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Introduction

The major goal of this work is to investigate the interrelations between

verbal syntax and Case in Icelandic. I shall consider the question within

the larger context of another closely related question, namely how prono-

minal phi-features in general (Case, number, gender and person in European

languages) relate to syntactic structure (the X-bar system).

The work is written within the comparative paradigm of modern theore-

tical syntax. Thus, comparison with other languages, above all other

Scandinavian languages, English and German, plays an important role in

it. Being my mother-tongue however, Icelandic is naturally the principal

object of my investigation. This puts me, in fact, in a rather privileged

position. Icelandic is a highly inflectional language, thus bearing more

directly on syntactic inflectional features than other Indo-European

languages in the Western world.

In recent generative literature, Icelandic has a rather prominent position.

It probably belongs to those European languages that count as well known

to the international linguistic community. However, having only a tiny

quarter of a million native speakers it is, in a sense, a micro-language. A

natural consequence of this is that Icelandic syntacticians are exceedingly

few. Few as they are, it is urgent that they do basic research in Icelandic

syntax and present it to an international audience. Accordingly, the second

goal of this work is a descriptive one: I strive towards a coherent descrip-

tion of all the major syntactic phenomena that bear on the Icelandic

phi-feature system. This includes, above all, verb movement, null-subjects,

oblique or 'quirky' subjects, passivization, NP-movement, and various

types of agreement, not only verbal agreement but also phi-feature agree-

ment of nominals, both NP-internal agreement and several types of long

distance phi-feature agreement.

As it turnes out though, the descriptive goal of this work has become

subordinate to its more general theoretical goal. Doing science without a

theory is like travelling without a map. Most probably, one travels in

circles and ends up nowhere. Having a map, of course, does not secure

that one ends up in the right place. The map might be wrong. But one

will at least end up someplace, perhaps even someplace where one can get

a better map.

The general theoretical framework of this dissertation is the Government

Binding (GB) Theory, roughly as outlined in Chomsky (1981, 1982), incor-

porating Kayne's (1984) theory of binary branching. Many proponents of

the various syntactic models of today seem to 'believe' in their particular

syntactic framework. I must admit that I do not 'believe' in GB or binary

branching in this sense. Thus, for instance, I do not 'believe' in traces.

Perhaps, they have some content in the real world; I don't know. They

are theoretical tools to me, no more and no less. Also, I do not know if

the human mind, hence language, is modular. In fact, I find any strict

version of the 'modular hypothesis' intuitively implausible. But to a con-

siderable degree, the matter clearly lies beyond the present-day scope of
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Introduction

my discipline. - GB simply suits my general purposes in the present work.

The dissertation presupposes a rather substantial knowledge of GB on

behalf of the reader. Holmberg (1986), a work that has had great influence

on this work, was the first dissertation written in the framework of GB

in Sweden. For background information about the theory, I refer the

reader to Holmberg's dissertation (especially chapter 2) as well as to the

first four chapters in Lectures (Chomsky 1981). See also, for instance,

Hoextra (1984, chapter 1), Burzio (1986, chapter 1), Riemsdijk and Williams

(1986), and Radford (1988).

By the terms 'GB' and the 'standard theory' I shall always mean Chomsky

(1981, 1982) and closely related works. In so far as Chomsky's most recent

ideas can be said to be 'standard', this includes Chomsky (1986a) and

Chomsky (1986b).

The subpart of the standard theory I wish to test here, in particular, is

the Case Theory. To make a long story short, the standard Case Theory

will be revised and extended somewhat here. The dissertation combines

two interrelated major hypotheses: the well-known idea that Infl or Comp

assigns structural nominative Case and the hypothesis that Case is a

structural head-feature, assigned by percolation (and not necessarily under

government) like other non-inherent phi-features. Furthermore, I subsume

the so-called Null-Subject Parameter under a parametrized version of the

Case Filter and derive NP-movement by a general condition on the relation

between argument positions, the Subject Command Condition.

At first sight, I might seem to be breaking rather sharply with the

standard Case Theory. In fact however, I only deviate minimally from

Chomsky's (1986b) approach to Case assignment, by dissociating m-command

and government (and by slightly relaxing or relativizing Chomsky's Mini-

mality Condition). Chomsky incorporates m-command into his definition of

government. I suggest that the two should be kept strictly apart, m-com-

mand, and not government, controlling the distribution of Case. This has

the conceptual advantage that we can account coherently for structural

relationships that are partly different and partly alike, most important,

the head-complement relation and the head-Spec relation: they are alike

in that the head m-commands both the complement and Spec (hence being

capable of assigning Case to both). But simultaneously, they are different

in that the head governs only the complement, not Spec, thus directly

theta-marking only the complement.

The distribution of Case and other phi-features in Icelandic also il-

lustrates two things particularly clearly: First, Case percolates in basically

the same way as other non-inherent phi-features; thus, any theory that

does not relate Case and other 'spreading' or percolating phi-features in

some natural manner is not even descriptively adequate. I shall accomplish

this in terms of m-command, thus illustrating that Aoun and Sportiche's

(1983) and Chomsky's (1986b) introduction of the notion 'm-command' into
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Introduction

3

the standard theory is a well-motivated step. Second, however, the Case

properties of oblique subjects in Icelandic, and the agreement properties

of sentences containing such subjects, illustrate that NP-movement should

not be explained in terms of Case assignment, clearly not in Icelandic and

probably not in other languages either.

I shall proceed in the following manner: In chapter 1, I briefly outline

my general approach to sentence structure in Icelandic and other Germanic

languages. In this approach, called the Generalized Comp Analysis (GCA)

here, the derivation of the finite sentence in Icelandic crucially involves

a movement of the finite verb to Infl, V-to-I. In main clauses in all V2

Germanic, the finite verb moves further, from Infl to Comp, I-to-C. In

my approach, I-to-C does not interact with Case assignment in Icelandic:

presumably, it must apply in order for the main clause to function as a

predicate (Holmberg 1986), but since this has nothing to do with Case, I

do not consider I-to-C in any detail. V-to-I, on the other hand, applies

in order for Infl to be able to assign nominative Case in Icelandic. Hence,

I study V-to-I in some detail in chapters 2 and 3. In chapter 2, I consider

the interaction of Verb Fronting (i.e. V-to-I and I-to-C), government and

Case as well as three possible explanations of V-to-I. Infinitivals, studied

in chapter 3, bear on the question in an interesting way. They indicate,

rather strongly, that the explanation of V-to-I is indeed that it must

apply in order for Infl to be able to assign Case to the subject position

(V-to-I applies in control infinitivals in Icelandic). This is somewhat

surprising since it means that PRO must bear Case in Icelandic. I present

some evidence in favor of this conclusion already in chapter 3, but

postpone further discussion of the matter until in 5.5, where I offer more

evidence indicating that Infl (containing V) does indeed assign Case in

Icelandic infinitivals. Moreover, since PRO is ungoverned, the Case expla-

nation of V-to-I calls on a Case theory that dissociates Case and govern-

ment. In chapter 4, I therefore outline a Feature Percolation Theory of

Case in which zero-level heads (that do not dominate an inherent non-as-

signer of Case) have a Case feature which they percolate within their

m-command domain. In this theory, a Case assigner crucially protects its

maximal category from external Case (a slightly relaxed version of the

Minimality Condition). Thus, I actually replace Chomsky's (1986b) barriers

approach to government by a protection approach to Case (the approaches

being empirically equivalent for the core cases, but not for 'long distance

Case percolation'). Feature percolation accounts for postverbal nominatives

and various agreement phenomena in a strikingly simple manner. However,

any Case theory has to be able to account satisfactorily for nonlexical NPs,

e.g. pro. Hence, I study null-NPs in Icelandic and other Germanic languages

in chapter 5. Somewhat surprisingly, it turns out that all Germanic lan-

guages seem to have referential null-subjects. However, these null-argu-

ments are not 'genuine pro' but variables (bound by a null-topic), like

G
e
n
e
ra

te
d
 f

o
r 

a
n
o
n
y
m

o
u
s 

o
n
 2

0
1

5
-0

1
-0

5
 1

6
:3

1
 G

M
T
  
/ 

 h
tt

p
:/

/h
d

l.
h
a
n
d
le

.n
e
t/

2
0

2
7

/m
d
p
.3

9
0

1
5

0
1

6
9

9
7

3
9

0
C

re
a
ti

v
e
 C

o
m

m
o
n
s 

A
tt

ri
b

u
ti

o
n
  

/ 
 h

tt
p

:/
/w

w
w

.h
a
th

it
ru

st
.o

rg
/a

cc
e
ss

_u
se

#
cc

-b
y
-4

.0



4

Introduction

null-arguments in many Asian languages. Icelandic also makes an unusually

extensive use of nonreferential (expletive or arbitrary) pro. I shall argue

that Icelandic pro, like Icelandic PRO, is always Case-marked. The fact

that these null-NPs bear Case indicates that all NPs must bear Case in

Icelandic and other null-subject languages, i.e. that the Null-Subject

Parameter is deducible from a parametrization of the Case Filter. - In

this chapter, I also argue that there are no 'lexical nulls' in Universal

Grammar, basing my arguments on the general assumption that the lexicon

can only link pronominal phi-features (or grammatical features in general)

to some phonetic substance. Therefore, pro and PRO must be 'recovered'

or identified by interpretive means.

As in the standard theory, Infl can only assign nominative in my ap-

proach. This (as well as Theta Theory) forces an ergative analysis of

oblique subjects in Icelandic, that is, they must be derived by NP-move-

ment. In chapter 6, I study these oblique subjects and other instances of

NP-movement, e.g. passive NP-movement. As it turns out, the Case Filter

does in fact not force NP-movement. Rather, it is enforced by the above

mentioned Subject Command Condition, which says, roughly, that objects

must be commanded by an argumental subject. The ergative analysis

developed in this chapter is more extensive than most similar analyses in

the literature in that it extends to predicative adjectives (i.e. sentences

like He is big. involve NP-movement of the subject). In this chapter, I

also develop a partly new lexical theory and compare NP-movement and

lexical role promotion, involved in many word formation processes. As it

turns out, NP-movement normally preserves lexical or 'inherent' Case,

whereas lexical promotion 'bleeds' (D-structure) assignment of lexical Case.
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1 The sentence structure in V2 Germanic

1.1 The Generalized Comp Analysis (GCA)

As is well known, main clauses in all the Germanic Verb-Second (V2)

languages normally have the word order properties illustrated in (1). XP

stands for 'any phrasal category' ([+wh] in constituent questions) and Fin

stands for 'the finite verb'; when the subject (S) is not in the initial

XP-position, it usually is in the position immediately after the finite verb:

(1) a. Declaratives and wh-questions: XP - Fin - (S)

b. Yes/no-questions and imperatives: Fin - (S)

This is 'Germanic V2' (frequently referred to as 'the verb-second con-

straint'). Disregarding Dislocation structures and certain other phenomena,1

we may also formulate Germanic V2 in the simple manner of (2):2

(2) A main clause tolerates at most one preverbal

consti tuent.

Icelandic observes Germanic V2. Thus, the sentences in (3) conform to

(l)and (2):

(3) a. Hann for pa til Islands.

he went then to Iceland

'He then went to Iceland.'

b. Hvert for hann pa?

where went he then

c. For hann pa til Islands?

went he then to Iceland

Sentences that violate Germanic V2 as formulated in (2) are generally

ungrammatical:

1 It is possible that left-dislocated constituents adjoin to CP (for a

slightly different suggestion, see Koster (1978) and, for Icelandic, Zaenen

(1985, p. 19)). Note however that various discourse dependent elements such as

'vocatives' and ja 'yes', nei 'no' , jasja 'well', nu 'well, now', etc. also occur

sentence-initially in V2 Germanic without triggering V2. It seems questionable

that phenomena of this kind, 'dislocated' or not, should be treated in the

syntax or in 'sentence grammar proper' (see also Dik 1978, p. 132 ff.). In any

case, I shall not take them into account in this work.

2 Since Icelandic has Vl main clause declaratives (cf. e.g. Sigurdsson

1985a), (2) is actually more precise than (1). Note, however, that all the

Scandinavian languages have some verb-post-second main clauses (cf. Thrainsson

(1986a) and Sigurdsson (1985a, 1986a) on Icelandic). I do not believe that such

cases are real violations of 'Germanic V2', but I shall not pursue the matter

here.
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/ The sentence structure in V2 Germanic

(4)a. *Hann pa for til Islands.

he then went to Iceland

b. *Hvert ba for hann?

where then went he

In this regard, Icelandic is just like all other Germanic languages and

dialects, except English.

Germanic V2 has fascinated linguists for a long time. The oldest 'roughly

coherent' descriptions of it that I know of are those of Erdmann (1886,

p. 182 f.) and Braune (1894).3 More than 40 years ago, Diderichsen (1941,

1946) proposed an analysis of V2 that comes close to being descriptively

adequate (cf. also Basboll 1976; Platzack 1985b, fns. 5 and 6; Heltoft

1986). In the last decade, generative linguists have taken great interest in

the phenomenon. Within the framework of EST, Koster (1975) argued that

Dutch is underlyingly an SOV language, which entails that the finite verb

is fronted in root sentences (in German and Frisian as well as in Dutch;

within a transformational framework, this is in fact postulated for German

already by Bierwisch 1963, p. 111). Den Besten (1977, 1983), elaborating

upon Koster's proposal, was the first to identify the landing site of the

fronted verb as the Comp-pqsition (marked as Fin in (1) above). Koster's

and den Besten's basic insights have been widely discussed and developed

in various respects by many other generative linguists. A particularly

important step was the extension of their ideas to the Scandinavian

languages (Holmberg 1983, Platzack 1983b).

Extremely rapidly, Germanic V2 has become a vast field of inquiry

within generative syntax. See, for instance, Thiersch (1978), Evers (1981),

Safir (1982a), Haider (1984a, 1986a, 1986b), Scherpenisse (1984, 1986),

Holmberg (1985a, 1986), Platzack (1986b), Taraldsen (1986a), the contribu-

tions in Haider and Prinzhorn (1986), and the overview in Platzack (1985b)

- to mention only very few works that are inspired by Koster (1975) and

den Besten (1977, 1983). These and other contributions to the ongoing

discussion about Germanic V2 differ in various details, of course. To a

considerable degree, however, there is a consensus in the recent transfor-

mational literature on three crucial assumptions about word order and

sentence structure in the Germanic V2 languages:

1. The finite verb moves from VP to Infl in all finite clauses = V-to-I

(i.e. 'Verb-to-Infl', cf. Holmberg 1985a; 1986, p. 84 ff.).

3 Braune (1894, p. 42) says:

Fur das altnordische und hochdeutsche gemeinsam lasst sich demnach die Regel

der Verbalstellung in den Hauptsatzen etwa so fassen: Das Verbum strebt nach

dem Anfange des Satzes und bildet sehr haufig das erste Satzglied. Es kann

aber jedes hoher betonte Satzglied vor das Verbum an den Anfang treten, dann

mue dieses die zweite Stelle erhalten.
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/./ The Generalized Comp Analysis

7

2. In main clauses, there is a second movement of the finite verb,

that is, the finite verb moves from Infl to an empty Comp. This is

the 'Verb-Second Rule', called Infl-to-Comp or I-to-C here.

3. Declarative main clauses and constituent main clause questions

have an 'extra' pre-Comp node that is not usually found in yes/no-

questions, imperatives or subordinate clauses. This position is the

landing site of topicalized and wft-moved elements. It is often

referred to as the XP-position (cf. (1a) above) in the literature

(e.g. Holmberg 1983, 1986). For reasons that will become clear in

the next subsection, I shall call it [Spec. CP].

Together, these three assumptions constitute what I shall call the GENER-

ALIZED COMP ANALYSIS (GCA) of Germanic word order and sentence

structure. Holmberg (1986, p. 3 ff.) calls it 'den Besten's description'

(which is not quite accurate) and it has also been called 'the V-XP-move-

ment analysis' (Hellan and Christensen 1986, p. 3). My term contrasts

GCA with a competing approach to Icelandic word order, suggested by

Rbgnvaldsson (1984a). As we shall see in 1.3, the natural term for this

alternative approach is the GENERALIZED XP ANALYSIS. In addition, my

term underlines the basic assumption of GCA that all finite clauses in V2

Germanic have a Comp node (an idea first suggested for English by Bresnan

(1970, pp. 301, 319; 1972) and further explored by e.g. Emonds (1976) and

Chomsky and Lasnik (1977)).

In 1.3, I shall illustrate how GCA works for Icelandic. But first it is

necessary to outline the X-bar system assumed in this work.

1.2 The X-bar system

Although most recent transformational approaches to Germanic V2 adopt

some version of GCA, there is no general agreement about further details

of Germanic sentence structure. A wide variety of proposals is found in

the literature (some of these are listed in Haider and Prinzhorn 1986, p.

4; see also Platzack 1985b). For the most part, the differences between

these varying proposals are unimportant here so I shall not review any of

them. Thus, I shall only sketch the the X-bar system to be pursued here.

Apart from labelling conventions, it is the same system as that of Holm-

berg's (1986). It is also very similar to Chomsky's Barriers approach (1986b;

see also 1986a, p. 160 ff.), the only difference being that I assume binary

branching, thus following Holmberg (1985a, 1986) and Kayne (1984) (whereas

G
e
n
e
ra

te
d
 f

o
r 

a
n
o
n
y
m

o
u
s 

o
n
 2

0
1

5
-0

1
-0

5
 1

6
:3

1
 G

M
T
  
/ 

 h
tt

p
:/

/h
d

l.
h
a
n
d
le

.n
e
t/

2
0

2
7

/m
d
p
.3

9
0

1
5

0
1

6
9

9
7

3
9

0
C

re
a
ti

v
e
 C

o
m

m
o
n
s 

A
tt

ri
b

u
ti

o
n
  

/ 
 h

tt
p

:/
/w

w
w

.h
a
th

it
ru

st
.o

rg
/a

cc
e
ss

_u
se

#
cc

-b
y
-4

.0



8

/ The sentence structure in V2 Germanic

Chomsky (cf. 1986b, p. 3) does not take a stand on the question).4

By hypothesis, the distribution of heads and complements and of speci-

fiers (Specs) and 'specifiees' is determined by the schemata in (1). There

are only two bar-levels above X° (cf. e.g. Stowell 1981). Order is subject

to variation ((1) representing the most widespread order in English and

the Scandinavian languages):5

(1) a. X' = X Y''

b. Z'' = Q'' Z'

X' expands to a head (X) and a complement (Y"), whereas Z" expands to

a Spec (Q") and a specifiee (Z'). Note that this formulation makes the

explicit claim that Specs never affect the categorial status of their mother

node; that is, the categorial status or the 'projection type' of the mother

node (Z") is always determined by the head (Z) of the specifiee (Z').6

Following Stowell (1983, p. 295), Platzack (1984, 1986b) and Chomsky

(1986a, 1986b), I assume that the X-bar system extends to nonlexical

categories, that is, I(nfl), C(omp) and their projections. By hypothesis, I

and C are heads of the sentential categories conventionally labelled S and

S7S", respectively:

(2) a. S = I'' = IP = [NP [p I VP]]

b. S' = C = [C IP]

c. S'' = C' = CP = [XP C] (or [Spec C'])

Note that C and I are X°, like lexical heads.

Given these assumptions, Icelandic (and English, I assume) has the

sentence structure sketched in (3):

4 This, of course, presupposes that the Double Object Construction can

be successfully analyzed as a binary branching construction, cf. e.g. the

discussion in Kayne (1984, chapter 9), Holmberg (1986, pp. 33 ff., 180 ff.); see

also section 6.5.2 here.

5 It is often suggested that UG has some relatively simple linearization

or directionality parameter (e.g. Chomsky 1986b, p. 2; Holmberg 1986, p. 12).

However, prepositional OV languages ('PO-OV languages'), like German, show

immediately that sensitivity to syntactic categories must be built into the

Directionality Parameter of UG (cf. e.g. Hoekstra 1984, p. 71 ff.; Abraham

1986a, p. 9 f.; Sigurdsson 1988b).

° Although perhaps not explicit, this is at least implicit in Chomsky's

(1986b) approach too. Note also that it follows from the feature theory

developed in Holmberg (1986) if we make the natural assumption that heads are

always marked for some categorial feature: those features, which are (positively

or negatively) marked on a head, X, percolate up the whole X-projection and

cannot be overridden by the features of complements or specifiers (the only

features of these that can percolate up the X-projection are features that are

not marked on the head); see further section 2.1.
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1.2 The X-bar system

9

(3) __-_CP\

XP J^,C'

C "^IP

np ^r1'^

~C VP

C and I are the heads of (C and) CP and (I' and) IP, respectively (in

accordance with the convention that X° is the head of the whole X-pro-

jection). The subject NP is the Spec of I' (= [Spec, IP] or [NP, IP]) and

XP is the Spec of C (= [Spec, CP] or [XP, CP]). Furthermore, I adopt

Chomsky's convention (1986b, p. 4) that Specs may be missing in maximal

categories, complement clauses thus being CPs even when C is not speci-

fied by XP.7 Finally, it should be mentioned here that I follow Holmberg

(1986, cf. p. 12) in allowing 'base generated adjunction' (see also Chomsky

1986b, p. 79). In Holmberg's approach (1986), the structures in (4)-(6) are

all permissible:

(4) VP_ (5) VP__ (6) .

V VP AdvP VP AdvF ~"l'

(4), of course, is the case of an auxiliary plus a VP. As argued by Holmberg

(1986), sentence adverbs also seem to be adjoined to VP in the base in

Icelandic (= (5)). In Mainland Scandinavian, on the other hand, sentence

adverbs appear, at first sight, to adjoin to I ' (= (6)).

As noted in Holmberg (1987) however, the structure in (6) violates

Chomsky's Adjunction Principle (1986b, p. 6):

(7) Adjunction is possible only to a maximal

projection (hence, X'') that is a nonargument.

There are various possiblities of maintaining the Adjunction Principle and

accounting for the different status of sentence adverbs in Icelandic and

Mainland Scandinavian (which I shall consider in more detail shortly).

See the discussion in Kosmeijer (1987), Holmberg (1987) and Platzack

(1987b). I shall return to the problem in 2.5, where I will suggest a slightly

revised version of Holmberg's (1987) solution. As we shall see, this solution

entails that Mainland Scandinavian does not have the 'straightforward'

sentence structure (3). Until in 2.5 however, I shall assume the structures

(3) and (6) for Mainland Scandinavian - for expository purposes.

7 This has the positive effect that all clauses are maximal categories.

Furthermore, it allows that e.g. N and V be the immediate heads, respectively,

of NP and VP in the absence of [Spec, NP] and [Spec, VP]. - For a discussion

about the possibility that subjects are actually VP-internal, that is [Spec VP]

(at least in some languages), see e.g. Webelhuth (1986), Contreras (1987),

Diesing (1987), and Rognvaldsson and Thrainsson (1988).
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1.3 Adapting GCA to Icelandic

Icelandic has several types of V1 order in declarative main clauses (cf.

Sigur&sson 1983, 1985a, to appear). Apart from these V1 declaratives, it

shows almost exactly the same V1 and V2 properties in main clauses as

the other Germanic V2 languages, as already mentioned. It thus seems

natural to extend GCA to Icelandic as first suggested by Platzack (1983b)

and further argued for in e.g. Platzack (1984, 1986b), Holmberg (1984a,

1985a, 1985b, 1986) and Sigur&sson (1984, 1985a, 1986a) (but for some

problems involved in this, see below).

The examples in (1) illustrate some of the most normal word order

patterns in Icelandic:

(1)a. Hefur Maria ekki séa Ólaf?

has Mary not seen Olaf

b. ... aa Maria hefur ekki séa Ólaf.

that Mary has not seen Olaf

c. Maria hefur ekki séa Ólaf.

Mary has not seen Olaf

d. Ólaf hefur Maria ekki sé&.

Acc Nom

Olaf has Mary not seen

e. Hver hefur ekki séa Ólaf?

who has not seen Olaf

f. Hvern hefur Maria ekki séa?

who(m) has Mary not seen

The approach outlined in section 1.2 accounts for these patterns as shown

in (2); NP- and w/i-traces are marked as [t] but verb traces as [v] (since

the binding relations between moved verbs and their traces are always

obvious, there is in general no need to show these relations by indices or

underlining):
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(2)

Spec

a.

Hefur

Maria

Cv]

ekki

[v]

sea

Olaf

b.

ao

Maria

hefur

ekki

[v]

sea

Olaf

c.

Maria

hefur

Ct]

Cv]

ekki

[v]

sea

Olaf

d.

Olaf

hefur

Maria

[v]

ekki

[v]

sea

[t]

e.

Hver

hefur

Ct]

[v]

ekki

[v]

sea

Olaf

f.

Hvern

hefur

Maria

[v]

ekki

[v]

sea

Ct]

Note that the finite verb moves from I(nfl) to C(omp) in all cases except

in (2b), where Comp is occupied by an overt complementizer (a6) which

blocks I-to-C; hence, the verb stays under Infl in (2b) (but for an addi-

tional explanation, in terms of syntactic features, see the discussion around

(5) in 2.2).

Now, consider another set of facts, namely sentences with the expletive

ba6 'there, it'. As argued by Thrainsson (1979), this pa6 is not a subject,

'grammatical' or whatever. Rather, it is inserted or generated in [Spec,

CP], the subject position (typically) being empty (cf. e.g. Zaenen 1983,

1985; Rognvaldsson 1984a; Platzack 1983a). That is, expletive ba6 occurs

clause-initially, typically in certain types of null-subject sentences. The

types involved in this are quite numerous (cf. 5.3.1), but the best known

are existential/presentative sentences, the 'weather construction', and

impersonal passives, cf. (3) (since pa6 is not generated in the subject

position, the latter does not contain a trace, but pro, denoted as "[e]"):

(3)a. t'aa er [e] sennilega enginn herna.

there is probably nobody here

b. t>aa rigndi [e] i gaer .

it rained yesterday

c. t>aa var [e] sofia i ollum herbergjunum.

it was slept in all the rooms

(i.e. 'All the rooms were slept in.')

In 5.3.1 and 6.3.1, I shall discuss these types in more detail. As we shall

see there, sentences like (3) seem to be constructed in much the same way

as other V2 main clauses in the language, that is, they seem to involve

a filled [Spec, CP] and a movement of the finite verb into the second
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position.

Our model will also have to account for the word order asymmetry

between main and subordinate clause w/i-interrogatives, illustrated in (4)

and (5):

(4) a. [Hvern §ji Maria]?

whom saw Mary

'Who did Mary see?'

b. Eg veit [hvern Maria sa].

I know whom Mary saw

(5) a. [Hvenaer sa Maria Jon]?

when saw Mary John

'When did Mary see John?'

b. Eg veit [hvenaer Maria sa Jon].

I know when Mary saw John

As suggested by Thrainsson (1984b, 1986a), this is accounted for if wh-

phrases move to Comp in indirect questions in Icelandic (these not having

any [Spec, CP]), whereas they move to [Spec, CP] or the XP-position in

main clauses, as we have already seen. An alternative is to assume, with

Platzack (1986b), that wft-phrases always move to [Spec, CP] in all V2

Germanic (as they clearly do in Mainland Scandinavian), Comp, for some

reasons, being obligatorily empty in embedded interrogatives in Icelandic

(and German). See also Chomsky (1986b). The difference does not really

matter here so I shall not pursue the (interesting) question.

In short, it seems clear that we can apply GCA quite successfully to all

the most canonical sentence structures of Icelandic, including declarative

main clauses (subject-initial or not), normal subordinate clauses, yes/no-

questions, main clauses with expletive pa6, and w/j-interrogatives. However,

adapting GCA to Icelandic is not as simple and straightforward as all this

might seem to indicate. The principal reason for that is that Icelandic is

generally 'V2' not only in main clauses but also in subordinate clauses

(with the exception of wft-clauses). The great appeal of GCA is that it

does not only acount for V2 and V1 in main clauses; it also accounts for

the well-known word order asymmetry between main and subordinate

clauses typical of most V2-Germanic. As for Icelandic, however, the problem

is that there does not seem to be any such asymmetry to be explained by

I-to-C in main clauses.8 This is illustrated in (6), which should be compared

to the Swedish (7) and the German (8):

° In this respect, Yiddish is very much like Icelandic, cf. den Besten and

Moed -van Walraven (1986). See also Diesing (1987).
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(6) a.

b.

(7) a.

b.

Maria les ekki baekur.

Mary reads not books

aa Maria les ekki baekur.

Maria laser inte booker

Mary reads not books

att Maria inte laser booker

(8)a.

b.

Maria liest nicht Bucher.

dap Maria nicht Bucher liest

Obviously, if we assume, with den Besten (1977, 1983), that the finite

verb moves to an empty Comp-node in (second position in) the main

clauses, we have an account for the asymmetry in (7) and (8): whenever

Comp is occupied by an overt complementizer (att, etc.), like in (7b) and

(8b), I-to-C is blocked (as first argued by den Besten 1977). The S-struc-

tures in (9) show how our system works for the orders in (7) (as we shall

see in 2.5, Mainland Scandinavian actually does not have exactly this

sentence structure and does not apply V-to-I, but this is immaterial for

the moment):

(9)

Spec

a .

b.

Maria laser [t_]

att Maria

inte [v]

inte laser

[v]

[v]

booker

bocker

Given that German has object-verb and VP-Infl order, the asymmetry in

(8) is accounted for in a parallel manner.

Now, we do not expect such central phenomena as V2/V1 in main clauses

to show up in almost exactly the same manner in closely related languages

without there being any relation between the languages with respect to

the phenomena in question. Therefore, the null-hypothesis would seem to

be that V2/V1 should be explained in the same manner in all V2-Germanic.

Icelandic constitutes an interesting challenge to this hypothesis. More

specifically, the absence of a general asymmetry in word order between

main and subordinate clauses in Icelandic raises the question whether

I-to-C actually is operative in the language. Rognvaldsson (1984a, 1987)

and Thrdinsson (1984b, 1986a) suggest that it is not and propose an account
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for Icelandic word order along the lines sketched in (10), where only

subordinate clauses have Comp and the S'-level:9

(10)

XP Infl NP VP

Since this alternative postulates an XP-position in normal subordinate

clauses, as well as in main clauses, we may refer to it as the Generalized

XP Analysis. As discussed in Sigur&sson (1985a, 1986a, to appear), it has

some empirical drawbacks. However, it also has certain empirical virtues.

Thus, it allows for both Topicalization and insertion of expletive ba6 in

subordinate clauses (into the XP-position). Both phenomena are clearly

much more heavily constrained in subordinate clauses than in main clauses.

All the same, there are many instances of grammatical Topicalization (of

non-subjects) and of grammatical pa6-insertion in Icelandic subordinate

clauses, cf. e.g. Zaenen (1983) and Rognvaldsson (1984a). As argued by

Platzack (1983b, 1986b), though, these problems for GCA are at least

technically solvable.10

According to the Generalized XP Analysis, there is only one Verb

Fronting involved in the derivation of both main and subordinate clauses,

viz. V-to-I. Not surprisingly, however, this simplification leads to compli-

cations elsewhere in grammar. For example, it forces us to assume that

normal subject-initial subordinate clauses involve Subject-Topicalization.

As argued by Platzack (1983b; 1984; 1986b, p. 210), it is quite simple to

adapt GCA to Icelandic if we assume that the relative order of Infl and

the sentence adverb position is different in Icelandic and Mainland Scan-

dinavian, as shown in (11):

(11)a. Icelandic: Infl-AdvP-VP

b. Mainland Scandinavian: AdvP-Inf1-VP

This gives the desired result (cf. also (2) and (9) above). Consider again

the examples in (6) and (7):

* In a recent article, Rognvaldsson and Thrainsson (1988) develop the

same basic ideas in a binary branching approach, suggesting that the subject is

generated in [Spec, VP] and normally moved to [Spec, IP], the XP-position (in

subordinate clauses as well as in main clauses); for similar ideas about other

languages, see e.g. Webelhuth (1986) and Contreras (1987). In this form,

Rognvaldsson and Thrainsson's ideas are more challenging and interesting, I

find.

10 For a much more serious problem for GCA, raised by the extremely

free Topicalization in Yiddish subordinate clauses, see Diesing (1987).
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(6) a. Maria les ekki baekur.

Mary reads not books

b. . . . aa Maria les ekki baekur.

(7) a. Maria laser inte booker.

Mary reads not books

b. ... att Maria inte laser booker.

There is no difference between the main clauses, since I-to-C applies to

both (after V-to-I, moving the finite verb from Infl to Comp in second

position). In the subordinate clauses, on the other hand, only V-to-I

applies. Given (11), this inevitably leads to the order verb-adverb in

Icelandic but to adverb-verb in Mainland Scandinavian.

We might also argue that the apparent word order symmetry between

main and subordinate clauses in Icelandic is only illusory: Clearly, the

order subject-verb is preceded by a subordinating conjunction in the

latter, that is, the normal subordinate clause in Icelandic is actually

verb-third and not verb-first or verb-second like main clauses.

However, it must be admitted, Platzack's approach to Scandinavian word

order suffers from some theoretical and explanatory shortcomings (noted

by e.g. Kosmeijer (1986, 1987), Sigur5sson (1986c, 1988a), Holmberg (1987),

and Platzack (1987b)). First, it presupposes that there is a fixed order in

the base, i.e. that phrase structure rules have an independent status. This

is a theoretical drawback, given the program to derive the effects of the

phrase structure rules in earlier transformational frameworks from general

principles of Universal Grammar, such as those of X-Bar Theory and the

Theta-Criterion (cf. Stowell 1981; Hoekstra 1984, p. 23 ff.; Chomsky 1986a,

1986b). Second, and more important for us, it does not explain why the

order of Infl and sentence adverbs should be different in Icelandic and

Mainland Scandinavian. It thus seems clear that it would be a substantial

improvement if we could dismiss (11) as a stipulation, and derive it, instead,

from some general principles.

Perhaps the difference in (11) is only accidental (cf. Holmberg 1985a, p.

192). But since all the Old Scandinavian languages had the 'Icelandic

order' in subordinate clauses as a rule (cf. e.g. Larsson 1931 pp. 77 ff.,

138 ff., 175 ff.; Wessen 1956, p. 328 ff.), this seems highly implausible. It

presupposes that all three Mainland Scandinavian languages changed

independently in the same direction, without any particular reason. More-

over, if it was diachronically possible to shift the order of Infl and

sentence adverbs in a free and an unprincipled manner, then there is no

reason to believe that this should not also be synchronically possible,

that is, we could then expect the order of Infl and sentence adverbs to
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be free in Modern Scandinavian, which, however, is clearly not the case.11

With respect to Infl and the finite verb, there are two striking differen-

ces between Icelandic and Mainland Scandinavian: First, the finite verb in

Icelandic regularly shows an almost complete inflectional paradigm for

(first, second, and third) person and (singular and plural) number, whereas

the Mainland Scandinavian languages are the only Germanic languages

that show no traces of subject-verb agreement. Second, there is abundant

evidence for V-to-I in Icelandic (cf. e.g. Thrainsson 1984a, 1986b, 1986c),

as opposed to Mainland Scandinavian. That is, if V-to-I 1 ikes place in

Mainland Scandinavian, then it must apply string-vacuously (as pointed

out by Holmberg (1985a; 1986, p. 85); see also (9) above). Compare the

Swedish examples in (12) to the Icelandic ones in (13) (because of the

masking effects of I-to-C, I use subordinate clauses for demonstration):12

(12) a. ... att Maria inte laste boken.

that Mary not read the book

'... that Mary did not read the book.'

b. ... att Maria inte har last boken.

has read

c. ... att Maria inte skulle ha last boken.

should have

(13) a. ... aa Maria las ekki bokina.

that Mary read not the book

b. . . . aa Maria hefur ekki lesia bokina.

has read

c. . . . aa Maria skyldi ekki hafa lesia bokina.

should have

Moreover, as pointed out by Holmberg (1985a, p. 177), V-to-I must leave

a trace in Icelandic, whereas it would not have to do so in Mainland

Scandinavian, "neither ... for the purposes of Case assignment, nor for

satisfaction of the Projection Principle." This makes it rather suspicious

that the finite verb should move to Infl in Mainland Scandinavian (see

11 Faroese seems to be rather free in this respect, though. According to

Platzack (1984, p. 196) "the finite verb can be found both before and after a

sentence adverbial in subordinte clauses" in Faroese. Lockwood (1955) is rather

unspecific on this point, but says, among other things, "if the adverb is

stressed, it must come in front of the verb" (Lockwood 1955, p. 157). It is

unclear whether this may be interpreted as meaning that the adverb is normally

postverbal if it is unstressed. Barnes (1987) contains a very useful survey of

word order in Faroese subordinate clauses, but unfortunately it does not shed

much light on this particular question.

12 The strict pattern seen in cases like (13) clearly undermines Andrews'

suggestion (1982a, p. 428) that Icelandic has no VP. For further (convincing)

arguments against Andrews' proposal, see Thrainsson (1986b).
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further 2.5).

In chapters 2 and 3, I shall consider, in some detail, how we could

solve this problem. My solution involves three basic assumptions: First,

Infl assigns nominative Case in Icelandic, whereas Comp is the nominative

Case assigner in Mainland Scandinavian. Second, a Case assigner must

m-command its Case assignee. Third, all Case assigners must contain some

lexical feature. It follows that the Icelandic Infl must be lexicalized by

V-to-I and situated such that it m-commands [NP, IP]. In Mainland Scan-

dinavian, on the other hand, V and Infl amalgamate by means of an

'adjacent' or a local 'I/V Reanalysis'. This is possible because V-to-I is

not forced for the purpose of successful nominative Case assignment in

Mainland Scandinavian (Comp being the nominative Case assigner).

Before this approach can be developed, however, it is necessary to

consider the interrelations between Verb Fronting, Case, and (proper)

government, and look into some initial evidence that V-to-I indeed applies

in order for Infl to be able to assign nominative Case in Icelandic.
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2 Verb Fronting, Case and government

2.0 Introduction

In other works (Sigur&sson 1984, 1985a, 1986a, to appear), I have presented

various evidence that I-to-C applies in main clauses in Icelandic, as in

other V2 Germanic. I shall not repeat my arguments for this standpoint

here, nor shall I add further evidence in favor of it.1 What matters here

is not so much the empirical evidence for I-to-C, but rather the more

general question why it should be the case that normal 'simple' main

clauses should be derived by two verb movements. The question why

V-to-I should apply in finite clauses (and some infinitivals) is one of the

fundamental questions to be dealt with in this work. Hov/ever, I-to-C also

raises some intriguing questions that are relevant here. In particular, we

would like to have some answers to the following questions about V2

Germanic:

1. Why must (at least) all finite clauses have Comp?

2. Why must Comp be filled in main clauses?

3. Why is the finite verb the only element that can

(and must) move to Comp in main clauses?

There are numerous (and widely differing) attempts to explain I-to-C in

the recent generative literature. However, most of these attempts are

insufficient in some rather obvious ways. Thus for instance, Scherpenisse

(1984) and Travis (1984, p. 135) suggest that I-to-C is explained by the

Empty Category Principle (ECP, cf. Chomsky 1981, Kayne 198la): Comp is

base generated empty in main clauses and since it is ungoverned it must

be filled at some stage in the derivation if an ECP-violation is to be

avoided (unless, of course, heads are exempted from ECP, cf. the discussion

in Holmberg 1986, chapter 6). - Obviously, however, this only answers

question 2 above, and not questions 1 and 3.

Since I-to-C is a main clause phenomenon it links, in all probability,

to some inherent difference in nature between main and subordinate clauses.

What could this be? The most plausible suggestion, in my opinion, is that

of Kayne's (1982) as further developed by Taraldsen (1986a) and, in

particular, Holmberg (1986), namely that I-to-C should be explained

'functionally': main clauses typically function as predicates and subordinate

clauses as arguments or modifiers. The function of I-to-C is to provide

the main clause with a 'predicative' or a verbal head (so that the clause

1 However, let me mention one further argument: Recall that one of the

differences between GCA and the Generalized XP Analysis is that subjects in

initial position of subordinate clauses are topicalized in the Generalized XP

Analysis, but not in GCA. As we shall see in 5.2, the distribution of referential

null-subjects supports GCA rather decisively in this point. Referential

null-subjects must be topicalized in Icelandic and other V2 Germanic, that is,

GCA predicts that missing referential subjects should only be able to 'drop'

from the [Spec, CP] position of main clauses in these languages. This is borne

out. cf. 5.2.

G
e
n
e
ra

te
d
 f

o
r 

a
n
o
n
y
m

o
u
s 

o
n
 2

0
1

5
-0

1
-0

5
 1

6
:3

1
 G

M
T
  
/ 

 h
tt

p
:/

/h
d

l.
h
a
n
d
le

.n
e
t/

2
0

2
7

/m
d
p
.3

9
0

1
5

0
1

6
9

9
7

3
9

0
C

re
a
ti

v
e
 C

o
m

m
o
n
s 

A
tt

ri
b

u
ti

o
n
  

/ 
 h

tt
p

:/
/w

w
w

.h
a
th

it
ru

st
.o

rg
/a

cc
e
ss

_u
se

#
cc

-b
y
-4

.0



20

2 Verb Fronting, Case and government

can function as a predicate). Moreover, Holmberg (1986) argues, the

function of V-to-I is parallel to that of I-to-C, i.e. by providing V (and

IP) with a verbal head, it enables I' (and IP) to function as a predicate.

