OS only if both the SUBJ
and the verb move, there seems to be no optionialitylved’’ More support for this idea
may be found in Holmberg (1999: 15): "Object Sluifinnot apply across a phonologically
visible category asymmetrically c-commanding thgeob position except adjuncts” - this,
naturally, concerns both the verb and the subjdcimberg proposes that OS is a PF-
phenomenon, it might just as well be so, howevesreeéms to observe syntactic restrictions. It
is a well-known fact that Mainland Scandinavian g@aages (MSc) do not allow full DP OS,
but they exhibit obligatory Weak Pronoun OS (Hirai@001: 299). The Weak Pronominal
OS is often assumed to be a PF-phenomenon andievdibto take place because weak
pronouns must not be stressed (hence must escaentence-final position). Consider the
following Danish examples supporting these viewsoffias Mathiasen, p.c.):

(8) a. Studenterne leeste ikke bogen.

the.students read not the.book

" This can be supported by the adverb-placemens.fadteg is considered to be a VP-adverb (just like
negation) (Jonas 1996: 17%gnnilegain our analysis is considered to beRaadverb (it is generally believed to
be a TP adverb, more on this subject in the sextiorrome). The example below comes from Bobaljikofaas
(1996: 212), the bracketing and traces are ours:

0] [cePad [cluky [+rt [+t [ve SENNilega | einhveriir stadentar [ t [ve alveg et verkefninu]]l]ll] -
EXPL finished probably sogtedents completely  the.assignt

In the example above the lexical verb has movetinbuOS took place. In our analysis there is arlagiion
for this fact: the position to which it would netmmove (Spe®P) is still occupied by the subject. There is no
optionality involved.
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b. Studenterne leeste dekke t.
the.studentsread it not

C. *Studenterne laeste ikke den.

As mentioned above, Icelandic OS is banned in lianyi + participle’ constructions;
interestingly, weak pronouns in Danish observe #xabe same restriction, and are not
allowed to escape the sentential stress, which snake wonder whether it was the real
reason for the escape in the first place. Perhlthps, Weak Pronominal OS is just like full
DP OS? There have been proposals for treating WRrakominal OS as cliticization
(Holmberg 1986), but then it is unclear why it sliblbe banned in the ‘auxiliary + participle'
constructions. If Hiraiwa (2001: 300) is right ifaiening that weak pronouns are shifted to
SpecyP and must later on cliticize onto T, then theyutidoe allowed in the 'auxiliary +
participle' constructions, just as they are indbestructions where the full lexical verb moves
(naturally, it does not in Danish). We believe thia# weak pronouns may move from the
post-verbal position only when the lexical verb \Wvas tov, and they are allowed to stay
there, because they cliticize onto the verb (wliehrs a valued T-feature). In the 'auxiliary +
participle' constructions this V-te-movement does not take place (the auxiliary mdoeb

on its own, hence no V-t@. Because full DP OS is only allowed when the dekiverb
actually moves OUT of theP, which it does not in Danish, it follows that evill be no
full DP OS in that language (and other MSc Langsag€&he relevant examples are given
below.

(9) a. Studenterne har ikke leest bogen.

the.students have not read the.book
b. *Studenterne har den ikke laest.

C. Studenterne har ikke laest den.

the.students have not read it

Our main assumption, namely that OS moves the OBJet specifier previously occupied by
the SUBJ, might on the face of it rai®etheoretic questions. We believe that it is only an

apparent problem. When the lexical verb V raisgsitothe "light" verb, the Sped? will no
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longer constitute th®-position of the subject. Actually, we think thhisis why OS does not
induce any semantic chantfe.

It naturally follows from our assumptions that hiée subject not moved out of its base-
position, OS should not take place. We can sayawitla doubt that this prediction is borne
out. We would like to, however, quote three examp¥ehich constitute evidence against our

proposal.

