Hallddr Armann Sigurisson

NP-MOVEMENT

with special reference to lcelandic?

0. Intreoduction

In Knowledae of Languane., Chomsky (1986a) supgecsts that movement 15 a "last
resort".® The standard OF euplanation of NF-movement 15 a “lacst reszort
explanation™ of the ideal type: NF-movement applies to an NP 1§f the NP fails
to get Case in situ (provided that movement does not vielate any i1ndependent
princibles). Call this *“the defective Case-marling explanation of NF-move-
ment". Defective Case-mariing 1s usually talen to relate to "defective theta-
marking*, 1n a sense. What I have i1n mind 15 the so-called "Burzio’s generali-
zation”. It has been stated i1n variocus ways in the generative literature (see,
for instance, Chomsly §1981: 125 Burzio 1984: 183). For our purposes, the

simple formulation i1n (1) wi1ll do:

(1) If there 1s no VFP-role in [NF., IFP],
then there 1s no V-Case 1n INF, VF1

From (1}, 1t follows that NP-movement 15 both allowed and enforced bv interact-
ing principles of Theta Theory and Case Theory. 1f there 12 no theta role 1n
the subject position., an NP may move there without v1blat1ng the Theta-Criteri-

on. In addition, 1t must move, i1n order to get {(nominative! Case., 14 1t 1s

generated 1n a non-Lase position.

- -

! [celandic 15 probatly one of the best known and the sost extensivelv studied sorphological case lan-
guages ip @odern generative syntax. Due to space limitations, 1 cannot go into nearly all the relevant and
fascinating detaiis of Case/case and NP-movesent 1n Itelandic. The present rather theoretical paper 15 based on
other eore descriptive works, above all Sigurdsson (198B). For background inforeation, I also refer the reader
to Andrews (1976, 1982}, Thrdwnsson {(1979), Rognvaldsson (1982), laenen and Maling {1983, 1984}, Zaenen et al.
{1983}, Holeberg {1983}, Flatzack {1987}, and Yip et al. (19687}, Rernddusson {1982) and Fridionsson (1987) are
also bighly recoasendable for those who read Icelandic. - For useful cosaents, I aa thankful 4o Merner Abrahas
and to ey audrences at the 3rd and Sth ¥orkshops on Ccaparative Gersamc Syntax, Turku 1984 and Granngen 1908,
as well 25 to oy colleques at Lund Umiversity. For oany interesting discussions and coesents, ! ap indebted to
Andere Holaperg, Eicikur Rognvaldsson, Hoskuldur Thrdinssom, Sten Vikner, and. above all, Christer Platzack., MNe
did not zlways agree, but sooe of the key 1deas pursued here first developed in our enjoyable drscussions,

2 Note, however, that 1f the 1dea 15 to be successfully pursued, we have to understand the action "last
resort® rather broadly, Topicalization, for evample. 15 obviously not "last resort® in any narros structural sense.
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The defective Case-marking explanation of NF-movement, then, males the
crucial prediction that there should be only one possible way in which NF-

movement and Case-marting can 1nteracts

(2} [-C{lase)]) in (NP, VF]: Movement enforced

Three other inherently logical possibilities are usually taken to be ruled out,
either by the Case Filter ((T) below) or by Burzio’s generalization ({4} and
{(3)):

{Z) C[-C1 1n CNF, VFI: Movement not enforced

{4) [+C] 1n INP, VPI: Movement enforced

{S5) [+C1 1n INF, VFI: Movement not enforced

{7) 2lwavs results 1n a non-Case-marked NF, and 1s therefore ruled ocut 1n a
principled manner by the Case Filter. On the other hand, both (4} and (5) seem
to be realicted 1n Germanic languages. German and Dutch probably have no NF-
movement, 1.e. they seem to exemplify (5), cf. the discussion 1n., e.g9. Reuland
(1°83)., thoster (1984), Harder and Rindler-Schierve (1988), and Sigurissan
{19€8). Lonverselv, Icelandic and Faroese realize {4).3

I+ (4) and (5) are possible pptions in UG, both the defective Case-marting
explanation of NF-movement and Burzio®s generalization must tave gone off the
right traci somewhere. By using data from Icelandic, an NF-movement language
with a richer Case system than most other Western Eurovean languages. I shall
11lustrate that this 1s 1ndeed the case:® First, NP-movement has nothing to do
with Case essignment; =econd., (NP, VF] 1s always a position of gsome Case.
irrezpective of the theta-properties of the [NP, IF) position (sections 1-2).

This calls for an alternative approach to NP-movement {(sections 3-4), as well

- -

¥ 0f, the Faroese facts described 1p Flatzack €1987). Farcese 1¢ the nearest "relative® of Icelandic.

4 Having only four rases, nomnative, accusative, dative and gemitive, Icelandic 1% not, of course, a
particularly rich case language as compared to eany non-Indo-Euronean languages. In two other respects,
however, 1t 15 2 very rich Case/case language, First. merphoohonological realization of Case 15 highly coaplex
in Jcelandic. Secend, and eore isportant for us, [+N1 categories in general are Case-earked tn the )anguage,
This 1ncludes not only nouns and pronouns, but also the {usually suffixed) defimite article, adjectives {be thes
sttributive. atpositions, or predicative), and even passive particieles, of. secticn & below,
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as to the well-established fact that [NP, VF] is never a position of structural
accusative Case unjess the VP assigns an external theta-role (section 5). A
coherent analysis of these phenomena, in turn, suggests some important revi-

sions of Case Theory (section &),

1. NP-movement and Case: Icelandic vs, English and German

Enalish has some NP-movement constructions that have no direct counterpart in
Icelandic and vice versa. Basically, however, NP-movement applies under the
same conditions in Icelandic as 1n other Western Eurcpean languages f{that have
NF-movement), such as English, FRomance, and the mainland Scandinavian lan-
guages: it ie clause-bounded or CF-bounded, and it is obligatory (under certain
circumstances, gee sections I-4) whenever there is no theta-role in INFP, IF1,°®
Thus, Icelandic has the <foliowing well-known instances of NF-movement, among

others:

1. Subject-to-Subject Raising

tJ

Ergative NF-movement

3. Fassive NF-movement

Thie is illustrated below:

(8 Olafur virdist [[t] vera gafadurl.

Olaf¥ seems (to} be intelligent

{7} Baturinn stkk {t] i stridinu.

the bpat sank in the war

(8) Maria var kosin £tl.

Mary was elected

However, the interaction of NF-movement and Case-marking is partly different in
Icelandic and English., In Enolish and other languages that have onlv structur-

al Case or S-structure Cace, NF-moved subiects always turn up i1n the nominative

® On the CP-boundedness of NP-aovement, see Sigurdsson (13B8}. Ac arqued there, raising iafimitivals are
either bare IPs ar te2ll tlauses,
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in fimte clauses. In these languages. therefore, Acc-Nom alternat:ion 1s

typical of active/passive and transitive/ergative pairs like the following:

(¢)  a. They elected him.

b. He waz elected (by them). {Nom—Acc : Nom)

(1o a, They drowned him.

b. He drowned, (Nom~Acc : Nom)

For cstructural nominatives and accusatives, Icelandic displays this same

alternation, cf. (11)~-{12):

(11) a. bperr hkusu hana.

they elected her

b. Han var kosin. (Nom-Acc ¢ Noa)d
she wats elected
(12) a, peir stakiuiu hana.
they enlarced her/1t
b. Hin stalklkady. (Nom-Acc : Nom)

she/i1t enlarged/grew

However, Icelandic alsp has many 1nstances of "i1nherent” or lexical Case.
Thus, all datives and genitives 1n the language. acs well as some accusatives,
are lexical in the sense that they are not only dependent upon syntactaic
structure but also upon lexical properties of the Case assigning head (erther
regular theta—properties or an arbitrary lexical wmarling for some particular
Case).