Before we consider this in more detail, it is necessary to review the

explanation of I-to-C developed by Platzack (1983b, 1986b).

Platzack suggests that I-to-C should be explained in terms of nominative

Case assignment (basically the same idea was independently developed by

Koopman 1984). By hypothesis, nominative Case is assigned by a lexicalized

head that is [+Tense]. Also by hypothesis, Comp is always [+Tense] (and

the head of S) in finite clauses in V2 Germanic. In clauses that have an

overt complementizer in Comp (which absorbs [+Tense]), this will ensure

nominative Case assignment to the (immediately following) subject. In

main clauses, on the other hand, Comp is (normally) not lexicalized in

D-structure. Hence, if nothing further happens, it will not be able to

assign nominative Case to the subject of the clause and the sentence will

be ruled out by the Case Filter (cf. Chomsky 1981). Since, however, the

finite verb of the clause is [+Tense], it may move to Comp. Subsequently,

Comp, now being supported by lexical material, may assign nominative

Case to the subject, and the sentence is rescued.

I-to-C is probably necessary for successful nominative Case assignment

in Mainland Scandinavian (as well as for proper predication). See section

2.2. As for Icelandic, on the other hand, Platzack's approach is not

compatible with the analysis developed here (Infl and not Comp being the

nominative Case assigner in Icelandic). Moreover, it is not clear why

nominative Case should be inherently related to [+Tense] - in fact, there

is evidence that it is not in Icelandic. See 3.4.2 and chapter 5. Hence, I

shall adopt Holmberg's (1986) approach to I-to-C as a general explanation

of 'Verb-Second'. However, it seems clear that the status of Comp and

Infl with respect to Case needs to be clarified. To do so will be my major

task in this chapter. The organization of the chapter is as follows: First,

I shall briefly sketch Holmberg's explanation of Verb Fronting (i.e. V-to-I

and I-to-C). In 2.2, I develop an initial theory of nominative Case assign-

ment (to be supplemented in chapters 3.3 and 4). In 2.3, I consider govern-

ment and Case, and in 2.4, I discuss how V-to-I and I-to-C relate to

proper government. It will be argued that Case is assigned under m-com-

mand rather than government; on the other hand, both verb-movements

seem to be subject to the Empty Category Principle (i.e. the verb traces

must be properly governed). Finally (2.5), I deal briefly with the Mainland

Scandinavian counterpart to V-to-I, a process which I call I/V Reanalysis.

An important achievement of the proposed analysis is that it forces the

word order differences between Icelandic and Mainland Scandinavian as

well as nominative Case assignment by Comp in Mainland Scandinavian

but by Infl in Icelandic.

Many of the problems addressed here 'project' into later parts of this
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work. A coherent explanation of V-to-I requires that infinitivals be studied

in some detail (chapter 3). The problems raised by infinitivals, in turn,

call for a coherent theory of Case (chapters 4-6).

2.1 Holmberg's hypothesis

As pointed out by Holmberg (1986, p. 136), clauses typically fulfill or

perform the same 'grammatical-logical functions' as phrasal categories,

being either predicates, arguments, or modifiers. Canonically, arguments

are NPs, predicates are VPs, and modifiers are APs or PPs (or AdvPs).

Clearly, clauses may perform all these functions: complement clauses are

arguments, relative clauses and adverbial clauses are modifiers, and main

clauses are typically predicates. It thus seems natural to generalize over

phrasal categories and clauses in terms of syntactic features. Holmberg

(1986, chapters 3 and 5) discusses in considerable detail various possibilities

of executing this and comes up with the following proposal (1986, p. 141):

(1) a. The Predicate Principle: A predicate must be [+V].

b. The Argument Principle: An argument must be [-V].

c. The Modifier Principle: A modifier must be [#V] .

"%" means 'neutral'. Holmberg (cf. 1986, p. 58 ff.), basically following

Reuland (1986), assumes that the syntactic features, [V] and [N], are

ternary, and not binary, "%" effectively being a third value.

As pointed out by Holmberg (1986, p. 141 ff.), the formulations in (1)

are quite strong, perhaps too strong. Thus, for instance, the Double Object

Construction seems to involve a secondary predicate (where the direct

object is predicated of the indirect one, see e.g. Herslund 1986); as far as

I know, however, there is no reason to believe that these secondary

predicates (and many small clauses, cf. 3.4.1) are [+V]. Also, PPs may

exceptionally function as arguments in English (for an interesting study

of this, see Jaworska 1986); (2) is a well-known example:

(2) Under the table is a good place to hide.

Holmberg (1986, p. 66) argues that PPs may either be [%V] or [-V] (hence,

modifiers or arguments). All the same, it seems that we have to distinguish

between primary and secondary predicates and arguments, the principles

in (1) only holding for the former.2 Conversely, these principles are perhaps

2 Precisely how this distinction should be drawn is, of course, not

obvious; perhaps, Dahl's (1985) theory of prototypes is the appropriate

framework.
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also too weak. It seems rather clear, for instance, that arguments are

canonically [+N] as well as [-V], and that predicates are canonically [-N]

as well as [+V]. We shall return to this in 2.3 and 3.2.3 (suggesting a

somewhat more traditional approach).

Holmberg explains Verb Fronting (V-to-I and I-to-C) in terms of the

Predicate Principle in (1a) and a fairly well articulated feature theory.

Vitally important are the following percolation conventions (Holmberg

1986, p. 60):3

(3) a. Percolation Convention 1 (PC 1):

The features of a head a percolate to the first

branching node dominating a.

b. Percolation Convention 2 (PC2):

If a head a is neutral with respect to some

feature (F), and a (non-head) sister b of a is

specified (F), the specified feature value of

(F) may percolate to the first branching node

dominating a and b.

- where we understand 'head' as being either the X-node or the X'-node

of the X-projection in question.

Now consider the structure of CP in Icelandic:

C(omp) is the head of C and I(infl) is the head of I\ In turn, C and I'

are the heads (with respect to [Spec, CP] and [NP, IP]) of CP and IP,

repsectively. Hence, if Comp and Infl are [+V], C7CP and I7IP will be so

too by PC1. According to Holmberg (1986, ch. 5), the function of V-to-I

and of I-to-C is to ensure that I7IP and C7CP, respectively, will be [ + V]

(thus able to function as predicates, cf. (1a) above).

3 Holmberg (personal communication) points out to me that arguments are

probably barriers to percolation of syntactic features. This would account for

e.g. the fact that [+wh] of the Comp of subordinate interrogatives does not

percolate to the matrix by PC2. More generally it seems clear to me that

maximal categories block percolation of syntactic features (percolation of [+wh]

thus being blocked if subordinate interrogatives are CPs). This follows if all

percolating features percolate within that part of the m-command domain of the

'percolator' that is not 'protected' by another more local 'percolator', in a

sense that will be pursued for Case percolation in chapter 4.
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However, as soon as we consider PC2 in (3b) above, a complication

arises: If Infl is [%V], the [-f-V] feature of VP should be able to percolate

to I'; in the same manner, the [+V] feature of I (after V-to-I) should be

able to percolate to C if Comp is unspecified for [V]. Also, of course, if

Comp and Infl were [+V], the verb movements could not be obligatory,

given that their very function is to provide Comp and Infl (and their

projections) with this feature value. Hence, Holmberg (1986, p. 147)

postulates, both Infl and Comp are [-V] by default in all V2 Germanic.

This will force V-to-I and I-to-C, in order for I' and C to satisfy the

Predicate Principle: both I7IP and C7CP would stay [-V] and thus violate

the Predicate Principle if it were not for the verb movements. In English,

on the other hand, Infl and Comp are [+V] by default, which means that

neither of the verb movements is obligatory.

As for I-to-C, I find this solution rather attractive. Clearly, given some

version of the Generalized Comp Analysis, Comp (and C7CP) may either

be [-f-V] or [-V]: complement clauses, hence their Comp, are [-V], and

main clauses, hence their Comp, are [-f-V]. Thus, it seems rather natural to

assume that the default value of Comp may be subject to a parametric

variation.4

For V-to-I and Infl, on the other hand, Holmberg's solution is less

feasible, I find. First, it seems plausible to assume that V-to-I must apply

in Icelandic in order for Infl to be able to assign nominative Case. Second,

Infl-projections (I' and IP) seem invariably to be predicates. However,

neither of these initially plausible assumptions are self-evident. Thus, it is

not clear that all infinitivals that are arguments are CP rather than IP or

VP (cf. section 3.4.1). Also, if we wish to argue that V-to-I applies in

order for Infl to be able to assign nominative Case, we have to motivate,

first, that a lexically empty (or a V-less) Infl is incapable of assigning

Case, and second, that Comp cannot normally replace Infl as a nominative

Case assigner in Icelandic.

I will return to this in 2.4, where I consider the possibility that V-to-I

be explained in terms of ECP. As we shall see in 3.3, however, an explana-

tion in terms of nominative Case assignment seems to be the only explana-

tion that accounts for the obligatoriness of V-to-I in Icelandic CPs. But

before we proceed any further, it is necessary that we consider nominative

Case assignment (2.2) and government (2.3) in more general terms.

4 But of course, the basic assumption that English differs from other

Germanic languages with respect to the default values of C and 1 is

siipulalive, and it is probably very difficult to come up with any independent

evidence for it. In this, however, Holmberg's analysis is no different from other

parametric analyses. Stipulating a parameter is always the same as saying that

the variation dependent on the parameter cannot be fully explained in terms of

Reneral linguistic principles (as, for instance, pointed out by Adams (1987, p.

29)).
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2.2 Nominative Case assignment

First, let us briefly consider the feature system proposed by Holmberg

(1986, chapter 3). It consists of six feature values: [+V,-V,%V] and

[+N,-N,%N]. For English, thus, Holmberg suggests the following system (cf.

Holmberg 1986, p. 58):

(1)a. Name, Det: [-V.+N]

b. Complementizer [-V,%N]

c. V (tr) >V -N]

d. V (intr./Aux) [+V,#N]

e. P (tr) [*V,-N]

f. P (intr) [*V,#N]

g. N, A, AGR [#V,+N]

To this, we may add that passive past participles seem to be [+V.+N]

(adjectives and adjectival participles, on the other hand, are probably

[%V,+N], cf. 6.4.3).

It seems obvious to me that this must be worked out in more detail if

we are to capture further refinements in the categorial system. Thus, for

instance, we would like the features to reflect not only the fact that

adjectives and nouns have much in common but also the fact that they

very often diverge. But what matters, for the moment, is that the system

in (1) enables Holmberg to maintain the following generalization:

(2)a. Only [-N] categories can assign Case

b. Only [+N] categories can receive Case

However, consider the standard assumption that the [+N] Agr element in

Infl is a nominative Case assigner (cf. Chomsky 1981, p. 52). If that is

correct there must be something wrong with the generalization in (2a).

On the other hand, there is probably also something wrong with the

standard view that Agr is [+N]. As we shall see, [+N] elements generally

must bear morphological case and gender in Icelandic. Since Agr bears

neither, this indicates that it is not [+N]. Second, consider the structure

of the tensed Infl (cf. e.g. Haegeman 1985; Kosmeijer 1987). It seems

clear that it is headed by I rather than V in Icelandic (see also Kosmeijer

1987, p. 88 ff.). Affixes, and not stems, usually head words. In addition, if

the tensed Infl were headed by V, the finite clause would be a V-projection

rather than an I-projection, thus violating our approach to sentence

structure. Moreover, it seems natural to assume that the tense and mood

of the basic Infl are head-features of the clause. Consider also Platzack

(1987b) on the conceptual drawbacks of assigning different categorial

status to the clause in different languages. All in all, then, it seems
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2.2 Nominative Case assignment 25

highly preferable to assume that the tensed Infl in Icelandic is a complex

I rather than a complex V. I therefore assume the structure (3) for 1st

person plural subjunctive preterite daemdum of daema 'judge'. I do not

specify +T(ense)/M(ood) as "-present" and "+subjunctive"; although this

would be the proper analysis, it would mask the generality of the pattern:5

(3)

V

[daem

V is [+V.-N]. However, since it is not the head of the complex Infl, it

only projects these features in so far as they are not in contrast with

the features of the head-I (immediately dominating +T/M and Agr). Now,

the tense-mood marker is presumably unmarked for [V] and [N], i.e.

[%V,%N] (like e.g. temporal adverbs). Thus, no matter whether I itself is

headless or headed by +T/M 0r Agr, Agr will project its marking for [N]

if it is positive, [+N].6 Since I, in turn, is the head of the whole complex,

it will project this marking, the result being that the complex Infl is [+N]

(as well as [+V]). Accordingly, I7IP would be [+N]. Moreover, both Comp

and its projections would be so marked in main clauses after I-to-C.

Following Kayne (1982), I take it that predicates must not be [+N], which

means that Agr must either be [%N] or [-N].7 If that is correct, the

complex Infl in (3) must have the purely verbal specifications [+V.-N]. If

Agr is [-N], the complex Infl gets this value by Homberg's Percolation

Convention 1 in 2.1 (3a). But if Agr is [%N], the complex Infl gets [-N]

5 In traditional Icelandic grammar, the tense-mood marker is taken to be

only the suffix d, um being the person-number ending. This seems to be

incorrect (cf. Sigurdsson 1981b). It is clear, though, that there is a very high

degree of syncretism in all the inflectional categories in the verb endings.

However, there is nothing that blocks the percolation of the Agr specification

to the lower I and from there to +T/M, Agr thus affecting the actual form of

+ T/M (or vice versa). Note also that the T/M specification may percolate up to

the higher I and from there to V. This regularly triggers certain umlaut and

ablaut variations in the verbal stem of certain verb classes. In short, I believe

(3) can be maintained.

° On two provisions, however, Agr might 'be allowed' to be [+N]: if

+ T/M were the head of the basic Infl, and if it were [-N] (the head [-N]

feature of +T/M blocking projection of the [+N] of Agr). The latter assumption

is implausible, I find.

7 As already mentioned, passive past participles are [+V.+ N] (cf. 6.4.3). If

Agr were [+N] the tensed Infl would have the same feature constellation. As we

shall see however, there are striking differences between passive participles and

the tensed Infl. First, the participles inflect for gender and Case like other

[+N] elements. Second, they absorb or incorporate an excternal theta role.

Third, they loose their ability to head a [+V] projection (hence require insertion

of the copula). All this indicates that it is highly implausible that Agr, hence

the tensed Infl, should be [+N].

+T/M Agr

I I

du m]
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from the verbal stem by Holmberg's Percolation Convention 2. I shall

assume that Agr is [%N]. It then follows that (2a) cannot be maintained

(see further below).

As we saw in (1), Holmberg assumes that intransitive prepositions and

intransitive verbs are [%N], hence not Case assigners. However, in chapter

4, I shall argue that intransitives are potential Case assigners. Thus, I

shall assume that they do not differ in syntactic features from transitives,

verbs and prepositions generally being [-N]. An interesting possibility that

I shall not pursue here is that auxiliaries are [+V,%N].

Now, consider the fact that Mainland Scandinavian does not seem to

have any Agr. This is not only indicated by the fact that Mainland Scan-

dinavian has no subject-verb agreement. As argued by Taraldsen (1983,

1986b), the tensed Infl in Mainland Scandinavian does not seem to involve

any element that counts as an accessible SUBJECT with respect to the

Binding Theory for empty categories. That is, empty anaphors in the

subject position of finite clauses in Mainland Scandinavian do not seem to

have the minimal finite clause as a governing gategory. Similar phenomena

with respect to overt anaphors are found in several languages that also

have no subject-verb agreement, e.g. Malayalam and Kannada (Mohanan

1982a) and Chinese (Huang 1982; Battistella 1985).8 In the standard theory,

Agr is an accessible SUBJECT in finite clauses (Chomsky 1981, p. 211 f.).

Thus, the binding phenomena described by Taraldsen (1986b) follow directly

if Mainland Scandinavian has no Agr (a fact not noted by Taraldsen

himself).9

Provisorily, I now suggest that the tensed Infl assigns nominative Case

iff it contains Agr (I shall revise this rather radically in 2.5 and 3.3). It

then follows that Infl cannot be a Case assigner in Mainland Scandinavian.

Following Platzack (1986b) and Holmberg (1986, p. 188 ff.), I therefore

assume that Comp assigns nominative Case in Mainland Scandinavian.10

This has some consequences elsewhere in grammar.

First, what are the possible nominative Case assigners in Universal

Grammar? Lexical heads assign Case to their complements. Since subjects

° To a certain extent, similar facts are even found in English, cf. Huang

(1983), Manzini (1983). Mohanan (1985), and Bouchard (1985).

9 Taraldsen's (1986b) analysis is highly interesting, but it leaves many

problems unresolved (cf. Sigurdsson 1988a). One obvious problem is that it does

not extend to lexical anaphors in Mainland Scandinavian. It would take us much

too far to go into the details of Taraldsen's theory of empty categories here.

What matters here is that there are good reasons to believe that Infl does not

contain any element that qualifies as an accessible SUBJECT with respect to

empty anaphors in Mainland Scandinavian as opposed to Icelandic (Sigurdsson

1986c).

1° Consider also Stowell (1983), who assumes directional government. On

the assumption that languages like English always have rightwards government

and that Case is assigned under government, he is forced to assume that Tense

assigns nominative Case from Comp in English (cf. 1983, p. 295).
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2.2 Nominative Case assignment

are not complements, (4) suggests itself:

(4) Only nonlexical zero-level heads can assign

nominative Case

That is, only the 'sentential heads' Infl and Comp. - In passing, note also

that this approach enables us to dissociate nominative Case and [ +Tense],

a fact to which I shall return.

Second, are there any featural restrictions on nominative Case assigners?

It is not obvious that they should be subject to any special featural

restrictions as compared to other Case assigners. Thus, both the tensed

Infl in Icelandic and the main clause Comp in Mainland Scandinavian must

be [ + V.-N] if I am correct that verbs are generally [ + V.-N], that is, they

have the same feature values as verbs.11

Holmberg (1986, p. 188 f.) suggests that all finite clause comlementizers

are [-N] (thus upholding the generalization in (2a)). However, this con-

tradicts his analysis of English that as [-V,%N], cf. (1b) above. Historically,

complementizers like that, Icelandic a6, Swedish att, German dass, etc.

seem to be degenerate nominal elements, that is, they are historically

related to 3rd person singular demonstrative pronouns like that, Icelandic

ba6, Swedish det, and German das (cf. Wessen 1956, p. 274, and the

references cited there). It seems unnatural to me to assume that these

elements have been totally 'denominalized'; as we shall see in 3.2.3, they

are probably either [%N] or [ + N]. Also, I see no reason to assume that

adverbial complementizers like Swedish nar 'when', sedan 'since' and

English because are [-N]. Rather, they are [%V,%N] like adverbs. On the

other hand, 'transitive' complementizers like English for (cf. For him to

win would be nice.) and Arabic 'inna, 'anna are perhaps [-N], like preposi-

tions.12

More seriously for Holmberg's (2a), there is clear evidence that some [ + N]

categories, viz. some adjectives ([%V, + N]) and some passive participles

([+V, + N]), are capable of assigning lexical or 'inherent' Case (see 4.3,

5.5.2.1, 6.1, 6.2, and 6.4). Thus, it seems that (2a) is not verified (whereas

11 In Mainland Scandinavian, this follows directly if Infl contains no Agr,

the complex Infl (or the I/V complex, cf. section 2.5) thus inevitably bearing

the [+V.-N] specifications of the verbal stem, the main clause Comp

subesequently inheriting them by I-to-C. In Icelandic, the tensed Infl must be

[+V.-N] if Agr is [%N], as we saw above.

12 Complementizers of this sort assign objective/accusative case to the

[NP, IP] position (cf. Holmberg 1986, p. 188 on the Arabic complementizer).

However, this does not tell us anything about the relationship between syntactic

features, transitivity and Case assignment since we talk about these

complementizers as 'transitive' precisely because of this property. We could just

as well say that Mainland Scandinavian [%N] complementizers are 'transitive'

assigners of nominative Case (which they are, in fact, in Platzack's (1986b)

analysis).
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(2b) is).

In short, I see no compelling reasons to assume any special category-

featural restrictions on nominative Case assigners, or indeed on Case

assigners in general. In so far as Case is a structural phenomenon (see

chapter 4), we do not expect categorial features to interfere with Case

assignment.13

Third, must (nominative) Case assigners be lexically filled (or contain a

trace) at S-structure? This is, for instance, suggested by Platzack (1986b,

p. 188 f.). As we shall see directly, our approach to 'lexical nulls' forces

us to adopt (a slightly relaxed version of) this 'lexicalization hypothesis'

of Platzack's. However, if Comp is a Case assigner in Mainland Scan-

dinavian, this might seem to have undesirable effects. For example, it

forces us to assume that the relative som 'that' is present (at S-structure)

in Norwegian sentences like (5):

(5) Vi vet hvem (*som) Marit snakker med.

we know who that Mary talks with

'We know who Mary is talking with.'

But at the same time, we also have to assume that it is absent, or else

the sentence will violate the Binding Theory, at least in Taraldsen's (1986b)

theory of empty categories.14 Note in passing that Holmberg's explanation

of I-to-C correctly excludes Verb Fronting to an empty Comp in subor-

dinate clauses that are arguments, like the one in (5): If I-to-C applies,

the clause improperly turns into a predicate.

13 On the other hand, the Case Filter only applies to [+N] categories,

'Case receiving' thus being affected by categorial features (see chapter 4 and

5.3.2).

14 The reason is that som is an expletive element in (5). According to

Taraldsen (1986b), empty categories that are locally bound by an expletive are

anaphors (but variables if they are locally bound by an operator). If the EC in

(5) is locally bound by som, it is thus an anaphor that is free in its governing

category. The relevant structure is shown in (i):

(i) *[hvem [som [Marit snakker med [t]]

The governing category of the EC is the minimal IP (since it contains the EC,

its governor med, and an accessible SUBJECT Marit). The grammatical som-less

version presumably contains an empty complementizer that inherits the operator

properties of hvem. Being locally bound by an operator, the EC is then a

variable, hence properly free in its governing category. - Note, however, that

this analysis obviously does not work as smoothly for Swedish as for Norwegian

since sentences like (5)/(i) are acceptable in (at least colloquial) Swedish, cf.

(ii):

(ii) Vi vet vem som Maria pratar med.

we know who that Mary talks with

For further problems with Taraldsen's analysis, see Sigurdsson (1988a) and fn.

15 below.
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Holmberg (1986, p. 177) proposes the following principle:

(6) A head is Case-visible iff:

a. it has a phonetic matrix

b. it is Case-marked, or

c. it is properly governed.

- where 'Case-visible' means "can assign Case" (the term thus being slightly

misleading). As noted by Holmberg (1986, p. 190), this is not without

problems. As far as I can see, also, the empty complementizer in (5) does

not meet any of the visibility conditions in (6): it is neither Case-marked

(given that CP is a barrier to Case assignment, cf. 5.5.3) nor is it properly

governed by hvem (at least not under our conception of proper government,

cf. the next subsection). As we shall see later, both the X-bar system

assumed here and the Feature Percolation Theory of Case developed in

chapter 4 suggest that some constructions involve insertion of an empty

preposition which inherits and assigns a lexical Case feature of some

lexical category (similar analyses are proposed by Kayne (1984) and Homberg

(1986)). The most typical case is the Double Object Construction, where

an empty prepostion inherits a lexical Case feature of the verb, cf. 6.5.2.

The result is normally a structure like (7):

In the present approach, the empty P is neither Case marked nor properly

governed. If that is correct, Holmberg's 'Case-visibility Theorem' cannot

be maintained.

One of the most central claims of this work is that there are no 'lexical

nulls' (cf. chapter 5). It follows that the empty preposition in (7) must be

inserted in syntactic structure (where it inherits the lexical Case feature

which it assigns), see further 6.2.2 and 6.5.2. Moreover, it also follows

that som is present in (5) for the purpose of successful Case assignment,

i.e. its absence must be due to a PF-deletion.15 Note that the empty

Comp in (5) necessarily 'corresponds directly' to som, that is, it neessarily

*5 Note, however, that this undermines Taraldsen's (1986b) analysis: it

seems rather implausible to assume that som must be deleted in order for the

sentence to meet the binding principles at PF. As pointed out to me by Jan

Koster (personal communication), it might be more promising to look out for an

ECP explanation of the peculiar (near) complementary distribution of som and a

null-complementizer in Mainland Sandinavian.
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has the same syntactico-lexical features as som. For example, it must be

[-V] or else the subordinate clause would not be able to function as an

argument. In addition, it must contain some feature that distinguishes it

from the empty declarative at(t) 'that' complementizer in Mainland Scan-

dinavian.^ In the light of this, I adopt Platzack's lexicalization hypothesis

in a slightly weakened form:

(8) A Case assigner must contain some lexical feature

(either inherent or inherited)

(- I take it that traces of lexical categories satisfy this condition.)

Accordingly, I assume, with Platzak (1986b), that Verb Fronting provides

the Mainland Scandinavian main clause Comp with the necessary lexical

feature(s) and extend this to Infl in Icelandic. - If this approach is on

the right track, it obviously means that I-to-C must have a double function

in Mainland Scandinavian, being necessary for successful nominative Case

assignment as well as for proper predication. The emerging picture is thus

like this: There are no categorial restrictions on Case assigners. On the

other hand, all Case assigners must contain some lexical feature. However,

there is a basic difference between lexical and nonlexical zero-level heads

(in the sense of X-bar Theory): lexical heads assign non-nominative Case,

whereas nonlexical ('sentential') heads assign nominative Case.

As mentioned above, this approach dissociates (nominative) Case and

[ + Tense]. Instead, structural Case relates directly to syntactic structure,

namely the X-bar system (see further chapter 4). This is a desirable

conceptual improvement.

2.3 On government

What are the consequences of our approach for Government Theory? The

answer depends on how we conceive of the relationship between Case and

government. Borer (1986) suggests that Infl assigns nominative Case to

the [NP, IP] position by virtue of being coindexed with it. I shall start

out by taking the stronger conventional viewpoint that Case can only be

assigned under government. As we shall see, however, this overgeneralizes

over complements and specifiers in a rather unfortunate manner, that is,

it masks important differences between the head-complement relation and

the head-Spec relation. This will eventually lead us to suggest that Case

16 in Mainland Scandinavian, the empty complementizer might be [-V] by

default. However, an analogous approach to empty complementizers in English is

excluded if Holmberg (1986) is right that Comp is [+V] by default in English.

Thus, given Holmberg's approach, we are forced to assume the possibility of

omplementizer deletion in UG in any case.
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is dependent on m-command rather than government (thus deviating from

Chomsky (1986b) in assuming that m-command and government should be

kept strictly apart).

In an X-Bar Theory that incorporates nonlexical heads, Comp and Infl,

we seem to have a strong motivation to propose a unified Government

Theory, applying to all zero-level heads. However, Case relations, hence

government relations in the standard theory, that involve lexical heads

differ considerably from those that involve the nonlexical heads. In the

core case of lexical government, government is simply a sisterhood relation

between a lexical head and its complement, that is, a lexical head governs

and is the sister of its complement:

(1) A lexical head X governs its sister Y''

A question that often arises is whether a lexical head can govern anything

inside its complement. Consider (2):

The natural assumption is that government is, at least canonically, a local

relation and that no category may be doubly governed. In other words,

local government takes precedence over non-local government, and no

governor may penetrate into the governing domain of another (more local)

governor, cf. Reuland (1983, p. 122), Stowell (1983, p. 295), and Taraldsen

(1984). Call this the DOMAIN PRINCIPLE OF GOVERNMENT (DPG);i7

(3) No category can govern into the domain of another

governing category

(As we shall see, this actually follows from the constrained approach to

government outlined below, i.e. DPG is not an independent principle.)

Assuming that Y in (2) is a lexical head, it follows that W" cannot be

governed by X since it is locally governed by Y. The question is whether

X in (2) can govern Y7Y and the specifier Z". Consider (4):

(4) a. Eg sa hus.

Acc

I saw a house

1' The same basic idea is embodied in Chomsky's (1986a, p. 42)

Minimality Condition.
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2 Verb Fronting, Case and government

b. Eg sa hus me a baki .

Acc Dat

I saw a house with a roof

The VP sa hus me6 baki has the structure (5):

(5)

sa hus mea baki

(Acc) (Dat)

That is, sja 'see' assigns accusative to the head N of its complement NP,

but it does not penetrate into the government/Case assignment domain of

the preposition me6 'with'. This seems to indicate that a lexical head

governs the head of its complement, cf. the approach in Belletti and Rizzi

(1981, p. 123).18 As we shall see, however, the Feature Percolation Theory

of Case developed in chapter 4 accounts for data of this sort in a much

simpler manner than does Belletti and Rizzi's approach to government.19

What, then, about the specifier Z" in (2)?

The Exceptional Case Marking (ECM) of the subject position of Acl or

SOR infinitivals is standardly (cf. Chomsky 1981) taken to constitute

evidence that a lexical head (=the matrix verb) may govern the specifier

(=the subject position) of its complement (=the infinitival). Consider (6):

(6)a. I believe [that he_ is intelligent],

b. I believe [him to be intelligent].

Thus, if Case is essentially assigned under government the notion 'govern-

18 This approach is explained in an aesthetically clear manner by

Roberts (1985. p. 25 if.).

19 in the approach pursued in chapters 4-6, the verbal head assigns

accusative to the object NP in both (4a) and (4b), the accusative percolating to

the N-head in both cases (whereas the P-Case blocks the accusative from

percolating to [NP, PP] in (4b)).
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merit' must be formulated so as to cover at least the cases in (7):20

(7) A lexical head X governs:

a. its complement Y'',

b. Y and Y',

c. Z'', the specifying sister of Y'

The (alleged) government relations that involve the nonlexical heads,

Comp and Infl, are partly different but no less complex. Consider the

structure of CP:

Given that both Comp and Infl are possible nominative Case assigners in

UG, it seems that we have to accept the following:

(9) A nonlexical head X may govern at least:

a. its complement Y'' (we assume),

b. Z'', the specifying sister of Y',

c. Q'', the specifying sister of X'

In the case of nominative Case assignment by Comp, (9b) holds (C = X, I'

= Y' , [NP, IP] = Z"), but in the case of Case assignment by Infl, (9c)

holds (I = X, I' = X', [NP, IP] = Q"). (9b) is the same relation as (7c), of

course.

If (7) and (9) are to be subsumed under a coherent notion of government,

it will have to be formulated such that (10) holds:

(10) A zero-level head X governs (or may govern):

a. its complement Y''

b. Y and Y'

c. Z'', the specifier of Y''

d. Q'', the specifier of X''

This is illustrated in (11), where the categories potentially governed by X

are underlined:

2° It might seem to be the case that (7c) only follows if we assume, with

Holmberg (1986, p. 160), that Acl infinitivals are Cs (or CPs). However, it also

follows in our small clause analysis of Acl infinitivals (see 3.4.1).
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(11)

Q''

W'

(11) is thus equivalent to (12):

(12)

A zero-level head X governs anything except:

a. itself and its own projections,

b. a category that is governed by another more

local governor (= the Domain Principle of

Government in (3))

Moreover, if X" is the sister of a potential governor T, there is no way

to predict whether [Spec, X"] (= Q" in (11)), will be governed by T or X;

they are equally local with respect to [Spec, X"]. Unless, of course, we

make the (plausible) extra stipulation that X is 'more local' in the sense

that it protects [Spec, X"] from being governed by the 'external' governor

T.21 The same comments apply to Z" with respect to X and Y.

This is certainly not the ideal situation. We obviously want to be able

to distinguish between the structural relation between a zero-level head

and its complement, on the one hand, and the relation between a zero-level

head and the Spec of its projection on the other hand. By making no

conceptual distinction between these relations we mask the clear difference

between them in a rather unfortunate way. At the same time however, we

also want to be able to generalize over Case assignment, that is, we also

want to express the fact that the above mentioned relations have something

important in common.

There is a simple way to achieve this ideal goal. In the past few years

the notion m-command has become more and more imporant in GB theory,

cf. Aoun and Sportiche (1983, p. 224 ff.) and Chomsky (1986b). This notion

generalizes over the head-complement relation (plus the head-head of

complement relation) and the head-Spec relation in the following manner

(cf. Chomsky 1986b, p. 8):

(13) a m-commands b iff:

a. a does not dominate b, and

b. every maximal category Y'' that dominates a

dominates b

21 This is in fact the core idea of Chomsky's (1986b. p. 42) Minimality

Condition (discussed below and in chapter 4). As we shall see, however, the

Minimality Condition is much too strong for Case assignment (and too weak or

permissive for 'true' government).
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(13b) means, simply, that a and b are within the same minimal maximal

category. If a is a zero-level head, then, it m-commands everything

within (but nothing outside) its maximal projection a".22

Taking it that Case is assigned under government, Chomsky (1986b, p. 8

f.) incorporates m-command into his definition of government. However,

let us assume that the two should be kept strictly apart. If that is correct

we can account for Case assignment in terms of 'local' m-command of a

Case assigning zero-level head. Consider (11) again:

X m-commands the whole structure. However, Y is also a zero-level head

and m-commands the Y-projection (i.e. the whole structure under Y").

What we want to secure is that Q" belongs to the 'canonical Case domain'

of X and that Z" and W" belong to the 'canonical Case domain' of Y.23

In certain instances, however, we also want maximal categories to be

transparant to external Case. As we shall see, this happens precisely

when the (zero-level) head of the transparent maximal category is defective

in not being a Case assigner. That is, a zero-level head protects its

maximal projection from external Case assignment iff it is a Case assigner

itself. Thus, if X is a Case assigner, it protects X" (and everything under

X") from, say, an external T-Case. In the same manner, Y protects Y"

from X-Case iff Y is a Case assigner; X-Case penetrates Y" (X m-comman-

ding Y") iff Y is a non-assigner of Case. On the other hand, of course,

Y can never assign Case to any category outside Y", e.g. Q" and X"

(since heads do not m-command out of their maximal projections).

I shall illustrate this in more detail in chapter 4. An important achieve-

ment of the present approach is that it enables us to state the following

theorem:

22 Accordingly, a m-commands its 'a-road' (a, a', and a"), whereas, for

example, a' does not m-command a (cf. Chomsky 1986b, fn. 12, p. 92).

Therefore, Holmberg's (1986) Percolation Conventions, discussed in 2.1 (and fn.

3) above, are actually m-command relations. Since Case assignment is also an

m-command relation (subject to 'protection' restrictions discussed below and in

chapter 4), it is tempting to assume that m-command (plus 'protection') controls

all feature percolation.

2^ Note that this entails that the subject must not be generated or

situated in [Spec, VP] (where the subject or the subject chain would get V-

Case).
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(14) The Minimal Government Theorem:

A head a0 governs b iff b is the sister of a°

This is the only type of government we accept (but on 'antecedent govern-

ment', see 2.4). To avoid confusion however, I shall occasionally refer to

it as 'minimal government'.

This is, in fact, rather similar to the Barriers approach. Here, the

desirable results are achieved by keeping government and m-command

apart from the outset. Chomsky reaches much the same results by postula-

ting a special Minimality Condition on government (1986b, p. 42 ff.), thus

withdrawing most of the unfortunate consequences of defining government

in terms of m-command. An important difference is that I do not make

any reference to Chomsky's concept of Exclusion (cf. Chomsky 1986b, p.

9), the two approaches therefore not being equivalent with respect to

Specs: In the present approach, all Specs are ungoverned; hence, the [NP,

IP] position is always ungoverned (cf. also Belletti and Rizzi 1981, p.

122).24 This captures, in a natural manner, the difference between Specs

and complements, the latter always being governed (whereas both stand in

an m-command relation with the head of the maximal category to which

they belong). As we shall see in chapters 3 and 5, the [NP, IP] position

indeed bears Case (in Icelandic) even when it is ungoverned in the standard

theory, namely when it contains PRO. - Another very important difference

between the two approaches is that I allow external Case to penetrate

maximal categories that are not headed by a Case assigner, see chapter 4,

whereas this is excluded by Chomsky's formulation of the Minimality

Condition.

Government, then, is a highly constrained subcase of c-command: the

structural relationship between a zero-level head and its complement. In

the case of lexical zero-level heads, this relationship controls L-marking,

I assume, that is, direct theta-marking of lexical heads (cf. Chomsky

1986b, p. 13). Case, on the other hand, 'marks off the 'domain' of a Case

assigning zero-level head (this domain, in fact, being the same as that of

direct plus indirect theta-marking).

2.4 Verb Fronting and proper government

Now consider the notion 'proper government' and the Empty Category

Principle (ECP). (1) is the standard formulation of ECP (cf. e.g. Kayne

*4 This might seem to raise problems with respect to ECP. As we shall

see in chapter 5, however, empty (nominal) categories need not be governed or

antecedent governed if they are properly Case marked. See also Chomsky

(1986b. p. 22).
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(198la, p. 93); Kayne's revision (198la, p. 105) is not adopted here):

(1) An empty category (EC) must be properly governed

- where EC is not PRO.

Proper government is actually not an independent notion. Rather, it is

a 'mechanism' that licenses empty categories or makes them 'visible' (to

Theta Theory, i.e. the Projection Principle, and to Binding Theory).

Whatever this mechanism may be, it is called 'proper government' in GB.

For us, it is sufficient to note that it standardly involves two disjoint

conditions (each condition being sufficient to satisfy ECP): government by

a lexical head and so-called 'antecedent government' (cf. e.g. Kayne (198la,

1983a), Aoun and Sportiche (1983), Lasnik and Saito (1984), Chomsky

(1986b, p. 17)). Antecedent government, in turn, involves c-command,

coindexing and some locality condition. Tentatively, I assume the rather

severe locality condition in (2). It differs markedly from Kayne's approach

(198la, section 2.1; 1983a), but it is almost identical with Lasnik and

Saito's proposal (cf. 1984, p. 248):

(2) a may antecedent govern b if a (minimally)

governs a projection of b

- the major difference being that (2) is only relevant for NP- and S'-pro-

jections of b in Lasnik and Saito's theory. However, since our conception

of government differs from that of Lasink and Saito's (cf. 1984, p. 240)

the two approaches give somewhat different results for proper government

also. Both approaches are rather appealing, I find, in that they link

government and antecedent government in a natural manner.25 Note also

that (minimal) government entails c-command in our approach (as opposed

to Lasnik and Saito's theory (cf. 1984, p. 240)). Thus, (2) enables us to

simplify the definition of antecedent government in that we need not

incorporate c-command into the definition.26 As a working hypothesis, I

shall thus conceive of 'proper government' in the following simple but

25 The locality condition in (2) is actually built into Balletti and Rizzi's

definition of government (1981, p. 123), see the discussion around 2.3(5) above.

26 Where, by c-command, I mean c-command in the classical sense of

Reinhart (1976, 1981): a c-commands b if the first branching node dominating a

also dominates b but a itself does not dominate b (nor vice versa). - Under the

definition in (3), hvem does not antecedent govern the empty complementizer in

sentences like 2.2(5), repeated here as (i):

(i) Vi vet hvem (*som) Marit snakker med.

- for the simple reason that hvem is not a governor. This means that the empty

complementizer does not satisfy Holmberg's (1986) 'Case-visibility Theorem', as

discussed in 2.2.
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severely constraining manner:27

(3) a properly governs b iff:

a. a (minimally) governs b, or

b. a and b are coindexed, and

a (minimally) governs a projection of b

Now, consider the structure of C (or CP) after V-to-I and I-to-C:

NP~ 2^1-'

The verb in Comp antecedent governs the verb-trace in Infl. That is, it is

coindexed with the trace and satisfies the locality condition in (2)/(3b):

Comp (minimally) governs IP, a projection of Infl. In a precisely parallel

manner, the verb trace in Infl antencedent governs the verb trace under

V (and so does the finite verb when it stays in Infl). Thus, Verb Fronting

conforms to the Head Movement Constraint (HMC) as formulated by Travis

(1984, p. 131):

(5) An X° may only move into the Y° which properly

governs it

See also the discussion in Holmberg (1986, p. 87 f.). Note that we can

only state HMC this simply if we assume (2) and (3b). Chomsky (1986b)

does not and is therefore forced to incorporate the locality condition in

(2)/(3b) into his more complicated formulation of HMC (cf. Chomsky 1986b,

P. 71).

ECP and HMC exclude that V moves directly to Comp (cf. Chomsky

1986b, p. 69). That is, they exclude structures like (6) and (7):

*' This is a simplification, though. As we shall see in chapter 5, pro is

licensed by virtue of being Case-marked. That is, it is 'proper licensing' rather

than 'proper government' that matters: An EC is properly licensed if it is Case-

marked or meets (3).
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(6)

verb

rIP

I

(e) [I]

VP.

NP

(7)

CI.

NP"~~

:IP^

.11

verb:

:vp^

I

verbj [v]j [v]j

/

VP..

NP

In (7), the lower verb trace, [v]j, is not properly governed (because its

antecedent in Comp does not (minimally) govern a projection of [v]j).

Hence, the structure is ill-formed, cf. the ungrammatical (8):

(8) *Lesia Maria hefur bokina?/.

read Mary has the book

In (6), the verb trace under V is not properly (antecedent) governed by

the verb in Comp: Comp does not (minimally) govern a projection of V.