(10) pad lauk einhver verkefnjnu alvegit (Jonas & Bobaljik 1996: 213)

there finished someone the.assignment completely

(11) Pad bordudu margir kettir allar mysnastundumit (Jonas 1996: 172)
ther ate many cats  all the mice somei
(12) Pad bordudu margir strakar bjuguekki oll {. (Jonas & Bobaljik 1996: 214)

there ate many boys sausages not all

All of the above examples involve an OS-ed OBXhinanalysis proposed here, the subject is
predicted not to leave the Spde,in TECs (the EXPL is merged in Spec, TP and thes t
subject cannot move). This would mean that eithexnd postulate multiple specifiers foP,

or (i) keep just the one specifier and wronglydice (10)-(12) ungrammatical. The good
news is that we do not have to do either of thevapbecause the examples in (10)-(AR¥
UNGRAMMATICAL (!), not to mention "strange for semantic/pragmagi@sons” (Gunnar Hrafn
Hrafnbjargarson and @ystein Vangsnes, personal conmation). Vangsnes (2002: 65, fn. 3)
guotes exactly one of the above examples - (10Jd-verites: "However, several speakers of
Icelandic consider this sentence highly deviantl hhave therefore chosen not to copy the
example." When it comes to OS, Gunnar Hrafn Hrardgrson (p.c.) wrote: "To the extent
that | allow sentential adverbs in TECs, | do nitdve full DP OS." Hence, we can honestly

say, that our predictions are borne out (and cor@d by a native speaker).

2.3. Deriving the EPP-Effects: English vs. Icelandic

'8 The raising of the OBJ in the passive should omecmunt be compared to OS. Firstly, the passierather
obvious example of an ‘auxiliary + participle' ctastion; secondly, there is no subject occupyipp&P,
hence the movement of the OBJ is always obligafonyess there is an EXPL); and thirdly, we do wétha
change in the interpretation of the OBJ (which ees the topic here).
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2.3.1. Existential constructions and the Definiteness d&ffe

In section 1.2., we have given a detailed analg§ian English unaccusative construction
(with and without the EXPL). In this section we wamcompare English and Icelandic on the

basis of these two parallel constructions:

(13) a. There has been a cat in the kitchen.
b.  *There has a cat been in the kitchen.

(14) a. Pad hefur verid einhver kottur i eldhudsinu. (Vangsnes 2002: 44)

there has been some cat in the kitchen

b. Ppad hefur einhver kottur verid i eldhdsinu.

there has some cat been in the kitchen

The English construction (13b) is ungrammaticaleweas its Icelandic counterpart (14b) is
good. This contrast can be accounted for if we nthkefollowing two assumptions: (i) the
English EXPL is base-generated in SpB¢cwhereas the Icelandic EXPL may be introduced
in either SpewP or Spec,TF, and (ii) nominals - DP/NP categories - can ordydisplaced
by a [-D, +T] functional probev( T) if their own D-feature is active. As discussedletail in
section 1.2., when the EXPL enters the computatibrgeeks an appropriate goal (the
associate) with which it establishes Agree. Eqedpwith the associate's specific N-features,
it is able to check/value the functional featurédathv and T (and C in Icelandic). We have
also proposed that the Definiteness Effect redudt® the expletive's probing/Agree relation
with the associate which it freezes in place byctieating its D-feature. We believe that
einhver kottur(some cat) is a DP/NP category in both (14a) ddd), understood as non-
specific in both constructions, however, only theedn (14a) is parallel to the English
construction exhibiting the Definiteness Effectiwibe associate displaying NP-behaviour, (it
had its D-feature deactivated and will be completsiattractabl€). The one in (14b) moves

to SpeoyP thanks to its active D-feature, which will onlg keactivated when the EXPL

!9 This means that in Icelandic the semantic properéxist] can feature in eitheror T. Icelandic must have
[+exist] available in T to derive TECs, and it igysible that unaccusatives should only use thowptith v;
but since the language has both options, it sedmitsunaccusatives are just as well derivable if ExdPL
merges in T. The derivation converges as all tihhetfanal features are checked/valued.

2 vangsnes (2002: 48-49) gives examples with trulyeBNPs (BN) which are showed to always follow the
verb. In our terms, this means that they lack tnecfional feature layer responsible for any intgeoacwith
functional probes that can force displacement.
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finally merges in Spec, P2 In English this second option is unavailable tiu¢he fact that
the EXPL always merges wP. The derivations (13a)/(14a) depicted under ftéteed in a
parallel fashion until they complete the TP, afteat the Icelandic EXPL further moves to
Spec,CP, which does not take place in English. Ufid® we depict the derivation (14b).