Being assiagned prior to NF-movement, 1.e. at D-structure (cf. Chomsky

1986a: 193). lexical Case 15 generally preserved under NP-movement in Icelan-

dic, Consider the following pairs:®

* Ac discuzsed 1n Bernddusson  {1982) and Sigurdsson (1988}, this is resimiscent of the preservation of
absolutives 1n se-called *trely ergative languages®, such a5 Greentandic (cf., e.Q.. Marantz 19B4). - As s
well kneown, Bersan also preserves lexical Case 1n the paszave, but 1t does not apply any KP-paveeat fan passives
or elsexherel, 1t seess, See further below.



(13 a. Han hvolfdi  batnum.
she capsized the boat (D)
b. Batnum hvolfdl. {Nom-DPa
the boat () capsiced

(st
7
{17]

t

|
|

(14} a. Hann saknadi pin.
he missed youllB)
b. bin var saknaad, (Nom-Gen : Gen)
you{G) was missed

"You were missed.”

Thas 1s zeen for many other constructions in the language, for instance the
peculiar Fresent Farticiple Construction, discussed 1n Fridadnsson (1982) and
Sigurisson (1988). The present participles i1n guestion have much the same

theta-properties as the English -able-adiectives discussed by Williams (1981)

(and the corresponding —bar-adjectives i1n Berman and the mainland Scandinavian

languages).” Consider the following pairs:

{13) a. Vié drulbum =kiza midliina.

we dranl not  the mlh(A)

b. Maiolltin er el ki drekhand:. (Nom-Acc : Nom)
the mi1li (N} 1s not ‘’drinking’
"The milv 1s not drinkable.”

(167 Viad bidaum ekkr Pétri.

b
-

we 1nvite not Feter (D)
b. Pétri er ett1 bidEandr, {Nom-Dat : Dat)
Feter{(D) 1s not ‘inviting’

"Feter 1s not i1nvitable."

Maturally., the language also has numerous ergatives that do not relate to any
tran=si1tive verb, Even these may either take a structural nominative or a

lexical accusstive. dative. or (rarely) gemitive. as 1llustrated below:

7 In other constructions, present participles 1n Icelandic uvsually translafe as present participles in
English, As discussed im Siqurésson {19BB). the Present Participle Construction 1s 3 mddle construction of a
sort.
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(17) Fetur dé  [tl i stridinu.
Feter {N) died 1n the war

(18) Obthur hungra2y [tl.
us (A} hungered

"We were hungry.”

(19) FPeétr: leid [t]1 vel.
Feter (D) felt well

As first pointed out by Andrews (1976}, there can be no doubt whatsoever that
gbliques lite the accusative 1n (18) and the dative i1n (19} are S-structure
subjects (often called "guirky"). See also, for instance, Thrainsson (1979),
Berndduscon {(1982), Zaenen et al. (1985), Yip et al. (19B7), Flatzack (1987),
and the references cited 1n these works. Moreover., there 15 eutensive evidence
that they are D-structure objects, 1.e. derived by MF-movement from [NF, VP11 to
(NF, IF], 1ust like the obliagues in (12b), (14b), (15b), and the nominative 1n
{17) {(cf. Bernddusson 1982, Siquriésson 1988).
In sum, then, NF-movement and Case assignment usually interact in the

following manner 1n Icelandic:®

(20)  Structural Case: (Acc ->) Nom

{Z1) Lexical Case: 3. Acc ~-> Acc
b. Dat -> Dat
c. Gen -> Gen

Thie suggeste two rather interesting conclusions:

(22) If VP assigns no external theta-role. then V must not assign
structural accusative Case to ENF, VF)

(23) NP-movement 1s 1ndependent of Case assignment to [NF. VP21

® [ say "usually® because there are certain exceptions to this ma:n rule, These exceptiens do not aatter
in the present context, so I shall not go anto thea here (but for a discussion, see Zaenen ard Maling 1984, and
S1gurdsson 1988),
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(22) makes an important distinction between structural accusative Case, on the
one hand, and lexical Case and ctructural nominative Case. on the other hand
(zee further section 5 below). In languages like English, of course, this
distinction 15 invisible.® In Lexical Case languages., on the other hand, there
ie rather straightforward evidence that (22) 1s empirically true - for instance
in Finmish {(cf. Bellett: 1°988). Russian, Latin, Ancient Greel, German, Faroese,
and, for that matter, all the O0ld Germanic languages. including 01d English
{cf. Pernddusson 1982; Allen 1984). German, for ejample, has both obligue-
taking pascsives antd ergatives. albeit not as extensively as lcelandic.®®

Cansider the following examples:

(24) a, Mir 1st Falt / ubel. {German)}
b. Mér er Lalt / 111t. (Icelandic)

me(D) 15 cold / naucseated

“1 am freezing / nauseated.™
23) a. Mir wurde geheolfen. {German)
b. Mér var  hjalpas. {Icelandic)

me was  helped

"I wac helped."

In German, then, as in Icelandic, verbal (and adiectival) heads of VPs that do
not assian an external theta role are free to assigh lexical Case, as opposed
to structural accusative Case. Thus, data from both languages i1ndicate that
(22) 15 empirically true; see also csections §4-& helow. On the other hand,
Berman has no bearing on (23}, whereas Icelandic has. A= argued by Zaenen et
al. {1985}, the obliques 1i1n eiamples lite (24)-(25) are topicalized objects 1in
German, and not (S-structure) subjects, as in Icelandic (on German, see also,
e.q0.. Cole et al. (1980}). In a transformational frameworl, this meancs that

the obliques are derived by NF-movement 1n Icelandic, as opposed to German (see

* Due to lack of lextcal Case and to the Defimiteness Effect., See section 4 below.

19 Sp-ralled thezatic lesical Case {1.e. semantically predictable Casel 15 stall frequent 1n Beraan,

Thus, goals and expervencers are very often dative 1n Gersan, as in Icelandic, On the other hand. arbitrary
Jexical Case or °truly gquarky Case” (cf. Yip et al. 1987) 1s aurte rare 1n Geraan as coepared to Icelandic.
- Kote that I do aot use the the tere "sorphological case® in this cannection, In v opimion, that ters should
be reserved for sorphophonalogical (PF-} realization of {lexical as well as purely structural} Case, Gersan has
bacically the sase Case system as Icelandic, with the sajor exception that it has ne Subject-Predicate Aoreecent
{eep section 4), On the other hand, it has only a very aeager sorphologtcal case systea, whereas the sorphelo-
pical case systen 15 highlv complex in [celandac,
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(4) vs, (5) above). As mentioned 1n the i1ntroduction, there is clear evidence
that Farcese has abligue NF-movement., 1lilke Icelandic <{cf. Platack 1987),
wheress Dutch seems to be lile German 1n having no NP-movement,2® As far as I
tnow, the matter has not been settled for the other 1lexical Case languages

mentioned above.!2

2. Obligque vs. nominative NP-movement

Dbligue NFP-movement 1s, of course, rather troubleszome for the defective Case
marting explanation of NF-movement. ficcording to this standard explanation,
NF-movement 1s enforced only 1f the moved NF fails to get Case 1n satu: the NP
moves "i1n order to escape" violation of the Case Filter. However, oblique NP-
movement 1s Just as obligatory as nominative NP-movement in Icelandic. This is

1llustrated for ergatives in (26)-(28):23

1 1f this 1s correct, word order variation in the se-called "smiddle field® of the sentence 1n Dutch (e,
Kester 1984) and German (cf. Abrahae 1986a) 1s not due to application vs. nonapplication of NP-govesent. Con-
sider Haider and Rindler-Schjerve (1988) and Sigurésson (}988, section 4.5.3).