In addition, Infl contains no trace, that is, it is not coindexed with Comp

and therefore not properly (antecedent) governed by Comp (or anything

else). Precisely the same is true, of course, if the verb does not move at

all, no matter whether Comp contains a complementizer or not. This is an

important observation. It means that even if Infl did not assign nominative

Case in Icelandic, V-to-I (or some other amalgamation of V and I) would

have to apply. Conversely, however, Infl would be incapable of assigning

Case to [NP, IP] if V-to-I did not apply (since it would then not contain

any lexical feature, as discussed in 2.2). On the other hand, we cannot

explain V-to-I by a requirement that Agr (and -(-T(ense)/M(ood)) amalgamate

with a verbal stem (as pointed out by Holmberg 1986, p. 146). This is

certainly an 'extra reason' in finite clauses, but as we shall see in chapter

3, V-to-I also applies in some infinitivals.

Thus, ECP/HMC and nominative Case assignment seem to offer two

independent explanations of V-to-I in Icelandic. This suggests that the

Predicate Principle in 2.1(1a) is responsible for only I-to-C, and not for

both verb-movements as argued by Holmberg (1986). I shall consider how
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to explain (the obligatoriness of) V-to-I in more detail in 3.3.

Finally, reconsider the questions we posed in 2.0 for V2 Germanic:

1. Why must (at least) all finite clauses have Comp?

2. Why must Comp be filled in main clauses?

3. Why is the finite verb the only element that can

(and must) move to Comp in main clauses?

Holmberg's Feature Theory and Predicate Theory answers questions 1. and

2. directly: Comp is the head of the clause and the clause will not be

able to function properly (as a predicate, an argument, or a modifier) if

its head does not contain the proper syntactic features. It also answers

question 3. partly, i.e. it predicts that only a verbal element ([+V]) can

move to Comp in main clauses. That this should be precisely the finite

verb is explained by ECP and the Head Movement Constraint. As we have

just seen, they exclude that non-finite verbs move directly to Comp.

2.5 I/V Reanalysis and Comp-Case

The analysis above applies to Icelandic. For Mainland Scandinavian, on

the other hand, I assume reanalysis of Infl and V, yielding a complex

Infl, [i[V]+I] (like Icelandic V-to-I). Following Platzack (1986b, p. 197 ff.),

I also assume that this results in a pruning of (the highest) VP and refer

to the complex Infl as "I/V". Given our assumptions so far, the relevant

structure (after I-to-C (or I/V-to-C)) is (1):

(1)

The structure observes HMC since Comp properly governs the verb trace

by virtue of governing IP, IP being a projection of (the Infl head of) I/V.

Second, it satisfies the Predicate Principle, that is, the [+V] feature of

I/V percolates to I'. Third, as pointed out by Holmberg (1985a), the

structure also satisfies the Projection Principle (by observing the sub-

categorization properties of the verb, cf. Chomsky 1981, p. 29).28

28 In more recent approaches (e.g. Chomsky 1986a), the Projection

Principle is taken to require observation of 'theta-selection properties' at

syntactic levels (instead of 'subcategorization properties'). This is immaterial in
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Now, recall that I left the status of sentence adverbs in Mainland

Scandinavian as an unresolved problem in 1.2. Consider the Swedish (2)

and the structure in (3):

(2) att Maria inte kopte boken.

that Mary not bought the book

(3)

Maria inte

NP

I

boken

As mentioned in 1.2, the adjunction of the sentence adverb to I' violates

Chomsky's (1986, p. 6) Adjunction Principle:

(4) Adjunction is possible only to a maximal

projection ... that is a nonargument

Kosmeijer (1986; 1987, p. 99 ff.; see also Platzack 1987b) develops an

analysis of Mainland Scandinavian sentence structure that would seem to

solve this problem, namely (5):

(5)

att

Maria (e)

inte kbpte boken

- where Infl stays empty throughout the derivation, thus not amalgamating

with V. According to Kosmeijer, the adjacent VP licenses the empty Infl.

The advantage of the Kosmeijer/Platzack analysis in (5) is, of course,

that it assumes the same 'basic sentence structure' in all Scandinavian. In

other respects, however, this solution is rather problematic: First, an

empty Infl violates ECP. Second, this analysis presupposes that the finite

verb moves directly from [V, VP] to Comp in main clauses (cf. Kosmeijer

1987, p. 125 ff.). As we saw in the last subsection, this would violate

context, but I shall discuss the matter in 6.2.
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both ECP (with respect to the verb trace in [V, VP]) and the Head

Movement Constraint. Third, it is unclear how tensed verbs in Mainland

Scandinavian get their overt tense-suffixes under this approach (tense

presumably being a head feature of the clause, i.e. an Infl-feature, in

Mainland Scandinavian, as in Icelandic).

Holmberg (1987) suggests a solution that escapes these problems of the

Kosmeijer/Platzack analysis. According to Holmberg, the Mainland Scan-

dinavian sentence is actually a V-projection, and not an Infl-projection

like the Icelandic sentence. Accordingly, the Mainland Scandinavian sentence

takes the general form in (6), whereas Icelandic applies (7):

Thus, sentence adverbs adjoin to VP in Mainland Scandinavian, as in

Icelandic, and the Adjunction Principle is not violated.

As argued by Holmberg (1987), see also Platzack (1987b), this analysis

has certain empirical virtues. Thus, for example, (6) predicts that the

'finite VP' (i.e. the VP dominating I and V in (6)) may move in Mainland

Scandinavian, being a maximal projection (only X" and X° categories can

move, cf. Chomsky 1986b, p. 4 ff.). In Icelandic, on the other hand, this

should be impossible since the 'finite part' of the sentence, I', is neither

a maximal nor a minimal projection. As is well known in Scandinavian

linguistics, this is borne out (for a demonstration of this, I refer the

reader to Holmberg (1987) and, for example, Cooper (1986, p. 46)). Another

advantage of (6) is that it excludes nominative Case assignment by Infl in

Mainland Scandinavian: Infl does not m-command the subject NP in (6)

(as opposed to (7)). Thus, (6) forces Comp-Case in Mainland Scandinavian,

a desirable result.

Suggestions to the effect that there is a parametric difference between

languages with respect to the head of S are not new in the generative

literature (cf. e.g. Taraldsen 1982, Platzack 1986b). If possible, however,

we would like to avoid this, thus being able to maintain that there is a

universal sentential category, IP. Moreover, even if this would turn out to

be untenable, we would at least want to avoid postulating a variation

with respect to the 'head of S parameter' for so closely related and so

typologically similar languages as the Scandinavian languages (cf. also

Platzack 1987b) - unless, of course, we are forced to do so for some

urgent reasons. I do not believe that we are forced to take this radical

step. Therefore, I suggest that Mainland Scandinavian has the sentence

structure (8), rather than Holmberg's (6):

I

V

AdvP

VP
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(8) _IP ^

NP S^~-1P

AdvP ^TP

I ^,VP^

V NP

After I/V Reanlysis (and subesequent pruning of VP), we get (9):

(9) ^_IP

NP _J^"IP

AdvP ^^IP

I/V NP

Like Holmberg's (1987) analysis, this approach assigns a different status

to the subject NP in Icalandic ([Spec, IP]) and Mainland Scandinavian

([Adjunct, IP]) (cf. Platzack 1987b on Holmberg's analysis). As we shall

see in 6.5.3, 'subjects' or NPs bearing structural nominative Case seem to

have yet another status in German.

A problematic question, raised by (8)/(9), is why Icelandic does not

allow adjunction to IP (cf. the discussion in Holmberg 1987). This is

illustrated in (10) (where the brackets are IP-brackets):

(10)a. aa [Petur las sennilega ekki bokina pa].

that P. read probably not the book then

b. *aa [sennilega [Petur las ekki bokina ba]].

c. *aa [ekki [Petur las sennilega bokina ba-]].

d. *aa [pa [Petur las sennilega ekki bokina]].

e. *aa [bokina [Petur las sennilega ekki pa]].

1 have no clear answer to this question, but consider Chmosky's discussion

of IP-adjunction in more general terms (1986b, e.g. p. 82). As noted by

Chomsky "certain operators, including w/j-phrases, cannot adjoin to IP"

(1986b, p. 88). Perhaps, all maximal and minimal projections (X" and XO)

that are in A'-positions and c-command IP are operators (compare 6.3 and

Taraldsen 1986b). If that is correct, then we could exclude (9b-e) by a

general ban against adjoining operators to IP. Then, however, the adjunc-

tion of sentence adverbs to IP in Mainland Scandinavian is a problem. A

possible way out is to assume that sentence adverbs in Mainland Scan-

dinavian are actually not [Adjunct, IP] but [Spec, IP]. If that is the case,

we get (11), instead of (8):

G
e
n
e
ra

te
d
 f

o
r 

a
n
o
n
y
m

o
u
s 

o
n
 2

0
1

5
-0

1
-0

5
 1

6
:3

1
 G

M
T
  
/ 

 h
tt

p
:/

/h
d

l.
h
a
n
d
le

.n
e
t/

2
0

2
7

/m
d
p
.3

9
0

1
5

0
1

6
9

9
7

3
9

0
C

re
a
ti

v
e
 C

o
m

m
o
n
s 

A
tt

ri
b

u
ti

o
n
  

/ 
 h

tt
p

:/
/w

w
w

.h
a
th

it
ru

st
.o

rg
/a

cc
e
ss

_u
se

#
cc

-b
y
-4

.0



44

2 Verb Fronting, Case and government

(11) ___IP

NP J^rlP

AdvP~~'

I ^.VP.^

V NP

But then, in turn, we would not expect the 'finite part' (= I' here) of the

Mainland Scandinavian sentence to be able to move, cf. above. Therefore,

even though (11) would do for our purposes, I shall assume (8)/(9) here.

In spite of these potential problems, (8)/(9) has some clear advantages.

First, it avoids stipulating a parametric variation within Scandinavian with

respect to the 'head of S parameter'. Second, it observes the Adjunction

Principle (IP being a maximal category that is a nonargument). Third, it

escapes the ECP-violation of the above mentioned Kosmeijer/Platzack

account. Fourth, it accounts for the amalgamation of tense-suffixes and

verbal stems in a simple manner. Fifth, it has much the same empirical

advantages as Holmberg's analysis. Most important for our purposes, it

forces Comp-Case in Mainland Scandinavian, like Holmberg's analysis: I/V

does not m-command the subject NP, thus being incapable of assigning

Infl-Case to it.29

Now, consider the fact that Icelandic allows 'the Mainland Scandinavian

order' in some adverbial and (more reluctantly) relative clauses (cf. e.g.

Maling 1980, Thramsson 1986a, Sigur&sson 1986a). This is illustrated in

(12):

(12)a. ... pegar Maria loksins keypti bokina.

when Mary finally bought the book

b. Pad er nu baa sem eg ekki veit.

that is now it that I not know

'Now that is (exactly) what I don't know.'

The construction is rather informal, but it seems to be on the increase in

the language. The basic structure of (12a) is presumably the 'Mainland

Scandinavian' (13):30

29 Even in the absence of sentence adverbs ([Spec, IP]), this is also true

of (11). If I' is not specified it is a maximal category, IP (Infl thus not

m-commanding [NP, IP]).

30 As in Mainland Scandinavian, the corresponding V3 main clauses are

ungrammatical:

(i)a. *Maria loksins keypti bokina.

b. *Eg ekki veit bao.

However, Icelandic does have some types of verb-post-second main clauses (cf.

Thrainsson 1986a, Sigurdsson 1986a), e.g.:
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(13)

pegar Maria loksins (e) keypti bokina.

The question is whether (12a) is derived from (13) by reanalysis yielding

I/V or by a string-vacuous application of V-to-I. As far as I can see,

there is no empirical evidence that favors either analysis (but for some

conceptual considerations, see below). In the absense of such evidence, I

shall assume I/V Renalysis, as in Mainland Scandinavian. But no matter

which derivation is the correct one, we are forced to assume that Comp

takes over the Case assigning role of Infl: under both analyses, Infl does

not m-command [NP, IP], and is therefore incapable of assigning Case to

it. Since the construction is restricted to modifying sentences we conclude

that only 'modifying Comps' ([%N,%V]) are capable of assigning Case in

Icelandic.

Why is this so? As we shall see in 3.2.3, there is evidence that the

declarative complementizer in Icelandic, a6 'that', is in fact [+N] (and not

[%N] like the (tensed) declarative complementizer in Mainland Scandinavian).

Thus, if all [+N] elements must bear Case in Icelandic (cf. chapter 5), and

if Case assignees cannot be Case assigners, then it follows that the

declarative a6 cannot assign nominative Case, as opposed to non-declarative

[%N] complementizers in the language.

Our analysis entails that the Case assignment power of Infl is actually

not directly dependent on presence vs. absence of Agr. Instead, it seems

to be structurally determined (in combination with the general lexicalization

condition on Case assigners). In our purely structural approach to Case

this is a welcome result, as we shall see. At the same time, though, it

seems fairly uncontroversial that Agr at least makes Infl a more 'prominent

Case assigner', in some sense. Therefore, I shall assume the following

principle:

(ii) Jon sennilega kemur a morgun.

John probably comes tomorrow

For reasons I cannot go into here, I believe this type is derived by a

cliticization of the sentence adverb onto the verb when it is still under VP;

subsequently, adverb+verb are fronted by ('Big') V-to-I and ('Big') I-to-C (this

differs rather radically from my analysis in Sigurdsson 1986a). If this is correct,

sentences like (ii) are quite different from modifying subordinating clauses with

the 'Mainland Scandinavian order'.
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2 Verb Fronting. Case and government

(14) If Infl contains Agr and meets the general con-

ditions on Case assigners (i.e. m-commands its

Case assignee and has some lexical feature),

then Infl-Case always overrides Comp-Case

Thus, the Case assignment power of the tensed Infl in Icelandic relates at

least indirectly to its containing Agr. Moreover, this allows us to assume

that the introduction of Comp-Case and the 'Mainland Scandinavian word

order' into Mainland Scandinavian was due to the loss of Agr (on the

disappearance of Agr in Mainland Scandinavian, see Platzack 1987a): in

the absence of Agr in Infl, Comp-Case is free to apply, V-to-I thus

becoming superfluous.

This analysis, of course, raises the question why Mainland Scandinavian

does not apply string-vacuous V-to-I (plus Comp-Case). In fact, it even

raises the question why it does not apply 'distant' V-to-I of the Icelandic

type (plus Comp-Case). However, neither process would have any virtues

not shared by I/V Reanalysis, i.e. they would only serve to amalgamate V

and I. Appealing to the 'last resort theory of movement' (cf. Chomsky

1986a, e.g. p. 143), I therefore assume that both derivations are excluded:

movement only takes place when it is forced by some principle (see also

6.5.3).

It seems clear to me that any explanation of the word order dichotomy

between Icelandic and Mainland Scandinavian must, somehow, relate this

dichotomy to nominative Case assignment and the status of Agr/Infl vs.

Comp as Case assigners. At the same time, however, the fact that Icelandic

allows some cases of the 'Mainland Scandinavian order' illustrates that

there is no simple connection between the word order facts and the

presence vs. absence of Agr, nor is there any simple relation between

Infl-Case and Agr.31

2.6 Conclusion

The word order dichotomy between Icelandic and Mainland Scandinavian

results from the different nominative Case assignment strategies in these

languages. Icelandic, having Agr, normally applies Infl-Case. This forces

'distant' V-to-I to a position where the lexicalized Infl m-commands [NP,

IP] (or else Infl would not meet the general conditions on Case assigners).

31 This is, in fact, illustrated still more clearly by Faroese. Faroese has

Agr but seems to allow the 'Mainland Scandinavian order' (as well as the 'Icelan-

dic order') quite freely, even in subordinate clauses that are arguments (cf. fn.

11 to chapter 1, Lock wood (1955, p. 157), and Barnes (1987)). This suggests that

the declarative complementizer may either be [+N] or [%N] in Faroese.
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Mainland Scandinavian, having no Agr, applies Comp-Case, hence 'adjacent'

I/V Reanalysis (V-to-I, not enforced by any principle, being excluded by

the 'last resort theory of movement').

As yet however, I have not presented any decisive evidence that V-to-I

and nominative Case assignment are necessarily interrelated in Icelandic:

in finite clauses, V and I must amalgamate (somehow) in any case or else

ECP would be violated and Agr and +T/M would not amalgamate with a

verbal stem. The major task of the next chapter is to bring forth evidence

that 'distant' V-to-I does indeed apply in order for Infl to be able to

assign nominative Case. This evidence also illustrates that Case assignment

is independent of government.
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3 Infinitivals

3.0 Introduction

In this chapter, I shall study Icelandic infinitivals in some detail. The

strongest motivation for doing so is that they bear, in an interesting

way, on the question how we should explain the obligatoriness of V-to-I:

it applies in certain infinitivals in Icelandic, most clearly in control

infinitivals. Another (but related) controversial topic we would like to be

able to shed some light upon is the internal structure of infinitivals: Do

all infinitivals have the same structure, are they full-fledged sentences,

etc?

Section 3.1 presents some (well-known) data which indicate that control

infinitivals differ from other infinitivals in Icelandic, both in structure

and with respect to V-to-I. In 3.2, I consider how we can delimit control

infinitivals from other a6 'to'- infinitives in Icelandic. In 3.3, I return to

the question how to explain V-to-I; as it turns out, an explanation in

terms of nominative Case assignment seems to be the only explanation

that accounts for its obligatoriness - but if that is correct, PRO must

bear Case in Icelandic. Finally (3.4), I deal with raising infinitivals, Acl

('Accusative with Infinitive') and two types of Ncl ('Nominative with

Infinitive'). Acl and one of the Ncl types involve small clauses, whereas

the second Ncl type (optionally) involves bare IPs, that are subject to

V-to-I. As it turns out, this second Ncl type does in fact tolerate overt

(i.e. 'non-raised') nominative subjects in the infinitival, a fact that is to

be expected if V-to-I applies in order for Infl to be able to assign nomi-

native Case.

3.1 V-to-I: Control infinitivals vs. other infinitives

As mentioned in 1.3, the evidence for V-to-I in Icelandic is uncontrover-

sial.1 Compare again the Swedish sentences in (1) and the Icelandic ones

in (2) (=1.3(12)-(13)):

(1)a. ... att Maria inte laste boken.

that Mary not read, the book

b. ... att Maria inte har last boken.

has read

c. ... att Maria inte skulle ha last boken.

should have

'For a detailed exposition of a wide variety of facts that confirm this,

see Thrainsson (1986b). As shown by den Besten and Moed-van Walraven (1986)

and Diesing (1987), Yiddish is much like Icelandic in this respect.
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3 Infinitivals

(2) a. ... aa Maria las ekki bokina.

that Mary read not the book

b. ... aa Maria hefur ekki lesia bokina.

has read

c. ... aa Maria skyldi ekki hafa lesia bókina.

should have

Now, consider the fact, demonstrated by Thrainsson (1984a, 1986b), that

V-to-I also applies obligatorily in control infinitivals in Icelandic. Compare

the grammatical (3) to the ungrammatical (4); the inner brackets mark off

the (relevant) D-structure VP of the infinitival:

(3) a. Maria lofaai [aa lesa ekki [v bokina]].

Mary promised to read not the book

b. Maria vonaðist til [aa hafa ekki [v lesia bokina]].

Mary hoped (for) to have not read the book

(4) a. *Maria lofaai [aa ekki [lesa bokina]].

b. *María vonaaist til [aa ekki [hafa lesia bokina]].

As pointed out by Holmberg (1986, p. 156), V-to-I does, on the other

hand, not take place in raising infinitivals, it appears.2 Compare (5) and

(6) to (3) and (4). The infinitivals in (5) are Acl or Subject-to-Object

Raising (SOR) infinitivals and the ones in (6) are Ncl or Subject-to-Subject

Raising (SSR) infinitivals:

(5) a. *Ég taldi [Mariu lesa ekki [v bokina]].

I believed Mary read not the book

b. Ég taldi [Mariu ekki [lesa bokina]].

I believed Mary not read the book

(6) a. *Maria virtist [lesa ekki [v bokina]].

Mary seemed read not the book

b. Maria virtist [ekki [lesa bokina]].

Mary seemed not read the book

2 Hellan and Christensen (1986, p. 27) have got this wrong. They give the

following example (their (73)):

(i) Ég tel hana vera ekki gáfaða.

I believe her be not intelligent

In so far as this marginal example is an acceptable sentence, it involves a

constituent negation, not the sentence negation. That is, the negation and the

adjective form a constituent meaning 'unintelligent', the sentence thus meaning

'I believe her to be unintelligent.'
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3.1 V-to-I: Control infinitivals vs. other infinitives
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Some languages that do not have the 6e//eve-type 'raising' have Acl

after causative verbs corresponding to English let, make, and with percep-

tion verbs like hear and see (cf. Kayne 198lb, 1981c). This seems, for

instance, to be the case in German (but for a more complex analysis, see

Harbert (1977); cf. also Hawkins (1986, p. 75 ff.)). When no distinction

between the two types is necessary, I shall refer to both as Acl. But

when a distinction has to be drawn, I shall use the terms 'B-verbs' and

'B-infinitivals' for the oe//eve-type (cf. Postal 1974) but 'L-verbs' and

'L-infinitivals' for the let-type (cf. Kayne (1981c, p. 334 ff.). Icelandic

L-infinitivals behave like B-infinitivals with respect to V-to-I, as illustrated

in (7) and (8):

(7) a. *Ég lét Maríu lesa ekki bokina.

I made Mary read not the book

b. Ég lét Maríu ekki lesa bokina.

(8) a. *Ég sá Maríu lesa ekki bókina.

I saw Mary read not the book

b. Ég sá Mariu ekki lesa bokina.

Normally, then, there is no difference between raising infinitivals and

infinitival complements of modals with respect to V-to-I, cf. (9) and (10):

(9) a. *Maria mun lesa ekki bokina.

Mary will read not the book

b. Maria mun ekki lesa bokina.

(10) a. *María barf aa lesa ekki bokina.

Mary needs to read not the book

b. Maria barf ekki aa lesa bokina.

In fact however, these data are not sufficient to establish that V-to-I

does not apply in Icelandic Acl and Ncl infinitivals. I shall return to the

matter in 3.4.1. In passing note the absence of the infinitive marker aö in

(5)-(9), a fact to which I shall also return. 3

3 Icelandic has many more verbs that take raising infinitivals, both Acl

and Ncl verbs (see 3.4.2.2 on the latter); it is clearly rather rich in this

respect. For a discussion of various aspects of Icelandic infinitivals, see, for

instance. Andrews (1976, 1982a), Friðjónsson (1977). Thráinsson (1979, 1984a,

1986b. 1986c), Bernódusson (1982), Rögnvaldsson (1983), and Holmberg (1986).
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3.2 Control infinitivals vs. other ad-infinitives

With respect to control infinitivals, three controversial issues need to be

settled: First, how do we properly distinguish them from other a6-infinitives

in Icelandic? Second, what is their internal structure? Third, why does

V-to-I obligatorily take place in them? In this subsection, I shall deal

with the first two questions, returning to the third one in 3.3.

3.2.1 Control verbs vs. aspectuals and modals

As argued by Platzack ((1986b, p. 215 ff.; 1986c); see also Holmberg (1986,

p. 154 ff.)), Icelandic seems to be like Swedish in having the infinitive

marker (a6) in Comp in control infinitivals. Danish and Norwegian, on the

other hand, pattern with English in having the infinitive marker in Infl

(as also argued by Platzack, see also Christensen (1983) on Norwegian).

Thus, sentence adverbs are situated in front of the infinitive marker in

these languages even when they take scope over the infinitival (and not

over the matrix clause):

(1) a. He promised [not to read the book].

b. Han lovede [ ikke at lasse bogen]. (Danish)

c. Han lovet [ikke a lese boken]. (Norwegian)

This is in fact the strongest empirical argument there is for the claim

that Danish and Norwegian indeed do have Infl.

In Icelandic and Swedish, on the other hand, the sentence adverb must

follow the infinitive marker if it is to have a narrow scope (directly in

Swedish but after the fronted infinitive in Icelandic). Consider the Swedish

(2) and the Icelandic (3); the negation takes scope over the matrix clause

in the a-sentences but over the infinitival in the 6-sentences:

(2) a. Han lovade inte [att lasa boken].

he promised not to read the book

'He did not promise to read the book.'

b. Han lovade [att inte lasa boken].

he promised to not read the book

'He promised not to read the book.'

(3) a. Hann lofaai ekki [aa lesa bokina].

'He did not promise to read the book.'

b. Hann lofaai [aa lesa ekki bokina].

'He promised not to read the book.'
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Consider also (4)-(5):

(4) a. Hann lofaai ekki [aa lesa ekki bokina].

he promised not to read not the book

'He did not promise not to read the book.'

b. *Hann lofaai ekki [ekki aa lesa bokina].

(5) a. Eg vonast alltaf til [aa sja aldrei drauga].

I hope always (for) to see never ghosts

'I always hope never to see ghosts.'

b. *Eg vonast alltaf til [aldrei ao sja drauga].

Here, Icelandic stands in a particularly clear contrast with Danish and

Norwegian, cf. (4b) vs. (6):

(6) a. Han lovede ikke [ikke at laese bogen]. (Da)

he promised not not to read the book

'He did not promise not to read the book.'

b. Han lovet ikke [ikke a lese boken]. (No)

These facts indicate, rather strongly I find, that a6 is in Comp in control

infinitivals whereas at/a are in Infl. For arguments against analyzing the

Icelandic infinitive marker as a complementizer (in control infinitivals),

however, see Thrainsson (1986b, fn. 4, p. 261), (see further the discussion

in Thrainsson 1979, p. 344 ff.).4 It is rather hard to decide the issue on

purely empirical grounds because the infinitive marker a6 also shows up in

infinitive complements of some modals, where it is either only some kind

of a proclitic on the nonfinite verb or a lexicalized Infl, like English to

and the infinitive marker in the Danish and Norwegian examples above.

The matter is still further complicated by the fact that the modals are

heterogenous in this respect, as we shall see directly.

4 Thrainsson (1986b) seems to find some examples like (4b) and (5b)

grammatical. As indicated, they are unacceptable for me. and I have not been

able to find any informants who accept them. In fact, Thrainsson (personal

communication) tells me that he finds (4b) and (5b) "quite bad". However, he

also points out to me that it is possible to come up with some examples like (i):

(i) Eg aetladi nil stundum aldrei ao gera betta aftur.

I intended well sometimes never to do this again

'(Well,) I sometimes intended never to do this again.'

I agree that this is an acceptable sentence. But as we shall see, astla 'intend,

will' is a modal verb (as also mentioned by Thrainsson in his comment), hence

does not take a clausal complement (i.e. ad is a lexicalized Infl in (i)). -

However, it should be emphasized, Thrainsson does assume that control

infinitivals are full clauses; in fact, he argues at great length for this

viewpoint (1979, chapter 5; 1984a; 1986b). I am only deviating from his analysis

in details.
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Thrainsson (1986b) contains a detailed and, for the most part, a solid

study of Icelandic modals. In two respects however, I find his conclusions

suspicious. First, he assigns a special status to munu 'will' and skulu

'shall', arguing that they are base generated under Infl as opposed to all

other auxiliaries/modals in Icelandic. I do not find this convincing, but I

shall not pursue the matter here.5 Second, Thrainsson (cf. 1986b, p. 239)

classifies munu and skulu as the only Icelandic modals that take bare

infinitives. As we shall see directly however, mega 'may, be allowed, can'

and vilja 'want, like' do so also. Thrainsson is of course well aware of

this, but he points out that a6 shows up in the infinitive complements of

these verbs in pa6-relatives and dislocations. He gives the following

examples of this (cf. fn. 5, p. 261; see also the disccussion in Thrainsson

1979, p. 277 ff.):

(7) a. paa sem eg vil er aa^ fara heim.

it that I want is to go home

'What I want is to go home'.

b. Aa fara heim, paa matt pu.

to go home that may you

But since vilja and mega normally take bare infinitives, this is hardly a

very strong argument for classifying them as taking a6-infinitives. Besides,

this is also marginally possible in 'my grammar' with munu and skulu:

(8) a. ?Þao sem eg mun er aa fara heim.

it that I will is to go home

b. (?)Aj^ fara heim, paa skal eg.

to go home that shall I

More important, we cannot actually analyze the a6-infinitives as comple-

ments of the modals in examples of this sort. The modals in question take

bare VPs. In (7) and (8) on the other hand, the infinitives are non-predi-

cates. That is, the infinitive marker probably heads the infinitives and

serves to 'deverbalize' them (cf. 3.2.3). Thus, I believe that Icelandic

infinitive-taking modals are properly classified as follows:6

5 Thrainsson himself (1986b, p. 260) admits that this is perhaps the

weakest point of his analysis. However, he is certainly right that munu and

skulu, along with the perfective hafa, are more 'auxiliary like' than other

Icelandic modals. Thus, for instance, these auxiliaries are the only Icelandic

verbs that do not form a supine or a perfect, cf. 6.4.3.1.

6 The status of fa 'be allowed to' as a modal is perhaps not entirely

clear. The perfective hafa 'have' takes the (uninflected) supine (cf. 6.4.3.1) and

is thus not taken into account here. Icelandic also has one modal that takes the

supine regularly, geta 'can, be able' (skulu 'shall', and fa in the meaning 'be

able to', may also do so but this is somewhat literary and rather rare). Thrainsson

(1986b, p. 239) classifies the passive vera 'be' (which takes a past participle and
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CLASS I: Auxiliaries/modals that take bare infinitives:

munu 'will'

skulu 'shall'

mega 'may, be allowed, can'

vilja 'want; like (to have/get)'

CLASS II: Modals that take a6-infinitives:

eiga 'shall, ought'

fa 'be allowed to'

hljtita 'be bound to, have to'

kunna 'know, may'

burfa 'need, have to'

ver&a 'must, have to'

avtla 'intend, tend, will'

Apart from these, Icelandic also has several aspectual verbs that always

take a6-infinitives, that is:7

CLASS III: Aspectual verbs (with a6-infinitives):

vera 'be' (progressive, cf. be + -ing)

fara 'go, be going, begin'

byrja 'begin'

taka 'begin' (old fashioned, literary)

haetta 'stop'

klara 'finish'

not a supine) with hafa and Beta. However, passive verda (= progressive/futuritive

'be(come), will be') and vera are purely copular, I believe. Being [+N], past

participles ([+V.+ N], cf. 6.4.3) are like adjectives ([%V, + N]) and nouns ([-V.+N])

in being unable to head a predicate, hence require the copula (in order for the

predicate to satisfy Holmberg's (1986) Predicate Principle in 2.1(la)).

7 There are also various 'complex verbs' (V + particle) that are aspectual

and take an ad-infinitival which are not taken into account here (ljuka vid

'finish', byrja a 'begin', etc.). Moreover, there are several aspectual combinations

of vera/verda and an inflected participle:

ver(d)a buinn '(will) have finished, (will) have (done)'

ver(d)a farinn '(will) have begun'

ver(d)a byrjadur '(will) have begun/started'

ver(d)a hasttur '(will) have stopped'

These aspectual combinations take an ad-infinitive:

(i) Pall verour buinn [ao gera vio bilinn] pa.

Paul will-be finished to repair the car then

'Paul will then (already) have repaired the car.'

In these combinations, ver(d)a is an ergative perfective auxiliary. As we shall

see in 6.4.3.1, the use of ver(d)a as a perfective auxiliary is heavily constrained

(hafa 'have' being the unmarked perfective auxiliary in the language). - More

generally speaking, the Icelandic aspectual system is extremely complex for a

Germanic language. See Fridjonsson (1987, p. 81 ff.).
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The distribution of a& in the infinitive complements of these verbs is

illustrated in (9)-(1l):

(9) a. Þeir munu (*aaj lesa bokina.

they will read the book

b. Þeir skulu (*aa^) lesa bokina.

c. Þeir mega (*aaj lesa bókina.

d. Þeir vilja (*aaj lesa bokina.

(10) a. Þeir eiga *(a&^) lesa bokina.

b. Þeir kunna *(að) lesa-

they know to read

'They know how to/can read.'

(11) a. Þeir eru *(aaj lesa bokina.

they are to read the book.

'They are reading the book.'

b. Þeir fóru *(aaj lesa bokina.

they went to read the book

'They began reading the book.'

In compositional apsects (cf. Fri&jónsson 1987, p. 94 ff.), for instance the

'compositional progressive/inchoative aspect', a& is also obligatory:

(12) Þeir eru *(aa^) fara *(aaj lesa bokina.

they are to go to read the book

'They are going to read the book (right now).'

3.2.2 Aspectuals

In this subsection, I shall consider the aspectuals and how they should be

distinguished from other verbs that take a&-infinitives, that is, control

verbs and modals.

Thrainsson (1986b, p. 239) classifies the apsectuals with the modals. In

fact, though, most of them seem to be ambiguous. With the exception of

klára 'finish', they are often modals, but they may also be control verbs

(in which case they take a clausal a&-infinitival, like 'pure' control verbs

in the language). The evidence for this comes, e.g. from the passive and

the so-called Stylistic Inversion or Stylistic Fronting (SF) (described by

Maling (1980); see also Smdri (1920, p. 249) and Platzack (1985c, 1987a)).

I shall proceed as follows. In 3.2.2.1, I illustrate that aspectuals behave
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like (prototypical) control verbs, and not like modals, with repect to SF.

As we shall see, this is accounted for if aspectuals, as opposed to 'pure

modals', (may) take a CP-complement, like control verbs. In 3.2.2.2, I

show that aspectuals also behave like control verbs with respect to passive

NP-movement. Again, this is accounted for if aspectuals take (or may

take) a clausal complement. Third (3.2.2.3), both aspectuals and control

verbs undergo impersonal Passive Formation (see further 6.4.2), whereas

modals do not. I shall argue that this follows from the fact that aspectuals

may select an external theta role, while modals cannot. Fourth (3.2.3.4),

however, aspectuals sometimes behave like modals. I shall suggest that

they do so when they do not take an external role. That is, the dual

nature of aspectuals is a reflection of the fact that they select an optional

external role: When they do take an external theta role, they are control

verbs (capable of passivizing and taking a clausal complement that is

opaque to SF and passive NP-movement); when they do not, they are

modals (incapable of passivizing and taking a non-clausal complement

that is transparent to SF and (ergative) NP-movement). This peculiar

complementary distribution, as we shall see, is probably of the same nature

as phenomena that are standardly attributed to the so-called 'Burzio's

generalization'.

322.1 Stylistic Fronting of infinitives

SF may shift any category (sentence adverbs, past participles, particles,

etc.) into a 'subject gap'. Hence, it applies to the 'modal infinitives'.

Consider the relatives in (1), where SF has not applied:

(1) a. Menn sem [[e] munu lesa pessar baekur] ...

poeple who will read these books

b. Menn sem [[e] purfa aa lesa pessar baekur] ...

people who need to read these books

In these cases, it is possible to apply SF to the infinitive lesa 'read', as

shown in (2) (where [e] denotes the 'base position' of the infintive):

(2) a. Menn [sem lesa munu [e] pessar baekur] . . .

b. Menn [sem lesa purfa (*aa) [e] pessar baekur] ...

- and the same facts are found for all the other modals in CLASS I and

CLASS II above. In passing, note that the infinitive marker (cf. (1b))

obligatorily disappears when the infinitive is fronted (cf. (2b)). It can

neither be fronted with the verb nor left behind. The same phenomenon
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is seen in cases like (3) (which seem to have the same basic structure as

subordinate interrogatives, hence no V2 effect, cf. 1.3):

(3) Hvernig [lesa a (*aa) [e] baekur].

how read shall to books

'How to read books.'

Compare (3) to the subordinate impersonal interrogative in (4); in (4), the

infinitive is not fronted and a6 is obligatory:

(4) Pall veit hvernig [[e] a *(aa) lesa baekur].

Paul knows how (one) shall to read books

'Paul knows how to read books.'

I shall return to this peculiar byproduct of infinitive-fronting in 3.2.3.

As Maling (1980) argues, SF seems to be strictly clause bounded (as

opposed to Topicalization), that is, it cannot apply across CP-boundaries.

Thus, the sentences in (2) imply that modals take VPs or IPs, and not

CPs. If control infinitivals, on the other hand, are CPs, we expect that

SF cannot apply to their infintives. This is borne out. Consider (5)-(6)

(where the subordinate CP-boundaries are shown):8

(5) a. Menn sem [[e] reyna [aa lesa pessar baekur]]

people who try to read these books

b. Menn sem [[e] lofa [aa lesa pessar baekur]]

people who promise to read these books

(6) a. *Menn sem [lesa reyna [(aa) [e] pessar baekur]]

b. *Menn sem [lesa lofa [(aa) [e] pessar baekur]]

As indicated, the sentences in (6) are not resqued even if a6 is not deleted

(in fact, they are still worse with it than without it). The same facts are

found for infinitives of all the aspectual verbs in CLASS III, cf. (7) and (8):

8 In contrast with (6), the sentences in (i) are not totally unacceptable:

(i)a. ??Menn sem bessar baekur reyna a6 lesa ...

men who these books try to read

b. ??Menn sem bessar baekur lofa ao lesa ...

men who these books promise to read

Presumably, these sentences involve 'long distance' Topicalization.

Topicalization is usually rather bad in relative clauses (cf. Zaenen 1985), but

somewhat better, though, than SF that crosses CP-boundaries.
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(7) a. Menn sem [[e] fara [aa lesa pessar baekur]]

people who go to read these books

'People who begin to read these books

b. Menn sem [[e] eru [aa lesa pessar baekur]]

people who are to read these books

'People who are reaing these books ...'

(8) a. *Menn sem [lesa fara [(aa) [e] pessar baekur]]

b. *Menn sem [lesa eru [(aa) [e] pessar baekur]]

322.2 (Passive) NP-movement

In this subsection, I shall illustrate that aspectual infinitivals are opaque

to passive NP-movement, like control infinitivals.

When passivized, control verbs do not, of course, take an an external

theta role in the [NP, IP] position. Hence, the [NP, IP] position should be

available as a landing site for NP-movement (cf. chapter 6). In case the

control verb takes an NP-object, the NP-object indeed ends up in the

[NP, IP] position:

(1) a. Maria baa mig um [aa PRO senda brefia].

Mary asked me for to send the letter

'Mary asked me to send the letter.'

b. E& var beainn [tj um [aa PRO senda brefia].

I was asked for to send the letter

See further chapter 6.4 on the passive in Icelandic. On the other hand,

the infinitival object cannot possibly move to the matrix, not even when

the infinitive verb is passivized, hence cannot assign accusative to the

infinitival object (cf. 4.3 and 6.4). This is shown in (2):

(2) a. *Bref ia var beaia mig um [aa PRO senda t.].

the letter was asked me for to send

b. *Bref ia var beaia mig um [aa t^ veroa sent t] .

to be sent

The passive participle be6i6 is incapable of assigning accusative Case (to

mig 'me'), cf. 6.4.3. Moreover, it seems clear that local NP-movement

always takes precedence over distant NP-movement (cf. 3.4.2.2 and 6.1.4).

Each of these facts would suffice to explain the ungrammaticality of (2).

However, neither explains the behaviour of control verbs that do not take
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an NP-object, e.g. reyna 'try' and tala um 'talk about':

(3) Maria reyndi [ao PRO moka snjoinn].

Mary tried to shovel the snow

(4) Maria talaoi um [aa PRO moka snjoinn].

Mary talked about to shovel the snow

As I shall discuss in the next subsection, verbs with subcategorization or

theta-selection properties like reyna and tala um undergo impersonal

passivization:

(5) Þao var reynt [aa PRO moka snjoinn] .

it was tried to shovel the snow

'People tried to shovel the snow.'

(6) Paa var talao um [aa PRO moka snjoinn].

it was talked about to shovel the snow

But even in cases like this, the matrix [NP, IP] is unavailable for the

infinitival object:

(7) a. *Sn.1órinn var reyndur [aa PRO moka t_].

the snow was tried to shovel

b. *Snjorinn var reyndur [aa t veraa mokaaur t].

to be shovelled

(8) a. *Snjorinn var talaaur um [aa PRO moka t_].

the snow was talked about to shovel

b. *Sn.jórinn var talaaur um [aa ;t veroa mokaaur t_] .

to be shovelled

That is, all control infinitivals are categorically opaque to passive NP-move-

ment, as to SF. In this respect aspectual infinitivals behave precisely like

control infinitivals:9

"In fn. 6 above, I mentioned four aspectual combinations of the type

ver(d)a byrjadur '(will) have begun', etc. which take an ad-infinitive. As stated

in fn. 6, these combinations are perfective and not passive. Hence, (i) is quite

different from (9b):

(i) Snjorinn var byrjaour ao braona.

the snow was begun to melt

'The snow had (already) begun to melt (away).'

Formally, the perfective construction is indistinguishable from the passive but

the semantic difference between the two is quite clear (i.e. the prefective

construction does not imply any agentive or performative role, as does the
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(9)a. t'aa var byrjaa [aa PRO moka sn joinn] .

it was begun to shovel the snow

'People began to shovel the snow.'

b. *Sn.1órinn var byrjaaur [aa PRO moka t ] .

the snow was begun to shovel

c. *Snjorinn var byrjaaur [aa t veroa mokaöur t_]

to be shovelled

(10)a.

b.