(15) TP
— T
EXPL+p,+N,+Tval,-v] /T\ EXPL Merge
A L} T%0,+Tuv) vP
Expm :
Vo[+exis[-D+Tva] VP
I VEin,+v) PP

Agree: EXPls—associate

p [DR:p,+n-1-v) [P DP]]

(16) CcP
ﬂ EXPL Merge
/\
Ct [-D +Tuv]

EXI:)I-E+D,+N,+Tval,—V] T
/\
A

Tirexist-D,+Tuv) VP

Agree: EXPl—associate

DRb,+N,-T,-v]

Vl
/\
ﬁL’)/O[—DﬁTval] VP

‘ /\
VO[+N’+\/] PP

[dp (+D,+n,-T,-v1 [P DP]]

As showed above, the EPP effects are accountedifoout a single reference to the
EPP. They are derived by the need to check theituinat features of the probing functional
heads. The observed agreement patterns resulty sbiteih feature checking/valuation
relations and are unconnected to the EPP or Noiwén&tase, as there is NO Case in the

constructions under discussion. We also have anuatoof the EXPL-associate relation,

%L The movement of the associate to Syfedn (14b) is not OS: (i) it is not optional, solmiey must move to
SpecyP to satisfy the functional featureswf(ii) if it were to be treated as OS, it would baw be disallowed in
this example, which is an 'auxiliary + participenstruction.
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which in the analysis proposed here is establishi@ddgree in syntax. This Agree relation
leaves the associate's D-feature inactive, heregéhceived Definiteness Effect (were it not
for the presence of the EXPL, this very same DRdcgat as far as Spec, TP and enter a D/T
feature checking/valuation relation withand T), it also allows the EXPL to assume ¢he
features of the associate, hence the apparentiatesverb agreement, which in fact is the
EXPL-verb agreement.

2.3.2. Raising EXPL-constructions

This section comprises two parts: the first ondagoted to constructions involving a raising
verb subcategorizing for an infinitival clause wigh EXPL subject (in this part we also offer
an analysis of parallel constructions without th¥PE); the second part of the section

concentrates on the constructions parallel to thesdn part one but this time there is an
additional Experiencer argument taken by the rgisiarb intervening between the matrix

subject position and the embedded subject. Letegbwith the following contrast between

English and Icelandic:

(17) a. Therg seems+pt;[rtjto [vpbe someone in the room]]].
b. *Therg seemsipt;[vrSOMeondo[vpe be tin the room]]].
c. Someoneseemspti[p tito [vpbe tin the room]]].
(18) a. Pag virdist [tpt; [vet [vevera einhver i herberginul]]].
there seems be someotigeimoom
b. Ppad virdist [tetj[vp einhver [vevera ti herberginu]]].
there seems someone be theimoom
c. Einhvervirdist [tpti[wp ti [veVverat i herberginu]]].

someone seems be thaemoom

The one ungrammatical English example (17b) hasammatical counterpart in Icelandic
(18b). We believe that the difference between the languages in the case of the EXPL-
constructions boils down to the availability of t&pec, TP position for EXPL-Merge in
Icelandic, which is the option used in (18b).

In both (17a) and (18a), there is an unaccusatiuatival verb (V = [+V, +N],v = [-D,
+Tw]). The associate merged in the complement posiibhe/verais a non-specific DP
someone/einhvewith a following feature matrix: [+D, +N, -V, -Thich due to the verb's
unaccusativity will not enter into any Agree redatiwith it. The light verbv [-D, +T,] is

endowed with a [+existp-role and is thus waiting for Merge to apply anldlits specifier
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(were it not for the®-role, it would employ Move to satisfy its funct@nfeatures; this is
what happens in the Icelandic example (18b)). TKPIEmerges in Sped? and establishes
Agree with the associate; the specific agreemeatiufes the EXPL acquires through this
Agree are subsequently shared witfand T, after it is attracted to Spec,TP). Theoeisse
remains in the postverbal position due to its deatsd functional feature layer (it is
completely unattractable, invisible to functionablpes). The only element available for
raising is the EXPL. Because it shares the agreefeatures with the associate, it will carry
them on into the matrix clause and share them thighmatrix functional probeg and T,
hence the observed apparent long-distance verlgiags@greement, which is literally just
regular subject-verb agreement. We depict the deonr below.