2 Nuch isportant analytical descriptive werk resains to be done 1a this freld, Allen {1984) arques that
0id English was of the “Icelandic type", 1.e.. had ohlique subjects, However, her arquaents for taking this
pesition are very slender 1n coeparison with the extensive evidence for oblique or “qurky® subjects in Modern
Icelandic (sueearized 1n lzenen et al. 198%, and Siguridsson 1°88). Even for 0ld Tcelandic, 1t 1s rather hard to
settle the gquestion {(cf, Sigurdsson 1983: 348 {.).

13 Icelandic 15 a V2 language.  Hence, the sentence initial position in norsal declaratives is a topic
position, [Spec, CP1, whereas the position following the fimate verb s the onderlying subject-position, (NP,
IPY icf,, e.0., Holeberg 1984). Thus, 2 norsal subject-imtial declarative involves Topicalization of the
subject. This 15 shown an (1) (where I do not show any Verb-Froatingl:

(1) Jén hatdy [E] kysst Mariw,
John had Fissed Mary

In order to a.ond thie masking effect of Topacalization. | shall often use questions (havisg no topic position)
for deaonstration. Llike other Bereanic V2 languages, Icelandic alse has general Verb-Fronting (cf., £.Q.,
Thrdinsson 1985, Holaberg 1986, Sigurdsson 1988}, 1.e, the fimite verb soves in front of the subject position in
noraa] main clauses {questions ac well as declaratives). This 15 1)lustrated 1n 2 sienltfied oanner 1n (11}

(13} a. Haf&r dén [ly) [kysst Mariull?
b. Kyssti Jn [{v] HMariu)?

Khen I wish to show aa intact VP, I therefore use sentences with an auxiliary,
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(28) a, Haf3: baturinn {solrra (L1317
had the boat(N) sunk
b. *¥Hata: [e) [solbkid baturinn(N)I™

(27} a. Hafai batinn {rek1& (t1]°
had the boat (A} drifted
b. tHafi [e) [rerid batinn{iA) 2™

(2B} a. Haf& batnum [hvolft L[t1)”
had the boat(D}) capsized
b. IHat2: (ed Lhvolft batnum(D) 1™

- and for passives 1n (29)-({31}:

{29) a. Var baturainn Ekeyptur [£117
was the boat (N} bhought
b. ¥War [e] {ieyptur baturinn(N)]™

(23 a. Var batnum [stolad {¢]117
was the boat{D) stolen
b. War [e] [stol:i2 bAtnum(D}]™

(21 a. Yar batsins f=atnas C[£117
vas the boat (G} micsed
b. ¥War [e] [s2lnas batzans{&®) 1™

That 15, NPs that are clearly assigned Case at D-structure. when still 1n the
[NF, WF] position. must move to [NF, IP) ip case [NP, IF) 1s nonargumental.
icelandic facts of this sort have remained a putzle in transformational
syntax, Elaborating upon Ri1:zZi’s null-subject theory (1982), Flatzack (1987)
suggested that nominative Case 1s “absorbed by" or assigned to a pronominal
element {AGR or E+proneounl} 1n Infl 1n clauses that have an obligue subrect.
This would explain why NF-movement may tale place in such clauses without
leading to a Case conflict between the structural nominative and the retarned
lexical Case (Case conflict being banned. cf. Chomsky 1981, TT4). Obviously,
however. thig does not explain why oblique NP-movement muet tale place {(under
the zame conditions as nominative NP-movement). I zhall return to this 1n

sections T and &.
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At first si1ght, 1t might seem possible to resclve this problem by assuming
that i1nherent or lexical Case 1s not syntactic or structural i1n any sense. If
this were correct, we could say that NPs marled for lexical Case must move to
(NP, IFY 1n order to get (invisible) structural Case. thus mpaintaining the
defective Case-marking explanation of NP-movement with respect to structural
Case {cf. Bellett: 1988: 25 f.). This would suggest that the Case Filter 1s
met 1f and only 1§ an NF or & chain beare structural Case (or else obligque NP~
movement would not be enforced)., That, 1n turn, would entail that 1t 135 not
possible to save an NF from violating the Case Filter by “merely” marking 1t
for lexaical Case.

Under this =imple approach., then, obligque subjects bear a lexical (obliaue)
Case plus an 1nvisible structural (nominative) Case., Call this the PDouble-Case
Approach. Appealing as 1t may seem, i1t 1s probably quite mistaken. This 15
indicated by several facts, of which 1[I shall mention only four here: First,
there is only one set of i1nflectional rules for Case. Thus, lenical accusa-
tives are always homophonous with purely structural accusatives. This would
seem to be rather peculiar 1f lexical Caze 15 comething quite different from
structural Case. Second. as demonstrated in Sigurésson (1988}, lexical Case 1s
structural or syntactic i1n the sence that 1t 1s assigned 1i1n the syntax under
the same structural conditions as purely structural Case. see further section &
below, Third, the fimite verb i1nvar:ably shows up 1n the default Ird person
singular 1n clauses that do not contain any nominative argument; that is,
obligues never enter into Spec-head agreement with Infl. whereas nominatives
do. cf. (32) vs. (33}:

{32} ©ig/Olhur/pa langa$1 i békina.
you/us/them (etc.) longed for the book
Asg/A/A Jea
"You/We/They wanted {(to get) the book."

(33 a. Ly} vildir bdkina.
youi{Nsg} wanted(lsg) the book
b. Vié  wvildum békina,
we (N} wanted(1pl) the book
c. reir vildu bokina.
they (N} wanted(Zpl) the book
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We have an account for this 14 the finite verb only agrees with arguments that
are assigned structural Infl-Case (see also Rognvaldsson (1982). and, more
generally. Borer (1986)).** In the Double-Case Approach, on the other hand, 1t
15 not clear how this should be euplained (all subjects bearing Infl-Case
(visible or invisiblel 1n this approach}.

Finally. consider again palre like (13) and (14):

(12) a. Hian hvolfd: batnum.
she capsized the boat (D)
b. Batnum hvolfdi.

the boat (D) capsized

(14) a. Hann sakna21 pin.
he wmissed vyoullB)

b. pin var salnad.

you (G} was missed

"You were missed.”

In the Double-Case Approach, the oblique subjects 1n (1Tb) and (14b) must move
to [NP., IPY 1n order to get (invisible structural "rominative®") Case. This
would 1mply that the ergative in (17b) and the passive 1n (14b) are nonas-—
s1gners of (1nvisible structural "accusative") Case. However, for this to
worl, we would have to assume that the transitives in (1Za) and (14a) are

assigners of (invaisible structural “accusative”) Case. as well as of lexical

- -

1% fs arqued by Rognvaldssgn (1982), the reason for the non-agreesent in cases like €320 ts clearly not a
*sorphological gap®. Rognavaldssen’s arguments are sound, but here 1¢ yet another one, not wentrened by hiame
Soae ergafive verbs and predicates either take a theme-subject in the noasinative or an experiencer subject in
the dattve, In the forser tase, the fimite verh always agrees with the subject, whereas 1t never does in the
letter case:

{1} a. Ofnarmir hitoudu,
the radiators(N) becase-warner(3pl}
b, Ofnarmr fiofdu  hitnad,

the radiators(M) had{Ipl} becose-waraer

f11} a, Paie  mitnal,
thee (D) became-warser(3sg)
*They becane warter,’
b, Peis hafli  hitnad.
then{D} had(3sg) becope-warmer

I shall discuss ancther "sinigal pair® of this sort 1n section é.
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Case - or else their objects would be ruled out by the (structural) Case
Filter. In the same manner, this approach would entail that prepositions
always assign an invisible structural Case plus a visible lexical Case (all
prepositional Cases in Icelandic are clearly lexicall). For further problems
with the Double-Case Approach, see section § below.