£'aa var haett [aa PRO moka snjoinn] .

it was stopped to

*Sn.16rinn var hsttur

the snow was stopped

*Sn.16rinn var haettur

shovel the snow

[aa PRO moka t] .

to shovel

[aa ;t verba mokaaur t_].

to be shovelled

(11)a. t'aa var klaraa [aa PRO moka snjoinn].

it was finished to shovel the snow

b. *Sn.1órinn var klaraaur [aa PRO moka t_] .

the snow was finished to shovel

c. *Snjórinn var klaraaur [aa t veroa mokaaur t]

to be shovelled

Modals/auxiliaries, on the other hand, behave quite differently, that is, it

is possible to passivize out of their infinitival complements (cf. Thrainsson

1979, p. 283; 1986b, p. 253 f.). This is illustrated in (12); note that it

does not matter whether the modal takes a bare infinitive or an a6-infini-

tive:

(12)a.

b.

c.

d.

Snjorinn mun [veraa mokaaur tj.

the snow will be shovelled

[aa veroa mokaaur tj.

to be shovelled

perhaps be shovelled,

[aa veroa mokaaur t_] .

to be shovelled

[aa veraa mokaaur t]

Sn .jor inn kann

the snow might

'The snow will

Snjorinn parf

the snow needs

Snjorinn hlytur

the snow must to be shovelled

(i.e. 'It must be the case that the

snow will be shovelled.')

We have an account for this if aspectuals (may) take a clausal complement,

like control verbs, whereas modals/auxiliaries take non-clausal complements:

passive, cf. 6.4.2). Note also that vera klaradur (cf. (11)) only exists as a

passive ('be finished').
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3 Infinitivals

as is well known, NP-movement never crosses CP-boundaries. This can be

illustrated further by comparing finite clauses and Acl infinitivals. As we

shall see in 3.4.1, Acl infinitivals are small clauses (i.e. not CPs), hence

transparent to NP-movement. Consider (13):

(13) a. *Petur var talinn [a<5 t vaeri gafaaur].

Peter was believed [that were intelligent

b. Petur var talinn [t. vera gafaaur].

Peter was believed be intelligent

As first shown by Maling and Zaenen (1978) the TTiaMrace Filter is not

operative in Icelandic. That is, WH-movement (Topicalization, wft-movement)

extraxts freely out of subordinate subject positions in Icelandic (consider

also Engdahl 1984; 1985, p. 122 ff.). This is illustrated in (14):

(14) a. Hver telur pu [a& t^ elski Mariu]?

who believe you that loves Mary

'Who do you believe loves Mary.'

b. Petur tel eg [aa t elski Mariu].

Peter believe I that loves Mary

'Peter, I believe loves Mary.'

That is, (13a) is not out because it violates the That-trace Filter. Rather,

it is out because NP-movement, as opposed to WH-movement, cannot

cross CP-boundaries. Since Acl infinitivals are small clauses, cf. 3.4.1,

(13b) does not involve any 'NP-crossing' of a CP-boundary.

Like (13a), the sentences in (14) apparently violate the classic Subjacency

Condition on movement (cf. Chomsky 1973; 1977; 1981, p. 57 f.): The

moved elements cross two bounding nodes, the source NP itself and CP.

However, if WH-movement makes use of the subordinate Comp (or even a

subordinate [Spec, CP]) as an escape hatch, that is, involves a successively

cyclic movement, then subjacency is not really violated. For NP-movement,

on the other hand, this strategy is not available. Being an A'-position,

the subordinate Comp (or [Spec, CP]) would break the A-chain, thereby

rendering it ill-formed (cf. Chomsky 1981, p. 332 f.). Moreover, Case

Theory would actually suffice to make the desirable distinction between

(13a) and (14)/(13b). (14) involves a movement from a Case position to a

non-Case position (the matrix [Spec, CP]), i.e. the A'-chain involves only

one Case position. Conversely, the passivized subject in (13b) moves from

a non-Case position (as we shall see in 3.4.1) to a Case position (the

matrix [NP, IP]), the A-chain thus involving only one Case position. On

the other hand, the NP-movement in (13a) relates two Case positions: the

subordinate Infl-Case position and the matrix Infl-Case position, the result

being a Case conflict, i.e. an ill-formed chain (cf. Chomsky 1981, p. 334).
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Given that [NP, IP] is a Case position in Icelandic control infinitivals,

Case conflict also excludes the ungrammatical examples in (7)-(1l) above.

This perhaps indicates that the Subjacency Condition is not an independent

principle. If that is correct, we can drop it (the desirable result being

that we do not have to appeal to successive cyclicity in order to account

for non-clause-bounded WH-movement). However, I shall not pursue this.

What matters for our purposes is that non-clause-bounded NP-movement

always leads to an ill-formed Chain, either by involving an A'-position or

Case conflict (or both). Thus, if aspectual infinitivals, like control in-

finitivals, are clausal (when the aspectual verb itself undergoes impersonal

Passive Formation, cf. 3.2.2.4), then we have an account for the fact that

they are opaque to passive NP-movement.

3.2.2.3 Passive Formation

Now, as we saw above, both aspectuals and control verbs may undergo

Passive Formation. Once again pure modals and auxiliaries behave quite

differently, always being unable to passivize. I shall illustrate this below.

As I shall show in some detail in 6.4.2, the Icelandic passive applies to

all and only those verbs that assign or select an external theta role

(agent, performer), no matter whether they are transitive or not.i° If the

verb is intransitive we get the impersonal passive (no NP-movement), cf.

(1):

(1)a. paa var dansao i hloaunni.

it was danced in the barn

b. t'aa var hlegid aa raaherranum.

it was laughed at the minister

This extends to verbs that take only a clausal complement, that is, they

behave like intransitives with respect to passivization, cf. (2):11

1" In chapter 6, especially 6.1.2.2, I shall discuss the notions 'external

role' and 'internal role', as well as the relationship between syntax and theta

structure in general. In the ergative analysis developed in chapter 6,

nonagentive or nonperformative S-structure subjects are derived, either by

lexical promotion of an internal role (e.g. subjects of middle verbs) or by

NP-movement (e.g. subjects of ergative verbs). - In this chapter, I use the

notions 'theta selection' and 'theta role assignment' as if they were

nondistinct, but as we shall see in 6.1.2.2, it is in fact necessary to draw a

distinction between the two.

H An alternative (perhaps a more appropriate one) is to analyze the

construction as an existential passive, i.e. to analyze the complement clause as

a non-raised 'logical subject', cf. 6.3. However, this is immaterial in the present

context. What matters here is that the verb passivizes.
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3 Infinitivals

(2) Pab var sagt [aa mysnar vaeru i baai].

it was said that the mice were in bath

'People/Somebody said that the mice were

taking a bath.'

As we saw in the last subsection, aspectuals and control verbs that do

not take an NP-object also behave this way. This is illustrated further in

(3) for control verbs and in (4) for aspectuals:

(3) a. t'aa var reynt [aa PRO moka snjoinn i gasr].

it was tried to shovel the snow yesterday

'People/Someone tried to shovel

b. t'aa var talaa um [aa PRO moka snjoinn ...].

it was talked about to shovel ...

c. Þao var lofaa [aa PRO moka snjoinn i gaer] .

it was promised to shovel ...

(4) a. t>aa var faria [aa PRO moka snjoinn i gaer].

it was gone to ...

'People began shovelling the snow yesterday.'

b. t'aa var byrjaa [aa PRO moka snjoinn i gaer].

it was started to ...

c. I>aa var haett [aa PRO moka snjoinn i gaer].

it was stopped to ...

All the auxiliaries/modals in CLASS I and II in 3.2.1, as well as the

prefective hafa 'have', differ sharply from aspectuals and control verbs in

that they cannot ever passivize:

(5)a.

*Þaa

var

haft lesia.

it

was

had read

b.

*t'a.b

var

skulaa(?)

lesa

it

was

should/shalled(?)

read

c.

*Pao

var

kunnaa aa lesa.

known

d.

*t>aa

var

viljaa aa lesa.

wanted

e.

*t>aa

var

aetlaa aa lesa.

intended

f.

*i>aa

var

att aa lesa.

ought

- etc. This is accounted for if modals/auxiliaries, as opposed to aspectuals/
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control verbs, never select an external role, cf. 6.4.2.12

To this analysis, it might be objected that the aspectual verbs need not

assign or select an external role. In this respect they differ from proto-

typical control verbs:

(6)a. t'aa byrjaai ao rigna.

it began to rain

b. *paa reyndi aa rigna.

it tried to rain

However, this does not mean that the aspectual verbs cannot select an

external role. It only means that they take an optional external role,

whereas prototypical control verbs take an obligatory external role.13 The

same kind of optionality is seen in cases like (7) and (8) (where, however,

the optional role is internal, cf. 6.2.1):

12 As illustrated by Thrainsson (1986b), however, it is necessary to

distinguish between epistemic modals and 'root' modals (that are not obviously

deontic, however). Munu 'will' and skulu 'shall' are probably always epistemic

and so are the aspectual verbs when they are modals. But other Icelandic

modals may either be epistemic or root. Thus, e.g. epistemic kunna has

(roughly) the meaning 'may/might', whereas it has the meaning 'know (how to),

be able to' when it is a root modal. Consider (i) and (ii):

(i) Pa8 kann aS rigna.

it can to rain

'It might rain.'

(ii) Eg kann ao synda.

I can to swim

'I know how to/can swim.'

Thus, as argued by Thrainsson (1986b, p. 250), there seems to be no doubt that

root modals do assign a theta role to their subject, whereas epistemic modals

do not. However, the role in question is neither agentive nor performative,

that is, it is not an external role (cf. 6.1.2.2 and 6.2.4). Rather, it is a sort of

a theme role. In the present approach, this means that root modals are much

like ergative verbs (taking an optional internal role). Possibly, however, modals

and auxiliaries are inherent nonassigners of Case, whereas ergatives are clearly

not (see chapters 4 and 6).

13 This only holds for 'prototypical' control verbs. Icelandic has some

control verbs that take an oblique subject (and cannot passivize). Consider (i):

(i) Mig langar [ao lesa bessa bok].

me(Acc) longs to read this book

'I would like to read this book.'

As we shall see in 6.1, the accusative subject bears an internal role. In this

case, however, the internal role is obligatory:

(ii) *Pao langar [ao lesa bessa bok].

it longs to read this book

Thus, it holds for all (non-passivized) control verbs that they select some

obligatory role.
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(7)a.

t>aa rigndi .

it rained

Gullinu

the gold(Dat)

b.

rigndi yfir okkur.

rained over us

(8)a.

t'aa er kalt.

it is cold

Vatnia er kalt.

the water is cold

b.

Moreover, the same kind of optionality of the external role is seen in

so-called 'ergative pairs', as is well known. I shall discuss this in detail

in chapter 6, so I only illustrate this with one example here:

(9) a. t'aa suou prju egg i pottinum.

there boiled three eggs in the pot

b. peir suou prju egg i pottinum.

they boiled three eggs in the pot

This is not to say that it is insignificant that the aspectuals need not

select an external role. As we shall see soon, they are modals precisely

when they do not.

There is a second apparent objection against our analysis of the aspectual

verbs, namely the fact that their complements often do not seem to be

subject to V-to-I (recall that V-to-I applies in all Icelandic CP-infinitivals).

Consider (10):

(10) *Eg haetti [ao lesa ekki bokina].

I stopped to read not the book

However, non-application of V-to-I does not make the sentence any better;

if anything, (11) is still worse than (10):

(11) *Eg haetti [aa ekki lesa bokina] .

Thus, what renders (10) unacceptable is not V-to-I, but rather the fact

that infinitival complements of the aspectuals cannot usually contain any

sentence adverb. The reason for that, in turn, is probably semantic: one

does not usually 'stop not doing something', 'begin probably doing some-

thing', etc. Exceptionally, though, examples of this sort are possible. As

shown in (12) (pointed out to me by Hbskuldur Thrainsson) and (13),

V-to-I is then obligatory, like in other control infinitivals:
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(12) a. Ég hastti [aa lesa aldrei undir timana].

I stopped to read never for the classes

b. *Ég hastti [aa aldrei lesa undir timana].

(13) a. Ég byrjaai [aa reykja ekki fyrir hádegi].

I began to smoke not before noon

'I began not to smoke before noon.'

b. *Ég byrjaai [aa ekki re.yk.1a fyrir hádegi].

3.2.2.4 The dual nature of aspectuals

Finally, let us look at some evidence that the aspectuals (with the excep-

tion of klára 'finish') may also be (or behave like) epistemic modals,

taking VP or IP.

Thráinsson (1986b) demonstrates the interesting fact that two basic

properties of epistemic modals and auxiliaries are interrelated: They are

transparent to the properties of the main verb they take and they do not

assign or select a theta role (whereas root modals select an internal theta

role, cf. fns. 10 and 12 above).

Auxiliaries and epistemic modals do not affect the selectional restrictions

or the theta role assignment of the main verb, i.e. they are transparent

to the main verb's theta properties (cf. Thrainsson 1986b, p. 248 ff.).

Consider (1)-(2):

(1 )a. Þaa rigndi.

it rained

b. Þaa hafai rignt.

it had rained

c. Þa& mun rigna.

it will rain

d. Þaa parf aa rigna.

it needs to rain

(2)a. Peningarnir hurfu.

the money disappeared

b. Peningarnir höfau horfia.

the money had disappeared

c. Peningarnir munu hverfa.

the money will disappear

d. Peningarnir purfa aa hverfa.

the money need to disappear
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If the main verb selects no theta role, the VP headed by an epistemic

modal or an auxiliary also does not ((1)), but if the main verb does select

(or assign) a theta role the modal VP takes precisely the same theta role

(in (2), the role is an internal role of the ergative hverfa 'disappear'). In

this respect, the modals differ sharply from prototypical control verbs, as

shown by Thramsson (ibid). Compare (3)-(4) to (1)-(2):

(3) a. I>aa rignir.

b. *I>ao reynir aa rigna.

it tries to rain

c. *t>aa lofar aa rigna.

it promises to rain

(4) a. Peningarnir hurfu.

b. *Peningarnir reyndu aa hverfa

the money tried to disappear

c. *Peningarnir lofuau aa hverfa.

the money promised to disappear

The ungrammaticality of (3b,c) and (4b,c) follows from a well-known prop-

erty of prototypical control verbs: as already mentioned, they must take

an external role. Since the external role is always agentive/performative

in our approach (see fn. 10 above and chapter 6), not only the ungrammati-

cality of (3b,c) but also the ungrammaticality of (4b,c) follows directly:

'the money' does not qualify as an agent or a performer.

As shown by Thrainsson (1986b), epistemic modals and auxiliaries are

also transparent to the Case assignment of the main verb they take.

Icelandic has many verbs that take an oblique subject (see 6.1). Modals

and auxiliaries let such obliques 'pass through' freely, cf. (5):

(5)a.

Mer

liaur vel.

me(Dat) feels well

b.

Mer

hefur liaia vel.

me

has felt well

c.

Mer

mun liaa vel.

me

will feel well

d.

Mer

barf aa liaa vel.

me

needs to feel well

Again, control verbs behave differently:
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(6) a. *Mer reyndi aa liaa vel.

me tried to feel well

b. *Mer lofaai aa liaa vel.

me promised to feel well

As we shall see in 6.1, oblique subjects are derived by ergative NP-move-

ment. Thus, the data in (5) are actually parallel to the passivization data

in 3.2.2.2(12) above: in both cases, epistemic modals and auxiliaries are

transparent to NP-movement. This follows from two facts: modals and

auxiliaries do not assign an external theta role (if they did, the moved

NP would bear two roles, thus violating the Theta-Criterion) - and they

do not take a CP-complement (if they did, the NP would cross a CP-boun-

dary). As we shall see soon, these facts seem to be interrelated.

As mentioned, aspectuals often do not select an external role. In this

case, it is interesting to note, they seem, in fact, to be 'epistemic' modals.

First, consider (7):

(7) a. Paa for aa rigna.

it went to rain

'It began to rain.'

b. Paa byrjaai aa rigna.

it began to rain

c. Paa haetti aa rigna.

it stopped to rain

d. *t'ao klaraai ao rigna.

it finshed to rain

Klara 'finish' is special in that it must take an external role.t* The fact

that the other aspectuals may choose not to do so does not necessarily

entail that they are then modals, that is, take a VP or an IP. Interestingly,

however, this is the case, i.e. the generalization in (8) holds:

(8) a. If an aspectual verb selects an external role,

it takes a clausal complement (a CP-infinitival)

b. If an aspectual verb does not select an external

role, it takes a non-clausal complement

That (8b) is true is seen by the fact that the aspectuals are transparent

to ergative NP-movement when they do not assign an external role.

Consider (9):

*' In this respect, klara is like several combinations of the other

aspectual verbs and 'prepositions' or particles, e.g. byrja a/byrja med 'start

(with)' and hastta vid 'stop (doing something begun or intended)'.
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(9) a. Mer leiddist.

me(Dat) bored

'I was bored.'

b. Mer for aa leiaast.

me went to bore

'I began to be bored.'

c. Mer byrjaai aa leiaast.

started

d. Mer haetti aa leiaast.

stopped

e. *Mer klaraai aa leiaast.

finished

The same sort of facts is seen for the ergative sbkkva 'sink' (which

derives its nominative subject by NP-movement, cf. 6.2):

(10) a. Skipia sbkk.

the ship(Nom) sank.

b. Skipia for aa sbkkva.

'The ship began to sink.'

c. Skipia byrjaai aa sokkva.

started

d. Skipia haetti aa sokkva.

stopped

e. Skipia er aa sokkva.

the ship is to sink

'The ship is sinking.'

f. *Skipia klaraai aa sbkkva.

finished

In passing, one peculiarity should be noted. As we have seen, control

aspectuals are opaque to passive NP-movement. But if the aspectuals can

also be modals, we might expect these 'modal aspectuals' to be transparent

to passive NP-movement, as to ergative NP-movement. However, this is

not so. Consider (11) and the contrast in (12):

(11) a. Eg parf aa berja strakinn.

I need to beat the kid

b. Eg haetti aa berja strakinn.

I stop to beat the kid
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(12) a. Strakurinn parf aa veraa barinn.

the kid needs to be beaten

b. *Strakurinn haettir aa veroa barinn.

the kid stops to be beaten

Thus, for some reasons unclear to me, it is normally impossible to combine

a 'modal aspectual' and a passive infintival. It would not suprise me,

though, if there were some variation with respect to the acceptability of

sentences like (12b). In any case, if we add further 'modal material'

(sentence adverbs and the like) to the sentence, it becomes somewhat

better:

(13) ??Strakurinn hattir nu sennilega braoum

the kid stops well probably soon

ao veraa barinn.

to be beaten

'Well, the kid will probably soon not be

beaten any more.'

The generalization in (8) seems rather peculiar, but it is strikingly

similar to the so-called 'Burzio's generalization' (which I shall discuss in

6.1.3): it says, roughly, that a verb can only assign Case when it takes an

external role. As we shall see, 'Burzio's generalization' must be revised,

as a generalization on argument structure rather than Case. That is, verbs

(in Icelandic and e.g. English) can take a definite argument in the [NP,

VP] position (no matter what Case properties the argument has) if and

only if they also select an external role. It seems appealing to assume

that (8) is only another side of the same coin. If that is correct, it

indicates that control or CP-infinitivals are, somehow, more 'argument-like'

or 'NP-like' than other a6-infinitivals (as indeed argued at great length

by Thrainsson 1979). I shall return to the matter in the next subsection.

3.2.3 Modals vs. control verbs

Now, consider the categorial status of the infinitival complements of the

modals. It seems rather clear that the modals (in CLASS I) that take bare

infinitives simply take VPs. The question is whether the modal a6-infinitives

are VPs or IPs. In other words, is a6 simply some kind of a proclitic on

the verb in these infinitives or is it an overt Infl, like English to, Nor-

wegian <5 and (untensed) Danish at (cf. 3.2.1)? Consider the discussion in

Thrainsson (1986b). I would like to suggest that the latter analysis is the

correct one, but admittedly, it is not easy to come up with independent
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empirical evidence that bears on the matter. Some reflections follow,

though.

First, consider the fact that the distribution of a6 in the modal infinitives

is extremely clear cut (for all the modals, and, I believe, for all speakers):

(1) a. Eg skal (*aa) lesa bokina.

I shall read the book

b. Eg parf *(aa) lesa bokina.

I need to read the book

This is probably not what we expect if both types of infinitives are VPs.

Second, syntactic clitics generally move along with the constituent they

cliticize on (cf. e.g. Kayne 1983b, Taraldsen 1984, Holmberg 1984b). As we

saw in 3.2.2.1, however, a6 does not move with the infinitive under Stylistic

Fronting. This is illustrated again in (2) and (3):15

(2) a. Eg tel ao [(f>a.a) veroi *(aa) borga bilinn] .

I find that it must to pay the cab

'In my opinion, the cab must be payed.'

b. Eg tel aa [(*aa) borga verai [e] bilinn].

(3) a. t>u veist hvernig [[e] a *(aa) baka kbkur].

you know how (one) is to bake cakes

'You know how (one is) to bake cakes.'

b. Hvernig [(*aa) baka a [e] kokur].

how to bake shall cakes

'How to bake cakes.'

Infinitivals (and participles) may also be fronted in impersonal main clauses

(as pointed out to me by Hbskuldur Thrainsson). Also in this case, the

infinitive marker must be dropped:

(4) a. paa verour aa lita svo a aa . . .

it must to look so at that

'Things must be seen that way that ...'

b. Lita veraur [e] svo a aa ....

c. *Ad lita veraur [e] svo a aa ...

This is normally rather bad in sentences that have a referential subject.

15 As illustrated by Thrainsson (1980), it is possible to insert an extra ad

after most Icelandic complementizers, this giving rise to strings like tern ad

'who that, which that, that that', begar ad 'when that', ef ad 'if that', etc. The

examples in (2b) and (3b) do not involve such an extra ad, i.e. it is impossible

to insert an extra ad in (2a) and (3b). If it were possible, ad should be

grammatical in (2b) and (3b).
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However, it is interesting to note, fronted bare infinitives are not totally

out in such cases, in contrast with fronted a6-infinitives:

(5) a. Eg parf ab_ fara til Islands.

I need to go to Iceland.

b. ?Fara parf eg [e_] til Islands.

c. *Aa fara parf eg [e] til islands.

It thus seems rather clear that the infinitive marker in modal infinitives

is not a proclitic on the infintive verb. It is a puzzle, though, that a6

must disappear, i.e. that it cannot ever be left behind:

(4)b. Lita veraur [e] svo a.

(6) *Lita veraur aa [e] svo a.

I shall not speculate any further on Stylistic Fronting, interesting as it

is. Let me just point out that it does not seem to fall under Chomsky's

(1986b) theory of movement (in which only heads or maximal projections

can move). On the one hand, it seems clear that we are not dealing with

a head-movement (since the moved element ends up in a specifier position,

i.e. [Spec, CP] in main clauses but [Spec, IP] in subordinate clauses, it

seems). On the other hand, we are probably not dealing with an X"-move-

ment either. This is indicated by the fact that even sentence adverbs and

verb particles can move by SF. Thus, we have cases like the impersonal

passive in (7), where either the participle ((7b)) or the verb particle

((7c)) may move to [Spec, IP]:

(7) a. ... sem [[e] var talaa um].

that was talked about

b. ... sem [talaa var [e] um].

c. ... sem [um var talaa [e]].

A possible way out here is to assume that it is actually not a verb particle

that is moved in (7c) but a PP (containing a trace of the relativized

element). In a parallel manner, we could perhaps argue that (7b) involves

fronting of VP and an extraposition of a PP out of VP (either prior to or

after VP-fronting). However, I shall leave the problem unresolved.

Now, let us return to the status of a6 in modal infinitives. If it is

analyzed as a proclitic, one might ask why the majority of Icelandic

modals should 'assign' an obligatory contentless proclitic to their verbal

complements whereas other Icelandic modals must not do so. This seems

rather suspicious. If both types of modals take a VP, of which the infinitive

V is the head, why, then, must the head-V sometimes carry along with it
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an 'extra' a6 and why must it sometimes not? This does not make much

sense, it seems. Holmberg (1986, p. 157 f.) suggests that the infinitive

marker in English (and other languages that clearly do have a lexical

Infl) is adverbial or prepositional, [%V]. For English, at least, this seems

plausible. However, it would not seem unnatural to assume that the

Icelandic infinitive marker is, so to speak, a lexicalization of the default

values of Infl (see also fn. 17 below). If that is correct, it is [-V], like

the complementizer a6. Suppose also that modal a6-infinitives are in fact

IPs (with or without PRO in [Spec, IP]), headed by the infinitive marker

in Infl, hence also [-V]. The distribution of a6 in modal infinitives then

follows if munu 'will', etc. take a verbal complement, hence a bare VP

headed by V, whereas burfa 'need', etc. take a nonverbal complement,

hence an IP headed by the nonverbal Infl a6.16

In 3.2.2.4, we saw an interesting indication that CP a6-infinitivals are

somehow more 'argument-like' than the IP a6-infinitivals of modals. This

suggests that the two a6s differ in some way. This is not surprising. As

pointed out by Homberg (1986, p. 157), infinitive markers typically differ

from declarative complementizers in Germanic and Romance languages.

Therefore, assume that it is only a historical coincindence that the two

are homophonous in Icelandic; in fact, they do seem to have different

historical origins (Thrainsson 1979, p. 345). How, then, do the a6s differ

if they are both [-V]? The simplest assumption is that they differ with

respect to [N] (rather than, say, some other possible feature, [±complemen-

tizer] or whatever). In section 2.2, I argued against Holmberg's (1986)

suggestion that all complementizers are [-N]. Here, I would like go one

step farther in the same direction by assuming that the complementizer a6

is in fact [+N], whereas the infinitive marker a6 is [%N] (which would in

fact correspond to their different nominal vs. adverbial origins). Consider

Platzack (1985d) who also assumes that the complementizer a6 is [-V.+N].

If we also take [±Tense] into account (cf. Stowell 1981, 1982b; Holmberg

1983; Platzack 1985d), we thus get the following possibilities for a6:17

1" Thus, I am following Thrainsson (1986b) in distinguishing between the

two types (although l am not making exactly the same distinction between them

as Thrainsson).

17 Ad may also head adverbial clauses and infinitives, cf. (i):

(1)a. Jon for til bess ao bu kaemir.

John went for it that you would-come

'John went in order that you would come.'

b. Jon for til bess ao kaupa sigarettur.

John went for it to buy cigarettes

'John went to buy cigarettes.'

c. Petta er ekki penni til bess ad skrifa meo.

this is not a pen for it to write with

'This is not a pen to write with.'

Similar facts are found in the other Scandinavian languages (cf. Andersson 1975

on Swedish). The natural assumption is that ad is [%V] here, like other
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(8) a. [-V,+N,+Tense]: a6 heading a finite clause

b. [-V,+N,-Tense]: a6 heading a control infinitival

c. [-V,#N,-Tense]: a6 heading a modal infinitival

Now, consider again Holmberg's (1986, p. 141) principles that were

given in 2.1(1). I repeat them in (9):

(9) a. The Predicate Principle: A predicate must be [+V]

b. The Argument Principle: An argument must be [-V]

c. The Modifier Principle: A modifier must be [£v]

If the infinitive marker, heading modal infinitivals, is [-V], then the

Predicate Principle must be relaxed somehow. Suppose, therefore, that

(9a) should be replaced by (10) (which allows [-V] nonfinite predicates):

(10) a. A predicate must not be [+N]

b. A finite predicate must be [+V]

The Argument Principle in (9b) is not of much help either when one

wishes to account for the distribution of the various types of a6-comple-

ments in Icelandic. It seems clear that ao-infinites of modals are not

arguments, whereas control infinitivals and finite a6-clauses are (at least

when they are declarative, cf. fn. 17). However, the types differ with

respect to [N], not [V]. Therefore, I shall assume the more traditional

view that arguments must be [-V, +N] (see also e.g. Platzack 1985d). I

also take it that 'Burzio's generalization' should be stated, very roughly,

as follows:

(11) A verb that does not select an external role

must not take an argument in the [NP, VP]

position at S-structure

This is only a very rude approximation, as we shall see in chapter 6.

However, the complementary distribution of control infinitivals and modal

infinitivals now follows directly: the former are arguments ([+N]), hence

only complements of verbs that select or assign an external role, whereas

the latter are nonarguments ([%N]) and may thus be complements of verbs

that do not assign an external role (cf. the discussion in 3.2.2.3 of the

adverbial complementizers. That, in turn, perhaps indicates that ad does not in

fact have any features of its own, i.e. that it is a dummy complementizer/Infl

that is compatible with whatever feature settings that are required for a given

CP or IP by general principles (in Sigurdsson (1981a), it is observed that ad is

empty of all content, cf. also Rognvaldsson (1987, p. 105)).
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dual nature of aspectual verbs).18

Modal infinitivies of course raise many more questions: do they, for

instance, involve a PRO subject, or do they enter into some sort of a

clause union process along with the modal, involving some structural

pruning? I shall refrain from addressing these extremely complex and

elusive questions, but for some discussion see Thrainsson (1984a, 1986b)

and Rognvaldsson (1983). What matters for our purposes is that they

differ from control infinitivals, in not being CPs and in not applying

V-to-I: if the infinitive marker occupies Infl in modal a6-infinitives, V-to-I

is, of course, blocked.

3.3 V-to-I: an explanation

The facts discussed so far indicate that Icelandic control infinitivals have

two crucial properties that distinguish them from all other infinitivals in

the language: they have Comp, phonetically realized as a6, and they are

always subject to V-to-I. These facts might be interrelated. Holmberg

(1986, p. 156) postulates the principle in (1):

(1) Comp and Infl always go together

- which is perhaps not surprising if they are "the same category spread

over two positions" (Holmberg 1986, p. 147). However, if modal a6-infinitives

have a lexical Infl, (1) is too strong; also, as we shall see in 3.4, some

Icelandic Ncl infinitivals seem to be bare IPs. An alternative (pointed out

to me by Anders Holmberg) is to assume (2):

(2) There is no Comp unless there is also an Infl

Presumably, all Comps must be (plus or minus) marked for tense and mood

(cf. Stowell 1981, 1982b). If we assume that they cannot be so marked

independently but must inherit the tense/mood marking of Infl, then (2)

follows directly.

As we have seen, Icelandic control infinitivals are headed by the [-V, + N]

18 If the complementizer ad is [+N], it is a Case assignee. Thus, it is not

surprising that finite ad-clauses and control infinitivals have much the same

distribution as NPs in Icelandic: As argued at great length by Thrainsson

(1979) these ad-complements (as opposed to ad-infinites of modals) seem to

copy the syntactic behavior of Icelandic NPs; see also Platzack (1985d).

Conversely, however, the Mainland Scandinavian at(t) complementizer must not

be [+N] if Comp is a Case assigner in Mainland Scandinavian, i.e. at(t) is

probably [-V,%N]. The distribution of Swedish att-clauses would seem to support

this, but Norwegian and Danish at-clauses seem to have much the same

properties as Icelandic ad-clauses (cf. Platzack 1985d).
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declarative complementizer a6. V-to-I renders Infl, hence IP, [+V]. But

given that a6 is [-V], the [ + V] feature of IP cannot percolate to C7CP,

that is, V-to-I has no effects on the categorial status of control infin-

titivals (any more than on the categorial status of finite CPs), hence

does not prevent them from functioning as arguments. This explains why

V-to-I may take place in Icelandic control infinitivals.19 But it does not

explain why it must take place.

In 2.4, I mentioned two other possible explanations: an ECP-explanation

and a Case-explanation. First, consider the ECP-explanation: Given that

control infinitivals (in Icelandic and related languages) do have Infl,

V-to-I in Icelandic might be due to ECP; the same goes for I/V Reanalysis

in Swedish and insertion of a lexical Infl in English, Norwegian and Danish:

Infl must be filled somehow.20 However, this is an unsatisfactory explana-

tion. Why generate Infl in control infinitivals in the first place? The

principle in (2) offers an initial answer, at least for Icelandic. Icelandic

control infinitivals must function as arguments, i.e. they must have a

nominal head: a [-V. + N] Comp. If (2) is correct, this means that Icelandic

control infinitivals must also have Infl. However, this only raises another

question: why is it impossible for Icelandic to make use of the same

strategies in Control infinitivals as employed by other Germanic languages?

That is, why does Icelandic not apply an insertion of a lexical Infl or an

I/V Reanalysis in control infinitivals? Both these methods of filling Infl

would save it from violating ECP.

In the standard theory, PRO is the only empty category that can and

must be ungoverned (cf. Chomsky 1981, e.g. pp. 60, 64 ff.; 1982). Therefore,

the standard assumption is that Comp (or the CP-boundary) protects PRO

from being governed by the matrix verb. Consider (3):

(3)a. I believe [ip him to be clever].

b. I tried [cp e [ip PRO to be clever]].

According to Chomsky (1981, e.g. p. 66 ff.), Acl or Exceptional Case

Marking structures like (3a) are due to S'- (= C7CP-) deletion, that is,

believe is actually subcategorized for a clausal complement, but for the

moment, this is unimportant.

In both cases in (3), the infinitival Infl contains no Agr. Hence, it

cannot assign nominative Case to its subject. In addition, it is not a

proper covernor (cf. Chomsky 1981, p. 250 ff.). It follows from these

assumptions that PRO is the only element licensed in the infinitival subject

The same goes for I/V Reanalysis in Swedish control infinitivals if

att is a [-V] complementizer; see also a slightly different approach in Holmberg

(1986. p. 157).

20 See the discussion around the Head Movement Constraint in 2.4(5) and

the structure in 2.4(6).
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position in (3b): other empty categories (anaphors and variables) must

meet ECP, and NPs that have phonetic substance must bear Case. As for

the Exceptional Case Marking in (3a), on the other hand, there is no

CVCP-boundary between the matrix verb and the infinitival subject (after

C7CP-deletion). Therefore, the matrix verb may govern and assign Case

to the infinitival subject in (3a).

The reason why this approach is so generally accepted is probably that

it seems to account straightforwardly for the distribution of PRO. However,

there is rather clear evidence that PRO may occur in subject positions

that are Case positions in at least some constructions in some (null-subject)

languages. Two such languages are Malayalam (Mohanan 1982b; 1983, p.

648) and European Portuguese (cf. below). As we shall see, Icelandic is

yet another such language.

In our approach, subjects and other specifiers are ungoverned (cf. also

Belletti and Rizzi 1981), that is, even though PRO may occur in Case-

marked subject positions, it does not follow that PRO may be governed.

Nonetheless, sentences like (4) perhaps involve a governed P-object PRO:

(4) t>etta er ekki penni til (pess) aa skrifa mea.

this is not a pen for (it) to write with

'This is not a pen to write with.'

If that is correct, the NP in (4) has, roughly, the structure (5):

(5) [pennii [til (pess) [Cp aa PRO skrifa mea PRO;]]]

- where the first PRO is arbitrary and the second PRO is controlled by

the head noun and governed by the preposition me6 'with'. However, there

is at least one alternative analysis of (4): the governed EC might be a

variable (derived by w/i-movement and wh-deletion, i.e. relativization).

Be this as it may, there is probably no need to call upon ECP and the

Case Filter to explain why control infinitivals do not tolerate a lexical

subject. Although PRO may perhaps be governed, it clearly needs not be.

In fact, it does not have to have any governing category even when it is

bound or controlled (and must not in the standard theory). Consider (6a)

and its (relevant) structure (6b):

(6) a. *Hann reyndi aa hann lesa bokina.

he tried that he read the book

b. Hanni reyndi [cp aa hanni lesa bokina]

The subject position of the infinitival is a position of obligatory binding

and control. However, if it is ungoverned, the pronominal occupying it

has no governing category (and the same would of course apply to an
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overt anaphor). If we assume that PRO is the only element that may be

bound without having a governing category, its obligatoriness in control

infinitivals is accounted for.

This explanation does not, of course, extend to unbound or arbitrary

PRO in subject clauses. But no matter how we explain the distribution of

PRO, it seems that it should in any case not be deduced from the Case

Filter, at least not in a null-subject language like Icelandic. As we shall

see in chapters 4-6, there is rather clear evidence that all nominals in

Icelandic, lexical or not, must bear Case. In fact, the relevant distinction

between null-subject and non-null-subject languages seems to be that the

former language type allows all sorts of Case-marked empty categories

(cf. below and chapters 4-5).

Suppose that PRO must be Case-marked in Icelandic. If that is correct,

we have an explanation of the obligatoriness of V-to-I in control infini-

tivals. Consider the Icelandic/English structure in (7) and the Mainland

Scandinavian structure in (8) (cf. 2.5):

As mentioned above, these structures are ruled out by ECP: Infl is empty

but it is not properly (antecedent) governed. The structures may be saved

in three ways (on the assumption that ECP and the Head Movement

Constraint exclude I-to-V or Affix Hopping): by V-to-I (Icelandic), I/V

Reanalysis (Swedish), and lexical insertion under Infl (Danish, Norwegian,

English). I/V Reanalysis renders Infl incapable of assigning nominative

Case (since I/V has to be able to assign objective Case to [NP, VP]).

Also, the infinitive marker in English, Danish and Norwegian is not a

Case assigner, and it seems natural to assume that this extends to the
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Icelandic infinitive marker in modal a6-infinitives.21 Thus, the latter two

options are available if Infl is not to assign Case to PRO.22 If, on the

other hand, Infl is to assign Case to PRO, then V-to-I has to take place.

This secures that Infl contain lexical features and that PRO get Case

from a Case assigner that m-commands it. In addition, since a6 in control

infinitivals is [+N], it is a Case assignee, hence incapable of assigning

Case (as opposed to modifying, [%V, %N], Comps in the language, cf. 2.5).

See chapter 4. That is, V-to-I is the only option in the language to ensure

that PRO will indeed bear Case. If, on the other hand, PRO would not

have to be Case-marked by Infl, we would expect local I/V Reanalysis to

be possible (saving the structure from an ECP violation). That is, we

would expect the 'Swedish order' (with the sentence adverb directly after

the complementizer) to be possible in control infinitivals in Icelandic. As

we saw in 3.2.1, this is not the case.

This seems to suggest that the 'Case assigning strength' of Infl is

subject to at least a 'ternary' cross-linguistic variation: in Icelandic, it

always assigns nominative Case when it contains V, in English it only

does so when it contains Agr, and in Mainland Scandinavian it never

assigns Case. However, I would like to suggest that the 'Case assigning

strength' of Infl is not an independent variable. Thus, Infl (or I/V) does

not assign Case to [NP, IP] in Mainland Scandinavian simply because it

never m-commands it. Moreover, the difference between Icelandic and

English with respect to Infl-Case follows if PRO must bear Case in

Icelandic but must not in English (see further 5.5.3).

Portuguese is another null-subject language in which PRO must bear

Case, it seems. In fact, the untensed Infl agrees with [NP, IP] in Por-

tuguese (cf. Raposo 1984, 1987). That is, European Portuguese shows the

following patterns in infinitivals (i.e. [-Tense] clauses), cf. Raposo (1987,

pp. 86, 93):

(9)a1. [NP Inf1/+Agreement]

2. [PRO Inf1/+Agreement]

b1. *[NP Inf1/-Agreement]

2. [PRO Inf1/-Agreement]

Note the free variation in (9a). It shows that PRO is legitimate in a

subjective Case position in Portuguese. One might argue that the empty

category in (9a2) is pro rather than PRO since it agrees with Infl, but

21 At least if ad is only a sort of a lexicalization of the default values of

Infl in these infinitives, hence not actually having any lexical features.

22 But if we are to block Swedish att from assigning Comp-Case to PRO,

we have to make some auxiliary stipulation. I shall address this problem in

5.5.3.
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the argument is circular. Besides, I do not believe that there is any good

reason to distinguish between PRO and pro (see 5.5.1).

The present approach suggests that the Case Filter is parametrized,

Icelandic and Portuguese having a stronger Case Filter than e.g. English

and Mainland Scandinavian. Informally, we can express this by adding

parentheses to Chomsky's Case Filter (as formulated for individual NPs,

i.e. not for chains, cf. Chomsky 1981, p. 49):

(10) *NP if NP (has phonetic content and) has no Case

The parentheses hold for Icelandic and Portuguese but not for English

and Mainland Scandinavian.23 As we shall see in 5.3.2, however, (10) is

only a rather rude first approximation.

In chapter 5, I shall consider a variety of facts that indicate that

pro/PRO must bear Case in Icelandic. But first, it is necessary to consider

the properties of raising infinitivals in Icelandic (3.4), and to develop an

adequate theory of Case (chapter 4).

3.4 Raising infinitivals

3.4.0 Introduction

In this subsection, I shall consider the structure and the Case properties

of Icelandic raising infinitivals. These matters are, of course, interrelated.

If Icelandic raising infinitivals have an Infl node, that is, if they are IPs

or CPs, then we expect them to be independent or opaque 'Infl-Case

domains'. If, on the other hand, they do not have Infl, then they should

be transparent to external Case-marking. Moreover, if raising infinitivals

are independent Infl-Case domains, they should apply V-to-I. Recall also

(from 3.1) that Icelandic raising infinitivals do not have any infinitive

marker or complementizer, a6. We would like our analysis to account for

this fact in some coherent manner.