(19) ... TP — the matrix clause

E>§\PL[+D,+N,+Tva|,-V] T

/\
Tc>[-D, +Tuv] vP
/\

t+D,+N,+Tuv,V] v

/\
L}Vo[-D,+Tval] VP
/ \

Vv, N TP — theinfinitival clause
/\
£+D,+N,+Tuv, -] T

T~ EXPL Merae
Tf—D,+Tuv] vP

T~

1D, +N,-T,-v] v

/\
i Eo[-D, +Tuv] VP
/ /\

Agree: EXPls>associate Viiv,+N] DPip+n,v,-m

J

The derivation of the grammatical Icelandic examfl8b), differs from the one

presented above at the point where in (19) the EXRherged. In (18b) what happens at this
point is v attracting the underlying object to its specif(er checks/values its functional
features against the DP object). The EXPL will oy merged in TP from where it will
establish the EXPL-associate relation with the ndowbject. At the point of movement to
SpecyP, the functional features of the underlying obpge active (hence attractable); these
features become deactivated through the Agreeiaelasstablished between the EXPL and

the underlying object when the EXPL (merged in SpRE marks it as its goal and makes it
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its associate. This derivation is unavailable i English existential construction, because in
English existentials the EXPL can only be mergeSpecyP, never in Spec, TH.

The (c) examples have identical derivations whieeeunderlying object surfaces in the
sentential subject position. On the way there,a$ Imoved through the specifiers of the
embeddedv, T, the matrixv, eventually ending up in the matrix Spec,TP. lactional
features are active throughout the derivationjsioly agrees with the matrix verb (though it
checked the features of all the functional headiast been attracted by, it has not valued the
features of the embedded ones; this is due tcaittetiat valuation involves mutual sharing of
specific feature values, which both the embeddeadd T lack being [+}] - they have no T
features to share, hence just checking, no valuatio
In all of the above examples the embedded TP isiiival (v = [-D, +Ty], T = [-D, +Ty])
and thus must be selected if the derivation isotoverge (without the tense content, the TP is
not a legitimate syntactic object unless subcategdrfor). The derivations of (17a) and (17¢)

have thus the following intermediate stages ung@a) and (20b) respectively:

(20) a. ... [tpthera [\rtito [vp be someone in the room]]]
[+D, +N, +Ty, -V]
b. ... [tpsomeong[pt;to [vp bet; in the room]]]
[+D, +N, +Ty, -V]

At these intermediate stages of their respectiveva®ons the infinitival TPs may be selected
by an ECM verb, a raising verb or by a prepositicm@anplementizefor. We know what
happens to the embedded subject when a raising sudrtategorizes for one of these TPs,
however the fate of the embedded subject is diftevehen selected by ECHat. Both the
EXPL and the DP have so far unaffected lexicaluiest in their feature matrix. The lexical
verb and the prepositional complementizer are bp#tified [-N, +V] and may thus establish
an Agree relation with the embedded subjects. Tdletion will change their lexical feature
matrix into [+N, +V] (the DPs will surface as AC@ie to which they will disallow access to

their agreement features, but they will remainblesio functional probes because Agree with

22 possibly in the English passive EXPL-constructithe EXPL is merged in TP, hence we derive the
following:

0] There was a man killed in the accident.

This may be due to the fact that there is actualyexternal®-role present invP. Though the theta-role is
present, it cannot be actually discharged, andSghecyP is not a theta-position. The problem is that tRe
cannot be at the same time specified as [+existjct the EXPL cannot be merged there. The EXPLnexer
present, will then have to be merged in Spec, TP.




purely lexical heads does not deactivate the fonetifeature layer (the purely lexical heads
are blind to functional features and reach direfdhthe lexical features).