In short, it seems rather clear that the defective Case-marking explanation
of NF-movement cannot account satisfactorily for the obligatoriness of oblique
NP-movement in Icelandic. The straightforward interpretation of the facts in
languages of the "leelandic type", as well as of facts in languages of the
"German type", is, simply, that NP-movement bhas nothing to do with Case

assignment.

3. The Subject Command Condition.

The defective Case-marking e:planation of NP-movement iz not only incorrect.
It is also conceptually suspect, as prointed out by Abrabham (1988b: 5): two
modulezs of grammar, Theta Theory and Case Theory, cooperate in a mysterious
manner so as to predestine NF-movement, as it were.

Alternative approaches to "NP-movement structures® have been pursued in
nontransformational frameworks, e.g. Relational Grammar and Lexical Functional
Brammar. The soluticns cuggested in  these frameworks involve a sort of a
“relational condition" on argument structure, having, roughly, the effect that
an obiect must be commanded by a subject. Consider the Final ! Law in Rela-
tional Grammar (cf. Perlmutter and Postal 1983, 1984) and the Association
Principles in the LFG-approach of Zaenen et al. {(1983), 1 believe these ideas
should be capitalized on in transformational syntax, i.e. made compatible with
a movement analysis of "NP-movement structures". In fact., conceptually related
ideas have been proposed in transformational syntax, albeit not to euplain NP-
movement. What I have in mind is Williams® C-Command Condition on Predication
saying, roughly, that a subject must c-command its predicate {cf. Williams
1980: 208), and Chomsky's Extended Frojection Principle (EFF), savinag that any
clause must contain a subject (cf. Chomsky 1982: 10: 1985b: 4). '

As far as ] can judge, none of thece proposals has exactly the desirable
effects. Thus, for instance, EFF only requires that a clause have a structural

subject. If nothing more ig said, sentences like {34a, b} should be arammati-

cal:
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{34) a. ¥Hafa: [el) hitnas pér?
had gone-warmer you (D)
b. ¥ar (el saknad min?

Was missed me{B)

There 1s nothing wrong with null-cubiects as such i1n Icelandic. HNonreferential
pro i1s 1n fact extremely common in the language. Most often, 1t 15 enpletive,

as 1n (35), but arbitrary pro, as i1n (36}, 15 also possable:'®

(Z5) a. Haf21 [el rignt ml1a?
had {1t) rained much
b. Hafa1 [el slokknad & lidsinu®
had {(1t) gone-out on the light
"Had the light gone out™>"

(38) a. Ma [el lesa bovina™
may (one} read the book
"May we(/you/people. etc.} read the bool ™"
b. Hér ber [el ad gata varddar.
here shall (one}! to heed caution

"Here, one should be cautious.”

Why 18 pro possible i1n (35)-(26), but impossable 1n (54)"  For the difference
between (24) and {(36), the euxplanation 18 rather straightforward: pro 1s
expletive 1n (34) but arbitrary i1n (36). That 1s, pro bears a theta-role or 1s
an argument 1n (34}, NF-movement i1nto [NP, IF] thus being ruled out by the
Theta-Criterion. In contrast, expletive pro, as n (J4), 1s nonargumental
{bears no theta role), NF-movement therefore not leading to a viclation against

the Theta-Criterion.t® Compare (37} and {2B):

1% Thus, Jeelandic 1s like Spanish, but unlike Italiam, in having sose cases of arbitrary subject pro. On
the typology of pro in Modern Icelandic, see Sigurdsson {1988),

¢ In passives, the "suppressed’ external theta role is present and has ar arbitrary reading, However, it
15 assigned to the (nominall participle suffix (Jaeggly 1984: Siqurisson 19BB), 1.e. 1t does aot link to the
subject pozition.
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(37} a. ¥tHat21 [e) hitnad Fér" = (34a)
had gong-warmer you{D)
b. Hafdr pér hitnad EEI”
(38} a. Mad ([el] lesa bokina” = (3&a)

may read the book
b ¥MA bokina lesa (17

This explanat:on does not. of course. extend to the difference between (74} and
(Z3), prg being expletive 1in both cases. However, there 1i1s another crucial
difference between these clause types: The VFs in (34) contain a nuclear

arqument of V, whereas the VPs i1n (33} either contain no argument ((ZSa)) or

only an argument of P ((35b)), (Z5a), then. may surface wath expletive pro for
the obvious and simple reason that the clause contains no NP to move to [NP,
IF1.*7  Simlarly, (358) surfaces with expletive pro because NF-movement never
strands a preposition 1n Iceiandic {(cf. Maling and Zaenen 1983), lcelandic
being Ilile most other European languages 1n this respect (German, Russian,
French, etc.),.®

The notion “nuclear argument’. then, 1s i1mportant. Subjects of raising

infimitivals are nuclear arguments of raising verbs like telaa *believe’ and

virdast ‘“seem’, whereas ("true") prepositional objects are never nuclear
arguments of any verbs. Thus, 1t seems to matter whether or not the argument
15 protected by an ‘“independent’ head. 1n a <ense. Deviating slightly from
Chomsky's understanding of the notion ’“protection’ {(cf., Chomsly 1988b: 42), 1

'7 However, verbs like rigna ’rain’ soeetimes select an (optional) internal role. When they do, the
argusent bearing the internal role oust meve to ENP, IP) (1f 1t 15 defimte or topicall:

(1} Hafér qulliny rignt {ti til jardar?
had  the goldiD} razned  to earth

For Icelandic at least, this casts serious doubts on the suggestion made by Choesky (1981} that “seather verbs®
take a ‘guas) argusent® in the subject position,  In any event, such *quass arquaents® would differ from
arbatrary null-subpects (see (3B} 1n not blocking NP-poveasent.

1% In other words, Icelandic {as opposed to Norwegian and Swedish) has no *pseudopassives® of the lexcep-
tional} Enghish type, Follemng eany avthors (e.g. Hornstein and Wernberg 1981, Stowell 1982, Maling and laenen
1983), } assuse that "peeudopazcives® involve a reanalysis of V4P as a coeplex verb, [ that 1s correct, the
prepositiona] obsect 15 treated as g nuclear arqueent of the coeplex verb, hence raised to the subject position,
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assume that a head 15 a protecting head 1ff 1t 15 a Case assigner. According-

ly, I define the notion *nuclear argument’ as follows::™

(29) For a and b, 2 a head and b an argument,
b 15 a nuclear argument of a 1ff:
1. a m-commands b, and
2, a and b, are not separated by a protecting head ¢

{1.e, there 15 no protecting head ¢ that m-commands b but not a)

The presence vs. absence of a nuclear argument of V 15 essenti1al. This 15 seen
by various facts, most clearly the freguent ERGATIVE/IMPERSOMAL ALTERMATION 1n

cases like (40) vs. {41):2©

(40) a. THafs [el Lolnad laugin®?
had gon-colder the pool (N)
b. Haf% lauwain kolnad (8

had the pool (N) gone-colder

(413 a. Haf2i1 fel |dlnad?
hat (1t} qone-colder
b. Haf&1 fe) Félnad i laugipmi™
had (1t) gone-colder in the pool (D)
"Did the pool get colder™
c, ¥Hafd: lauginni kélnad i [(t)°

- cf. also the roughly synonymous (42) and (43):

{42) a. ¥Hafdy [e] hummad Feétur”
had hummed Feter (N)
b. Haf21 Pétur humma2 [t)7

"Did Peter hum™"

- -

1% With recpect to the Mimmality Condition, 1 am thus replacing the motion ‘barrier’ with the naticx
*protecting head’. See further section & below,

2¢ The sase phencaenon 15 seea 1n many other NP-sovesent ]anguages, for instance the saialand Scandinavian
languages (the difference being that these insert a lexical expletive 1into the subject postion 1n cases like
{413, (43}, and (83}, cf, Afarly 19871, - Note that the subject-PP alternation involved 1n this 15 frequently
seen for potentizl assigners of lexical Case {see {44)-(43) below).
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(43} a. Haf2i [el] hummads { Fétri?
had (it} hummed in Feter (D}
b.  kHatai Petri hummas i [£]7

This same alternation is also frequent in the passive, impersonal passives
being unusually common in Jcelandic (cf. Frididnsson 1987; Sigur&sson 1788),

Consider the synonymous (44) and (45):

(44) a. ¥Var (el beiid kin?
was waited(~for) youl@}
b. Var pin bedid [t17?