English has several types of 'raising verbs', most prominently the

following three: the L(et)-type (taking an Acl infinitival), the B(elieve)-type

(also taking an Acl infinitival), and the Ncl-taking S(eem)-type. This is

illustrated in (1):

23 in Chomsky's approach (1981, p. 334), theta roles are assigned to

chains that are either Case-marked or headed by PRO. If PRO bears Case in

null-subject languages, we can dismiss the disjunction "or headed by PRO",

thereby simplifying the conditions on theta role assignment (as pointed out to

me by Anders Holmberg). However, this simplification is not available for

non-null-subject languages, cf. 5.5.3.
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(1) a. Mary let [me wait outside].

b. Mary believed [you to be intelligent].

c. Mary seems [to be happy].

As we saw in 3.1, Icelandic has all these types:24

(2) a. Maria let [mig biaa uti].

Mary let [me(A) wait outside].

b. Maria taldi [pig vera gafaaan].

Mary believed you(A) be intelligent

c. Maria viraist [vera gloa].

Mary seems be happy

But Icelandic also has a second type of Ncl (cf. e.g. Thrainsson 1979, p.

426 f.; Bernodusson 1982). In this type, the raising verb takes a dative

'experiencer' as a subject, the nominative thus staying inside the infinitival.

This is illustrated in (3):

(3) Mer viraist [Maria vera gloa].

me(D) seems Mary(N) be happy

'It seems to me that Mary is happy.'

I shall refer to this type as the 'Dative/Nominative with Infinitive', D/Ncl.

In 3.4.1, I shall discuss the internal structure of Icelandic raising

infinitivals. I will suggest that none of the four types is clausal (CP).

Rather, I assume, all the 'English-like' types in (2) are small clauses

(thus, in fact, following Chomsky's (1981) analysis of raising infinitivals

rather closely). The D/Ncl type, on the other hand, may either be a small

clause or a bare IP. This will be shown to account for the behavior of

NP-movement in raising infinitivals, as well as for the absence of a6 in

them. Then, in 3.4.2, I shall illustrate that the Case and agreement proper-

ties of Icelandic raising infinitivals follow directly from the proposed

structural analysis.

3.4.1 Internal structure

L-infinitivals are the only raising infinitivals in English that have no

infinitive marker. Consider (1):

*4 On the other hand, Icelandic does not have the W(anl)-lype discussed

in e.g. Postal (1974) and Kayne (1981c). In Kayne's analysis (cf. 1981c, fn. 34, p.

343), this type is not to be expected in languages that have oblique or lexical

Case.
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3.4 Raising infinitivals 83

(1) a. John believed Mary to_ read the book.

b. Mary seemed to_ read the book.

c. John saw Mary read the book.

This suggests that there is a structural difference between L-infinitivals

and other raising infinitivals in English. Kayne (198lb, fn. 16, p. 360 f.)

proposes that L-infinitivals are 'bare VPs with a subject' (i.e. small clauses)

in English (and French), whereas B-infinitivals (see Kayne 198lb, p. 357),

and presumably also Ncl or S-infinitivals, are full-fledged clauses.25

Platzack (1986c, p. 128 ff.) and Holmberg (1986, p. 158 ff.) extend Kayne's

analysis to the Scandinavian languages. That is, they assume the same

distinction between L-infinitivals and other raising infinitivals in Scan-

dinavian as in English and French (note, however, that B-infinitivals are

obsolete in Danish, cf. Platzack 1986c, p. 129).

We have already seen that Danish and Norwegian are like English in

having an infinitive marker in Infl in control infinitivals. Thus, it is not

surprising that all three languages are also similar with respect to raising

infinitivals. Consider the Danish Ncl in (2) and the Norwegian B-infinitival

in (3) (taken from Christensen 1983, p. 4):

(2) Han synes ajt vaere intelligent,

he seems to be intelligent

(3) Vi anser henne a vaere intelligent,

we consider her to be intelligent

In L-infinitivals, on the other hand, there is no infinitive marker, that is,

the distribution of the infinitive marker is the same as in English. Consider

the Danish (4):

(4) Vi sa ham laese bogen.

we saw him read the book

As for Swedish and Icelandic, on the other hand, there is in fact very

little evidence that L-infinitivals differ in structure from other raising

infinitivals. In both languages, Ncl and B-infinitivals are just like L-in-

finitivals in having no infinitive marker. This is shown in (5)-(7):

(5) a. Vi sag henne lasa boken. (Swedish)

we saw her read the book

b. Via saum hana lesa bokina. (Icelandic)

25 For a clausal analysis of L-infinitivals. however, see Kayne (1981c, p.

335 f.).
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(6)a.

Vi

anser

henne vara begavad.

(Swedish)

we

consider

her be gifted

b.

via

ali tum

hana vera gafaaa.

(Icelandic)

(7)a.

Hon

verkar

vara begavad.

(Swedish)

she

seems

be gifted

b.

Hun

viraist

vera gafua.

(Icelandic)

In Swedish, however, there is some (rather scanty) evidence that Ncl and

B-infinitivals might have a more 'full' or complex structue than L-in-

finitivals. First, as pointed out by Holmberg (1986, p. 159), the infinitive

marker is optional (in Infl) in Ncl and B-infinitivals in some Swedish

dialects, cf. (8) (taken from Holmberg 1986, p. 159):26

(8) a. Han verkar (att) ha last boken.

he seems to have read the book,

b. Jag anser honom (att) vara dum.

I consider him to be stupid

Second, L-infinitivals do not happily allow a sentence adverb. Consider

(9):

(9) a. Jag sag inte Maria lasa boken.

I saw not Mary read the book

'I did not see Mary read the book.'

b. *Jag sag Maria inte lasa boken.

(i.e. 'I saw Mary not read the book.')

(9b) contrasts with (10):

(10) Jag ansag Maria inte vara begavad.

I considered Mary not be gifted

Possibly, this is accounted for if B-infinitivals do and if L-infinitivals do

not have Infl in Swedish. In fully clausal structures in Swedish, sentence

adverbs adjoin to IP (cf. 2.5). Thus, we might perhaps expect that they

should only be possible in structures that have Infl (cf. Platzack 1986c, p.

129). However, we may also look at this matter the other way around:

given that Swedish L-infinitivals do not have any Infl, it is hard to see

why sentence adverbs should be excluded from adjoining to their VP in

the syntax. It thus seems most likely that sentences like (9b) are unac-

ceptable for semantic reasons (as pointed out to me by Christer Plazack).

26 Note that the infinitive marker must be pronounced "a" in these

examples (i.e. not [at:], like the complementizer att).
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Be the Swedish facts as they may, it seems clear that neither of the

above mentioned arguments extends to Icelandic. First, as far as I know,

the infinitive marker is totally impossible in all raising infinitivals in all

varieties of Icelandic. Second, sentence adverbs normally adjoin to VP in

Icelandic, that is, acceptability vs. ungrammaticality of sentence adverbs

has no bearing on the question whether or not a particular structure has

Infl in Icelandic.

Now, if we wish to make use of sentence adverbs to illustrate the

properties of Icelandic raising infinitivals, we obviously have to define

the notion 'sentence adverb' in some minimally accurate way. That is, we

have to be able to distinguish between 'sentence adverbs' and, say, adverbs

that may be generated VP-internally (and should therefore be able to

occur inside all kinds of infinitives). As is well known, this is a rather

slippery matter. I shall thus refrain from discussing it in any detail here.

Let me just point out that prototypical sentence adverbs, that is, the

sentence negation and 'evaluative' sentence adverbs like sennilega 'probably'

and varla 'hardly' (cf. Lyons 1977, p. 452), seem normally to be infelicitious

inside all Icelandic raising infinitivals. Consider (11)-(14):

(11) a. Eg hafai latia [Mariu lesa bokina].

I had let Mary read the book

b. *Eg hafai latia [Mariu sennilega lesa bokina].

c. *Eg hafai latia [Mariu lesa sennilega bokina].

d. *Eg hafai latia [Mariu lesa bokina sennilega].

(12) a. Eg hafai talia [Mariu lesa bokina].

I had believed Mary read the book

b. *Eg hafai talia [Mariu sennilega lesa bokina].

c. *Eg hafai talia [Mariu lesa sennilega bokina].

d. *Eg hafai talia [Mariu lesa bokina sennilega].

(13) a. Maria hafai virst [lesa bokina].

Mary had seemed read the book

b. *Maria hafai virst [sennilega lesa bokina].

c. *Maria hafai virst [lesa sennilega bokina].

d. *Maria hafai virst [lesa bokina sennilega].

(14) a. Mer hafai virst [Maria lesa bokina].

me had seemed Mary read the book

b. *Mer hafai virst [Maria sennilega lesa bokina].

c. *Mer hafai virst [Maria lesa sennilega bokina].

d. *Mer hafai virst [Maria lesa bokina sennilega].

Cases like (15b) below, on the other hand, seem to be derived (from
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orders like (15a)) by so-called Object Shift (cf. Holmberg 1986, chapter

6), which shifts an 'object', over a verb trace, in front of a sentence

adverb that is phonetically adjacent to the 'object' (adjoining the 'object'

to the VP (or the IP in Mainland Scandinavian) that contains the sentence

adverb); "[v]" is the VP-trace of the matrix verb:

(15) a. Eg sa ekki [v] [Mariu lesa bokina].

I saw not Mary read the book

'I did not see Mary read the book.'

b. Eg sa [yp MariUj [yp ekki [v] [tj lesa bokina]]].

'I did not see Mary read the book.'

Since Object Shift never applies over overt verbs, this derivation is

impossible when the matrix clause contains a modal or an auxiliary (thus

having a main verb that stays in its 'base position'). Consider (16); (16b)

involves illicit Object Shift (over an overt verb), whereas (16c) has an

infelicitious sentence adverb within the infinitival:

(16) a. Eg hafai ekki sea [Mariu lesa bokina].

I had not seen Mary read the book

b. *Eg hafai MariUj ekki sefi [tj lesa bokina].

I had Mary not seen read the book

c. *Eg hafai sefl [Mariu ekki lesa bokina].

I had seen Mary not read the book

Thus, if we want to see whether or not the sentence adverb belongs to

the infinitival, we have to make use of examples like (11)-(14) and (16),

with a modal or an auxiliary in the matrix clause.

As argued at length by Holmberg (1984a; 1985b; 1986, ch. 6), Object

Shift only applies to pronouns in Mainland Scandinavian whereas it also

applies to full NPs in Icelandic. Hence, (15b) is grammatical in Icelandic

whereas the corresponding (9b) is out in Swedish. Compare (9b) to (17):

(9)b. *Jag sag Maria inte lasa boken.

I saw Mary not read the book

(17) Jag sag henne inte lasa boken.

I saw her not read the book

If sentence adverbs, for some reasons, are categorically impossible in

all Icelandic raising infinitivals, they obviously do not tell us much about

their internal structure. Moreover, we then have no clear evidence whether

or not V-to-I applies in Icelandic raising infinitivals. As pointed out to

me by Anders Holmberg, however, raising infinitivals tolerate sentence
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adverbs somewhat more happily if they also contain a modal verb. Consider

the difference in (18):

(18) a. *Eg hafai talia [hana varla lesa bokina].

I had believed her hardly read the book

b. ??Eg hafai talio [hana varla mundu lesa bokina].

would

Interestingly, (18b) is better than (19):

(19) *Eg hafai talia [hana mundu varla lesa bokina].

Slender as it is, this 'evidence' thus indicates that V-to-I does not apply

in Icelandic B-infinitivals. L-infinitivals differ from other raising infinitivals

in that they never tolerate any modal verbs (like most control infinitivals),

that is, we cannot apply this 'test' to them. But for Ncl infinitivals, we

get the same effect as for B-infinitivals:

(20) a. ??Hun hafai virst [ekki vilja snerta matinn].

she had seemed not want touch the food

b. *Hun hafai virst [vilja ekki snerta matinn].

As for D/NcI infinitivals, on the other hand, I have not been able to

establish this effect:

(21 )a. ??Mer hafai virst hvin varla vilja snerta matinn.

me had seemed she hardly want touch the food

b. ??Mer hafai virst hun vilja varla snerta matinn.

Now, I would certainly not want to base any conclusions about Icelandic

raising infinitivals on these elusive data. For other reasons, however, I

suggest the following analysis: The 'simple' Ncl type as well as both Acl

types are small clauses. The D/NcI type, on the other hand, is either a

small clause (with no Infl) or a bare IP (having Infl and applying V-to-I).

This approach has certain clear advantages. Thus, it accounts coherently

for the Case properties of Icelandic raising infinitivals, as we shall see in

the next subsection. Moreover, it also explains the ungrammatically of a6

in Icelandic raising infinitivals: First, raising infinitivals have no Comp

position for a6, as opposed to control infinitivals. Second, in contrast

with modal a6-infinitives, raising infinitivals either have no Infl to host

ab (Acl and Ncl), or, if they have Infl (D/NcI), it has to be available as

a landing site for V-to-I. - For a sentential analysis of Icelandic B- and

Ncl infinitivals (cf. Holmberg 1986, p. 158 ff.), the distribution of a6 is,

of course, rather troublesome.
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The behavior of NP-movement in raising infinitivals also supports this

analysis. As we saw in 3.2.2.2, NP-movement never crosses CP-boundaries.

However, it extracts freely out of the subject position of raising infiniti-

vals, of course:

(22)a. Maria virtist [t hafa gleymt Joni].

Mary seemded have forgotten John

b. Maria var talin [t hafa gleymt Joni].

Mary was believed have forgotten John

c. Maria var latin [t. gleyma Joni].

Mary was made forget John

This is accounted for if raising infinitivals have no Comp and no CP-level

(cf. Chomsky 1981). If, on the other hand, we assume that they have an

empty Comp, then we are also forced to assume that NP-movement violates

subjacency precisely in raising infinitivals, for some unspecified reasons.

This, of course, extends to raising infinitivals in related languages, even

those types that have an infinitive marker (Ncl and B-infinitivals in

English, etc.). It thus seems to be the case that Ncl and B-infinitivals of

the English (and Danish/Norwegian) type are bare IPs, rather than full

clauses (cf. Chomsky 1986b, pp. 23, 74).

Finally, note that I am actually returning, from sentential analyses of

Ncl and B-infinitivals (e.g. Kayne 198lb, Holmberg 1986), to the standard

view (cf. Chomsky 1981, e.g. p. 66 ff.) that they are, somehow, 'defective'.

I do not assume 'S'-deletion' (cf. also Chomsky 1986b), but this is in fact

not essential in the present context. S'- or CVCP-deletion in raising

complements would inevitably result in either a bare IP or a small clause

(on small clauses, see the next subsection): if the complement has Infl,

the result would be a bare IP, whereas it would be a small clause if the

complement contains no Infl. For other reasons, however, a non-deletion

analysis is preferable. Thus, for instance, we do not have to assume clausal

structures (in Acl and 'simple' Ncl infinitivals) that have no Infl, that is,

we can maintain the hypothesis that there is no Comp unless there is

also an Infl (3.3(2)).

3.4.2 Case and agreement in raising infinitivals

In this section, I shall demonstrate that the Case and agreement properties

of Icelandic raising infinitivals follow directly from the structural analysis

proposed above. In 3.4.2.1, I shall show that Acl infinitivals behave much

the same with respect to Case and agreement as (other) small clauses in

the language. Then, in 3.4.2.2, it will be illustrated that certain interesting
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properties (involving Case and agreement) of the D/NcI construction can

be accounted for if we assume that they are structurally ambiguous, being

either small clauses or bare IPs. In particular, the infinitival nominative

of the construction is either an internal Case (in bare IPs) or an external

Case (in small clauses), it seems. If that is correct, D/NcI lends a strong

support to the hypothesis that the untensed Infl (containing V) is a Case

assigner in Icelandic.

3.4.2.1 Exceptional Case Marking

Exceptional Case Marking (ECM) in Icelandic poses rather serious problems

to the standard Case Theory. However, if all Acl infinitivals in the

language are small clauses, and if Case is a feature that percolates, these

problems are resolved in a strikingly simple manner, as we shall see below.

Following Stowell (1983; see also e.g. Contreras 1987), I assume that

every category may take a 'subject' (the intuitive idea being that the

'subject' is a category of which something is predicated). In Stowell's

analysis, small clauses are projections of their predicates. Consider (1),

where the small clauses are analyzed in accordance with Stowell's idea

that the predicate is or contains the head of the small clause.27 The

underlined constituents are the subjects. Thus, in (1a), we have an NP

with a subject, in (1b) (taken from Stowell 1983, p. 297) a PP with a

subject, an AP in (1c) and a VP in (1d, e):

(1) a. We elected [np Vigdis [n president]].

b. I expect [pp that man [pp off my ship]].

c. We saw [^p Mary drunk]].

d. Mary had [yp me [y' eat the cake]].

e. Mary made [yp me [yp send the letter to John]].

The generalization in (2) seems to be empirically true:

(2) In a small clause, there is no Case relation

between the subject and the predicate

Accordingly, subjects of small clauses cannot receive Case from within

the small clause, that is, they must be 'exceptionally' Case-marked. To

this extent, our approach is, at least descriptively, equivalent (for Acl) to

27 However, we should perhaps not exclude the possibility that small

clauses differ from 'big clauses' (CPs) in being doubly headed, by the [+N]

subject as well as by the (head of the) predicate. This would account in a

simple manner for the fact that small clauses (including raising infinitivals) are

not only predicates but also arguments of the matrix verb.
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the system proposed by Borer (1986): Borer (1986, p. 407 ff.) suggests

that raising infinitivals have a 'degenerate' Infl incapable of 'I-identifying'

(= effectively, 'Case-mark') the infinitival subject.

Small clauses in many inflectional languages like Icelandic have the

interesting property that not only their subjects but also their (nominal)

predicates are 'exceptionally' Case-marked. For a description of some of

the relevent facts involved in this in Icelandic, see Fri&jonsson (1977) and

Andrews (1982b). Consider also (3) and (4):

(3) a. Via kusum [Vigdisi [forseta]].

we elected Vigdis president

Acc Acc

b. Via kolluaum [hana [Moggu]].

we called her Maggie

Acc Acc

c. Vie alitum [hann [asna]].

we considered him a fool

Acc Acc

(4) a. Via geraum [hana [stolta (af pessu)]].

we made her proud of this

Acc Acc

b. Via saum [hana [fulla]].

we saw her drunk

Acc Acc

c. Via maettum [henni [fullri]]

we met her drunk

Dat Dat

d. Via forum til [hennar [fullrar]].

we went to her drunk

Gen Gen

(i.e. 'she' was drunk!)

The same phenomenon is (regularly) seen in Acl infinitivals. This is shown

in (5):

(5)a. Via toldum [hana vera fulla].

we believed her be drunk

Acc Acc

'We believed her to be drunk.'

b. Via saum [hana koma fulla]

we saw he come drunk

Acc Acc
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This is straigtforwardly accounted for if all Icelandic Acl infinitivals are

small clauses (see further below). In fact, Icelandic B-verbs (like Icelandic

L-verbs) freely take 'ordinary' small clauses. Compare (6) to (5a):

(6) Via toldum [hana [fulla]].

we believed her drunk

Acc Acc

'We believed her to be drunk.'

Not only must predicative nominals in small clauses agree in Case with

their subject; they must also agree with the subject in number and gender.

Consider (7):

(7) a. Mennirnir maettu [henni [fullri ] ] .

the men met her drunk

f.sg.D f.sg.D

b. Mennirnir maettu [honum [fullum] ] .

the men met him drunk

m.sg.D m.sg.D

This is a completely general phenomenon in all Icelandic small clauses

(for both numbers and all cases and genders) - which means that all the

small clauses in (4) and (7) are totally unambiguous.28 In passing, note

that number and gender 'spread' from the subject of the small clause to

its predicate whereas both receive external Case.

Again, Acl infinitivals behave precisely like 'ordinary' small clauses, cf.

(8)-(9):

(8) a. Via toldum [hana vera fulla].

we believed her be drunk

f.sg.A f.sg.A

b. Via toldum [bau vera full].

we believed them be drunk

n.pl.A n.pl.A

28 i.e. due to adjectival inflection, there are two unambiguous

translations of ambiguous English examples like They met her drunk:

(i)a. t'eir maettu henni fullri .

f.sg.D f.sg.D

('she' was drunk)

b. freir masttu henni fullir .

m.pl.N m.pl.N

('they' were drunk)

See further below.
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(9) a. Via saum [harm koma fullan].

we saw him come drunk

m.sg.A m.sg.A

b. Via saum [baer koma fullar] .

we saw them come drunk

f.pl.A f.pl.A

Leaving number and gender aside for the moment, there is no doubt

whatsoever that the matrix raising verb assigns Case to both the subject

and the predicative nominal of the infinitival (the copula never assigns

Case in Icelandic, cf. below). This is obviously rather troublesome for the

standard Government Theory of Case. If Case is essentially assigned under

government, then the matrix raising verb must be allowed to govern into

the government domain of the infinitival verb (the copula in (5a) and (8),

koma in (5b) and (9)).

These data would perhaps seem to indicate that we have to invoke

some sort of a 'Case inheritance mechanism', by which the predicative

nominal inherits the 'exceptional' Case of the infinitival subject. Consider

Chomsky's (1981, section 4.5) theory on postverbal nominatives (see also

Safir's (1985) revision of this theory, adopted by Borer (1986)). However,

this approach actually subsumes Case inheritance under government (cf.

Chomsky 1981, p. 264; Borer 1986, p. 379). Since this entails double

government in cases like (8) and (9), it does not seem feasible. See further

6.3.

Alternatively, we might assume that examples like (3)-(9) involve Spec-

head agreement, i.e. the same relation as between [NP, IP] and Agr in

finite clauses (cf. Chomsky 1986b, p. 24). This approach to small clauses

is tentatively suggested in Barriers (Chomsky 1986b, p. 25). When it comes

to subject-oriented small clauses, however, this is rather problematic.

Consider (10):29

(10) Mennirnir maettu henni [PRO fullir] .

the men met her drunk

m.pl.N m.pl.N

(i.e, 'the men' were drunk)

29 Note that the analysis in (i) below is excluded by the Theta-Criterion:

(i) Mennirnir maettu henni [t fullir].

- because adjectives are theta role assigners (cf. 6.2.2). i.e. the chain

[mennirnir, t] would bear two theta roles, selected by V and the adjective. The

role borne by the overt subject in (i) is unambiguously selected by the verb, as

seen by the simple fact that the small clause is, of course, only optional:

(ii) Mennirnir maettu henni.
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Here, we would have to make two assumptions: (i), that the small clause

PRO inherits (number, gender and) nominative Case from [NP, IP] or Agr

by virtue of being cosuperscripted or coindexed with and governed by Agr

(cf. Chomsky's (1981, p. 264) approach to postverbal nominatives); (ii),

that the small clause predicate gets its features for number, gender and

Case by entering into Spec-head agreement with PRO. Most linguists

would probably agree that at least the first assumption is implausible.

By now, the keen-eyed reader will probably have seen that the 'govern-

ment-problems' raised by cases like (8)-(10) are resolved if we distinguish

between government and m-command, Case being controlled by m-command

only. Consider (11), the S-structure of the VP in (8a) ("sc" means 'small

clause'):

(8)a. Via toldum [hana vera fulla].

we believed her be drunk

f.sg.A f.sg.A

(11) _________-VP

V

I N

[v] hana vera

f.sg.A

her be

The trace of toldum (left behind by V-to-I) does not govern AP, but it

m-commands it. In the same manner, Infl m-commands but does not govern

the small clause (and PRO) in (12), the putative structure of the IP in

(10) ('before' I-to-C and Subject-Topicalization):

fulla

f. sg. A

drunk

(10) Mennirnir maettu henni [PRO fullir] .

the men met her drunk

m.pl.N m.pl.N
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(12)

mennirnir maettu

m.pl.N

the men met

henni

her

fullir

m.pl.N

drunk

Now, I would like to suggest that Case is actually a feature that percolates

within the m-command domain of the Case assigner. It then follows that

Infl-Case may percolate to both [NP, IP] and the small clause in (12)

(Infl m-commanding both). Moreover, this relates Case assignment and

'spreading' of number and gender in a natural and simple manner. Number

and gender percolate within the intersection of two m-command domains:

the m-command domain of the source NP itself and the m-command domain

of its Case assigner (i.e. along the Case path of which the NP-source is a

part). Thus, the number and gender features of [NP, IP] in (12) percolate

to the small clause AP. In the same manner, the number/gender of the

infinitival subject in (11) (and (3)-(9)) percolates to the infinitival predi-

cate.

In passing, note that this suggests that PRO in (12) receives (person,

number and) Case. This is what we expect in a null-subject language like

Icelandic (cf. 5.5), but similar examples in non-null-subject languages are

problematic. Perhaps, nonlexical NPs reject Case in non-null-subject

languages, but this does not follow from the Case theory pursued here

(cf. chapter 4 and 5.3.2), i.e. it is only a stipulation. See further 5.5.3.

I shall develop this approach in more detail in chapter 4. As we shall

see there, it is crucial that a local Case assigner always protects its

m-command domain from external Case and external number/gender. If,

on the other hand, a lexical governor is not a Case assigner, external

Case and number/gender are always free to penetrate its m-command

domain. This accounts for the Case and agreement properties of Icelandic

Acl infinitivals - on the assumption that they are always small clauses. If

they are small clauses, they do not contain any Infl, and are therefore

transparent to or unprotected from external V-Case (as we have seen).

Moreover, if raising infinitivals are embedded under a verb that is a

non-assigner of Case, we expect them to be transparent to external

Infl-Case and external number/gender. This is precisely what happens.

Consider the variation in (13) (cf. for instance Thrdinsson (1979, p. 360

ff.), Andrews (1982b), Yip et al. (1987); see also 4.3):
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(13) a. Harm taldi [hana vera gafaaa].

he believed her be intelligent

f.sg.A f.sg.A

b. Hun var talin [t. vera gafua].

she was believed be intelligent

f.sg.N f.sg.N

In (13a), telja 'believe' assigns accusative (to the small clause, the accusa-

tive percolating from the small clause to its nominals, cf. chapter 4).

Since the copula is not a Case assigner, the predicative adjective is

unprotected, and receives both the accusative Case and the number/gender

of the infinitival subject. On the other hand, telja protects the whole

infinitival from both the matrix Infl-Case and the number and gender of

the matrix subject. In (13b), this is not so. As is well known, verbs loose

their ability to assign accusative Case when they are passivized (cf. chapter

6.4). Hence, the participle does not protect the small clause in (13b) -

and the predicative adjective receives both the matrix Infl-Case and the

number and gender features of the matrix subject. The same analysis

applies to predicative nominatives in 'simple' Ncl infinitivals like (14):

(14) Hann viraist [t vera gafuaur/*gafaaan].

he seems be intelligent

m.sg.N m.sg.N/*m.sg.A

In fact, Ncl verbs are just like B- and L-verbs in that they may freely

take an 'ordinary' small clause:

(15) Hann viraist [[t [gafaaur].

he seems intelligent

m.sg.N m.sg.N

In sum, we have an account for the Case and agreement properties of

Acl and 'simple' Ncl infinitivals in Icelandic if they are small clauses,

thus involving no (protecting) Infl.

3.4.2.2 (D/)NcI

The prototypical Ncl construction is derived by NP-movement, as sketched

in (1):

(1)a. [np e ] seems [John to be happy]

b. John seems [t_ to be happy]
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Since (VPs headed by) verbs like seem do not assign a theta role to their

external argument position, the subject of the infinitival can move there

without violating the Theta-Criterion.

Icelandic has quite a few verbs that are (variably) reminiscent of English

seem, see e.g. Thrainsson (1979, chapter 6.3), Bernddusson (1982), and

Kress (1982, p. 245 f.). The following list only includes the clearest cases:

(2)

vir6ast

'seem'

synast

'appear; look (as if)'

bykja

'be held (for),

be felt/found; find'

teljast'

be considered'

sjast

'be seen'

heyrast

'be heard; hear/sound (as if)'

(3) contains some relevant examples;

reynast

'prove (to be or do something)'

peir 'they' is nominative (masculine

plural):

30

(3)a

peir

synast

[vera gafaair].

they

appear

be gifted

b

. peir

bykja

[syngja vel].

they

are-felt

sing well

c

Þeir

teljast

[vera heimskir].

they

are-considered

be stupid

d

Þeir

saust

[stela smjbrinu].

they

were-seen

steal the butter

e

Peir

heyroust

[tala um malia].

they

were-heard

talk about the matter

f

Þeir

reyndust

[hafa stolia smjorinu].

they

proved

have stolen the butter

As discussed by

Thrdinsson (1979, chapter 6.3), Icelandic Ncl verbs have

somewhat variable properties.31 Moreover, none of them is exactly like

30 The construction is reminiscent of the Mainland Scandinavian

s-passive: many of the Icelandic Ncl verbs have passive semantics and with the

exception of bykja they are st-verbs, the sf-morpheme being historically related

to the passive s-morpheme in Mainland Scandinavian. - Some other ('passive')

st-verbs occasionally take Ncl infinitivals (e.g. kallast 'be said' and urskurdast

'be judged/decided').

31 One case in point (not discussed in Thrainsson 1979) is that these

'seem-like' verbs show somewhat variable behavior with respect to the Case

transparency, discussed for auxiliaries and aspectuals in 3.2.2.4. As pointed out

by Rognvaldsson (1983) and Thrainsson (1986b), virdast is always transparent to

oblique Case. The other Ncl verbs are more restrictive in this respect, albeit

variably so. Consider the following examples:
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English seem. Compare (4) and (5) (cf. Thrainsson 1979, p. 410):

(4) It seems that Mary has read the book.

(5) ??Þaa viraist ao Maria hafi lesia bokina.

it seems that Mary has read the book

However, most Icelandic Ncl verbs can take þa& and some sort of a

sentential complement (cf. Thrdinsson 1979, pp. 422, 455, fn. 78). Compare

(6) to (5):

(6) a. Þaa viraist svo ao Maria hafi lesia bokina.

it seems so that . . .

b. Þaa viraist eins og Maria hafi lesið bokina.

it seems as if . . .

Thus, there seems little doubt that examples like (3) are derived by 'raising'

or NP-movement, like the English Ncl construction. This is sketched in

(7) for the sentence in (3a):

(7) Þeir sýnast [t. vera gáfaair].

In 'simple' cases of this sort, the infinitival probably has no Infl, V-to-I

therefore not being involved.

As we have seen, however, Icelandic has a second Ncl construction that

(i)a. Honum virtist [t vera kalt].

him(D) seemed be freezing

b. Homum virtist [t liða vel].

him seemed feel well

c. Honum virtist [t fara aftur].

him seemed deteriorate

d. Honum virtist ekki [t bregða].

him seemed not shock

(ii)a. Honum reyndist [t vera kalt].

him proved be freezing

b. Honum reyndist [t líða vel].

c. ?Honum reyndist [t fara aftur].

d. ?Honum reyndist [t ekki bregfia].

(iii)a.

b.

o.

d.

??Honum sást [t vera kalt].

him was-seen be freezing

?Honum sást

t líða vel] .

?Honum sást [t fara aftur].

Honum sást [t^ ekki bregoa]

(lv)a. *Honum heyroist [t vera kalt].

him was-heard be freezing

b. ??Honum heyrðist

c. ??Honum heyrðist

d. Honum heyrðist

t líða vel].

t fara aftur].

t ekki bregöa]
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is not derived by NP-movement of the nominative, namely 'Dative and

Nominative with Infinitive', D/Ncl. The construction is quite common

although it does not involve all that many verbs:

(8) finnast 'find, consider'

skiljast 'understand' (rather unusual)

vir6ast (cf. also (2))

synast (cf. also (2))

pykja (cf. also (2))

heyrast (cf. also (2))

reynast (cf. also (2); rather unusual)

Consider (9):

(9)a. Mer finnst [Olafur lesa raargar baekur].

me finds Olaf read many books

Dat Nom

'In my opinion, Olaf reads many books.'

b. Mer viraist [Olafur lesa margar baskur].

me seems Olaf read many books

Dat Nom

'It seems to me that Olaf reads many books.

c. Mer heyroist [Olafur tala ensku].

me sounded Olaf speak English

Dat Nom

'It sounded to me as if Olaf ...'

Note that verbs that may either be Ncl or D/Ncl verbs may have somewhat

different semantics in the two constructions, cf. heyrast in (3e) vs. (9c).

As argued by Thrainsson (1979, p. 426 f.; see also e.g. Bernodusson

1982), the nominative in D/Ncl is clearly not the subject of the matrix

clause; the dative experiencer is the (oblique) matrix subject. In 6.1, I

shall discuss (the well-known) Icelandic oblique subjects. As we shall

see, the evidence that they are S-structure subjects is overwhelming.

In cases like (9), nothing blocks V-to-I from taking place in the in-

finitival complement (V-to-I effectively being string vacuous, because the

infinitival does not contain any sentence adverb). If it takes place, the

nominative of the infinitival is a 'downstairs' Infl-Case, but if it does

not apply, the nominative is an 'upstairs' Infl-Case. It thus seems that

the D/Ncl construction is structurally ambiguous. Before we consider the

matter in more detail, however, let us take a look at two further aspects

of Ncl and D/Ncl:

First, D/Ncl verbs do not select an external theta role. Rather, they

are like ergative verbs (cf. 6.1) in selecting an internal role assigned to a
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D-structure object (e.g. a dative one), the D-structure object subesquently

being raised or moved by NP-movement to the empty subject position.

This is sketched in (10) for the sentence in (9a):

(10) . . . [ip mer finnst t [Olafur lesa margar baekur]

me finds Olaf read many books

The obligatory 'local' NP-movement within the matrix clause of course

blocks the infinitival subject from being raised to the matrix [NP, IP]

position. Local NP-movement always takes precedence over 'distant' NP-

movement (see 6.1.4).

Second, nothing said so far blocks 'simple' Ncl verbs from taking an

IP-infinitival with an overt nominative subject, i.e. it remains to be

explained why (11) is out:

(11) *Hafai [e] virst [Olafur vera duglegur]?

had seemed Olaf(N) be diligent

- as compared to (12):

(12) Hafai Olafur virst [t vera duglegur]?

If the verb vir6ast can take an IP-infinitival in which the subject is

assigned a 'downstairs' nominative Case, we would expect (11) to be

possible, Icelandic being a null-subject language. I shall deal with this in

6.1.4.

Now, let us return to the structural ambiguity of the D/NcI construction.

As we noted above, the nominative may either be a 'downstairs' or an

'upstairs' Infl-Case, it seems. There is independent evidence for this: as

pointed out by Thrainsson (1979, p. 466), the finite matrix verb either

does or does not agree in number and person with the overt nominative.

When it does not agree with the nominative, it turns up in the default

3rd person singular (like other non-agreeing finite verbs in Icelandic, cf.

5.2.2.2). Consider the variation in (13):

(13) a. Mer viroist/viroast [peir vera skemmtilegir].

me seems /seem they be interesting

Dat 3sg /3pl Nom

b. Okkur finnst/?finnast [peir vera skemmtilegir].

us finds / find they be interesting

Dat 3sg / 3pl Nom

This variation is accounted for if the raising infinitival is either a small

clause or a bare IP. In the former case, the infinitival is not an 'indepen-
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dent Infl-Case domain', hence transparent to the matrix Infl-Case. Accor-

dingly, the matrix Infl agrees with the downstairs nominative.32 Conversely,

the infinitval is opaque to (or protected from) the matrix Infl-Case if it

is an IP. In that case, the nominative NP bears a downstairs Infl-Case,

hence not entering into a Spec-head agreement relation with the matrix

Infl.

In sum, it seems clear that the untensed Infl, lexicalized by V-to-I, is

a Case assigner in Icelandic. We shall see further evidence for this in

chapters 4 and 5.

3.5 Conclusion

Gradually, I have accumulated evidence for three important conclusions:

1. The Germanic languages have at least three means to fill Infl:

('distant') V-to-I, I/V Reanalysis, and insertion of a lexical Infl.

The reason why Icelandic makes use precisely of distant V-to-I is

that only this makes Infl capable of assigning nominative Case to

[NP, IP].

2. PRO must bear Case in Icelandic. Hence, distant V-to-I is obligatory

in Icelandic control infinitivals.

3. Case assignment is not dependent on government; instead, it is

controlled by m-command. This extends to other 'spreading' phi-fea-

tures.

These conclusions are rather unconventional and require that the Icelandic

Case/phi-feature system be studied in some detail.

32 This phenomenon, then, is a sort of 'Exceptional Nominative Case

Marking'. It is also found for nonraised Ncl subjects in Italian and Hebrew, cf.

Borer (1986, p. 410 f.).
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4 Case percolation

4.0 Introduction

In 2.3, we saw that it seems desirable to keep government and m-command

strictly apart. This enables us to identify direct theta-marking (cf. Chomsky

1986b, p. 13) as a government relation, whereas Case-marking is an

m-command relation. In other words, the proposed theory makes a distinc-

tion between the head-complement relation, on the one hand, and the

head-Spec and the 'head-head of complement' relations on the other hand.

This is not only a conceptually desirable step. As we saw in 3.4.2, the

Case and agreement properties of raising infinitivals and other small

clauses in Icelandic show that it has clear empirical advantages. Moreover,

as we also saw in 3.4.2, Icelandic small clauses illustrate that Case seems

to be a feature that precolates in a similar manner as other 'spreading'

phi-features (number and gender). In this chapter, I shall therefore develop

a Case theory in terms of m-command and feature percolation (exploring

some of its consequences in chapters 5-6).

Conceiving of Case as a feature is not new, of course (cf. e.g. Neidle

(1982, p. 3% f.), Gazdar et al. (1985, p. 23), Chomsky 1986b, e.g. p. 24)),

but the theory to be outlined below is, to my knowledge, not found

elsewhere in the literature. It involves an important revision of the

standard Case Theory: 'Protection', a key notion in Chomsky's (1986, p.

42 ff.) Minimality Condition on government, is in fact irrelevant for

government; since we only accept Minimal Goverment in any case (cf.

2.3(14), there is obviously no need to constrain government any further

by protection. On the other hand, percolation of Case and other non-

inherent phi-features of nominals is crucially constrained by 'relativized'

or 'relaxed' protection. This solution, which has clear empirical and

theoretical advantages, is of course only available if we dissociate govern-

ment and m-command, the latter controlling Case assignment.

I shall proceed as follows: In 4.1, I shall outline my Feature Percolation

Theory of Case and illustrate how it works for the most central instances

of Case assignment: Nominative Case assignment to [NP, IP] by Infl or

Comp, and normal X-Case assignment to [NP, XP] (i.e. V- and P-Case

assignment). In 4.2, I show that the theory accounts correctly for local

Case agreement, and in 4.3, I demonstrate how it works for 'long distance'

Case agreement. As we shall see, the theory accounts for these phenomena

in a simple and an essentially correct way, it seems. Moreover, it accounts

for all Case assignment in a unified manner. Thus, the overall simplicity

of the proposed approach speaks rather strongly in favor of it.
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4.1 Feature Percolation Theory of Case

Case seems to be inherently related to zero-level heads, that is, it seems

to be a basic property of the X-bar system. I would like to suggest that

this is a relevant generalization that should be captured by any Case

theory. I therefore suggest the following principle:1

(1) The Head Principle of Case (HPC):

Any zero-level head has a Case feature, [+C]

HPC presupposes that intransitive verbs and prepostions have a Case

feature that does not show on any lexical category, a matter to which I

shall return shortly. Nonetheless, there are some exceptions to HPC. Thus,

the copula never assigns Case in Icelandic, as we already saw in 3.4.2. As

we proceed, we shall see that this extends to all verbs that do not select

an external role and do not assign 'lexical' Case (cf. below). That is,

auxiliaries and modals as well as ergative verbs (see chapter 6) never

assign a purely structural (accusative) Case. As we shall see in 6.1.4,

however, at least ergatives are not real exceptions to HPC (whereas

auxiliaries probably are). Rather, the fact that they never assign structural

Case seems to follow from general conditions on chain formation (cf. 4.3)

and 'argument structure' (see 6.1.4). For expository purposes, however, I

shall refer to these items as 'nonassigners of Case'.

Icelandic has a full-fledged system of four morphological cases: nomina-

tive, accusative, dative and genitive. However, the dative and the genitive

are always either idiosyncratic (fixed but unpredictable) or thematic

(semantically predictable). That is, they always seem to be 'inherent' (cf.

Chomsky 1986a) or lexical in the sense that they are dependent on lexical

properties of Case assigners, cf. Zaenen et al. (1985), Holmberg (1985b),

Vainikka (1985), Yip et al. (1987). This includes nominally headed genitives

(possessive, partitive, etc.), but I shall largely disregard them here (but

see fn. 4 below). In terms of the conventional Government Theory of

Case, nominative and accusative are thus the only structural cases in the

language. As we shall see in chapter 6, this is correct in the sense that

nominative and accusative are normally assigned at S-structure only, and

do not reflect lexical properties of Case assigners. Thus, I shall also

distinguish between 'structural' and 'lexical' Case. It is important to note,

however, that this widely adopted notational convention is slightly mislea-

ding. Given HPC, all Case is structural in the sense that it links to

zero-level heads. For Icelandic, I thus propose the Case system in (2) (for

1 As we shall see in chapter 6, [+N] categories like adjectives and passive

participles are potential Case assigners (incapable of receiving 'syntactic Case'

themselves). On problems raised by the possessive genitive (and other nominally

headed genitives), see fn. 4 below.
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similar ideas, see Holmberg (1985b)). "/D" and "/G" are features of in-

dividual lexical items that are mapped on lexical heads at D-structue; the

meaning of 'assign' will become clear below:

(2) a. For a lexical head a it holds that:

1. if a = [+C/G], it assigns genitive

2. if a = [+C/D], it assigns dative

3. if a = [+C], it assigns accusative

b. For a nonlexical head a it holds that:

if a = [+C], it assigns nominative

(2) only describes the most central properties of the Icelandic Case sysem.