Again, we have derived the above constructions acwbunted for the differences
between them without reference to the EPP, Casgyr@ement. The DP associates involved
in the discussed constructions under (17) and k&8 no Case thanks to which they can
actually share their agreement features. If it végreeement features that were responsible for
movement, we would need to assume that the EXPEgsgss its own agreement features,
which mysteriously happen to be identical to thesonf the associate. If it were Case that
driving movement, then again it is quite surpristhgt the associate would choose to be left
behind. In our analysis, it is neither Case noreagrent that drives the derivations,
nevertheless they constitute visible (often morpbwal) evidence, that particular feature
checking/valuation operations took place.

We now move on to a discussion concerning consbng very similar to those in (17)
and (18), but this time the raising verb subcategsrfor an Experiencer argument which in
English takes the form of a PP (within which thera lexically Case-marked DP/NP) and in
Icelandic an inherently Case-marked DP. As propasexection 1.1.1., the main difference
between the inherently and lexically Case-markedNPR is that the former, but crucially not
the latter, can share their agreement features fuitlstional probes. The lexically Case-
marked nominals lost this ability the moment thateeed into Agree with a lexical head (V,
P); the inherently Case-marked nominals bear C#sg, it has not been assigned
derivationally, i.e. the DP/NP bears no markingsaaf Agree relation, in that way, the
inherently Case-marked DP/NPs resemble the ondwwtitCase: just like them they can
share their agreement features through their aétimetional feature layer. What makes an
inherently Case-marked DP/NP different from the mais bearing no Case, is that it has an
incompletep-feature set, to be precise it only bears a [+&$@n] feature, which it is free to
share with functional probes (these probes, howewdl be allowed to complete their
defective D(N)-feature (agreement) set againstharogoal). Below, we give the relevant

examples (the Icelandic examples are taken froormHetg & Hrdéarsdottir (2003: 998)).

(21) a. The horsesseem to mej[to be slow].

b. *To meseem;t[the horses to be slow].

c. *There seem to me [the horses to be slow].
(22) a.  Hestarnir virdast mér [tvera seinir].

the.horses seem meT be slow




b.  Mér virdist/virdast t [hestarnir vera seinir].
meDAT seems/seem the.horses be slow
c. Pad virdist/*virdast einhverjum manni [hestarnirraeseinir].

there seems/*seem some nDaT. the.horses be slow

In English the only grammatical option (if we waatkeep the embedded clause infinitival) is
(21a) in which the embedded subject surfaces imieix subject position. To the naked eye
the data in (21) and (22) seem to show that whatisvgood in Icelandic is bad in English,
and vice versa. More precisely, the embedded subjelcelandic cannot reach the matrix
subject position, whereas this is the only avadadgtion in English. Now, this suggests that
we should be looking for the contrast between tlessestructions in the Experiencers. We
believe that this is exactly where the contrastlmafound and it has everything to do with the
nature of Case borne by the Experiencer: lexicatnglish and inherent in Icelandic, but is
not necessarily connected to the fact that onehemtis a PP and the other a’®PTo
translate it into the language of the system intoedl here, the English Experiencer will not
share its N-features with any functional probe, rehs the Icelandic one will. This difference
also sheds light on why the EXPL is allowed in tbelandic example (22c) and absolutely
forbidden in the English counterpart (21c). If, @®posed in the preceding sections, the
EXPL must enter into an Agree relation with theselst goal (Agree is strictly local, as
opposed to functional probing), then it followsttttee Englishtheremarking the Experiencer
as its goal will not be able to establish Agreehwitas its lexical features have already been
affected by the preposition and are thus unavalabhe lexical features of the Icelandic
inherently Case-marked Experiencer, on the othed hare ready to be shared under Agree.
As mentioned above, we believe that there is feraifice between functional probing
and Agree, i.e. Agree must be local and cannot akip potential goal with the matching
categorial feature matrix (meaning, containing saene categorial features irrespective of
their values and specifications); the locality itwedl in the functional probing is different in
that, apart from searching the required categdaatures, the functional probe must be
sensitive to their content (active/inactive, spegibn-specific, wh-DP/DP, transparent/non-
transparent, i.e. able/not able to transmit thectXeatures, etc.). In the Icelandic examples

there seems to be no competition for the Dativeeiepcer - it is the closest matching goal,