"Were you waited far?"

(43} a. Var [e] bedid eftir bér?
Was waited for you(D)
“"Were you waited for?"
b. ¥Var pér bedid eftir [t17?

What we need, then, is some condition on the relation between argument
positians. Far reasons I cannot go into here, it must be stated for nuclear
arguments of predicative adjectives as well as for nuclear arguments of

verbs.®* It has the effect that {definite or topical) S-structure cbjects must

2t 1In other words, predicative adjectives are ergative, centences 1like He is big, being derived by NP-
sovenent 4rom D-structures like (fel is {big he). Icelandic offerc estensive evidence in favor of this analysis
{cé, Sigurdeson J9BR}. For exaeple, predicative adjectives often display the Ergative/lapersonal Alternatien
discussed above for verbs. Cospare {i)-(ii} to (401-{41} shove:

fita, ¥Er fel kdld laugin,
is cold the pool
b. Er lawgin k814 (})?
is the pool cold

{iila, Er [e) kalt?
is (it} cold
b. Er [el kalt i lauginni?
is (it} cold in the pool
c. 3Er lauvginmi kalt i (t)?

Jhe difference between the {agreeing) feminine singular noainative kéld.and the default necter singular nosina-
tive/accusative kalt does not eatter here, but I shall discuss it in section & below. As we shall see, it
constitutes ancther arqueent for an erqative analysis of predicative adjectives.
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be commanded by an argumental subject. Let us therefore call 1t the SUBJECT
COMMAND CONDITION (SCC):

(446) The Subject Command Condition:
$IF 1f INP, IF] 1s nonargumental and (VP/AF. IP] 1ncludes a nuclear
argument of V/A

- where "includes' 1s the opposite of Chomsky's ’excludes’® (cf, Chomsky 198&Db,
9

(47) a. Exclusion: a excludes 1f no segment of a dominates b

b
b. Inclusion: 3 includes b 1f a domnates all segments of b

i1}

It follows that VF/AP does not include INP, VFP/AF) 1§ the latter :1s coindexed
with a position external to VF/AF. As we cshall see 1n the next cection, this
explains the Definiteness Effect.

Ferhaps, SCC =should be subsumed under a revised version of the Extended
Pratection Principle (an 1dea suggested to me by Christer Flatzachk). If this
15 a carrect step to take, EFF should be reformulated, roughly. as follows:

(48) a. IP contains a structural subject, {NF, IF], enternal to VP
b, EINF, IF} 15 nonargumental 1ff (VF/AF, 1IF] does not include any

nuclear argument of V/A

However, 1 shall take 1t that BSCC 15 an independent condition, EFP thus only
involving (48a).

In a zeries of works, Hubert Hairder claims that German 15 exempted from EFP,
1.8, has no specific enternal argument position, ENF, IF) (see Haider 1984,
1987, Haider and Rindler-Schjerve 1988).%2 If that 1s correct., SCC applies

“vacuously" to German, the language therefore having no NP-movement.2=

22 Nosinatives 1n Geraam, then, are exther W adjuncts fe.q. "cubjects® of transitives) or V/R-complesents
{e.q. passive "subsects”). However, there 1s no reason to believe that Infi 1s VP-internal in bBeraan {as
suggested by Webelhuth 1986). Rather, neainative Case 15 assigned into VP in such the sase way 1n Berpan as 1n
ether languages, e.g. Enplish and Icelandic. See section & below and Sigurdssen (1988),

23 1 ap indebted fo Chraster Flazack for draming ay attestion to Harder’s hypothesis.
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4, The Defimiteness Effect

In the present analysis, all NP-movement 1s forced by SCC, :.e. NF-movement has
nothing to do with Case assignment., neither 1n languages like English nor 1n
the "Icelandic type" of languapes. As yet. however, we have not developed any
explanation of the Definiteness Effect upon NF-movement (cf. Safir 1985):
generally, i1ndefinite NPs are exempted from obligatory NP-movement, as 15 well
F nown. This applies to lexically Case-marked NPs 1n much the same way as to
purely structurally Case-maried NPs, This 1s 1llustrated below {or erga-
tives.2%

Nominatives:

{(49) a. ¥Hot&u [} sokki1 % batarmr™
had sunk the boats(N)
b, Hofdu batarmir solkrd [tI7

"hid the boats sinl™"

(50} a. Hofau [el sokki& einhveriir bitar”
had sunh some Boats (N)
“Did there sink any/socme boatgs™"

b, Hxfdu eanhversir batar solkkid [t)°

Accusatives:

(S1) a. ¥Haf21 [el rekia batana™
had draifted the boats(A)}
b. Haf21 batana refi1d [t17

{(82) a. Hafd: [el rei1d elnhver1a bita?
had drifted some boats (A)
b. hafd1 eiphverja bata rel1d [§17

2% hs we wovid expect, predicative adjectives pften behave sistlarly as ergative verbs wath respect to the
Defiriteness Effect (cf. Siqurdssen 198B). However, there are some ‘extra® coeplications involved 1n the
Definiteness Effect upon NP-suvement of A-objects, so 1 shall not pursue this here. - Actually, Icelandic has

* two {very sieilar) Definsteness Effects: upon NP-sovesent and upon pad- "there, 1t 1nsertion into {Spec, CPL.
Stnce the latter does not matter for the pornt I ae eaking, 1 shall ot go into 1t here (but for a discussion,
see Sigurdscon (1988, chapter 4.7) and the references cited therel.


http://haf.ii

19

Datives:

(53) a. tHat 21 [e] hvolft batunum™
had capsized the boats(D)
b. Haf&i batunum hvolft”

(54) a. Haf21 [el hvolft  einhverum batum?
had capsiyed some boats (D)

h. Hafdr ernhverjum_ batum hvolft ftl”

As we would expect, passives also behave this way., This 1s 1llustrated below.

Nominatives:

(53) a, ¥Woru (el madladir bhatarmr”
were parnted the boats(N)
b. Voru batarnir mélad:ir [t)”

(36) a. Voru el maladir einhveriir batar?
were painted some boats{N)

b. Voru einhverjir batar méladir Lt]7

Datives:

{57) a. iVar {e) stoli1a batunum™
was stolen the boats(D)
b. Var batunum stolad [t17

{358} a. Var [el stoli1di einhverium batum”
was stolen some boats (D)

b. Var ginhverjum batum stoli1d [t]1™

Genitives:

(39) a. ¥War (el salnad batanna?
wWas missed the boats(h)
b. Var batanna salnad [t17
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(&0} a. Var [e) saknad einhverra bata?
was missed some bots (B)

b. Var einhverra bata saknad [t]7

Similar facts are, of course, found for the prototypical Existential Construc-

tion:
(61) a. $Hafai {eld veriéd békin & boradinu?
had been the book(N) on the tahle
b. Haf&i békin verid {t]1 4 bordinu?
(&2) a, Hafa2i fel] verii einhver bdk & boriinu?

had been come book (N} on the table
b. Haf3i einhver bok veri& [t] & bordinu?