Thus, for instance, Icelandic has many idiosyncratic accusatives ([+C/A]),

cf. chapter 6 and Yip et al. (1987). - In passing, note that languages that

have no lexical Case apply, of course, only (2a3) and (2b).

A widely discussed peculiarity of Icelandic is that it has oblique subjects.

However, the system in (2) crucially predicts that these are not D-structure

subjects, cf. chapter 6. Moreover, it predicts that null-NPs should bear

Case, cf. chapter 5.

Heads typically 'assign' their Case feature. In the 'Principles and Para-

meters' approach of GB, however, the natural assumption is that Case

assignment, like other processes, is not 'inherently obligatory'. Rather, it

is 'inherently optional', the Case Filter ruling out NPs that are not properly

marked (or non-marked) for Case (cf. 5.3.2). If this is correct, optional

transitivity is unproblematic. Consider (3)-(6):

(3) a. Olafur gekk ut.

Olaf walked out

b. Olafur gekk ut veginn.

Olaf walked out (along) the road(A)

c. Olafur gekk ut eftir veginum.

Olaf walked out along the road(D)

(4) a. Pall las i gaer.

Paul read yesterday

'Paul was reading yesterday.'

b. Pall las bokina i gasr.

Paul read the book(A) yesterday

c. Pall las i bokinni i gasr.

Paul read in the book(D) yesterday
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(5) a. *Jón drepur.

John kills

b. ??t'eir eru a3 drepa.

they are to kill

'They are killing.'

c. ?t'eir eru alltaf aa drepa.

they are always to kill

'They are always killing.'

d. t>eir eru alltaf aa drepa og drepa.

they are always to kill and kill

'They are always killing and killing.'

e. Spit(t) drepur.

speed kills

(6) a. Petur for.

Peter went (away)

b. Petur for sina leia.

Peter went self's way(A).

Hundreds of similar minimal pairs, both for Ps and Vs, can be added from

Icelandic alone. The differently strong transitivity of lexical items is an

interesting phenomenon that should be studied in detail in individual

languages. But surely, we do not want to stipulate different lexical items,

[ + C] and [-C], in all such cases of Vs and Ps that can either be transitive

or intransitive (note, however, that sentences like (5d,e) perhaps involve

Case-marked pro objects, cf. 5.3.1). Instead, adopting an idea suggested to

me by Christer Platzack, I assume that [+C] may remain unassigned, Theta

Theory (and not Case Theory) accounting for variable transitivity (see

chapter 6). Consider, for instance, the structure of (4c):

(7)

Spec

[+C] V ^PP ^

[+C] P lip

[+C/D]

Pall las t

Paul read

AdvP

1

in

bokinni i gaer

the book ...

V is [+C]. However, the V-Case may remain unassigned without violating

G
e
n
e
ra

te
d
 f

o
r 

a
n
o
n
y
m

o
u
s 

o
n
 2

0
1

5
-0

1
-0

5
 1

6
:3

1
 G

M
T
  
/ 

 h
tt

p
:/

/h
d

l.
h
a
n
d
le

.n
e
t/

2
0

2
7

/m
d
p
.3

9
0

1
5

0
1

6
9

9
7

3
9

0
C

re
a
ti

v
e
 C

o
m

m
o
n
s 

A
tt

ri
b

u
ti

o
n
  

/ 
 h

tt
p

:/
/w

w
w

.h
a
th

it
ru

st
.o

rg
/a

cc
e
ss

_u
se

#
cc

-b
y
-4

.0



4.1 Feature Percolation Theory of Case

105

any principle: the structure does not contain any NP that 'needs' it in

order to satisfy the Case Filter. In (4b), on the other hand, the V-Case

must be assigned to [NP, VP] if the Case Filter is not to be violated. -

Burzio (1986, p. 185) also concludes that 'intransitive unergative' verbs

are potential Case assigners, and Chomsky (1986b, p. 24) assumes that

transitive Case assigners sometimes do not assign their Case.

Now, we are of course more interested in assignment of Case than in

non-assignment of Case. The principal question of any Case theory is how

Case is assigned (cf. Chomsky 1986a, p. 187). That is, what is the mecha-

nism of Case assignment? The natural assumption seems to be that some

kind of a feature sharing of the Case assigner and the Case assignee is

involved. Deviating somewhat from Chomsky's appraoch (1986b, e.g. p. 24),

I assume that the feature in question is simply the Case feature ([+C],

[-(-C/D], etc.) of the Case assigner - as is in fact built into the Head

Principle of Case in (1) above. This is rather natural. At least in mor-

phological case languages, we see that, say, [NP, VP] bears some feature

of V by seeing its case (and in some languages, verbs, in fact, agree in

number and person with objects). In this context, we may note, it is

entirely plausible that intransitives have a non-assigned Case feature:

there is no NP for the intransitive to share its Case feature with.

How, then, does this feature sharing take place, that is, how does [+C]

'travel' from the Case assigner to its Case assignee? The question has

not received much attention in the literature, but the general assumption

seems to be that Case, somehow, 'jumps' from the Case assigner to the

Case assignee. As for other instances of feature sharing or feature 'sprea-

ding', however, it seems more natural to assume that Case 'travels' along

structural paths. I therefore take it that Case (as well as other 'spreading'

features) percolates.

As we have seen, Case seems to percolate within the m-command domain

of the Case assigner, that is, within the Case assigner's (minimal) maximal

projection. For convenience, I repeat the definition of m-command in

2.3(13), as (8):

(8) a m-commands b iff

a. a does not dominate b, and

b. every maximal category Y'' that dominates a

dominates b

Clearly, however, Case does not percolate freely within the minimal maximal

projection of the Case assigner. Rather, it canonically percolates within

its 'immediate' or 'local' maximal projection, in some appropriate sense.

The locality notion in question is not entirely structural, though: A

zero-level head protects its maximal projection from external Case only if

it is a Case assigner itself, as mentioned in 2.3 and 3.4.2.2. In other
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words, the PROTECTION PRINCIPLE in (9) seems to hold:

(9) X'' is protected iff its head X assigns Case

This is in fact only a relaxed or a relativized version of Chomsky's

Minimality Condition (cf. 1986b, p. 42 ff.): the Minimality Condition is

relaxed for maximal categories whenever their zero-level heads are nonas-

signers of Case. As mentioned in 4.0, however, I deviate from Chomsky in

assuming that protection is relevant for percolation of Case rather than

for government. In the core cases, the approaches are empirically equivalent

(for Case), but as we shall see, only the Protection Principle (or the

'Relaxed Minimality Condition') makes correct predictions for 'long distance'

Case.2

The only verbs, then, that do not act as 'barriers' or protecting heads

with respect to Case are verbs that are nonassigners of Case (i.e. modals

and auxiliaries, and ergative verbs that do not assign lexical Case, cf. 4.3

and 6.1.4).

We can now state the following PERCOLATION PRINCIPLE OF CASE

(PPC); "X-[+C]" means 'the Case feature of X' or, simply, 'X-Case':

(10) X-[+C] percolates to a [+N] category a iff

a. X m-commands a, and

b. a is unprotected from X

- where a is unprotected from X if and only if there is no protecting

head (a Case assigner) Y that m-commands a but not X.

It follows from PPC that X-Case freely penetrates even maximal cate-

gories that are unprotected form X if they are m-commanded by X (i.e.

* A compatible idea (with respect to ECP) is in fact suggested by

Chomsky (1986b, p. 47): "... a minimal governor must be a category with

features to serve as a barrier to government." Speaking in terms of protecting

heads, rather than in terms of absolute 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 some value

of F (see below for Case). Given this, it is perhaps possible to develop a

general theory of feature percolation, accounting for e.g. theta role assignment.

Case assignment, and categorial feature percolation. Thus, for example, the [+N]

feature of the noun head of an object NP protects the NP from the [-N]

feature of its verbal governor. - If this is on the right track, the Protection

Principle in (9) should be relativized as shown in (i):

(i) X'' is F-protected iff X projects some value of F

In this respect, however, there is some feature hierarchy to be considered too.

Thus, Case protection always blocks percolation of category-external number

and gender, as we shall see. - Concentrating upon Case, I shall not pursue

general F-protection in any detail here.
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within the minimal X")-3 In passing, note that Case protection is intuitively

natural in a feture percolation theory of Case: the X-path (X, X', and

X") 'transports' X-[ + C], hence cannot 'transport' any other Case feature

(see also fn. 2 above). I shall return to this shortly.

Now, consider the structure of C in English (cf. e.g. Radford 1988, p.

403 ff.) and Icelandic:

(11) C'

C ^IIP

[?C] NP J^1-^

I VP\

[+C] V NP

C+C]

(11) is the canonical Nom-Acc pattern in both languages. V is a Case

assigner, hence protecting VP (and [NP, VP]) from the external Infl-Case.

In the same manner, Infl protects IP and [NP, IP] from a potential Comp-

Case. Also, of course, V cannot assign Case to [NP, IP], since it does not

m-command it ([NP, IP] is not included in the miminal maximal category

(VP) that contains V).

In 2.5, I suggested (12) for Mainland Scandinavian:

(12) C

[+c] np""~ "^riP

i ^-vp\

[?C] V NP

[+c]

Here, Infl does not m-command [NP, IP], i.e. cannot assign Case to it.

Also, at least the higher IP is unprotected from Comp. Accordingly, Comp

is free to assign Case to [NP, IP], which is of course the desirable result.

Do Comp in (11) and Infl in (12) have a Case feature? Perhaps, we

should modify the Head Principle of Case as follows:

(13) If Infl is [+C], then Comp is [-C] and vice versa

- Infl and Comp thus 'sharing' a Case feature. However, there is no need

for this modification. No principles are violated even if Comp in (11) and

Infl in (12) have an unassigned Case feature.

Consider the Case properties of [np N PP], briefly mentioned in 2.3:

3 As we shall see in 5.5.3, however, CP perhaps always blocks percolation

of nominal features.
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(14)a. Eg sa hus.

I saw a house

Acc

b. Eg sa hus mea graenu paki .

I saw a house with a green roof

Acc Dat Dat

The basic structure of the VP in (14b) is sketched in (15):

(15)

graenu paki

Dat Dat

V m-commands the whole structure. However, P is a Case assigner, hence

protecting its minimal maximal projection, PP, from V-Case. Accordingly,

V only Case-marks NP and N (vhich P, of course, does not protect). P, in

turn, assigns P-Case to [NP, PP], from where it percolates to both [A,

NP] and [N, NP] (neither being protected by any other Case assigner).

As mentioned above, Case Protection is intuitively natural in a percola-

tion theory of Case. X protects its maximal category by percolating X-[+C],

this blocking the X-path (X, X', and X") from 'transporting' any other

Case feature. I shall therefore assume that the 'Case-transport hypothesis'

in (16) is correct:

(16) No category can transport more than one [+C]

This has several interesting consequences. For instance, it means that a

Case assigner cannot be a Case assignee or vice versa. Second, (16) also

means, of course, that a category cannot receive two Cases, i.e. it has

the same effect as the standard assumption that chains bear no more than

one Case (cf. Chomsky 1981, p. 334). Third, a zero-level head cannot

assign more than one Case. As we shall see in 6.5.2, this entails that the

Double Object Construction involves an empty Case assigner in syntactic

structure.

Recall, however, that it seems desirable to assume that Case assignment

or percolation is basically free. This would seem to be problematic since

obligatory Case protection could not be due to Case percolation if the

latter were always free (except when forced by the Case Filter). In order
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to resolve this problem, I suggest (17):

(17) The Case of a Case assignee is always the

closest possible Case

- where a 'possible Case' is a Case feature that is assigned in accordance

with PPC in (10) and whose assignment does not lead to any violations of

general principles (e.g. conditions on chain formation, cf. 4.3). This forces

Case percolation, hence Case protection, precisely in the desirable cases.

Having formulated the Feature Percolation Theory of Case and sketched

how it works for the most typical Case patterns of 'nominative-accusative

languages', we can turn to some Case patterns that are only seen in

morphological case languages and have therefore received rather little

attention in the generative literature (on Icelandic, however, see for

instance Andrews 1982a, 1982b).

4.2 NP-internal agreement

Consider NP-internal Case agreement between adjectives, determiners, etc.

and a noun-head, cf. (1):

(Da.

Allir

pessir

pri r

ungu

malf raeaingar

all

these

three

young

linguists

N

N

N

N

N

b.

Alla

pessa

prja

ungu

malf raeainga

A

A

A

A

A

c.

Ollum

pessum

prem

ungu

malf raeaingum

D

D

D

D

D

d.

Allra

pessara

priggja

ungu

malf raeainga

G

G

G

G

G

In the so-called 'weak' (i.e. semantically definite) declension, adjectives

have only one plural form, cf. the invariable ungu in (1). As seen in (2),

this is not so in the 'strong' or semantically indefinate inflection:
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(2)a. Nokkrir

several

N

b. Nokkra

A

c. Nokkrum

D

d. Nokkurra

G

ungir malfrasoingar

young linguists

N N

unga malfrasainga

A A

ungum malfraeaingum

D D

ungra malfraeainga

G G

Interestingly, even the suffixed definite article agrees in Case with the

noun-head, as illustrated in (3):

(3)a. Flestir malfraeaingarnir

most linguists- the

N N N

'Most of the linguists'

b. Flesta malf raeaingana

A A A

c. Flestum malfraeaingunum

D D D

d. Flestra malfr33ainganna

G G G

What is the mechanism of local Case agreement of this sort? In Lectures,

Chomsky (1981, p. 49) assumes "that Case is assigned to NPs by virtue of

the configuration in which they appear and percolates to their heads". As

discussed by Babby (1987, p. 91), this seems to presuppose that adjectives,

determiners, etc. copy the Case of the noun-head by an agreement trans-

formation, in the spirit of Aspects (see Chomsky 1965, p. 174 f.). In another

context, however, Chomsky (1981, p. 229, fn. 61) assumes "that agreement

of determiners and adjectives results by percolation from NP, AP and

VP." Babby (1987) argues forcefully for this latter solution for Case,

basing his arguments on Case agreement in Russian, but since the relevant

Russian data do not have a direct counterpart in Icelandic, I shall not

review them here.4

4 These Russian data involve e.g. NP-internal adnominals that are

invariably genitive, i.e. do not 'copy' the Case of the N-head, as opposed to

(e.g. adjectival) modifiers of the head. The type looks like (i) (cf. Babby 1987,

P. 94):

(i) big(Nom) bottle(Nom) wine(Gen)

■a big bottle of vine'

Peripherically, Icelandic does in fact have a similar construction, cf. (iib):
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Case is a phi-feature, like person, number and gender (cf. Chomsky

1981, p. 330; 1986b, p. 24). NP-internal agreement in Icelandic does, in

fact, not only involve Case but also number (sg and pi) and gender (m, f,

n) (but not person, for obvious reasons). This is shown in (4)-(5) for the

nominative:

(4)a.

Fjorir

gulir

kafbatar

four

yellow

submarines

N. ra. pl

N.m.pl

N.m.pl

b.

Fjorar

gular

baskur

four

yellow

books

N.f.pl

N.f.pl

N.f.pl

c.

Fjogur

gul

hus

four

yellow

houses

N . n . pl

N.n.pl

N.n.pl

(ii)a. stor flaska af vini

N N D

big bottle of wine

b. (?)stor flaska vins

N N G

In Icelandic, at least, the construction raises the same problems as other

genitives headed by nominals (cf. Kress 1982, p. 227 ff.), e.g. the partitive

genitive and the usual possessive genitive. These genitives show a very special

behavior in that they do not protect the nominal head and its modifiers.

Consider (iii):

(iii)a. gamlir vinir Pals

old friends Paul's (i.e. 'Paul's old friends')

Nora Nora Gen

b.

. NP

"(Nora)

gamlir

vinir

Pals

This indicates that genitives headed by nominals are not of the same nature as

Case in general (cf. also Fiva 1985, Holmberg 1986): if the genitive did

percolate from N to N' and from there to the genitive NP, [+C/G] should

protect the whole NP, AP/A and N therefore being blocked from receiving the

structural nominative. Perhaps, the genitive is assigned at D-structure to [NP,

N']. In passing, note also that there are special possessive pronouns in the 1st

and 2nd person singular only. Somehow, these are 'immune' to assignment of

nominally headed genitive Case, cf. (iv):

(iv) gamlir vinir minir/*minna

old friends my

Nom Nom Nom/*Gen

This is true of all Germanic languages, cf. e.g. English my friends as opposed

to Paul's friends.G
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(5)a. Einn gulur kafbatur ('One yellow submarine')

N.m.sg N.m.sg N.m.sg

b. Ein gul bok ('One yellow book')

N.f.sg N.f.sg N.f.sg

c. Eitt gult hus ('One yellow house')

N.n.sg N.n.sg N.n.sg

(6) illustrates how number and gender agreement combines with Case

agreement:

(6)a.

Ein

gul

bok

N.f.sg

N.f.sg

N.f.sg

b.

Eina

gula

bok

A.f.sg

A.f.sg

A.f.sg

c.

Einni

gul r i

bok

D. f . sg

D.f.sg

D.f.sg

d.

Einnar

gulrar

bokar

G.f .sg

G.f.sg

G.f.sg

These facts might seem to indicate that NP-internal agreement involves

copying of all the phi-features of the noun-head.5 However, there are

good reasons to believe that all phi-features spread by percolation (cf.

below). Thus, I shall assume with Babby (1987) (and Chomsky (1981, p.

229, fn. 61)) that NP-internal Case agreement results by feature percolation:

the NP as a whole is assigned Case, the Case feature subsequently perco-

lating to all the NP-internal nominals (and not only to the noun-head).

Given PPC (in 4.1(10)), this is what we expect. Consider (7), the putative

structure of the [NP, XP] in (3d):

(7)

flestra malf raeainga-

most linguists-

G G

Det

nna

the

G

None of the NP-internal nominals is protected from the genitive, that is,

our theory crucially predicts that the genitive should percolate to them

all.

The 'co-agreement' of Case and the other phi-features is an interesting

5 Except person, cf. e.g. pid allir 'you all', where allir is, of course,

inherently in the 3rd person in spite of the 2nd person of the head.
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phenomenon. Case has a source that is external to the NP, namely the

Case assigner, whereas the head of the NP is the gender/number source

(as generally aknowledged in traditional grammars). This is rather trivial

for gender, since individual nouns have an invariable lexical gender feature.

For the semantic feature number, this is not as obvious. However, number

is clearly not like Case, that is, it is not assigned to whole NPs. If that

were the case, we would espect conjoined singular NPs to make up a

singular NP. As is well known, however, conjoined singular NPs normally

trigger plural agreement on the finite verb in, for instance, all Germanic

languages that have subject-verb agreement (cf. Rognvaldsson 1986 on

Icelandic; on English, see e.g. Warner 1988). I shall thus assume that

number is a head-feature, like gender. A slight complication is raised by

cases like (5) and (6), where [Spec, NP] is a numeral, hance having an

inherent number (that must match the number of the noun-head). However,

this is exceptional. Normally, [Spec, NP] gets both its number and gender

from [N, NP]. Consider (8):

(8)a. Garala malf raeaing-inn

old linguist- the

A.m.sg A.m.sg A.m.sg

'The old linguist'

b. Gomlu malf raeainga-na

old linguists- the

A.m.pl A.m.pl A.m.pl

'The old linguists'

Presumably, (8b) has the basic structure (9):

(9)

Det

Thus, as reflected in the lexicon and the morphology, A and Det are

'variables' (in respect of phi-features) that are totally context-dependent.

In (9), Case percolates from [X, XP] to [NP, XP] in the usual manner.

But now, we also see that the head-features of N percolate in much the

same manner, namely from N to all nominals m-commanded by N. More

specifically, they percolate within the intersection of two m-command

domains: the Case-path or the m-command domain of the Case assigner,
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and the m-command domain of the N-head, as already mentioned in 3.4.2.1.6

The result is that all the nominals are fully phi-feature specified and

show a complete phi-feature agreement (all having '3rd person' as an

inherent feature).

Finally note that conjoined NPs ([NP NP (conj) NP*]) provide trivially

simple evidence that the proposed analysis is indeed on the right track

(see also Rbgnvaldsson 1986). All nominals of such 'complex' NPs must

bear the same Case, of course, whereas their individual NPs are gender

and number islands. Consider (10):

(10)a. Olafur, allar konurnar og barnia

Olaf all the momen and the child

N.m.sg N.f.pl N.f.pl N.n.sg

b. Olafi, ollum konunum og barninu

D.m.sg D.f.pl D.f.pl D.n.sg

In sum, assuming Case copying within NPs seems rather implausible. We

must assume Case percolation anyway - at least from NP to N. Thus, if

we insist on Case copying rather than Case percolation we have to intro-

duce some mechanism that excludes Case percolation from NP to adjectives

and determiners, simultanuously having to ensure Case percolation from

NP to N and subsequent Case copying from N to other [+N] elements of

the NP. Since NP-internal Case copying does not buy us anything at all,

I can see no good reason to introduce this unnecessary complication.

4.3 Long distance Case agreement

The Case relations I have considered so far in this chapter are local.

Icelandic also has various instances of non-local or long distance Case

relations (some of which are discussed by e.g. Thrainsson 1979 and Andrews

1982b). The most important of these are Subject-Predicate Agreement, as

in (1), and Subject-Quantifier Agreement, as in (2):

° My description of long dinstance phi-feature agreement involves a slight

simplification, though. As argued by Rdgnvaldsson (1986) coordination of full

NPs in the subject position involves certain 'feature adding' rules for number

(e.g. sg + sg -> pi) and gender (masc + fem -> neut, masc + masc -> masc,

etc.), and a certain feature hirearchy for person (e.g. lp + 2p -> lp, 2p + 3p ->

2p). The resultant feature values percolate within the (unprotected) m-

command cK'main of the 'complex' subject-NP, showing up on (or agreeing with)

the finite verb (person, number) and predicative nominals (number, gender).
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(1) a. Hann er ungur.

he is young

N N(m.sg)

b. Maria og Magga eru ungar.

Mary and Maggie are young

N N N(f.pl)

(2) a. peir lasu allir_ bokina.

they read all the book

N(m.pl) N(m.pl) (Acc)

b. t>aer lasu allar bokina

N(f.pl) N(f.pl) (Acc)

'They all read the book.'

Long distance Case agreement of this sort is simply accounted for in

terms of Case percolation (and there seems to be no doubt that the

gender/number agreement should be accounted for in a parallel fashion,

cf. 5.5.2.1). (3) and (4) are the structures of the IP in (1) and (2), respec-

tively:7

(3) _^-IP

NP

l"

[+C]

(4) ___IP

NP

I"

[+C]

Since the copula never assigns Case in Icelandic, VP and [AP, VP] are

unprotected in copular structures like (1)/(3). Accordingly, nominative

Infl-Case percolates to the predicative adjective. In the same manner, QP

in (2)/(4) is unprotected from Infl-Case, hence turning up in the nomina-

tive. Not being m-commanded by V, it cannot get V-Case.

Crucially, our theory makes the prediction that two lexical nominals, a

and b, that are within the same minimal maximal category, X", agree in

Case (i.e. bear the same Case) iff a is unprotected form 6's Case and vice

versa. That is:

7 In the case of lexical non-assigners of Case, such as the copula, I shall

regulary mark the corresponding zero-level head as [-CJ.
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(5) For a, b, and X,

a and b (nonassigners of Case and) lexical [+N]

categories,

X a Case assigner, and

[x" ••• <L. ••• b . . . J i

it holds that:

a bears X-Case unless a is protected from X-Case;

b bears X-Case unless b is protected from X-Case

This is borne out. As mentioned in 4.1, auxiliaries and modals are nonas-

signers of Case, hence incapable of acting as protecting heads. Consider

the data in (6):

(6) a. Petur var rikur.

Peter was rich

N(m.sg) N(m.sg)

b. Petur hafai veria rikur.

Peter had been rich

c. Petur mun hafa veria rikur.

Peter will have been rich

d. Petur mun hafa burft aa vera rikur.

Peter will have needed to be rich

e. Petur hlytur aa hafa purft aa hafa veria rikur.

Peter must to have needed to have been rich

In all these examples, the predicative adjective is unprotected from

Infl-Case, hence agreeing in Case (and number and gender) with [NP, IP].

Thus, for instance, the IP in (6c) has the structure (7):

These relatively simple data are of course rather troublesome for the

conventional Government Theory of Case. Chomsky (1986b, p. 23) contends:

Case-marking ... plainly involves government; the standard assumption is

that Case-marking takes place only under government

If this were correct, Infl would have to govern into the government
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domains of three lexical governors in (6c)/(7), four in (6d), and five in

(6e), for instance. - Note that it is not an available alternative to assume

that the copula assigns nominative Case in Icelandic: it does not protect

predicative nominals from accusative Case in Acl infinitivals (cf. (8a), (9a)

and (10a) below).

The small clause agreement I discussed in 3.4.2.2 also offers striking

evidence for PPC and the protection approach to Case. Consider again the

variation seen in cases like (8):

(8)a. Via toldum [hana vera gafaaa].

we believed her be intelligent

A A

b.. Hun var talin [t vera gafua].

she was believed be intelligent

N N

This Acc/Nom variation is a general phenomenon in Icelandic small clauses

(see also e.g. Thrainsson 1979, p. 360 ff., Andrews 1982b, Yip et al 1987).

When the accusative-assigning main verb is passivized, thus loosing its

'Case-marking power', it no longer protects the small clause from the

matrix Infl-Case. Hence, (8) and (9)-(10):

(9)a. Via kusum [Vigdisi [forseta]].

we elected Vigdis president

A A

b. Vigdis var kosin [t [forseti]].

Vigdis was elected president

N N

(10)a. Via kolluaum [hana [Viggu]].

we called her Viggy

A A

b. Hun var kollua [t [Vigga]].

she was called Viggy

N N

- etc.

In Icelandic, then, the distribution of Case is controlled by the Perco-

lation Principle of Case in 4.1(10). Other languages with generally visible

phi-feature marking of nominals, even Italian and Spanish (that do not

show predicative Case), seem to apply precisely the same mechanism (cf.

e.g. the facts described by Jaeggli 1986b, p. 593 f.). It is harder to come

up with clear evidence for this in languages like English and Mainland

Scandinavian, because of their limited use of 'morphophonologically visible'
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phi-features. All the same, the natural assumption (and the null-hypothesis)

is that the Percolation Principle of Case also controls Case-marking in

these languages.

An interesting consequence of the proposed system is that NP-traces

bear Case. More specifically, they bear precisely the same Case as the

NP-antencedent, that is, their Case-marking must not result in a chain

that bears conflicting Cases (cf. Chomsky 1981, p. 334). We see this rather

clearly in cases like the b-sentences in (8)-(10): Since the matrix Infl-Case

percolates to the embedded predicative nominals, it must also percolate to

the embedded subject-traces. Comparison of oblique and nominative NP-

movement offers further albeit slightly more complex evidence for this.

As we shall see in chapter 6, there are basically two types of NP-move-

ment: either the moved NP is a D-structure object of an ergative lexical

item that does not assign any Case or of an ergative lexical item that

assigns lexical Case (e.g. [ + C/D]) at D-structure.8 The relevant S-structures

are sketched below:

(11)

NP

(Nom)

(12)

NP

(Dat)

t

If VP in (12) is unprotected at S-structure, there is no way to block the

trace of the dative from receiving Infl-Case, the result being an illicit

[Dat, Nom] chain. To block this, I shall assume that lexical Case is assigned

or percolated at S-structure as well as at D-structure. That, in turn, sug-

gests that the trace bears the same Case as its antecedent, i.e. we end up

with the well-formed [Datx, Datx] chain, where the index means that both

datives must, crucially, be assigned by one and the same Case assigner.-

Note that this means that structures like (12) do not involve any assign-

ment of Infl-Case. As we shall see (in 5.2.2.2, 5.5.2.1, and 6.1.6), both

verbal and predicative agreement offer striking evidence that this is

IP

I

[+C]

:vp.

v

C+c/d]

NP

Passive participles are 'ergative lexical items', cf. 6.4.3.
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correct.

In the same manner, the NP-antecedent and its trace must bear the

same (Infl-)Case in (11). First, Infl-Case must percolate (or else the

antecedent will get no Case). Second, the ergative verb is a nonassigner

of Case, hence incapable of protecting VP from the Infl-Case. Here, the

result is a well-formed [Nomx, Nomx] chain.

In the light of this, I propose that the well-formedness constraint in

(13) applies to all chains, that is, to A-chains as well as to A'-chains:

(13) For any members, a and b, of a link in a

chain that is assigned Case it holds that:

a. both a and b must be Case-marked

b. the Case of a and b must be assigned

by one and the same Case assigner

Call this the CHAIN-VISIBILITY CONSTRAINT (CVC; on visibility, see

further 5.4): the antecedent-trace relation is structurally invisible unless

all members of the chain involved are Case-identical.9 In A-chains, this

Case-identity is due to Case percolation, as we have seen. As for A'-chains,

the standard viewpoint is that the A'-antecedent inherits the Case of

the A-variable (cf. 5.1 and Chomsky (1981, e.g. p. 175)).

CVC has an interesting consequence for the interpretation of ergative

verbs that are nonassigners of Case: We do not have to stipulate that

these items have no Case feature to assign. Rather, they must not percolate

structural Case since this would violate (condition (13b) of) CVC. This

interpretation predicts that complements of ergatives need not move to

[NP, IP] by NP-movement for the purpose of successful Case assignment.

As we shall see in 6.1.4 and 6.5.3, this is borne out. On the one hand,

there are languages like German that do not apply NP-movement, it seems.

On the other hand, there are NP-movement languages like Icelandic and

English, where NP-movement is not enforced by the Case Filter but by an

independent condition on the relation between argument positions. For

expository purposes, however, I shall keep on referring to ergatives that

do not assign lexical Case (as well as auxiliaries and modals) as 'nonas-

signers of Case'.

Now, as mentioned in 3.3, and as I shall discuss more thoroughly in

chapter 5, the Case Filter seems to apply to all NPs in Icelandic and

other null-subject languages, including NP-traces and PRO/pro. Moreover,

9 More generally, we could say that the trace has to have 'access' to all

the features of the antecedent and vice versa if the antecedent-trace relation is

to be visible. This is a more general and probably a more appropriate formulation

than (13), as indicated by the fact that non-pro-drop languages have Caseless

chains, viz. chains that are headed by PRO (cf. 5.5.3) - in which case the

members of the chain are indeed 'Case-identical' in a sense. For expository

purposes, however, I shall assume (13).
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4 Case percolation

if (13) is on the right track, the Case Filter applies to all traces in

non-null-subject languages (i.e. not only to WH-traces, as usually assumed).

If the opposite were true, we would have to block Case percolation to

NP-traces in this language type. One way to do so would be to say that

VP is an absolute barrier to Case percolation in non-null-subject languages.

However, this is an unprincipled approach. In addition, it is refuted by

various facts, for instance Swedish sentences like (14):

(14) Det ar bara jag.

it is only I

N N

Since nominative Comp-Case percolates to the predicative nominal in (14),

it is entirely unclear how we should block it from percolating to the

NP-traces in sentences like (15):

(15) a. Baten hade sjunkit [t.].

the boat had sunk

b. Johan blev slagen [t_].

John was beaten

On the other hand, we would like to block Case from percolating to PRO

in non-null-subject languages. I shall consider how this could be accomp-

lished in 5.5.3.

4.4 Conclusion

The Feature Percolation Theory of Case involves several conceptual

improvements. Most important, it establishes structural Case as an inherent

property of the X-bar system and enables us to make a desirable distinction

between government relations and Case relations. Moreover, the overall

simplicity of the proposed system speaks rather strongly in favor of it.

Not only does it account for complex agreement data in a strikingly simple

and an intuitively appealing way, it also accounts for all Case assignment

in a unitary manner. The Percolation Principle of Case replaces three or

four different Case-marking mechanisms in the standard Government Theory

of Case: Case assignment under adjacency and government, distant Case

inheritance, NP-internal Case copying (which, however, might perhaps be

subsumed under Case inheritance), and Case percolation (at least from NP

to N, as discussed in 4.2). In spite of this, the protection approach pursued

here clearly owes very much to Chomsky's (1986b) barriers approach to

government. Most important, Case percolation is crucially controlled by
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m-command, and the Protection Principle is a relaxed or a relativized

version of the Minimality Condition (relevant for feature percolation

rather than for government). In the core cases, the protection approach

and the barriers approach are empirically equivalent (for Case), but when

it comes to Case agreement, local as well as distant, the first seems to

be highly preferable.

I shall now postpone further discussion of nominal agreement and 'long

distance Case percolation'. We shall have opportunities to consider this

interesting phenomenon in more detail in chapters 5 and 6, where I discuss

two (interrelated) matters that bear on the present approach: null-NPs

and NP-movement.
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5 Nonlexical NPs and Case

5.0 Introduction

So far, I have largely limited myself to 'normal' instantiations of Case in

Icelandic. However, Icelandic has some 'abnormal' constructions which any

Case Theory will have to be able to account for in a principled manner.

What I have in mind are the following (by now well-known) phenomena.

First, Icelandic is a null-subject language (NS language). That is, it has

finite sentences with no overt (or morphophonologically realized) Case.

This is illustrated (for only one subtype) in (1) (but for a descriptive

overview, see 5.2.2 and 5.3.1):

(1) I gaer rigndi [e] mikia.

yesterday rained much

'Yesterday, it rained much.'

Second, Icelandic has a very rich variety of so-called 'impersonal' verbs

and predicates that take an oblique argument that typically corresponds

to a subject in e.g. English and Mainland Scandinavian, cf. (2):

(2) a. Mig hungrar.

me(Acc) hungers

'I am hungry.'

b. Mer er kalt.

me(Dat) is cold

'I am freezing.'

Third, both these types are also found in passive sentences, cf. the

impersonal passive in (3) and the 'oblique passive' in (4):

(3) I gaer var [e] mikia sungia.

yesterday was much sung

'Yesterday, there was much singing.'

(4) Mer var hjalpaa.

me(Dat) was helped

'I was helped.'

The Case system proposed in 4.1(2) for Icelandic serves as our point of

departure. It is repeated here as (5):
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5 Nonlexical NPs and Case

(5)a. For a lexical head a it holds that:

if a = [+C/G], it asssigns genitive

if a = [+C/D], it assigns dative

if a = [+C], it assigns accusative

b. For a nonlexical head a it holds that:

if a = [+C], it assigns nominative

If we want to maintain this system, we obviously have to say something

special about (untensed as well as tensed) clauses that, apparently, do not

involve any Case assignment and about overt subjects that are assigned

nonnominative Case. As we shall see, the phenomena in (1)/(3) and (2)/(4)

are tightly interrelated: all sentences with oblique subjects in S-structure

have an empty subject position in D-structure, i.e. the oblique subject is

moved from [NP, VP] (or [NP, AP]) to [NP, IP]. Conversely, a finite

sentence can only surface with a (nonreferential) nonlexical subject NP if

it has no (definite or topical) object in D-structure. - I shall postpone a

detailed discussion about oblique subjects and passives until in chapter 6.

This chapter contains a discussion of nonlexical NPs (primarily in active

sentences) and their properties with respect to Case. In 5.1-5.4, I shall

consider nonlexical NPs in finite sentences, objects as well as subjects,

turning to nonlexical subjects in infinitivals in 5.5.

Nonlexical or 'empty' subjects in finite sentences (i.e. governed empty

subjects in the standard theory) are either called 'null-subjects' or 'pro'

in the literature (the latter term was introduced by Chomsky 1982, p. 81).

I shall use the term 'null-subject' (occasionally 'NS' for short) in a purely

descriptive sense, using 'pro' as a GB theory dependent notion (covering

not only a certain type of null-subjects but also a certain type of null-

objects of verbs and prepositions, cf. Rizzi 1986, Cole 1987). Note also

that when I use the term 'null-subject', I never mean nonlexical subjects

in infinitivals. For these, I use the standard 'PRO' (as a descriptive term,

cf. 5.5.1). The term 'nonlexical subject', in turn, covers both PRO and

null-subjects.

For us, the most important question raised by null-subjects is whether

or not they bear Case. In 3.3, I suggested that Icelandic PRO bears Case,

thus accounting for the obligatoriness of V-to-I in control infinitivals in

Icelandic. If that is correct, it would seem natural to assume that Icelandic

pro is also Case-marked, the Case Filter appying to all NPs (or nominals)

in the language. An empirically equivalent alternative for Icelandic, is to

assume that the verbal Infl is a 'licensing head' in Icelandic, in the sense

of Rizzi (1986), see 5.1 and 5.3.2. It is the major purpose of this chapter

to explore these possibilities. For theoretical reasons (cf. 5.3.2), I shall

assume the 'Case Filter Approach' to pro/PRO rather than Rizzi's 'Head-

Licensing Approach'. For our purposes, however, this decision is not

crucial. What is of primary importance for us is the plain fact that the
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verbal Infl assigns Case to nonlexical subjects in Icelandic, pro as well as

PRO.

In 5.1, I shall briefly review three well-known GB approaches to pro

and Case: the Chomsky/Borer approach (Chomsky 1981; Borer 1986), the

Rizzi/Platzack approach (Rizzi 1982; Platzack 1985c, 1987a), and the

Head-Licensing Approach of Rizzi (1986). In the first two analyses, pro is

not marked for Case, whereas it is in the Head-Licensing Approach. All

approaches make some reference to the so-called 'Taraldsen's generalization'

(cf. Taraldsen 1978), which says, roughly, that verbal inflection recovers

the content or the phi-features of the missing subject. Furthermore, they

all assume that there is an important (i.e. theoretically relevant) difference

between NS languages that have referential null-subjects ('genuine pro-

drop') and NS languages that have only nonreferential null-subjects

('semi-pro-drop'). Italian and Spanish are the best known languages of the

first type, whereas Icelandic, for instance, is often said to be of the

second type (cf. e.g. Maling and Zaenen 1978; Platzack 1985c, 1987a; Rizzi

1986, p. 540 f.; Adams 1987, p. 13, fn. 16). Both assumptions make certain

predictions and claims. As it stands, 'Taraldsen's generalization' predicts

that null-subjects should only be found in languages that have some (finite)

verbal inflection. Second, drawing a sharp distinction between 'genuine

pro-drop' and 'semi-pro-drop' implies, for example, that the Germanic

languages do not have any instances of referential null-subjects (cf. Rizzi

1982, 1986). I shall discuss these predictions and claims in 5.2, illustrating

that they are only borne out to a rather limited extent. Most important,

all Germanic languages seem to have at least some cases of referential

null-subjects. Indeed, this might very well be true of all languages.

However, referential null-subjects in the Germanic languages do not

normally seem to be of the same type as referential pro in the Romance

pro-drop languages. As we shall see (in 5.2.4), there is evidence that they

are variables (bound by a null-topic). If that is correct, they do not bear

on the question whether pro (a non-variable) bears Case. It is therefore

necessary to address the question specifically for 'true' pro, e.g. non-

referential pro in Icelandic. I shall do so in 5.3, where I argue that pro

is always assigned Case. If that is correct, the Case Filter is perhaps

parametrized, applying to all NPs in NS languages but only to lexical NPs

and traces in non-NS languages (cf. 4.3).1 It follows, in turn, that there

1 Throughout, I shall assume the standard viewpoint that languages like

English and Mainland Scandinavian do not allow any occurrences of pro (whereas

they allow null-topics, as we shall see). However, this is not entirely without

problems. It presupposes that it is, somehow, possible to explain away examples

like the following ones:

(l)a. As (*it) is well known, ...

b. On the wall (*there) hung a poster.

c. Even more surprising is (??it) that ...
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5 Nonlexical NPs and Case

is no 'Null-Subject Parameter' in Universal Grammar. In 5.4, I consider

the question how nonlexical NPs are 'recovered' or (rather) identified. I

suggest that Universal Grammar applies the Lexical Phi-feature Principle

which says, roughly, that lexical phi-feature specifications can only link

with phonetic substance. It follows that there are no lexical nulls. There-

fore, pro is a nonlexicalized NP-position in S-structure that is interpreted

as having definite specifications for the pronominal phi-features (when it

is referential). Expletive pro, however, is entirely theta-invisible, but being

Case-marked, it is structurally visible. Finally, in 5.5, I discuss the nature

of PRO. I shall argue (in 5.5.1) that it is actually nondistinct from pro, a

nonlexicalized or an 'empty' NP-position (and not a lexical element),

specified for person, number and gender at S-structure and/or in the

'interpretive components', PF and LF (and not in the lexicon like lexical

(pro)nominals). Hence, we expect 'both' elements to behave the same way

with respect to Case. I shall demonstrate (in 5.5.2) that there is clear

evidence that Icelandic PRO indeed does bear Case, like Icelandic pro.

This is what we expect if Icelandic V-to-I applies in order for Infl to be

able to assign Case to [NP, IP] in control infinitivals as well as in finite

clauses, as I suggested in 3.3.

Various phenomena are commonly related to the null-subject option, e.g.