% We believe that functional probes ignore lexicahtts, hence for the matrix both the English and the
Icelandic Experiencer is a DP, the difference bddsvn to the lexical feature matrix of the NP witlihe DP,
which is affected by Agree in English, and unaféekcin Icelandic.
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and it can function as the associate for the EXP2PRc). In English, on the other hand, the
closest matching goal for movement is the embedadégect of the infinitival clause, hence
the grammaticality of (21a) as opposed to (21blexheless, the Experiencer is enough to
block the EXPL from associating with the embedddgjexct (21c).

There is one interesting fact about the Icelanelkample (22b): the finite verb
optionally exhibits agreement either with the Datlxperiencer (SG) or with the embedded
subject (PL). The construction with the EXPL alloasly one agreement pattern: the one
with the EXPL sharing the features of its Dativeasate (SG). In this paper we essentially
follow Boeckx (2000b) in assuming that inherentlgs€-marked DPs have an incomplete
feature set ([+3rd person]), nonetheless, we neeadctount for the optionality of this
agreement and its derivability within the preseranfework. Consider the proposed

derivations of (22b) with two different agreemeattprns:
(23) Dative Experiencer» person and number agreement (3rd. SG)

[tpMér; [ virdist,.y [vp ti [vtv [ve tv ti [T hestarnir vera seinir]]]]]].

(24) Dative Experiencer> person agreement (3rd.)

Embedded subjeet: number agreement (PL)

[tpMér; [ virdast.y [ve ti [ty [ve tv ti[Tphestarnir vera seinir]]]]]]-

When the Dative Experiencer [+D, %l -V, -T] moves to SpeaP in both (23) and (24), it
checks/values the functional D-featurevaind its own T feature. The moment the matrix T is
merged, it will seek an appropriate goal to satisfyfunctional features. At that point in the
derivation the Dative Experiencer amtbear an identical functional feature matrix anasti

may attract them both. This is where we believeoiigonality applies:

- if v moves first there will never be any relation betweeand the embedded subject,

even if the embedded subject were to move to #Peit, would not enter any relation
with v because it has already moved on to T and is ngelothere to check/value its
remaininge-features (they will be set by default as SG);na&B);

- if the Dative Experiencer moves first will leave the SpeeP empty and thus make it

possible forv to attract another matching goal into this positend complete the

valuation of its D (N)-features. This agreementl wlways be only partial (Boeckx
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2000b), i.e. it will only show a different numbealue than the Dative subject, the
person value established by the Dative is notateed and no matter what person the

embedded subject is, the agreement will alwaydrtgerson; as in (24).

Holmberg & Hroarsdoéttir (2003: 998) show that whiéve Dative Experiencer is wh
element, the only possible agreement is the defedt(3rd.SG).

(25) [cp Hverjum [c hafg [tp () hestarnik[+ t [ve ti t [ve Virst § [1p tk vera seinir]][]]]].
| | | |

We believe that in such a construction it is alsvihe verb that is attracted first to TP, and the
wh -element follows (if at all, see Holmberg & Hréaéstir (2003: 1007f). When the G is
finally introduced, it will be thavh-element that goes first as the maximally matclgag, it

is at that point that the embedded subject mové&pt, TP. We propose that this movement
heads directly towards Spec, TP, not stopping §pecyP, as there is nothing ui to attract
there. We consider this movement to be an instafcgtylistic Fronting, which has been
proposed by Holmberg (2000: 448) to be contingenthe presence of a "subject gap" and
assumed to involve only the movement of the phagiobd matrix of the moving category
(PF-movement). The agreement pattern is clearlyhamged, which seems to support this
solution - if there are no categorial featureshef émbedded subject present, then nothing can

re-value the functional feature matrixwin T.