In sum, then. NP-movement is obligatory for definite or tepical NFs, but
optional for indefinite or nontopical NPs, irrespective of Case-marking:®= The
former can only satisfy (or escape violating) SCC by means of movement, whereas
the latter seem to have alternative means to do so. Following Safir (1985: see
also Reuland 1985}, I assume that nonmoved logical subiects form a chain or
enter into a chain-like relation with the I[NP, IF] position, I+ that is
correct, they are not included by VP {(since VP does not dominate all segments
of the subject-chain, cf. (47b)). It follows that they do not have to move to
INF, IP] in order to satisty SCC.

Let us look a bit more cleosely into this. As argued by Rignvaldsson (1984),
the Definiteness Effect is in fact a “topicality effect". That is, topicality
rather than formal definiteness controls whether or not NP-movement is cbliga-
tory (but obviously, there is an extensive overlap of topicality and definite-
ness). I shall not review R&gnvaldsson’s arguments here, but as far as I can
see, they are sound (see also Sigurdsson 1988). Given that nonmoved logical
subjects must form a chain with [NP, IF] in order to satisfy G5CC, this indi-
catez that topicality somehow renders the subliect-chain ill-formed. The reason
for this, I believe, is as follows (for closely related ideas see Safir 1983
and Reuland 1983).

*3 Like all other genzralizations aver the Definiteness Eifect I know of, this one is 3 siaslification:
spue cefinite NPs do not alwsys have to move, shereas some i1ndefinite NPs have to. Many problees of this kind
are resolved if the relevant factor i¢ taken to be topicality rather thae definiteness (see belowl.
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Topical N5 and NPs have a type of reference which 1s different from that of

nontopical NFs. This 1s rather obvious from simple cases lile the following:

{631 a. There was an old man crossing the street.
b. The old man crossed the street.

The nontopical logical subject in (47a) 1s only referential in the sense that
it picks out some particular ’obaect’ 1n some particular “situation’ {(to use
the terminology of situation semantics). Topical N(F)s. on the other hand, are
coreferential with some other arqument that has either been menticned 1n
previous discourse or i1s given in the pragmatic context of the utterance. Mo
doubt, there are various ways to formalice this difference. One way to do so
would be to say that topical Ns and NPs bear a gpecial type of referential
index, say a careferential index. [ shall take the stronger and more interest-
1ng viewpmnt here that they are the only NPs that are referential i1n synta: or

syntactico-semantics., That i1s:

(64) All and only topical NFs bear a referential i1ndex

If this 1s correct, we have to distinguish between referential i1ndices and mere
i1dentity indices: even nontopical NPs leave behind an identity index when moved
{the 1identity of the antecedent and 1is trace being “read off" from their
indices). Frecumably., i1dentity i1indices are assigned 1n a basically free manner
(ct. Chomsiy 1981), whereas referential 1ndices are not. I shall designate all
ang only referential i1ndices by a star {(such as i1n "NF.s"}.

Now, recall that nonmoved logical subjects satisfy (or escape violating) SCC
by means of coindexation with I[NP, IF], In NF-movement languages., all sen-
tences with a nonmoved 1logical subiect have an expletive element 1n this
external argument position, either an overt “pronominal® like English there or
an erpletive pro (as in Iclandic). Being expletive, thecse elements cannct, of
course, bear a referential i1ndex. whereas they are free to bear a mere i1dentity
tndey. What we are dealing with, then, 1s the following four relations between
the external and the i1nternal argument posttions. "exn" stands for “"an (entern-

al) eupletive”, whether or not lexicalized:
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(63) a. ¥lexgs, NPyo]:
b. (NPsxy, teald:
c. lex., NP.];
d. [NPs, t43:

nonmoved topical NP
moved topical NP

nonmoved nontopical NP

o v U W

moved nontopical NP

The relations in (45b-d) are well-formed chains. In (65a), on the other hand,
the "potential members" of the chain (the expletive and the NP} bear incompati-
ble indices, hence cannot form a chain. It follows that the only availlable
means to save the structure from violating BCC is to move the NF to the
external argument position {this giving the well-formed (63b) instead of
{&5a)).
This is exactly the dezirable result. At first sight, though, (85c) might

seem to be a violation against Frinciple € of the Binding Theory (cf. Chomsky
1981, 188):

(64) A R{eferential) expression is free

‘However, it seems natural to assume that only referentially indened or topical
NFs are R-expressions in syntax. Biven this, Principle € can be reformul ated

as follows:

{67) NF,s is free

It follows that (65c) is not a Frinciple C violation (whereas (65a) would be if
it were a well-formed chain), For essentially the same approach, see Safir
(1985).

5. The accusative gap

Obviously, our account for the Definiteness Effect or the "topicality effect”
owees very much to the ideas of Safir (1985). There is, however, one crucial
difference between hite and our approach: Deviating only minimally from Chomeky
(1981} (by subsuming cosuperscripting under cocindexing), Safir takes it that
nonmoved logical subjects must form a chain with the structural subject in
order for them to be able to inherit the structural nominative assigned to the

latter {(the assumption being that coindexing of thematically nondistinct NFs
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transmits Case). In our approach, on the other hand, the chain-formation 1s
forced by SCC.

There must be something basically wrong with the assumption that Case can be
inheri1ted through cosuperscripting (Chomsky 1981) or coindexing (Safir 1989;
Borer 198&6). This 15 indicated by a wide variety of factc 1n morphological
case languages lile Icelandic (cf. Sigurdsson 1(988), We already saw one of
these facts 1n the last section: obligues display much the same Definiteness

Effect as nominatives, Consider two further typical pairs:

{68) a. War [el malasdur baturinn™
was painted the boat (N}
b. Var [el] maladur einhver batur”?

was painted some boat (N)

(659 a. ¥Var [el stolid batnum?
was stolen the boat (D}
b. Var [el stoli12 einhverjum bat~™

was stolen some boat {D)

Dbviously, 1t 1s not a very appealing solution to assume that the dative in
(6%b) wmust be coindexed with (NP, IF] 1in order to be able to inherit the
structural nominative of the latter, Not only would we have to assume the
troublesome Double-Lase Approach of Bellett: (1988). discussed 1n section 3
here, we would al=o be forced to assume that the Caze of Infl 18 capable of
penetrating the domain of a2 lex1calxgovernor that 1s a Case assigner (see the
next section},

Leaving 1t aside, for the moment, how the logical subject 1n (56Ba) gets 1ts
structural nominative, we note that Icelandic (lile German, Faroese. etc.)
shows that the NP, VFP] position 15 always a position of gsome Case, Even in
VPs that do not assign an external role (VPs headed by passives, ergatives,
etc.), the object position 1s only 1ncompatible with one particular Case, viz,

structural accusat:ve Case, see also Bellett:1 (1988).2+ In other words,

24 However, on the basis pf lanquage specific properties of Fiomsh, Bellett: (19895) sakes the unfortunate
unmiversal claie that ergatives always assign 2 lexical partitive Case {having no specific fore 1n languages like
Englishl, and suggests that the partative 1s only compatible with 1ndefinite NPs for seaantic reazons, - The
crucial property of ergatives or unactusatives, as can be cbserved in Finmish as well as in Icelsadic land
Geraan, Faroese, etc.}, 15 that they sever assign structural accusative.
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Burzio’s generalization should be reformulated as in (22) above. repeated here

for convenignce:

22) If VP assings no external theta-role. then V must not assign

structural accusative Case to [NP, VP]