'free inversion' of VPs and subjects and non-effectiveness ot the That-trace

Filter (see e.g. Chomsky 1981, Rizzi 1982, Platzack 1987a). Since UG

contains no special Null-Subject Parameter in our approach (see also

Adams 1987), we have no a priori reason to expect that these phenomena

relate to the null-subject option. Indeed, Sobin (1987) has shown that the

status of the That-trace Filter in English is rather questionable. Another

Germanic non-NS language, Finland-Swedish, certainly does not observe

this filter, and even Norwegian and Danish sometimes violate it (cf. Engdahl

1985, p. 122 f.; 1988). However, discussing the alleged 'byproducts' of the

null-subject option would go far beyond the scope of this study. Therefore,

I shall concentrate on the null-subject phenomenon itself, leaving it to

future research to decide, for example, whether there is any relation

between the absense of the fftar-trace-effect in Icelandic and its setting

Moreover, as Falk (1987) shows, Swedish has some instances (of somewhat

variable acceptance) of what might seem to be expletive pro, cf. (ii):

(ii)a. I Italien ar (det) sallan kallt.

in Italy is it seldom cold

b. I Italien verkar (det) vara kallt nu.

in Italy seems it be cold now

In the subjectless variants, Falk suggests, the fronted adverbial is moved to

[NP, IP], from where it moves again to [Spec, CP]. That is, subjectless sentences

of this sort actually have a sort of a (Caseless) variable in [NP, IP] (bound by

[Spec, CP]), rather than pro. I must admit that I am somewhat skeptical, but I

have no better proposal. In any case, we would clearly not want to suggest that

English and Swedish are 'semi-pro-drop' in the same sense as Icelandic, cf. 5.3.1.
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of the Case Filter. An obvious possibility to explore is that Icelandic, as

opposed to 'standard' English, for instance, has means to Case-mark an

EC in the configuration [Comp [e [i, Infl ..JO.

5.1. Three GB approaches to pro

In this subsection, I shall briefly review three well-known GB approaches

to the properties of pro with respect to Case: the Chomsky/Borer approach

(Chomsky 1981; Borer 1986), the Rizzi/Platzack approach (Rizzi 1982;

Platzack 1985c, 1987a), and the Head-Licensing Approach of Rizzi (1986).

The question whether or not pro bears Case boils down to the question

how the Case Filter should be formulated. Consider the standard Case

Filter as formulated for individual NPs (and not for chains; cf. Chomsky

1981, p. 49):

(1) *NP if NP has phonetic content and has no Case

This is fairly uncontroversial. An interesting question raised by (1) is

whether UG also has the 'inverted Case Filter' in (2):

(2) *NP if NP has Case and has no phonetic content

As is well known, however, empty variables are exempted from (2): WH-

movement (wft-movement and Topicalization) moves phrases from Case

positions to non-Case positions. Consider (3):

(3) Hvern hefur pu ekki sea [t]?

whom have you not seen

Acc (Acc)

Since the w/i-phrase is in a non-Case position ([Spec, CP]), it seems clear

that it bears the Case that is assigned to the source position (the standard

assumption being that it inherits the Case of the variable, cf. Chomsky

(1981, e.g. p. 175)). Moreover, Case percolates to NP-traces, as discussed

in 4.3. The relevant question, then, is whether there is a universal CASE

BAN on ECs that are non-traces, PRO and pro:

(4) *Cnp e] if [np e] nas Case and is not a trace

I know of no approach that explicitly claims (4). However, it is usually

taken to be true that there is a Case ban on all empty categories that

are not variables. In fact, Chomsky (1981) explores the possibility of Case
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being the defining property of variables (and, accordingly, that there is a

Case ban on all other ECs). That is, he explores the possibility in (5)

(Chomsky 1981, p. 175):

(5) [np e] is a variable if and only if it has Case

In 5.3.2, however, I shall propose that the Case Ban in (4) is in fact a

parameter rather than an absolute principle of UG. Following Chomsky

(1981, p. 185), I therefore assume (6):

(6) [np e] is a variable iff it is:

a. in an A-position, and

b. (locally) A'-bound

For a slightly different alternative, see Taraldsen (1986b).

Now, consider the above mentioned Chomsky/Borer approach to pro.

Chomsky (1981, p. 256 ff.) explores the idea that pro is (uncontrolled)

PRO, hence, not Case-marked. In Chomsky's approach this entails that

Agr may 'choose' not to govern the subject position in finite clauses in

NS languages, in contrast with non-NS languages. As we shall see directly,

Chomsky has abandoned this idea, but since Borer (1986) adopts it and

elaborates upon it, I shall briefly consider whether it can be applied to

Icelandic.

The Lectures idea is that the rule that combines V and Infl may either

apply in the syntax or in PF, leading to a branching Infl in both cases.

In Lectures, this is the so-called 'rule R' or Affix Movement/Affix Hopping

(i.e. I-to-V). If it applies in the syntax, then Infl (+ V) branches in the

syntax and is incapable of governing the subject position, which, according-

ly, may contain pro = PRO. This option is available in NS languages only.

In non-NS languages, V and Infl do not combine until in PF. Therefore,

Infl does not branch at S-structure. Accordingly, it (or rather Agr in

Infl) governs the subject position and pro = PRO is excluded.

It is immediately clear that this approach cannot extend to a V2 language

with V-to-I like Icelandic. V-to-I always applies in the syntax. Thus,

depending on how we conceive of government, the subject position of

finite sentences must either be invariably governed or invariably ungoverned

(the latter being the case in our approach, cf. 2.3). - There is no need to

go into further problems that would arise from the Lectures approach to

pro. Already in Some Concepts, Chomsky himself (1982, p. 81 f.) rejects it

and suggests that (referential) pro is "a pure pronominal like its overt

counterpart" (1982, p. 82; see also Chomsky 1986a, p. 164). As far as I

can see, this entails that pro is governed in Chomsky's approach, hence

Case-marked if no further stipulations are made, i.e. if (4) is not assumed.

There is, however, an interesting alternative to the Lectures approach
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that shares with it the basic assumption that pro is not assigned nominative

Case, that is, the alternative developed by Rizzi (1982) in Issues in Italian

Syntax and extended, in a slightly revised form, to Icelandic and Faroese

by Platzack (1985c, 1987a). In this approach, the nominative Case assigner

or the head of S (Infl according to Rizzi, Comp (in Scandinavian) in

Platzack's analysis) has a pronominal element in NS languages, in contrast

with non-NS languages. Rizzi (1982, p. 143) formulates the Null-Subject

Parameter roughly as follows:

(7) a. Infl can be specified [+pronoun]

b. Inf1[+pronoun] can be referential

(7a) is sufficient to license nonreferential null-subjects, whereas referential

null-subjects are only licensed in languages that take a positive value for

(7b) too. Thus, Italian is assumed to have positive values for both (7a)

and (7b), but Icelandic for only (7a). Non-NS languages (English, French,

Mainland Scandinavian, etc.) would have negative values for both (7a) and

(7b).

The basic idea behind this is that a pronominal Infl bears or absorbs

nominative Case, the subject position thus being Caseless, hence obligatorily

phonetically empty (or else both the Case Filter and the Case Ban in (4)

would be violated, cf. further 5.3.2). Like the Chomsky/Borer approach,

(7) relates the pro-option to (rich) subject-verb agreement, the assumption

being that the verbal inflection is a realization of [+pronoun] and recovers

pro. That is, both these approaches assume 'Taraldsen's generalization'

(cf. 5.2.1).

Rizzi (1986) also assumes 'Taraldsens's generalization' (in a slightly

revised form, cf. 5.2.1), but in other respects, he breaks rather sharply

with his Issues analysis. Most imporant, he no longer assumes that pro is

Caseless. On the contrary, he suggests that it must be Case-marked. More

specifically, he proposes (1986, p. 524) that (8) is a universal licensing

schema for pro:

(8) pro is Case-marked by Xy

- where "X" is a zero-level head and where the value of the index "y"

may vary from language to language.

This, then, is the Head-Licensing Approach of Rizzi, mentioned in 5.0.

In Italian, Rizzi (1986, p. 519) argues, the set of licensing heads includes

pronominal Infl, licensing null-subjects, and V, licensing (nonreferential)

null-objects (cf. 5.3.1). In English, on the other hand, the set of licensing

heads is empty, but in French, another non-NS language, it includes V

and P, Rizzi (ibid) claims.

In the Head-Licensing Approach, as formulated by Rizzi (1986), all the
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Germanic languages still differ from the Romance pro-drop languages in

only allowing nonreferential null-subjects (see Rizzi 1986, p. 540 ff.). That

is, the [-f-pronoun] element of the licensing head Infl[+pron] (cf. Rizzi

1986, p. 525, fn. 25) is still subject to the variation [± referential] built

into the Null-Subject Parameter in Rizzi's Issues analysis. As we shall see

in the next subsection, however, the Germanic languages have various

types of referential null-subjects. Nonetheless, as compared to (7), (8) is

a clear improvement. I shall thus adopt the basic idea embodied in (8),

namely that pro always must be Case-marked (cf. 5.3.2). If that is correct,

there is no universal Case Ban of the type (4).

On the other hand, it is not sufficient to say that Infl[+pron] or Infl[Agr]

is a licensing head in Icelandic. Since Icelandic PRO is Case-marked (cf.

5.5.2), we have to assume that the verbal Infl, Q V+I], is a licensing head

in Icelandic if we wish to adopt Rizzi's Head-Licensing Approach. Instead,

as mentioned in 5.0, I assume the Case Filter Approach to pro/PRO. I

shall return to this in 5.3.2 and 5.5.2.2.

5.2 Referential null-subjects in Germanic languages

5.2.0 Introduction

As we have seen, it is standardly assumed that the Germanic languages

have no referential null-subjects. As for Icelandic, however, several

linguists have pointed out that this is incorrect. Consider, for instance,

Rognvaldsson (1982b, 1988), Thrainsson and Hjartarddttir (1986), and

Hjartarddttir (1987). The major purpose of this subsection is to show that

the objections of these authors must be taken seriously. At first sight,

this might seem to be unproblematic, Icelandic simply being of the same

type as the Romance pro-drop languages, thus having both referential and

nonreferential null-subjects. However, the matter is not as simple as that:

Even the Germanic non-NS languages (English and Mainland Scandinavian)

have certain types of referential null-subjects (and null-objects). I shall

illustrate this and discuss the nature of these null-arguments.

The distinction between 'genuine pro-drop' and 'semi-pro-drop' built

into Rizzi's (1982) Null-Subject Parameter (in 5.1(7) above) seems to be

based on 'Taraldsen's generalization'. Therefore, I shall start out by briefly

discussing this generalization (5.2.1), arguing that it probably only captures

a specific property of one type of null-NPs. In 5.2.2, I give a short

overview over referential null-subjects in Icelandic, and in 5.2.3, I extend

my analysis of some of the Icelandic cases to English and Mainland

Scandinavian. In 5.2.4, I illustrate that referential null-arguments (in

declarative clauses) in the Germanic languages seem to be due to a
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topic-drop of some sort. Finally (5.2.5), I discuss the nature of this

phenomenon. As we shall see, referential null-arguments (in declarative

clauses) in the Germanic languages are variables bound by a null-topic. If

that is correct, they do not bear on the question whether or not pro is

Case-marked (on the assumtion that pro is necessarily a non-variable).

5.2.1 'Taraldsen's generalization'

Since Taraldsen (1978), it is widely accepted that pro in the Romance

languages is somehow licenced by the rich verbal inflection (i.e. Agr) in

these languages. This is initially plausible. As Chomsky puts it (still talking

in terms of the old deletion analysis): "The intuitive idea is that where

there is overt agreement, the subject can be dropped, since the deletion

is recoverable" (1981, p. 241). The idea is not new, of course. It has been

recognized for a long time in traditional European philology. See for

instance Wessen (1956, p. 120 f.) for essentially the same formultion as

that of Chomsky's, just cited. As far as I know, however, Taraldsen was

the first to introduce the idea into generative theory. For expository

purposes, I therefore follow Huang (1984, p. 535 ff.) in referring to it as

'Taraldsen's generalization'.

Now, the natural interpretation of 'Taraldsen's generalization' is that

verbal inflection recovers the content of null-subjects. Since expletive

null-subjects have no content (cf. 5.4), we thus expect 'Taraldsen's gene-

ralization' to be relevant for referential null-subjects only: the verbal

ending recovers the number and person of the missing subject in so far

as its number and person features have content or reference (cf. Rizzi

1986, p. 543). As for expletive null-subjects, on the other hand, there is

nothing to recover. Seen from this point of view, 'Taraldsen's generaliza-

tion' is rather natural. On the other hand, Rizzi's (1982) 'old' assumption

that verbal inflection is also relevant for 'semi-pro-drop' is implausible, I

find (see further 5.4). Indeed, Holmberg (1987) points out that certain

Finland-Swedish dialects have the German type of 'semi-pro-drop' in spite

of the fact that they are like standard Swedish in having no subject-verb

agreement.

There is evidence that verbal inflection is crucial in identification of

referential null-arguments in many languages (see e.g. McCloskey and Hale

1984; Anderson 1984; Georgopoulus 1985; Borer 1986; Huang 1984, p. 535

ff. and fn. 3. p. 536 f. and the references cited there). Nonetheless,

'Taraldsen's generalization' only captures or describes a specific property

of some referential null-subjects (or, less plausibly, a language specific

property of some pro-drop languages). Several languages that have no

subject-verb agreement, e.g. Chinese and Korean, allow missing subjects
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(and other referential null-NPs) extremely freely (cf. Huang 1984, Battistella

1985). The same is true of, for instance, Japanese (Kuno 1973, Huang

1984), Thai (Cole 1987), and Malayalam (Mohanan 1983, p. 665). Let us

refer to this type of null-NP languages as the 'Chinese type of null-NP

languages', or, simply, as the 'Chinese (language) type'. It includes one of

the Romance pro-drop languages, Portugese (Huang 1984, Cole 1987).

Languages of this type allow referential null-NPs much more freely than

Italian and Spanish, for example.

Being aware of this problem, Rizzi (1986, p. 545) makes three suggestions:

First, languages differ as to whether or not they make use of phi-features

in their grammar. Second, languages of the Chinese type do not make any

use of phi-features. Third, verbal inflection only recovers null-subjects in

languages that do make use of phi-features in their grammar, i.e. 'Tarald-

sens's generalization' is only relevant for this language type. This may

seem rather plausible. If a language does not make any use of phi-features,

then null-subjects do not have any such features to be recovered or

identified by phi-features of an agreeing verb. However, note that this

entails that there is no fundamental difference between null-subjects of

the Chinese type and Italian pro. This is probably incorrect. As argued by

Huang (1984), missing arguments in Chinese generally seem to be null-topics

(or null-variables, bound by a null-topic, cf. 5.2.5).2 Thus, as we shall

see, Rizzi's (1986) interpretation of 'Taraldsen's generalization' masks a

crucial difference between two types of null-arguments: pro and (variables

bound by) null-topics.

Moreover, if this approach to 'Taraldsen's generalization' were on the

right track, we would only expect to find referential null-objects of the

Chinese type in those phi-feature languages that have verb-object agree-

ment (like, for instance, Pashto, cf. Huang 1984, p. 535 f.). In a phi-feature

language, the phi-features of null-objects must of course be identified,

2 However. Huang (1984, p. 553 ff.) and (1987) assumes that the EC in

Chinese sentences like (i) below, taken from Huang (1987, p. 329), is pro when

it is coreferential with the matrix subject (but a variable when it is

coreferential with some discourse topic, distinct from the matrix subject):

(i) Zhangsan shuo [[e] bu renshi Lisi].

Zhangsan say not know Lisi

'Zhangsan said that (he, etc.) does not know Lisi.'

See also Cole (1987, p. 599). However, as argued by Huang himself (1982), see

also Battistella (1985), embedded subject positions are 'anaphor-positions' in

languages like Chinese, allowing for an overt 'long distance reflexive' that is

bound by the matrix subject. As argued by Huang (1982), the reason for this is

presumably that Chinese has no Agr, hence no SUBJECT that is accessible to

the [NP, IP] position in the embedded clause. It follows that the matrix subject

in (i) is the accessible SUBJECT, the whole structure thus being the EC's

governing category. When the EC is bound within this category, it is an

anaphor, not a pronominal. Thus, Chinese does not seem to have any instances

of pro.
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just like the phi-features of null-subjects. Therefore, Portugese, having

referential null-objects of the Chinese type (cf. Cole 1987, p. 598 ff.) and

being a phi-feature language without verb-object agreement, seriously

undermines this interpretation of 'Taraldsen's generalization". The same is

true of Old Scandinavian (whereas Old English perhaps was of the Italian

type, cf. Traugot 1972, p. 84). The Old Scandinavian languages of course

made extensive use of pronominal phi-features. Moreover, they had sub-

ject-verb agreement but not V/P-object agreement. All the same, they

allowed astonishingly many types of referential null-NPs (null-subjects and

null-objects of Vs and Ps in both main and subordinate clauses). In fact,

they seem to have been of a mixed type, allowing almost all kinds of

nonlexical NPs, that is, subject and object pro as well as null-topics.

Consider, for instance, Wesson (1956, e.g. pp. 88 ff. 187 ff.) on Old Swedish.

As for Old Icelandic, consider the facts described by Nygaard (1894, 1906,

p. 8 ff.) and Sigur&sson (1982, 1983, p. 148 f., 1985b). For 'older' or

non-modern Icelandic in general, see the (much more interesting) discussion

and facts in Thrainsson and Hjartarddttir (1986), and in Hjartarddttir

(1987). I shall illustrate some of these facts in 5.2.5. - Moreover, as we

shall see in 5.2.2.2, missing oblique subjects in Modern Icelandic pose a

similar problem to Rizzi's (1986) interpretation of 'Taraldsen's generaliza-

tion'.

It seems clear, then, that verbal inflection is not the only available

'identification mechanism' for referential null-arguments in Universal

Grammar, not even in the 'Universal Grammar of phi-feature languages'.

In fact, even languages of the Italian/Spanish type apply some auxiliary

mechansim to identify gender (verbs not inflecting for gender in the

Romance languages, as opposed to Russian, for instance). See 5.4. Moreover,

not only Old Scandinavian but also Modern Scandinavian is problematic

for Rizzi's (1986) interpretation of 'Taraldssen's generalization'. Icelandic

has rich subject-verb agreement, whereas Mainland Scandinavian has no

phi-feature marking on verbs. As we shall see in the following subsections,

however, Icelandic and Mainland Scandinavian have more or less the same

types of referential null-NPs (that is, both Insular and Mainland Scandia-

nvian have null-topics of the Chinese type).

If we wish to maintain 'Taraldsen's generalization', then, we are left

with two possibilities. First, it might be relevant for only some NS (or

null-NP) languages. Second, it might be cross-linguistically relevant for

some particular type of referential null-NPs. I shall return to the question

in 5.2.5, suggesting that 'Taraldsen's generalization' is perhaps true for

referential null-subjects that are properly classified as pro and not as

(variables bound by) a null-topic.
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5.2.2 Referential NSs in Icelandic

As pointed out by several linguists, Modern Icelandic has various types of

referential null-subjects (cf. Rognvaldsson 1982b, 1988; Thrainsson and

Hjartarddttir 1986; Hjartarddttir 1987, p. 101 ff.). In the following, I shall

give a short overview over the types mentioned by these authors as well

as other relevant types.3

5.2.2.1 NSs in imperatives

Second person singular imperatives in Icelandic are normally formed by

dropping the final -a of the infinitive (yielding, for instance, far from

fara 'go, leave, begin'). Thus, it is not clear whether these imperatives

are correctly classified as 'finite' (and the same is true of imperative

verb forms in the mainland Scandinavian languages). On the other hand,

plural imperatives in the language are unambiguously finite (being homop-

honous with the corresponding indicatives (and subjunctives).4 In the

3 I wrote the first version of this chapter before I saw Hjartardottir's

(1987) interesting study of null-NPs in Old(er) Icelandic. Many of the following

empirical observations are independently noted in chapter 6 of Hjartardottir's

thesis, where she compares Old(er) and Modern Icelandic.

4 The copula vera 'be' is exceptional. Not only does it distinguish between

all indicatives and subjunctives (whereas other verbs do not make any such

distinction in first and second person plural in the present tense), it also has

special imperative/optative forms for all persons in the present tense. This is

illustrated in (i):

(i)

ind.

subj .

imp./opt.

sg.1p

er

se

ver i

2p

ert

sert

vert

3p

er

se

ver i

pl.1p

erum

Be urn

verum

2p

erufl

seuð

verio

3p

eru

seu

veri

Compare (i)

to (ii), for koma

'come, arrive

i.

(ii)

ind.

subj .

imp.

sg.1p

kem

komi

2p

kemur

komir

kom

3p

kemur

komi

pl.1p

komum

komum

komum

2p

komio

komio

komio

3P

koma

komi

Post-verbal pronominal subjects very typically cliticize onto the verb in the

second person, and in the written language, second person singular forms like

ertu, vertu, komdu etc. are very common. However, since nonstressed third and

first person subject pronouns also cliticize onto the verb in the spoken language,

the second person cliticization is not specifically shown in (i) and (ii). - The

imperative/optative of vera is formed in the same manner as present subjunctives
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second person, they may either take an overt subject or a null-subject. In

the first person, on the other hand, an overt subject is usually unaccep-

table (Modern Icelandic thus differing from Old Icelandic (cf. Nygaard

1906, e.g. p. 202)). This is illustrated in (1) and (2):

(1) a. Faria (pia) pangaa.

go you there

2. pl pl

'(You) go there.'

b. Kaupia (pia) miaana.

buy you the tickets

2.pl pl

'(You) buy the tickets.'

(2) a. Forum (??via) pangaa.

go we there

1 .pl

'Let us go there.'

b. Kaupura (??via) miaana.

buy we the tickets

l.pl

'Let us buy the tickets.'

Thus, Icelandic plural imperatives unambiguously either may or must take

a referential pro (compare Adams (1987, p. 15 f.) on pro in Old French

imperatives). The same is true of plural second person imperatives in

German.5 Empty subjects in English imperatives, on the other hand, might

be analyzed as PRO (English not making any morphological distinction

between imperatives and infinitives). Conversely, English imperatives that

of other verbs (i.e. by dropping tha -a of the infinitive stem and adding subjunc-

tive endings to the so reduced stem). In its optative use (but not in its impera-

tive use), it is often found in free variation with the subjunctive.

5 Interestingly, pro is not found in plural first person imperatives in

German, as opposed to Icelandic:

(4)a. Geht (ihr).

go you

2p.pl pl

b. Gehen *(wir).

go we

1p.pl

The reason for this might be that the first person plural is always homophonous

with the third person plural in German verbs. That is, 'Taraldsen's

generalization' seems to make an essentially correct prediction for referential

pro in Icelandic and German imperatives (with the exception that it does not

predict the obligatoriness of pro in the first person plural in Icelandic).
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take an overt subject might be analyzed as actually being 'optatives'.

5.2.2.2 NSs in conjuncts

The ongoing discussion of pro and the 'Null-Subject Parameter' sweeps

quite a lot of troublesome data under the carpet. An unconvenient problem

that often does not even enter the discussion is the fact that clausal

coordination seems to involve a missing subject of some sort. The traditi-

onal Conjunction Reduction has simply disappeared from the scene.

It is sometimes maintained (e.g. Gazdar 1981, Sag et al. 1985) that

conjunction structures like (1) involve conjunction of VPs and no missing

subject (the 'bare VP analysis'), as illustrated in (2):

(1) They robbed the bank and [e] ran away.

(2) They [[vp robbed the bank] and [yp ran away]].

Perhaps, some instances of 'predication coordination' may be successfully

analyzed as involving conjunction of nonclausal constituents. However,

there are also clear cases where we have to analyze the second conjunct

as a full clause with a null-subject. Due to certain facts having to do

with subject-verb agreement, this is particularly clear in Icelandic, as

first demonstrated by Rognvaldsson (1982b); see also Thrainsson and

Hjartarddttir (1986) and Rognvaldsson (1988). In the following, I shall

briefly review 'Rbgnvaldsson's argument'. In doing so, I shall use the

terms 'Conjunction Reduction' and 'deletion' without any reservations.

However, I do so only for expository purposes. In 5.2.5, I shall address

the question whether missing referential subjects in the Germanic languages

really are due to a deletion (suggesting that they are not).

As already illustrated by many authors (e.g. Bernodusson 1982, p. 152

ff.; Rognvaldsson 1982b), Conjunction Reduction is sensitive to grammatical

functions in (Modern) Icelandic, much as in English: normally, only subjects

can delete and they can only do so under identity with a subject antece-

dent. That is, the scheme in (3) illustrates the normal situation:

(3) Antecedent: - missing argument:

a. Subject; - empty subject,

b. *Subjectj - empty non-subject;

c. *Non-subjectj - empty subject;

d. *Non-subjectj - empty non-subject;
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As we shall see in 5.2.5, there are some interesting exceptions to (3d)

(discussed by Rognvaldsson 1988). However, what matters here is that

(3a-c) are true.

Now, as mentioned in 5.0, and as we shall see more clearly in 6.1,

Icelandic has oblique (S-structure) subjects, cf. (4):

(4)a. Mig vantar peninga.

me(A) lacks money

'I lack money. / I need money.'

b. Okkur er illt.

us(D) is ill

'We are nauseated. / We have pains.'

Given (3), we thus expect oblique arguments of this sort to behave like

nominative subjects, and not like objects, with respect to Conjunction

Reduction. This is borne out: these oblique arguments delete under identy

with a preceding subject, nominative or oblique, and not under identy

with a preceding object. Conversely, they trigger deletion of subjects,

nominative or oblique, and not of objects. But what is particularly inter-

esting in the present context is the fact that the finite verb does not

agree in person and number with oblique subjects, as opposed to nominative

subjects; instead, it invariably shows up in the default third person singular

if the clause does not contain any nominative. Thus, both vantar and er

in (4) are third person singular even though the oblique subjects are first

person singular and first person plural. Consider also (5):

(5)a. Via vorum svangir og okkur

we were hungry and us

N.1pl 1pl D.1pl

b. Okkur vantaai peninga og via

us lacked money and we

vantaai peninga.

lacked money

3sg

vorum svangir.

were hungry

D.1pl 3sg

N.1pl 1pl

As seen by this, coordination has, of course, no effects on subject-verb

agreement: verbs agree in person and number with nominative subjects

but not with oblique subjects. Now, consider what happens when Conjunc-

tion Reduction applies to the nominative and the oblique subjects; we see

this by comparing (5) and (6):

(6)a. Via vorum svangir og [e] vantaai peninga.

N.1pl 1pl 3sg

b. Okkur vantaai peninga og [e] vorum svangir.

D.1pl 3sg 1pl

G
e
n
e
ra

te
d
 f

o
r 

a
n
o
n
y
m

o
u
s 

o
n
 2

0
1

5
-0

1
-0

5
 1

6
:3

2
 G

M
T
  
/ 

 h
tt

p
:/

/h
d

l.
h
a
n
d
le

.n
e
t/

2
0

2
7

/m
d
p
.3

9
0

1
5

0
1

6
9

9
7

3
9

0
C

re
a
ti

v
e
 C

o
m

m
o
n
s 

A
tt

ri
b

u
ti

o
n
  

/ 
 h

tt
p

:/
/w

w
w

.h
a
th

it
ru

st
.o

rg
/a

cc
e
ss

_u
se

#
cc

-b
y
-4

.0



138

5 Nonlexical NPs and Case

The verbs show precisely the same agreement or non-agreement as in (5).

We have an account for this if missing subjects are involved. If, on the

other hand, we were dealing with conjoined VPs, we would expect verbal

agreement in the second conjuncts in (6) to depend on the overt subject,

that is, we would expect first person plural in the second conjunct in

(6a) and third person singular in the second conjunct in (6b), but as seen

in (7) below, this is totally out (on the variation svangir/svangt in (7b),

see 5.5.2.1):

(7)a. *Via vorum svangir og vontuaum peninga.

N.1pl 1pl 1pl

b. *Okkur vantaai peninga og var svangir/svangt.

D.1pl 3sg 3sg N.m.pl N/A.n.sg

In a schematized form, then, the logic of 'Rognvaldsson's argument' is as

shown in (8) (where "+ agr" indicates overt person/number agreement of

the verb):

(8)a1. [+Nom ... og [(-Nom) : 3sg]]

2. *[+Nom ... og [(-Nom) : +agr]]

b1. [-Nom ... og [(+Nom) : +agr]]

2. *[-Nom ... og [(+Nom) : 3sg]]

That is, with respect to subject-verb agreement, the second conjunct

behaves precisely as if it did have an overt subject. Thus, there seems no

doubt whatsoever that 'predication coordination' may involve empty

referential subjects in Icelandic. As we shall see in 5.2.3, this is also true

of e.g. English and Mainland Scandinavian.

In fact, verbal agreement shows immediately that even in 'simple' cases

like (9), a bare VP analysis will not do:

(9) Via keyptum dagbloa og (via) seldum baekur.

we bought newspapers and we sold books

Nom 1pl (Nom) 1pl

Since the second conjunct displays overt agreement, it must at least

contain Infl and involve V-to-I (for a somewhat similar argument for

English, see Van Valin 1986). If V-to-I applies in order for Infl to be

able to assign nominative Case to [NP, IP], this indicates that the second

conjunct in (9) has a (Case-marked) null-subject. That Verb Fronting

indeed does apply in conjuncts is seen by examples like (10):

G
e
n
e
ra

te
d
 f

o
r 

a
n
o
n
y
m

o
u
s 

o
n
 2

0
1

5
-0

1
-0

5
 1

6
:3

2
 G

M
T
  
/ 

 h
tt

p
:/

/h
d

l.
h
a
n
d
le

.n
e
t/

2
0

2
7

/m
d
p
.3

9
0

1
5

0
1

6
9

9
7

3
9

0
C

re
a
ti

v
e
 C

o
m

m
o
n
s 

A
tt

ri
b

u
ti

o
n
  

/ 
 h

tt
p

:/
/w

w
w

.h
a
th

it
ru

st
.o

rg
/a

cc
e
ss

_u
se

#
cc

-b
y
-4

.0



5.2 Referential null-subjects in Germanic languages

139

(10) ... og hofoum ekki selt neinar baekur.

and had not sold any books

1pl

See also on Swedish in 5.2.3.

Finally, note that Conjunction Reduction of oblique subjects in Icelandic

is, in fact, the Chinese type of NP-drop: it involves a missing argument

that does not enter into any phi-feature agreement with the finite verb.

Since Icelandic is a prototypical phi-feature language, this fact alone

immediately refutes Rizzi's (1986) interpretation of 'Taraldsen's generali-

zation', discussed in 5.2.1.

5.2.2.3 'The untouchable'

For some unclear reasons, various sorts of data in non-NS languages and

'semi-pro-drop' languages do not count or 'qualify' in the ongoing inter-

national discussion of null-NPs. The null-subjects involved in these data

are the 'untouchables' in the hierarchy of null-arguments in modern

linguistics.6

First, of course, we find 'untouchables' in the so-called 'telegraphic

style', typical of letters, diaries, and short messages, for instance postcards

and telegrams:

(1)a. Vaknaoi snemma. Rakaai mig ...

woke-up early shaved myself

1/3sg 1/3sg

'I woke up early, shaved myself

b. Komum til London i gaer. Saura ...

came to L. yesterday saw

1pl 1pl

'We came to London yesterday, and saw ...'

More interestingly, perhaps, the 'Romance type' in (2) is quite common in

informal Icelandic:

° On 'untouchables' in Icelandic, however, see also Hjartardottir (1987, p.

102 if.).
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(2) a. Veit baa.

know it

1/3sg

•I know it.' / ??(S)he knows it.'

b. Þekki hann ekki •

know him not

1 sg

'I don't know him.'

c. Hef ekki sea hann.

have not seen him

1sg

'I have not seen him.'

Both these types are largely limited to the first person, above all the

first person singular. The same tendency is, of course, also found in

'genuine pro-drop' languages. For obvious pragmatic reasons, the first

person singular pronoun, referring to the speaker, is identified most easily

of all missing arguments. Note also that both the 'telegraphic type' and

the 'Romance type' require some context or scene setting. That is, both

types require a certain minimum of known or presupposed information. In

the 'telegraphic type', the diary itself, etc. sets the scene, while the

'Romance type' requires some preceding discourse (cf. Hjartarddttir 1987,

p. 102). Sentences like the ones in (2) are typically or exclusively linguistic

responses of some sort, e.g. answers to questions.

'Untouchables' in the second and the third person are typically found

in two sorts of examples. First, they are often seen or heard in exclama-

tions like (3) (present tense) and (4) (past tense); note that the reading

in (4a2) is the reading of a newspaper headline (where 'untouchables' in

all persons are quite common, also in declaratives):

(3) a. Fer syngjandi ut!

go(es) singing out

1/3sg

'If (s)he doesn't leave singing!'

b. Liggur bara og drekkur bjor!

lie(s) Just and drink(s) beer

2/3sg 2/3sg

1. 'If (s)he isn't just lying (there)

and drinking beer!'

2. 'Aren't you just lying (there) and

drinking beer!'
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(4)a. Kyssti drottninguna!

kissed the Queen

1/3sg

1. 'I/(S)he kissed the queen!'

2. 'The person we are going to tell you about

kissed the Queen!'

b. Jahá, keyptir bara heilt hús!

yeah bought just a whole house

2sg

'So, you just bought a whole house!'

The second common type of second and third person 'untouchables' is a

'Romance type', like the first person singular examples in (2). However,

the second and third person differ from the first person in that they

must be anchored in the preceding discourse (typically of someone distinct

from the speaker). This is illustrated in (5) and (6), which we may compare

to (7):

(5) a. Q: Hvaa geri é£ núna?

what do I now

'What do I do now?'

b. A: [e] Fero og [e] heilsar honum, auavitaa.

go and greet him of course

2sg 2/3sg

'You greet him, of course.'

(6) a. Q: Hvar eru Jón og Pétur?

where are John and Peter

b. A: [e] Koma hlaupandi parna.

come running (over) there

3pl

(7) a. Q: Hvaaa maaur er petta?

what man is this

b. A: [e] Hef aldrei séa hann. (cf. (2c))

have never seen him

1sg

'I have never seen him.'

Null-subject sentences like the ones in (1)-(7) are clearly atypical or

'unacceptable' in formal written style. But then, of course, formal written

style is not our object of inquiry. Conversely, there are some types of

null-subject sentences that are atypical in the spoken language. Thus, for

instance, examples like (8) are typical of literary style:
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(8) Hann gekk niour gotuna. £'aa var

he walked down the street there was

1/3sg

engin umfero. [e] Leit til himins ...

no traffic looked to sky

1/3sg

'He walked ... There was ... (He) looked

This is a rather marked stylistic device. In unmarked and quite common

cases like (9), on the other hand, a null-coordinator might be involved:

(9) Hann gekk niaur gotuna. Leit til ...

he walked down the street loocked to

Clearly, then, referential null-subjects are quite common in Icelandic.

As we shall see, however, we should probably not classify the language as

a 'genuine pro-drop' language of the Italian type.

5.2.3 Referential NSs in other Germanic languages

Some of the Icelandic examples above are quite reminiscent of the so-called

'pronoun zap' in German, pointed out by John Ross (in an LSA paper

cited by Huang 1984). As far as I can judge, examples like (1) are extreme-

ly common in informal German:

(1) Hab(e) dich nicht gesehen.

have you not seen

1 sg

'I didn't see you.'

Moreover, examples like (2), with a missing (topicalized) object, are also

very common:

(2) Hab(e) ich nicht gesehen.

have I not seen

1sg

'I didn't see it/her/him/them.'

So far, we have not considered the question whether Icelandic has any

object-drop of this kind, but as we shall see in 5.2.4, it does. As far as I

can judge, though, object-drop is much more common in German than in

Icelandic.
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Since German, like Icelandic, is usually taken to be 'semi pro-drop' (but

see 6.5.3), this is perhaps not surprising. However, even the Germanic

non-NS languages all have referential null-subjects. Thus, for instance,

the 'telegraphic style' is a well-known phenomenon in English (cf. e.g.

Traugot 1972, p. 84):

(3) Woke up early this morning. Shaved myself ...

(4) Came to London yesterday. Saw ...

The same is true of Mainland Scandinavian, of course. Moreover, the

Mainland Scandinavian languages have more or less the same 'Romance

types' as Icelandic (as pointed out to me by Christer Platzack). Thus, the

Swedish sentences in (5) correspond to the Icelandic sentences in 5.2.2.3(2):

(5)a. Vet det inte.

know it not

'I don't know it.'

b. Kanner honom inte.

know him not

'I don't know him.'

c. Har aldrig sett honom.

have never seen him

As for the second and the third person, on the other hand, the judgements

of my informants are somewhat variable. Some find sentences like (6),

(7b) and (8b) dubious, whereas others find them perfect:

(6) Jaha, [e] ligger bara och [e] dricker ol!

yeah lie(s) just and drink(s) beer

'So, you/they/(s)he are/is just lying (there)

and drinking beer!'

(7)a. Q: Vad gor jag nu?

what do I now

'What do I do now?'

b. A: [e] Gar och [e] halsar pa honom, forstas.

go and greet on him of course

'You greet him, of course.'

(8)a. Q: Var ar Johan och Peter?

where are John and Peter

b. A: [e] Kommer springande dar.

come running (over) there
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Now, all this of course raises the question why ('non-German') data of

this sort have not entered the international generative literature on

null-subjects. Perhaps, they have simply been 'disqualified' as not belonging

to 'core grammar'. Be that as it may, we probably do not wish to exclude

conjunct structures from 'core grammar'. Recall, from 5.2.2.2, that there

is clear evidence that Icelandic conjuncts involve or may involve referential

null-subjects, viz. 'Rognvaldsson's argument'. This evidence comes from

somewhat complex data, having to do with subject-verb agreement and

oblique subjects in Icelandic. Hence, 'Rognvaldsson's argument' does not

extend to other Germanic languages (except Faroese, perhaps). As we

shall see directly, however, other facts show that even conjuncts in the

Germanic non-NS languages involve or may involve referential null-subjects.

Icelandic verbs that take oblique subjects are ergative (cf. 6.1), that is,

the oblique subject is promoted or raised from [NP, VP] (or [NP, AP]) to

[NP, IP]. As is well known, English also has many ergative verbs (cf. e.g.

Keyser and Roeper 1984; Burzio 1981, 1986), for instance fall. Conjunction

Reduction in English is sensitive to identity of Grammatical Function,

much like Icelandic Conjunction Reduction, that is, subjects (only) delete

under identy with subjects (only) (speaking in traditional terms). Therefore,

English ergative verbs actually also pose a serious problem for a bare VP

analysis of Conjunction Reduction structures. Consider (9):

(9) John hit Peter but fell himself.

If the second conjunct in (9) does not contain a missing subject, then we

seem forced to assume that the overt subject bears two theta-roles, the

agent role assigned by hit (Bill) and the theme role assigned by fall (cf.

also Van Valin 1986). However, this is categorically excluded by the

Theta-Criterion. - The same phenomenon is, of course, seen in cases like

(10) and (11), where one of the conjuncts is passive (but for some com-

plications involved in inerpreting data of this sort, see Williams (1984)

and Van Valin (1986)):

(10) Peter was hit but did not hit anybody himself.

(11) The thief fought wildly but was handcuffed soon.

In passing, note the reflexives in (9) and (10). It seems clear that they

link to the missing subject rather than the overt subject. However, I

shall not pursue this here.

Facts of this sort are also found in the Mainland Scandinavian languages

(as well as in Icelandic). This is illustrated for Swedish in (12)-( 14):
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(12) Johan slog Peter men foll sja.lv.

John hit Peter but fell himself

(13) Peter blev slagen men slog ingen sjalv.

Peter was hit but hit nobody himself

(14) Tjuven slogs vilt men greps snart.

the thief fought wildly but was-cought soon

Now consider the Extended Projection Principle (EPP), requiring that all

clauses have a subject (Chomsky 1982, p. 10; 1986a, p. 116; 1986b, p. 4).

On the assumption that EPP both can and should be maintained (at least

for English and the Scandinavian languages, cf. 6.5.3), Verb Fronting

offers further evidence that conjuncts involve referential null-subjects in

Mainland Scandinavian. Consider the Swedish (15):

(15) a. Johan kom for sent och hade inte rakad sig.

John came too late and had not shaved

b. *Johan kom for sent och inte hade rakad sig.

The position of the finite verb relative to the sentence adverb shows

unambiguously that the second conjunct in (15a) is a structure that has

all the properties of a usual main clause - except an overt subject.

In sum, then, we either have to give up both the Theta-Criterion and

the Extended Projection Principle or admit that even the Germanic non-NS

languages have at least some instances of referential null-subjects. Indeed,

this might be true of all languages.

5.2.4 Germanic topic-drop

There does not seem to be any doubt that referential null-subjects in at

least Mainland Scandinavian are of much the same nature as referential

null-subjects in Icelandic. In the following, I shall look more closely into

the matter.