2.3.4. Transitive Expletive Constructions (TECS)

This section will, naturally, be mostly devotedhe Icelandic data, as English does not allow
TECs. If our assumptions concerning the base-ggaerposition of the EXPL in English are
correct, then this alone constitutes enough evigldac the lack of TECs: the EXPL would

4 Holmberg & Hréarsdéttir (2003: 1007) suggest ttretwh-Dative does not move through the Spec, TP and
this is why the position is available for the emibed subject. We believe, however, thatwieDative must be
moved to the edge of TP anyway (before C is merbedause it contains a feature unrecognizablect@hiasal
probe (T in this case). Following Boské\R004), we assume that any element bearing aréeati checked by
its phasal probe, hence unrecognizable to it, gll'thrown out" of the spell-out domain of a givetmase and
moved to the edge. This operation is of the LastoRekind and applies at the point when the phaseady to
be sent off to Spell-Out, it is a kind of "avoidashing" strategy. This kind of analysis gives usaacount of
objectwh-movement (even a long distance one) without anl-lmhead: the object will be consecutively thrown
out of each phase that cannot checknitsfeature. We believe that this is the only kindogleration that can
create an additional specifier. In English multiple-questions will not raise thewh-object to its specifier if it
has avh-subject at its edge, however, Polisbeems capable of applying this operation multiply.
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compete with the external argument for the Sgeposition where both of them are usually
merged, hence one excludes the other. We also ¢hamin English EXPL-constructions
bears a special semantic role ([+exist]) which oaly be assigned to an EXPL and which
stopsv from attracting the underlying OBJ into Sp#t, As illustrated in section 2.3.1.,
Icelandic makes use of two options for EXPL-Merggecan be merged in either Spée,or
Spec, TP (in which case the underlying OBJ is maee8pec/P). In TECs the EXPL must
always and only be merged in Spec,TP for the reag@have mentioned for English: we
need both the EXPL and the external argument, lagy both must receive their theta-roles.
The EXPL in Icelandic always moves on to Spec,CH #ms the constructions are
structurally comparable to topicalized structurdsgh, naturally, the topicalized element
has not moved through the Spec,TP). Consider thewiag construction (Alexiadou &
Anagnostopoulou (1998: 497), originally from Holmdp€1986)):

(26) Pad hefur sennilega einhver alveg loledkefninu.
there has probably someone completely finisthedassignment

Numerous authors (Alexiadou & Anagnostopoulou @)98nd Jonas & Bobaljik (1996)
among others) take the adverb placement in suchm@ea to suggest that the non-specific
subject einhver (someone) is external to the VP. With that, weldooiot agree more.
However, we do not agree that it is in a deriveditpmn, either. We believe that it is in its
base position, but this position is the SpBg¢,an assumption surely not unheard of.
Interestingly, the aforementioned authors also @septhatsennilega(probably) is a TP
adverb, hence it precedes the non-specific suljegtassume to be in Spec, TP. We believe
that the adverbs such ssnnilega(probably) are actuallyP-adjoined, while adverbs such as
alveg (completely) stundum(sometimes)aldrei (never) orekki (not) are VP-adjoined (Jonas
1996: 171), hence the bracketed version of (26)levbe as follows:

(27) [cp Pad [c hefur [tp & [+ t [w sennilega [ einhver t [ve alveg [ve lOkiO
verkefninu] 11111

Consider also the following topicalized structufresn Jonas & Bobaljik (1996: 196):

(28) a. Igeer klarudpessar myiser sennilega (*pessar mys) ostinn.
yesterday finished these mice probably the.chees
b. lgeer klarudu (?margar mys) sennilegargar mysper 0stinn.

yesterday finished prolgamany mice the.cheese
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If the definite subject in (28a) occupies the SpEgand apparently must move out of W
and precedes the advesbnnilegaand if the indefinite subject is actually preétito appear
in the postsennilegaposition, then, we think there is good reasoneiekie that it remains in
SpecyP (as the indefinite associate in the EXPL-consimas) and that the adverb marks the
edge ofvP, and not TP.

Svenonius (2002: 220-222) quotes the exampleedabove and claims that definite
subjects are not generally felicitous in a posteadial position and gives more examples of

the same kind taken originally from Sigurdsson (L %D).