At least 1n lexical Case languages like Icelandic and German, 1t seems to be
possible to generalize this, so as to account for the Case-marking properties

of adrectives and prepositions, as shown 1n {22)*:

(22)° If ¥P assigns no external theta-role, then X must not assign

structural accusative Case to [NP, XP]

Gbviously, 1t would be a substantial i1mprovement :1f we could explain this
peculiar gap 1n some principled manner. In a very different frameworl, Yip et
al. (1987} observe that 1t seems to be impossible to assign structursl accusa-
tive unless structural nominative 1s also assigned within the mimimal IF of the
accusative. Call this the ACCUSATIVE FILTER. We can formulate 1t. roughly, as

shown i1n (70), where "->" means "realized as":

(70)  *[+L,] -> structural ACCUSATIVE, unless [+C,] - NOMINATIVE

This seems to be empirically true, at least canonically. However, something
more i1s needed to account for the accusative gap. Consider cases lite (71}
(analyzed 1n rather different manners in Andrews {(1982), Yip et al. (1987}, and

Sigurisson (198B)):

(71} a, Eq tald [Mariu vera gafaia/¥gafusl.
4] A/EN
I believed Mary (to) be intelligent
b. Maria var talin [[t] vera gafud/¥gafazal.
N N N /XA

Mary was believed {(to) be intelligent

This 15 the regular behavior of all Exceptional Case Marking (ECM) inifitivals
in Jeelandic: the ECM-verb assignes both the structural accusatives in (7la),
but when passiviced, as 1n (71b), 1t somehow looses tts structural Case-mariing

"power" (the matrix Infl-Case therefore being atle to penetrate both the matrix
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V¥ and the infinitival; cf. the next section), If there were nothing more to
this than the Accusative Filter, we would expect either the predicative
adjective of the infinitival or the matrix participle to turn up in the
accusative in (71b) {nominative Case beinqg assigned within their minimal IP,
i.e. to the matrix subject).

1 shall not go any further into this here {but see Siguwrisson 1988). What
matters in the present context is that Burzio’s generalization is only true for
structural accusative E€ase. Hence, the cbject position of ergatives, predica-
tive adjectives, passives, etc. may sither be assigned structural nominative or

some lexical Case.

6. Case asgignment

Icelandic data illustrate very clearly that some assumptions of GE Case Theory
must be revised or rejected. In the following, 1 shall only comment briefly
upon two notorious problems in Case Theory: What becomes of nominative Case in
sentences with aoblique subjects, and how {and when) is it possible to assign
nominative Case into VF?

Consider Ease assignment in sentences with oblique subjects, whether moved

to [NF, IP] or only coindexed with it: ’

(72) a, Var {1 Junum Gtdeilt [417
was{3sg) the Cases(l) assigned
"Were the Cases assigned?"
b, Var fel, utdeilt [einhverjum f&lium),?

was(3sg) (there) assigned any(D) Cases{D)

As argued by Holmberg (19B5) and Flatzack (1987), the csubject position in
movement examples like (72a) must not be assigned structural nominative, its
assignment leading to a Case conflict with the raised dative., Since Cace
assignment is often taken to be obligatory, this might seem to be a serious
problem, but it is not. What is obligatory is "Case receiving”, not Case
assignment (see also Yip et. al  1987). That is, the assignment of some
particular Case is oanly obligatory if there is an NF (or, rather, a (+M]
category) that "needs” the Case in order to satisfy the Case Filter. Other-
wise, the Case in guestion simply remains unassigned, i.e, the principle in
{72) holds:



(73) A potenti1al Case assigner assigns 1ts Case

1ff the Case 15 reguired by the Case Filter

Like other processes i1n the "Principles and Farameters" approach of 6B, then,
Case assignment 1s not "inherently obligatory®. Accordingly, the "fate" of the
(potential) structural nominative in sentences like (72a) 15 not a problem.
Moreover, this 1s both a simple and a natural approach to the Case-marking
properties of optionally tramsitive verhs and prepositions (compare also Burmig
{1984, 183}, Chomsky (1984b, 24), and Sigurisson (1988)).

It sentences like (72a) do not invelve any assignment of Infl-Caze. we have
an account for a fact mentioned 1n section 2, namely that Infl or the finite
verb never agrees with obhlique subjects. Notice the default Jrd person
singular 1n (72a), Interestingly, (72b) 1s just like (72a) 1n this respect
{and this 15 a general phenomenon). Flausibly, the reason 1s that the subject
position and the nonmoved dative form a chain: First, being lexical, the
dative must be retained (or else, we end up with a viclation against the
Projection Frinciple, cf. Sigurésson 1988); second, chains must bear one and
only ocne Case (cf. Chomshy 1981, 234). It follows that Infl-Casze must not be
assi1gned to the subject-chain, the finite verb therefore showing no agree-
ment . =7

There 1s entensive evidence for this approach, for instance the behavior of
Dat-Mom ergatives and passives (i1n Berman as well as in Icelandic (and fFaro-

ese), cf. Siguriscon 1788). Consider (74)-(76):

{(74) a. Ot fur leiddist.
us (D) boredil=sg)
"We were bored."
b. Ot tur leiddust  bessair cstrabar/¥tessa stréka.
us (D) bored(Tpl) these guys{N}/X¥{A)
"We were bored by these guys."

(73) Fétur la&nad: mér kFessa hatta.
Peter lent me (D} these hats(A)

27 This accoont 35 also avaslable in the approach of Platzack (1987), where the nosinative is taken to be
azsigred (hy [+Tensel) to Agr {bet for a tritical discussion of other censequences of Platrack’s analysis, see
Sigurieson {1988) and Regnvaldsson and Thrdsnsson (1988)). Morecver, cur approach to NP-mo.esent (the Sobject
Comzard Conditient 1s entirely cospatible with Flatzack's analysis.
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(76} a. Mér  voru lanad1r pessir hattar.
me (D) were(lpl) lent these hats(N)
"I was lent theses hats.,"
b. Mar  voru lanadar {/var lanad) bessa hatta.
me (D) were(3pl) lent {/was(Isq) lent} these hats(A)
c. Pessir hattar voru lanadar.,

these hats(N} were(3pl lent

Facts of this sort have been thoroughly discussed by many authors, for example
Thrdinsson (1979}, Pernddusson (1982}, Zaenen et al. (1985}, and Yip et al.
(1987). They 1llustrate two things rather clearly: Firzt, 1 Case 1s not
required by the Case Filter, 1t 15 not assigned. Second, even VP-internally,
the "first" structural Case assigned 1n the clause 15 always nomlnative.

This, of course, raises the guestion how and when structural nominative can
be assigned inte VP, Leaving the problemat:ic Double Object Construction aside
(but for a discussion, see Sigurisson 1988), I shall only address this question
for relatively =simple cases like the following:

(77) Voru (el ekki [kosmir Eneimir forsetarl; 1
Zpl m.pl.® m.pl.N m.pl.N
were (there} not chosen any presidents

(78) Hofdu konurnar etl: [verid [gadfalar (18 B A
Ipl f.pl.N f.pl.N
had the women not been intelligent

As i1ndicated 1n (78), 1 take 1t that all predicates headed by predicative
adiectives are ergative (as mentioned 1n section 5 and fn. 21 above).

The long distance agreement, 1llustrated i1n (77) and (78), 15 a general
phenomenon in morphological case languages like Icelandic {(cf. Andrews 1°82,
Sigurésson 1988): In all sentences that i1nvolve assignment of only nominative
Case. all past participles and predicative adiectives agree with the subsect 1n

gender. number, and Case, no matter whether the subject 12 only coindeted with
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NP, IP] or moved there.=® Compare (77)-(78) to (79)-(BQ), where the partici-
ple and the adjective assign dative and show up in the (non-agreeing) default
neuter singular Nom/Acc:

{79) Var [el, ekk:r [bodr & Eneinum forsetuml,]?
3sg n.sg.NA m.pl.D m.pl.D

was (there) not invited any presidents

(80) Hafdr konunum ekbl:y Iver:id [kalt (t11)”
pi=tsd f.pl.D n.sg.N/A
had the women not been cold (= "freezing’)

The difference 15 particularly clear for ergative verbs and adiectives that
take eather a nomnative subrect (theme) or a dative subject (experiencer!,
hence constitute "minimal pairs’ of agreement vs. nonagreement (cee also fn. 14
above)., Compare (80) to (8l):="

(81} Hofdu konuwrnar ebbi [verid [Valdar (L1117
Ipl f.pl.N f.pl.N

had the women not been cold (= “cool/tough™)

Now, "ergative lexical i1tems", such as participles and adiectives, that tale
a nominative subject are, of course, non-asszigners of Case. whereas participles

and adiectives that take an oblique subject are assighers of levical Case

- -

20 Thrs makes 1t rather unappealing to assuge that participles “absord® acrusative Case; rather, they
lopse the power to assign strectural Case {or have no strectural Case festure to assign}, Note that lossing the
power to assign stroctural Case {as opposed to lexical Case) does not lead te 2 vinlation of the Projection
Principle (since structural Case assigneent does not relate to theta selection, ¢f. Chossky 1986a: 193},

- Hith the exception of Icelandic and Farcese, Indo-European Janguages in ¥estern Europe have joined in 3
strange "consptracy” not to show predicative C3se. Foszance Jangusges do have Subject-Predicate Agreesent for
nuaber and gender, but having sorphological case for only pronuns, they render the predicative {noainative) Case
1nvisible fand roughly the same 1s true of the mainland Scandinavian languagest.  Conversely, Bersan has
sorphologrcal case for mouns and adjectives, but is "abnoreal® 1n having ne Subject-Predicate Agreeeent. Most
other Indo-European morphological case anguages, like Russian, Latin, Ancient Greed, etc. seee to be basically
Iike Icelandic mith recpect to Jong distance phi-feature agresment. Here, I only account for long distance Case
agreepent, but for an andlysis of long distance gender/nusber agreeeent {inherently related te long dictance
{ase agressment), see Siqurisson {19864,

2* In fimite clanses, then, predicative agreesent 1s only found 1 fa subset of) sentences with an
agreetng finite verb, However, the saeme phenomenon 1s generally found an control nfimitivals, 1ndicating that
the non-finite Infl 1s a potential ascigner of nominative fase in Icelandic {cf, Sigurdsson [°8B),
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{showing up on the subject). Therefore, the relevant generalization 15 roughly

as follows (for specifics, see further below):

(82) 1Infl-Case 1s assigned to [X(P), VP/AF1, X(P) 15 [+N],

1ff V/A 15 not a Case assigner

What 15 crucial 1s Case-marking of the V/A-head. not that 1t 18 a lexical
governar, As long as the head 15 a non-assigner of Case, Infl-Case can be
assigned into VP over arbitrarily many lexical governors. Consider (B3} wvs.
{849). In both cases, Infl and the adijective are separated by three (non-Case-
marking) lexical governors (the auxiliaries and the copula), but, all the same,
Infl-Case 15 capable of “reaching" the non-Case-marting adjective in (83}, as

opposed to the dative-marking adjective 1n (B4):

(83) Konurnar hljdta (3 ad hafa ver1d myog kaldar [t1,
f.pl.N 3pl f.pl.N
the women must to have been very cold/cool

"The women must have been very cool.”

(84 Konunum hlytur [t] a8 hafa ver1d micg kalt [tl.
f.pl.D 3sg n.sg.N/A
the women must to have been very cold/freezing

Frecicely the same contrast 1s regularly found for passive non-assigners vs,

]

assigners of Case, cf. (83) vs. (B&):

(85} Konurnar hliybdta [t] ad hafa ver1d tosnar [t).
f.pl.N 3pl f.pl.N

the women must to have been elected

(86 Koouwnum hlytwr L[] a& hafa ver1d biargad [(tl.
f.pl.D 3sg n.sg.N/A

the women must to have been saved

Mow, recall (from section 3} that I take 1t that only Case assigners are
. protecting heads (or barriers}) with respect to the Mimimality Condition.
Assuming that the Minimality Condition holds +or marimal categories (thus

deviating slightly from Chomsky (1°985b, 421}y, I state 1t as follows:
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(87) X*? is protected iff its head X is a Case assigner

That is, the Minimality Condition is relaxed for maximal categories whenever
their heads are nonassigners of Case, Hence, Infl-Case is assigned into
exactly those VFs/AFs that are not protected by another Case assigning head (in
Engliish and German as well as in Icelandic).™°

ne of the many constructions in Icelandic that indicate that this is

correct is the ECM-construction, Consider (71), repeated as (B8) below:

(B8} a. Eg taldi [Mariu vera gafata/¥gaful [tll.
Aif.sg) Alf.sq) 7AN{F,.sq)
I believed Mary be intelligent

b, Maria var talin ECt) vera gafuld/¥gafada ft3d.
N(f.sq) N(f.sg) N(f.sq) /XA(Ff.cq)

Mary was believed be intelligent

in both cases, the infinitival VP ('be intelligent’) is unprotected from
external Case (neither the adjective nor the copula being a Case-assigner)., In
(B8a}, the adiective bears the structural accusative assigned by the ECM-verbd
{(*believe’), the ECM-verb being the most local Case assigner. In (B8b), on the
other hand, it bears the matrix Infl-Case, because the ECM-participle (’believ-

ed’) is a non-assigner of Case, hence a non-protecing head.>t

30 A compatible idea (with respect to ECP and the that-trace effect) is actually suggested by Chomsky
{1986b: 47 "... a einiwal governor sust be a cstegory with features to serve as a barrier to governeent®,
Speaking in teras of protecting heads, rather than in teras of sbsolute barriers, it seems natural to relativize
this idea such that a head is only a protecting head with respect to a particular feature F in so far as the
head itself assigns or projects (soze value of) F.  See the feature percolation theory developed in Holsberg
{1984} and Sigurdsson {1988). However, since 1 an only dealing with Case here, 1 onrly develop this idea with
respect to Case assignaent.

3t fhviously, there is such more to be said about Case ascignaent,  Bost isportant, there is clear
evidence, for exaeple in the ECK-construction, that Case, like other non-inherent phi-features of nosimals, is
assigred by featyre percolation, Therefore, the *Revised Minimality Condition® in {E7) is actvally a condition
on phi-festure percolation rather than on gpoverneent (Case assigners being protecting heads with respect to all
percolating phi-features, and not only with respect to Case), It would take us suth too far to go into this

* here, but for an extensive fiscussion-see Siqurdsson (1988),
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7. EConclusion

In this article, I have argued that the standard defective Case-marking
explanation of NP-movement cannot be maintained: NF-movement as such has
nothing to do with Case assignment. Instead of being triggered by defective
Cage-marking, it is forced by the Subject Command Condition (SCC), ruling out
all clauses with a nonargumental subject and a nuclear argument of V/A that is
not (legitimately) coindexed with the subject position. It follows that NP-
movement applies in much the same manner in languages that have lexical or
*inherent” Case as in languages that have only structural Case, e.g. in
Icelandic and English.
Like the standard theory, the precent analysis construes NP-movement

ag a "last resort”: NF-movement is forced iff an IP with an external argument
positon fails to meet SCC. The reason why berman has no NP-movement, then, is
that it is exempted +rom the Extended Projection FPrinciple, i.e. it has no
external argument position, SCC therefore having no domain of application in

German.
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