(29) a.  Nuna hafbofarnir liklega stolid smjérinu.
now have the.gangsters probably stolen thebutte

b.  ?? Nana hafa likledggdfarnir stolid smjorinu.

now have probably the.gangsters stolerthir

So, unless we want to go back to AgrPs, or postukee existence of yet a different functional
projection somewhere between C andve cannot see any other possibility then to assum
that the indefinite subject in Icelandic is allowtedstay in its original position throughout the
derivation (it checks/values the featuresvoin that position anyway, so the agreement is
taken care of there and then, and\l{er v-V) movement to T can handle its spreading). We
believe then that both in Icelandic TECs and tdped structures, the indefinite subjects are
allowed to remairnvP-internally throughout the derivation. NaturalljiECs being EXPL-
constructions only allow indefinite subjects (asat&s), plus the EXPL is merged in Spec, TP
which excludes the subject's movement to that pwos{the EXPL then moves on to CP). In
the topicalized structures above, it is possibé the Spec, TP is not filled at all if the subject
is indefinite, and the functional features of T ardisfied solely via verb movement (as in
Null Subject Languages). Having said that, we mtethe impossibility of Object Shift in

TECs (see section 2.2. for details), a predictitictvis borne out.

2.4. Summary and conclusions

In this paper we have proposed a novel accoutiteoEPP-Effects which is neither based on
Case, not agreement. We have showed that the E&®Piadependent property of language is
dispensable as its apparent effects are derivaldem fthe functional feature

checking/valuation operations.
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We have proposed a purely functional categoeature matrix for functional heads and
an exclusively lexical one for the lexical head® dccount for the interaction between
functional probes and lexical categories, we hak@pgsed that the functional heads c-
selecting the lexical ones play the role of intediages in the exchange of feature values.

Without reference to such notions as Case-chgaotirnagreement-checking, we have
been able to derive the output traditionally aseitbo these operations. We believe that the
names of the aforementioned operations falsely lesatb believe that this is what syntax is
about and what it is driven by, while in realityethbresence of particular Case or agreement
we witness constitutes the result of the categdeature checking operations employed in
syntax, but crucially, not its driving force. Weueaalso proposed that there exists no such
Case as Nominative: what is perceived as NOM is tdaCasé’, and in the present terms it
means that the DP in question has not enteredaimyoAgree relation and its lexical features
remain unaffected (hence available for sharing wiihctional probes). We have also
established the distinctions between DPs bearimxgcdk inherent and no Case in the
framework proposed here. Even though their cataffeature matrices contain the same set
of categorial features, they have varying spedcifitues (lexical [+D, +N, -T, +V], inherent
[+D, +Nayq, +T, -V], no Case [+D, +N, T, -V¥f). The values may be affected derivationally
(the lexical ones via Agree, the functional ones Mierge/Move), which may then influence
the agreement pattern in a given derivation.

Thanks to the comparison of the English and ra#itadata, we have shown why Object
Shift is possible in Icelandic but impossible ingiish. OS is contingent on lexical verb
movement and subject movement, and even thouglatiiee does take place in English, the
former never does. Object Shift has been assumedtbenove the object into the specifier
previously occupied by the subject. In that resp&$ resembles Stylistic Fronting (SF)
which requires the presence of a "subject gapdppiears then that OS and SF are parallel
processes applying in different phases. The fadtttiey do not affect interpretation follows
partly from the fact that the positions to whicleyhmove are no®-positions, and partly

from the fact that it is an instance of PF-movenférbur analysis also predicted the

% We deny the existence of both the Case Filterth@dnverse Case Filter.
% [+T] means that it may or may not have enteretiecking relation with a T-bearing functional head.

2T |f OS ever takes place in syntax, it must be imdiioy functional categorial feature-checking asaghtbin the
constructions with a Quirky subject (section 2.83.2.
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impossibility of OS in TECs whose non-specific dbjremainsP-internally and thus blocks
any attempt to move to that position.

Finally, the analysis presented here makes ustheofcategorial feature matrices -
theoretical primitives, whose existence is assumeglery other analysis anyway. We have

thus kept our analysis as minimal as it is onlysgae - a desired result.
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