The German pronoun zap, mentioned above, is actually a 'topic-drop'

(cf. Huang 1984, p. 546 ff.). Arguments, objects as well as subjects, can

drop in the language, provided that they have been topicalized. This is

illustrated in (1)-(3) below. Note that I use "0" to denote the null-topic,

thus using Chomsky's (1982, p. 31 ff.; 1986b, p. 27) designation for null-

operators (see also Campos (1986) who uses "OP" for the same purpose;

on the assumption that the null-topic is an operator, see below). For the

trace of the (overt or dropped) element occupying [Spec, CP], I use "t",
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and for nonlexical (nontrace) A-positions, I use V (the structures shown

in the parentheses are, of course, gross simplifications since they do not

show any verb movement). In (1), there is no drop, in (2), the missing

element has been moved to [Spec, CP] by Topicalization, whereas it drops

directly from an A-position in (3):

(1)a. Ich kenne sie nicht. ([ich kenne t sie nicht])

I know her not

'I don't know her.'

b. Sie kenne ich nicht. ([ sie kenne ich ;t nicht])

'Her, I don't know.'

(2)a.

b.

(3)a.

b.

Kenne sie nicht.

'I don't know her.'

Kenne ich nicht.

'Her (etc), I don't know

([0 kenne t sie nicht])

([0 kenne ich t nicht])

*Ich kenne nicht.

*Sie kenne nicht.

([ich kenne t

([sie kenne e

e nicht])

t nicht])

In (2a), the dropped topic is a subject, whereas it is an object in (2b).

As seen in (3), both subject-drop and object-drop are ungrammatical if

the dropped argument is not topicalized.

Interestingly, all referential null-subjects in Icelandic declaratives must

meet the same condition: they can only drop from [Spec, CP] (see also

Hjartarddttir (1987, p. 106). Compare (4) to (5). In (4), the second conjunct

has an overt subject, but in (5), it has a null-subject (here, I do not

show any traces):

(4)a. Petur elskar Mariu og

Peter loves Mary and he

Petur elskar Mariu og

Peter loves Mary and

'Peter loves Mary and

hann dair Onnu.

admires Ann

Nom Acc

Onnu dair hann.

Ann admires he

Ann he admires.'

(5)a. Petur elskar Mariu og [0] dair Onnu.

b. *Petur elskar Mariu og Onnu dair [e].

There is, of course, nothing wrong with topicalizing a non-subject in the

second conjunct, cf. (4b). In this case, however, dropping the subject

leads to sharp ungrammaticality, cf. (5b). This is further illustrated in

(6)-(7), where the conjunct has a somewhat more complex verbal syntax

(hence showing V2 and other effects of Verb Fronting more clearly):
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(6) a. Pétur ... og hann hafai alltaf dáa Önnu.

and he had always admired Ann

b. Pétur ... og Önnu hafai hann alltaf dáa.

and Ann had he always admired

(7) a. Pétur ... og [0] hafai alltaf dáa Önnu.

b. *Pétur_ ... og Önnu hafai [e] alltaf dáa.

Consider also again the 'untouchables' in 5.2.2.3(2), repeated as (8) below:

(8) a. Veit paa. ([0 veit t paa])

know it

'I know it.'

b. Þekki hann ekki. ([0 pekki t hann ekki])

know him not

'I don't know him.'

c. Hef ekki séa hann. ([0 hef t ekki séa hann])

have not seen him

'I have not seen him.'

If the missing subject is dropped from [NP, IP], the result is sharply

ungrammatical:

(9)a. *Þaa veit.

it know

b. *Ekki pekki hann.

not know him

c. *Hann hef ekki séa.

him have not seen

( [pa.a veit e ;t ])

([ekki pekki e hann])

([hann hef e ekki séa it])

The same is true of all the other 'untouchables' discussed in 5.2.2.3.

Referential null-subjects must meet precisely the same condition in

Mainland Scandinavian (as pointed out to me by Christer Platzack). This

is illustrated for Swedish conjuncts in (10 and (11):

(10) a. Johan álskar dig men han beundrar henne.

John loves you but he admires her

Nom Acc

b. Johan álskar dig men henne beundrar han.

John loves you but her admires he

(11) a. Johan álskar dig men [0] beundrar henne.

b. *Johan álskar dig men henne beundrar [e].
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- and for Swedish 'untouchables' in (12) and (13), cf. (8)-(9) above:

(12)a. [0] Vet det inte.

know it not

'I don't know it.'

b. [0] Kanner honom inte.

know him not

'I don't know him.'

c. [0] Har aldrig sett honom.

have never seen him

(13)a. *Det vet [e] inte.

that know not

b. *Honom kanner [e] inte.

him know not

c. *Honom har [e] aldrig sett.

him have never seen

In passing, note that this behavior of referential null-subjects offers an

interesting piece of evidence in favor of Subject Topicalization in main

clauses in the Germanic V2 languages, hence an argument against Travis's

(1984; consider also Chomsky 1986b, p. 48 ff.) suggestion that SVO main

clauses in V2 Germanic do not involve Topicalization. For other arguments

against Travis's proposal, see Holmberg (1986, p. 108 ff.). Notice also that

referential null-subjects cannot drop in subordinate clauses in Icelandic

(unless they are first moved to the matrix [Spec, CP], cf. 5.2.5):

(14) a. Maria sagai [aa nun mundi ekki koma].

Mary said that she would not come

b. *Maria sagai [aa e mundi ekki koma].

This asymmetry between main and subordinate clauses is accounted for if

sentence-initial subjects move to [Spec, CP] in main clauses only.7 Once

again, we find the same kind of data in Swedish:

(15) a. Maria sa [att hon inte skulle komma].

Mary said that she not would come

b. *Maria sa [att e inte skulle komma].

In Swedish, however, (15b) is ruled out by the 77iaf-trace Filter anyway.

'In passing, note that this explanation is not available in the

Generalized XP Analysis, mentioned in 1.3. In this analysis, subjects are

topicalized in subordinate clauses as well as in main clauses.
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It is perhaps not surprising that referential subject-drop (in declaratives)

is actually a topic-drop in the Germanic V2 languages, Subject-Topicaliza-

tion being the normal strategy in (declarative) main clauses in these

languages. Note that Italian behaves quite differently with respect to

referential null-subjects. Topicalization or emphatic preposing of non-sub-

jects - a rather marked process in Italian - does not render null-subjects

ungrammatical in the language. Consider (16):

(16)a. (Io) ho visto Paolo.

(I) have seen Paul

'I saw Paul.'

b. Paolo l'ho visto (io).

Paul him+have seen (I)

'Paul, I saw.'

c. *Paolo ho visto (io).

In fact, an overt subject sounds even more marked in (16b) than in (16a),

I understand. As seen in (16c), V2 is out, no matter whether the subject

is overt or not.

However, this difference between referential subject-drop in Italian and

the Germanic V2 languages is probably not a direct reflection of the

dichotomy ±V2 as such. Various facts speak against such an interpretation,

for instance the following ones.

First, as illustrated by Adams (1987), Old French had much the same V2

properties as the (old and modern) Germanic V2 languages. Nonetheless, it

seems to have dropped referential subjects (in main clauses) when they

were not in [Spec, CP], i.e. only when they were in the [NP, IP] position,

namely in V1 questions and imperatives and in V2 declaratives, containing

a topicalized non-subject in [Spec, CP]. The natural interpretation of this

fact is that Old French had pro-drop, but not 'topic-drop'.

Second, the Old Scandinavian languages were, of course, V2 languages

(with more or less the same V2/V1 properties as Modern Icelandic, cf.

e.g. Sigur6sson 1983, 1988b). However, they freely dropped subjects (and

objects of Vs and Ps) that were not in [Spec, CP], as mentioned in 5.2.1

(see further 5.2.5).

Third, and perhaps most strikingly, English behaves much the same as

the Germanic V2 languages with respect to missing referential subjects.

Consider (17) and (18):

(17)a. [0] Woke up early this morning and ...

b. *This morning [e] woke up early and ...

(18)a.

b.

Peter loves Mary but [0] admires Ann.

*Peter loves Mary but Ann [e] admires.
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This seems to indicate that even English applies (string vacuous) Subject

Topicalization to [Spec, CP] in main clauses. It is quite possible, however,

that it does so only at LF (consider Chomsky 1982, p. 31 ff.). If that is

correct, English applies the same strategy for topical declarative subjects

as Chinese and Japanese for wft-elements (cf. Engdahl 1985, e.g. p. 82 ff.;

Chomsky 1986b, p. 48). Note that this is rather natural on the assumption

that topics are operators (cf. Taraldsen 1986b) and that [Spec, CP] must

contain an operator in LF. If that, in turn, is correct, it implies that

imperatives and yes/no-questions have an empty imperative vs. interrogative

operator in [Spec, CP] in languages that do not make use of overt opera-

tors or 'particles' in these sentence types, as often suggested in the

literature. In the same manner, Icelandic Narrative Inversion (V1 declara-

tives of a special sort, cf. Sigur&sson to appaer) might be anlyzed as

involving an empty 'continuity operator' in [Spec, CP]. This is, of course,

rather speculative, but for further discussion of the idea, see 6.3.2.1.

In sum, then, sentences with referential null-subjects in the Germanic

languages involve some sort of a topic-drop. Interestingly, these null-topics

(or the variables they bind) are totally 'immune' to 'Taraldsen's generali-

zation', as seen by the fact that they are found in the Mainland Scan-

dinavian languages. In this respect, null-topics in the Germanic languages

are like null-topics in the Chinese type of null-NP languages (cf. Huang

1984, Cole 1987). Nonetheless, there are also some differences between

these language types, it appears. First, the Chinese language type allows

null-arguments in subordinate clauses rather freely. Second, with the

exception of German, the Germanic languages seem to allow null-objects

rather reluctantly as compared to the Chinese language type. As we shall

see in the next subsection, however, these differences are perhaps not as

sharp as they seem to be at first sight.

5.2.5 Topic-drop vs. pro-drop

Leaving the Chinese language type aside for the moment, the principal

question raised by our data is whether referential null-subjects in the

Germanic languages are of the same nature as referential null-subjects in

the Italian language type. In other words, is there a fundamental distinction

to be drawn between null-topics (or the variables they bind) and pro, as

argued by Huang (1984) and Cole (1987)?

The simplest analysis, of course, is that the Italian type of pro is the

same phenomenon as null-topics in other language types. This would,

presumably, enable us to generalize over all referential null-NPs. Moreover,

we would have a simple solution of the 'Case problem' raised by pro, cf.

below and 5.3.2.
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However, this simple approach has a serious drawback. It entails that

Italian pro is actually a null-topic (or a variable bound by a null-topic).

Clearly, referential null-subjects in Italian must be topical or at least

'themes', in some functional sense. Nonetheless, it seems implausible to

assume that they are topics in the same sense as referential null-subjects

in the Germanic languages. As we saw in the last subsection, Topicalization

or emphatic preposing of a non-subject does not render Italian pro ungram-

matical. Since Topicalization of a non-subject does render referential

null-subjects ungrammatical in English, another non-V2 language, we

cannot attribute this to the absence of V2 in Italian. This is also confirmed

by the behavior of Old French pro-drop, as we saw.

Moreover, Icelandic has some instances of null-NPs that do not seem to

be due to topic-drop. First, this is (of course?) true of all nonreferential

null-subjects in the language (as of nonreferential null-subjects in the

other Germanic 'semi-pro-drop' languages). Consider the impersonal passives

in(1):

(1) a. Var [e] hlegia aa raaherranum?

was laughed at the minister

'Did poeple laugh at the minister?'

b. Veraur [e] faria pangaa nuna?

will-be gone there now

'Are we/Are people going over there now?'

As seen in (2) below, Topicalization of a non-subject does not render the

null-subjects ungrammatical:

(2) a. Ad raaherranum var [e] hlegia.

b. t'angaa veraur [e] faria nuna.

These data stand in a sharp contrast with the sentences in (3) and (4),

where the null-subject is referential:

(3) a. Petur ... en [0] hlo aa raaherranum.

Peter but (he) laughed at the minister

b. *Petur ....en aa raaherranum hlo [e].

(4) a. [0] Fer ekki pangaa nuna.

go not there now

'I'm not going over there now.'

b. *t>angaa fer [e] ekki nuna.

Second, null-subjects in finite plural imperatives (cf. 5.2.2.1) are probably

not dropped from [Spec, CP]. Rather, they are in [NP, IP]:
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(5) a. Kaupio [e] miaana strax.

buy the tickets at once

2pl

b. Kaupum [e] miaana strax.

1pl

This is not only suggested by the fact that overt subjects in Icelandic

imperatives always show up post-verbally; it is also indicated by the fact

that Icelandic imperatives tolerate no kind of Topicalization (which perhaps

follows if they must have a special imperative operator in [Spec, CP]).

Thus, the imperatives in (6) below contrast sharply with the indicative

(declarative) commands in (7). Since imperatives and indicatives are always

homophonous in the plural (except in vera 'be', cf. fn. 4 above), I use

examples with singular verbs. It is easy to demonstrate precisely the same

facts in the plural by using examples with vera 'be', but the singular

examples in (6) and (7) illustrate the point clearly enough. On the optional

cliticization of the (optional) overt subjects in second person imperatives,

see Oresnik (1980a, 1980b):

(6) a. Kaup(tu)/Kaup pu mioana strax.

buy(-you)/buy you the tickets at once

2sg.Imp

'Buy the tickets at once.'

b. *Þu kaup(tu) mioana strax.

c. *Mioana kaup(tu) strax.

(7) a. *Kaupir pu miaana strax!

buy you the tickets at once

2sg.Ind

b. £'u kaupir miaana strax!

'You (will) buy the tickets at once!'

c. Miaana kaupir pu strax!

'The tickets, you (will) buy at once!'

Third, as discussed by Rognvaldsson (1988), Icelandic has some referential

null-objects that do not seem to form a chain with [Spec, CP]. As pointed

out by Rognvaldsson, many of his examples of this have only a variable

acceptance. Thus, for instance, I can only accept some of them. Consider

also Hjartarddttir (1987, p. 106 ff.). However, as already pointed out by

Thrainsson (1979, p. 470), referential null-objects seem to be accepted by

all speakers in sentences like (8):
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(8) peir lomdu hann og bbrou [e].

they hit him and beat

'They hit him and beat him.'

The construction is rather heavily constrained. The null-object must have

the same Case as its antecedent in 'my grammar' (more strictly than in

'Rognvaldsson's grammar', it seems). In this respect, my judgements seem

to be more or less the same as Thrainsson's (cf. 1979, p. 470):

(9) Peir lomdu hann og hentu *(honum) ut.

A D

they hit him and threw (him) out

In addition, the second conjunct must not contain an overt subject (for

all speakers, I believe; see also Hjartarddttir (1987, p. 108)). Compare (10)

to (8):

(10) *peir lomdu hann og peir bbrau [e] .

they hit him and they beat (him)

o

A similar construction is found in some Norwegian dialects, cf. Afarli and

Creider (1987). Moreover, Elisabet Engdahl points out to me that (11) is a

grammatical Swedish sentence:

(11) Han tog en nave jordnotter och gav [e] mig.

he took a fist of-peanuts and gave (it) to-me

Like the Icelandic (10), on the other hand, (12) is totally impossible:

(12) *Han tog en nave jordnotter och han gav [e] mig.

The same contrast is also found in the Norwegian dialects, discussed by

Afarli and Creider (cf. their example (8), 1987, p. 340).

Null-object sentences like the Swedish (11) and the Icelandic (8) and

(for some speakers) (9) are perhaps the only surviving 'descendants' of

the extremely free pro-drop in Old Scandinavian, mentioned in 5.2.1. As

illustrated by Thrainsson and Hjartarddttir (1986) and by Hjartarddttir

(1987), Old(er) Icelandic, for instance, freely dropped referential subjects

and objects (of both Vs and Ps) in situ. This is demonstrated for subjects

in (13), verbal objects in (14), and for prepostional objects in (15):8

8 The subject gap in (12) is filled with a pronoun in the unreliable

edition I am citing (a better edition being nonexistent), but in the manuscript,

the sentence contains no overt subject (cf. Sigurdsson 1983, p. 142, fn. 15, and

p. 148 f.).
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(13) ok kom hann pangat, ok var Hoskuldr uti ,

and came he there and was H. out

er [e] reia i tun

when (he) rode into field

'And he_ came there and H. was outdoors when

(he) rode into the field.'

(Brennu-Njalssaga, p. 35)

(14) ... maelti, at sa baugr skyldi vera hverjum

... said that that ring should be for-anybody

hofuasbani, er atti [e]

a headbane who had (it)

(Nygaard 1906, p. 17)

(15) aetla ek, at pu nytir eigi boga minn,

believe I that you use(-can)not bow my

pottu spyrnir fotum i [e]

although-you tread with-feet in (it)

(Nygaard 1906, p. 20)

Examples like (14)-( 15) are particularly interesting since they involve ECs

in unambiguous Case positions (cf. 5.3.2).

At first sight, it is tempting to say, simply, that Old Icelandic was

more extremely 'topic-drop' than Modern Icelandic However, this is probably

incorrect. Note, for instance, that the ECs in (14)-( 15) simply do not

have an available [Spec, CP] to drop from (whereas the [Spec, CP] position

in the ok- 'and' conjunct in (13) is available, but presumably not 'used',

cf. below). Second, the gap sentence in (14) is a headed relative clause.

That is, if the gap were due to an extraction, the derivation would violate

Subjacency (more specifically, the Complex NP Constraint, cf. the discussion

in Chomsky (1977, 1980), Huang (1984, p. 560 ff.), and Cole (1987)).

Moreover, the gap clauses in (13) and (15) are adverbial clauses, that is,

an extraction out of them would violate (the Adjunct Condition of) Huang's

(1982) Constraint on Extraction Domains (CED) (saying, roughly, that

extractions out of non-theta-marked (or nonproperly governed) categories

are always illicit). See also Elliot (1985) and Chomsky (1986b, p. 31 ff.

(where Chomsky reduces CED to Subjacency)). All extractions out of

adverbial clauses are impossible in the modern Germanic languages, and as

far as I know, there are no indications that such extractions were possible

in Old(er) Icelandic. Finally, the missing arguments in (14)-( 15) are corefe-

rential with a superordinate or at least a preceding argument (in situ). As

argued by Huang (1984, p. 555 ff.) (for null-subjects only) and Cole (1987)

(for null-objects as well as null-subjects), this is a rather clear indication

that we are actually dealing with a null-pronominal (pro) and not a variable
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(bound by a null-topic). Consider (14). The superordinate subject is in an

A-position from where it c-commands the subordinate gap position. Thus,

if the gap were due to an extraction over the c-commanding antecedent,

the result would be a 'strong crossover' violation:

(16) [0] ... sa baugr ... er atti [t]

that ring who had

- cf. (17) and the Modern Icelandic (18):

(17) *Who did he say Mary loved [t]?

(18) a. *Hver sagai hann [aa Mariu leiddist t]?

who said he that Mary was-bored-by

b. *6lafur sagai hann [aa Mariu leiddist ;t ] .

If the sentences in (17) and (18) do not involve crossover (i.e. if the

operator in [Spec, CP] and the matrix subject are not coreferential), they

are, of course, perfectly grammatical.

In sum, then, Old(er) Icelandic seems to have had referential pro objects

of Vs and Ps as well as referential subject pro (consider Cole (1987) on

referential pro objects of Vs in Korean and Thai). Moreover, there are

certain indications that it also had 'topic-drop' of the Modern Germanic

type (cf. Nygaard 1894, p. 8, fn. 1; Hjartarddttir 1987, p. 75), but I shall

not go into that here. Rather, let us briefly return to Modern Icelandic

examples like (8) and (10):

(8) t'eir lomdu hann og borau [e].

they hit him and beat

'They hit him and beat him.'

(10) *t'eir lomdu hann og peir bbrau [e].

It does not seem feasible to analyze the null-object in (8) as a 'mormal'

pro, cf. Rognvaldsson (1988); if Modern Icelandic did have referential

object pro, we would expect (10) to be grammatical. Rognvaldsson (1988)

suggests that the null-object in cases like (8) is a special type of a

null-pronominal, differing from 'normal' referential pro in not having

'independent reference' (making use of Thrainsson's (1988) classification

of overt NPs). I have no better proposal, but I must admit that I am

somewhat skeptical. As we shall see in 5.4 and 5.5.1, referential pro always

seems to be contextually 'recovered' or identified (e.g. by inheritance of

reference (or phi-features) through coindexing), i.e. it is not clear that

pro ever has 'independent reference'. In any case, we would like to have
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some explanation of the peculiar contrast between (8) and (10) (and the

same contrast in other Scandinavian languages). Since I do not have any

explanation to offer, I shall leave the problem raised by (8) unresolved.9

Other referential null-objects in the modern Scandinavian languages

seem to be null-topics. As mentioned a couple of times, the Scandinavian

languages allow object null-topics rather reluctantly as compared to German

(and the Chinese language type). However, as pointed out to me by Elisabet

Engdahl, at least objective third person singular neuter ba6/det 'that, it'

and betta/detta/dette 'this' may drop from [Spec, CP] in the Scandinavian

languages. This is illustrated in (19) for Icelandic and in (20) for Swedish;

as indicated in the a-sentences, the object may be a P-object as well as

a V-object:

(19) a. (Eaa) hefai eg att aa vita (um) [t] .

that had I ought to know about

'(That,) I should have known (about).'

b. (Þetta) vissi eg [aa pu mundir segja [t]]

this knew I that you would say

'I knew you would say this.'

(20) a. (Pet) skulle Jag ha vetat (om) [t].

that should I have known about

b. (Detta) visste jag [att du skulle saga [t_]].

this knew I that you should say

The sentences in (19b)/(20b) are particularly interesting. They illustrate

that Scandinavian has at least some instances of missing referential

arguments in subordinate clauses. In Icelandic a6- 'that' sentences, the

missing argument may also be a subject:

(21) (Petta) vissi eg [aa [lb] mundi koma fyrir].

this knew I that would happen

'I knew this would happen.'

- whereas similar examples in Swedish are ruled out by the 77iaf-trace

Filter. As we would expect, however, compatible examples are possible in

Swedish in the absence of att 'that':

(22) (Detta) visste jag [(*att) [t] skulle handa].

this knew I would happen

* Possibly, sentences like (8) involve double topic-drop, which, in turn,

would perhaps suggest that [Spec, CP] may host two empty operators at LF but

not a lexical operator plus an empty one. I shall not pursue this here (but for

related considerations for the Chinese language type, see 5.2.6).
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Interestingly, then, the difference between Modern Scandinavian and

Chinese with respect to null-NPs in subordinate clauses is not as sharp as

it might seem to be at first sight. Clearly, however, both phenomena are

more heavily constrained in Modern Scandinavian than in Chinese. Crucially,

the null-argument must be bound by a null-operator in the matrix [Spec,

CP] in Modern Scandinavian. When this is not the case, the null-argument

is ungrammatical. Compare (23) and (24) to (19b) and (21):

(23) Eg vissi [aa pu mundir segja *(petta)].

I knew that you would say this

(24) Eg vissi [aa *(petta) mundi koma fyrir].

I knew that this would happen

This condition is not operative in Chinese, of course (cf. Huang 1984).

For some reflections on the matter, see 5.2.6.

Leaving null-objects aside, it seems clear that Modern Icelandic has two

types of null-subjects: On the one hand, referential null-subjects in

declarative clauses; on the other hand, referential null-subjects in (at

least plural) imperatives and nonreferential null-subjects. Thus, the typology

of Icelandic null-subjects seems to be, roughly, as illustrated in (25)

below (but see further 5.3.1); by the term 'syntactic topic', I simply mean

topicalized elements:

(25) Icelandic null-subjects:

a. Syntactic topics:

referential null-subjects in declaratives

b. Syntactic non-topics:

1. nonreferential null-subjects

2. referential null-subjects in imperatives

How do we account for this? Let us make the minimal assumption, with

Huang (1984) and Cole (1987), that a fundamental distinction is to be

drawn between only topic-drop and pro-drop. If that is correct, the types

in (25b) are presumably of the same nature as Italian pro (but see further

5.3.1), whereas null-topics in all the Germanic languages, including the

Icelandic (25a), are of the same nature as null-topics in the Chinese type

of null-NP languages.

This distinction perhaps enables us to maintain 'Taraldsen's generalization'

specifically for referential pro. However, since some languages that have

no V/P-object agreement, e.g. Old(er) Icelandic (and Korean and Thai, cf.

Cole 1987), have referential object pro, the generalization has or would

have a rather narrow scope, holding for only referential subject pro.
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The fundamental difference between topic-drop and pro-drop is that

topic-drop involves a variable bound by a null-topic in an A'-position,

wereas pro-drop does not involve any A'-binding. Hence, null-NPs bound

by a null-topic are unproblematic for Case Theory, as argued by Huang

(1984). Being variables, they are legitimately Case-marked, cf. 5.1. Accor-

dingly, we expect to find null-subjects and null-objects of this kind even

in languages that cannot Case-mark (or identify) pro. This, as we have

seen, is borne out.

This approach raises several questions. Most important, how do we

account for the null-topic itself, namely the empty element in [Spec, CP]

(in the modern Germanic languages at least)? Do we want to add a special

category, say top, to the inventory of ECs in UG? For the sake of

argument, let us assume that this would be the correct step. How, then,

is top itself licensed and how is it identified? Would we want to stipulate

a special fop-drop parameter, along with a special pro-drop parameter (cf.

Huang 1984, Cole 1987)? I must admit that I do not find the idea very

appealing. It does not actually explain anything, as far as I can see.

Above all, it does not explain the fact that null-topics in the Germanic

languages must bind a variable (in contrast with Chinese and Portugese, it

seems (cf. Huang 1984, Cole 1987)).

In the light of this, it might seem more promising to assume that

null-topics are derived by a topic-deletion in PF. If that is correct, the

topic is a lexical NP at S-structure, hence being obligatorily Case-marked

(or rather, the A'-chain formed by the topic and the variable it binds

must bear Case). This is perhaps not a fatal problem. We could say that

the NP satisfies the Case Filter prior to deletion. The conceptual drawback

is, of course, that we are forced to assume PF-deletion (of arguments; as

we saw in 2.2, we probably have to allow PF-deletion of complementizers).

Moreover, a deletion approach turns out to be rather implausible when

one looks at 'recovery' or identification from the point of view of language

aquisition and language perception (see 5.4).

There is an alternative non-deletion approach. As mentioned in 5.2.4,

Topicalization of lexical arguments seems to turn them into overt operators

(cf. Taraldsen 1986b). Thus, we may perhaps assume that null-topics are

null-operators, derived by Topicalization of a null-argument (compare

Chomsky 1982, p. 31 f.). This has several advantages. Above all, we have

a natural account for the fact that null-topics (in the Germanic languages,

at least) always bind a variable, that is, form an A'-chain with a missing

Case-marked argument.

If this is on the right track, it entails that referential null-subjects in

the Germanic languages are actually pro 'prior to' Topicalization. Accor-

dingly, the difference between Italian/Spanish pro-drop and Germanic

topic-drop has nothing to do with 'having' or 'not having' pro. Rather,

the difference is accounted for if Italian and Spanish have means to
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idendify (and Case-mark) referential pro in situ (cf. 5.4), whereas the

Germanic languages are incapable of doing so (in declaratives), hence

being forced to 'transform' referential pro into a variable by topicalizing

it.

5.2.6 Conclusion

Our analysis leaves certain problems unresolved. For example, we would

like to know why the Chinese language type seems to allow missing

arguments in subordinate clauses more freely than the Germanic languages.

It would seem promising to relate this to the fact that the Chinese

language type typically applies wft-movement in LF, as mentioned in 5.2.4.1°

Be this as it may, the restrictions on null-topics in subordinate clauses in

the Germanic languages seem, at least partly, to be due to the general

restrictions on extraction in these languages (on these, see e.g. Zaenen

1985, Engdahl 1985). This hypothesis gets support from German facts like

the following:

(Da.

Das wupte ich [t].

that knew I

b.

[0] Wupte ich [t] .

(2)a.

*Das wupte ich [dap

[t]

passieren

wiirde] .

that knew I that

happen

would

b.

*[0] Wupte ich [dap

[t]

passieren wiirde].

(3)a.

*Das wupte ich [dap

du

[t_] sagen

wiirdest] .

that knew I that

you

say

would

b.

*[0] Wupte ich [dap

du

[t] sagen

wiirdest] .

As is well known (cf. e.g. Hawkins 1986, p. 87 ff.), extractions out of

finite complements are much more heavily constrained in German than in

the Scandinavian languages. Plausibly, this is the reason why examples

like (2b) and (3b) are ungrammatical, just like (2a) and (3a).

Second, we would want to have an explanation of the fact that Icelandic

allows referential subject pro to remain in situ precisely in imperatives.

Note that it does not have referential pro in V1 yes/no-questions (as

'0 As illustrated by Huang (1984), Chinese sentences may contain two

null-topics. This is normally impossible in Germanic languages (but see fn. 9

above). Perhaps, one of the topics in Chinese cases of this sort is derived by

WH-movement in LF.
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opposed to e.g. Old French, cf. Adams 1987, p. 15), nor does it allow

referential pro in V1 declaratives.11 More generally, we would want to

have some explanation of the fact that Germanic 'semi-pro-drop' languages

allow nonreferential pro in situ, as opposed to referential pro, in yes/no-

questions as well as in declaratives (cf. 5.3.1 and 5.4).

I shall not pursue these problems any further for the moment. Instead,

let me summarize my major results (for declarative claues):

1. All the Germanic languages have some referential null-NPs, 'immune'

to 'Taraldsen's generalization'.

2. However, these referential null-NPs are variables bound by a

null-topic (with the possible exception of a highly constrained

null-object construction in the Scandinavian languages).

3. Hence, these null-arguments do not bear on the question whether

or not pro (in situ) is Case-marked

It follows that we have to consider 'true' pro specifically, for instance

nonreferential pro in Icelandic, if we want to come up with an answer to

the question whether pro bears Case. I shall do so in the next subsection.

Another important question raised by our data is how null-NPs in general

are identified or 'recovered' in the Germanic languages. Somehow, it

11 This undermines Adams' (1987, p. 13 ff.) theory of pro-drop rather

seriously. According to Adams' theory, pro is licensed in languages like Old

French when it is governed from the left by a verbal head (i.e. pro must always

be governed in the 'canonincal direction', the 'canonical direction' being

right-to-left in Old French). This gives the desired results for Old French main

clauses: pro occurs to the right of the finite verb in Old French main clauses,

that is, in declaratives with a topicalized non-subject and in Vl imperatives and

questions. As noted by Adams (1987, fn. 16 p. 13), on the other hand, her

theory wrongly predicts that Icelandic (and Yiddish) should have referential pro

in these postitions also. The problem might be 'eliminated' on the provision that

Icelandic (and Yiddish), as opposed to Old French, cannot identify referential

pro. Then, however, it would seem to be an insoluble puzzle that Icelandic has

referential pro in plural Vl imperatives, as opposed to Vl questions and

declaratives. - Note also that it plays no role at all for the acceptability of

nonreferential pro in Icelandic whether the finite verb is to the left (Comp) or

to the right (Infl) of the subject position, cf. (i):

(i) Við forum [pegar [e] haettir ao rigna].

we will-go when (it) stops to rain

The same is, of course, true of referential pro in Italian and Spanish, at least

in subordinate clauses (whereas one might perhaps claim that the finite verb

moves to Comp in null-subject main clauses in these languages, cf. Adams

(1987, p. 17)). In addition. Old French exceptionally allowed for null-subjects

in embedded clauses (Adams 1987, p. 2) and Old(er) Icelandic did so quite freely

in adjunct clauses (but only seldom in complement clauses) when the

null-subject had an overt NP-antencedent (cf. Hjartardottir 1987, p. 47 ff.). In

short, Adams' theory gives, roughly, the correct results for Old French main

clauses.
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seems unsatisfactory to say, simply, that referential null-topics in these

languages are identified by virtue of being topical; clearly, their phi-fea-

tures must be identified by some means. I shall discuss this problem as

well as identification and visibility in general in 5.4.

5.3 Pro

As we have seen, the Modern Germanic languages have referential null-

subjects that are variables (bound by a null-topic), whereas they do not

have referential subject pro (in declaratives). Somewhat surprisingly, on

the other hand, the Germanic 'semi-pro-drop' languages (Icelandic, Faroese,

Dutch, German and Yiddish, but see 6.5.3) seem to make more extensive

use of nonreferential null-subjects than, for instance, Italian (cf. below).

Of these, in turn, Icelandic is probably most extensively 'semi-pro-drop'.

In this subsection, I shall discuss Icelandic nonreferential pro, its distri-

bution and its Case-marking.

I shall start out by giving a descriptive overview over pro in Icelandic

(5.3.1), comparing its distribution with the distribution of pro in Italian

(and Old Icelandic). The comparison reveals that Italian is not unambiguous-

ly 'more pro-drop' than Icelandic. Then, in 5.3.2, I shall discuss the Case

properties of these null-elements. As we shall see, pro indeed seems to

bear Case. This suggests that the Case Filter applies to all NPs in Icelan-

dic, and, more generally, that the pro-option is deducible from a parame-

trization of the Case Filter.

5.3.1 The typology of pro in Icelandic

Nonreferential null-subjects are most typically found in four constructions

in Icelandic (cf. e.g. Thrainsson 1979, Platzack 1987a): The impersonal

'weather construction' (which is by no means limited to 'weather verbs',

cf. 6.3.1), the impersonal passive, the Existential/Presentative Construction

(the E/P Construction), and the 'extraposition construction'. This is

illustrated in (1)-(4) below.

The 'weather construction':

(1)a. I gaer rigndi [e] mikia.

yesterday rained much

b. Oft er [e] leiainlegt a kvoldin.

often is boring in the evenings
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The impersonal passive:

(2) a. Stundum var [e] hlegia aa raaherranum.

sometimes was laughed at the minister

b. Um petta mal er [e] aldrei talaa.

about this matter is never talked

c. Veraur [e] faria til italiu a morgun?

will-be gone to Italy tomorrow

In passing, it is worth pointing out that the impersonal passive is extremely

common in Icelandic (cf. Fri&jonsson 1987), for example much more common

than in German, I believe (German very typically replacing it by a an

active man- 'one' construction).

The E/P Construction (i.e. sentences with a null-subject and a 'logical

subject'):

(3) a. Voru [e] stundum mys i baakerinu.

were sometimes mice in the bathtub

'There were sometimes mice in the bathtub.'

b. A bessu ari hafa [e] sokkia prir batar.

in this year have sunk three boats

'In this year, three boats have sunk.'

The 'extraposition construction':

(4) a. Er [e] pvi ekki oliklegt [aa Maria komi].

is thus not unlikely that Mary will-come

'Thus, it is not unlikely that Mary comes.'

b. Ekki er [e] alltaf gaman [aa laera mal].

not is always pleasant to learn languages

'It is not always pleasant to learn languages.'

I shall discuss the constructions in (1)-(3) more thoroughly in chapter 6.

In passing, note that (3a) and (4a) are declarative V1 sentences (cf.

Sigur&sson to appear). Declarative V1 is also possible (under certain

discourse conditions) in other null-subject contructions in the language.

These four constructions are, of course, well known. On the other

hand, three other Icelandic null-subject constructions have received little

or no attention in the generative literature. First, consider the present

participle construction in (5):

(5) a. Ekki er [e] hlasjandi aa pessu.

not is laughing(/'laughable') at this

'One cannot laugh at this.'
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b. Via Olaf er [e] ekki talandi.

with Olaf is not talking(/'talkable')

'Olaf is impossible to talk with.'

We may refer to this as the IMPERSONAL PRESENT PARTICIPLE CON-

STRUCTION. It always involves the copula.

Now, consider the modal constructions in (6) and (7):

(6) a. Ekki skal [e] harma betta.

not shall deplore this

'This should not be deplored.'

b. Her ber [e] aa geta Olafs.

here shall to mention Olaf

'Here, Olaf should be mentioned.'

c. Nu er [e] aa gaeta pess ao ...

now is to heed it that

'Now, it should be heeded that ...'

(7) a. t'arf [e] aa kaupa mjolk?

needs to buy milk

'Do we(/people, etc.) need to buy milk?'

b. Ekki ma [e] gleyma raaherranum.

mot may forget the minister

'The minister must not be forgotten.'

c. He> a [e] aa byggja hus.

here shall to build a house

'They are going to build a house here.'/

'A house will be built here.'

At first sight, (6) and (7) might seem to be nondistinct. As we shall see

in 6.1, however, they are not. The modals seem to lead to an optional

'ergativization' of the main verb in (6), whereas they 'impersonalize' it in

(7) (in a sense to be discussed in 6.1.5). Accordingly, I shall refer to

these constructions as the OPTIONALLY ERGATIVE CONSTRUCTION vs.

the IMPERSONAL MODAL CONSTRUCTION.

In declaratives, all these constructions may have a sentence-initial pa6

'it, there'. This is illustrated in (8)-(14):

(8) I>aa rigndi [e] mikia i gaer. cf. (1a)

it rained much yesterday

(9)

t'aa var [e] stundum hlegia .

it was sometimes laughed

cf. (2a)
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Paa

voru

[e] pvi stundum mys ..

cf.

(3a)

there were

thus sometimes mice

t>aa

er [e]

pvi ekki oliklegt [aa . .

.]. cf.

(4a)

it

is

thus not unlikely that

Pad

er [e]

ekki hlaejandi aa pessu.

cf.

(5a)

it

is

not laughing at this

paa

skal

[e] ekki harma petta.

cf.

(6a)

it

shall

not deplore this

pao

parf

[e] aa kaupa mjolk.

cf.

(7a)

it

meeds

to buy milk

As convincingly argued by Thramsson (1979), this pa6 is not a subject, as

opposed to the corresponding English there, it, French il, and Mainland

Scandinavian det (and the Danish der 'there', cf. Erteschik-Shir 1985): for

most speakers, it fails to pass all subject tests. In particular, it cannot

take the [NP, IP] position in any of the seven constructions, neither in

V1 nor V2 sentences. This is illustrated in (15) and (16) for the 'weather

construction' and the impersonal passive:12

(15) a. Rigndi (*paa) mikio i gaer?

rained (it) much yesterday

b. Var (*paa) hlegia að radherranum?

was (it) laughed at the minister

(16) a. I gaer rigndi (*paa) mikia.

b. Aa raaherranum var (*paa) hlegia.

Thus, as mentioned in 1.3, the natural assumption is that expletive ba6 is

12 As shown by Thrainsson (1979, chapter 4), Icelandic has an

'extraposition construction' (typical of main clause predicates that are 'true

factives'), where the extraposed clause is extraposed from a noun-head of a

complex NP subject. The noun-head may be the demonstrative bad 'it' (referring

to the extraposed clause). As opposed to expletive bad, this demonstrative bad

freely occurs in the [NP, IP] position:

(i) Er (bað) ekki hraeoilegt [ao Petur skuli sla Mariu]?

is it not terrible that Peter shall beat Mary

'Isn't it terrible that Peter beats Mary.'

In the bad-less version of this sentence, the extraposed clause is not the right

branch of a complex NP.
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inserted in [Spec, CP], cf. Zaenen (1985), Platzack (1983a), Rbgnvaldsson

(1984a), Thramsson (1984b), etc. Therefore, even the sentences in (8)-(14)

have null-subjects, as indicated. - I shall discuss pa6-insertion in more

detail in 6.3.

Although the other Germanic 'semi-pro-drop' languages are not as

extensively 'semi-pro-drop' as Icelandic, they all seem to make more use

of nonreferential pro than Italian, as mentioned above and as pointed out

by Haider (1987, 1988). Thus, Italian has no impersonal passives (as opposed

to German, Dutch, Icelandic, etc.). Moreover, it does not seem to have

any constructions that resemble the Impersonal Present Participle Construc-

tion, the Optionally Ergative Construction, or the Impersonal Modal

Construction. Instead of all these types, it uses the active (impersonal)

si- 'one' construction, where the clitic si seems to be a subject (cf. Burzio

1986, p. 42 ff.).

In the sense of Chomsky (1981, p. 325), nonreferential NPs (empty or

not) may either function as 'quasi arguments' (in the 'weather construc-

tion') or as nonarguments (in the 'extraposition construction'; Chomsky

does not discuss other constructions with respect to these notions). Noting

the well-known fact that Italian has 'weather' pro (cf. Piove. 'It rains.',

etc.), Haider (1987, 1988) suggests that Italian pro can either be an

argument or a quasi argument, not a nonargument, the idea being that

this should explain that Italian does not have any impersonal passive. As

we shall see in 6.4.2, however, there does not seem to be any instrinsic

relation between the option of having nonargumental pro and the option

of having impersonal passives. Moreover, Burzio (1986) analyzes 'Free

Inversion' and the 'extraposition construction' in Italian as having a

null-element in the [NP, IP] position. If this (standard) analysis is correct,

Haider's claim cannot be maintained. What Italian does not seem to have

is arbitrary subject pro.13

I must admit that it is not clear to me whether Chomsky's distinction

between quasi arguments and nonarguments involves a very insightful

generalization.14 Be that as it may, there is at least an important distinc-

13 The impersonal si construction, of course, has arbitrary

interpretation, but this does not necessarily mean that it involves arbitrary

subject pro, as Rizzi (1986, p. 520) maintains. It does not if Burzio (1986, p. 42

ff.) is right that si occupies the subject position. Rather, the impersonal si

construction is like the English middle construction in not linking the

'suppressed' role to the subject position, cf. 6.2.2.3.

14 Note that German has no 'weather' pro (es 'it' being obligatory in

'weather sentences' in the language, as opposed to impersonal passives, for

instance). The same is true of the Finland-Swedish 'semi-pro-drop' dialects,

discussed by Holm berg (1987). This fact might seem to lend support to

Chomsky's distinction between 'quasi arguments' and nonarguments. However, if

'weather predicates' take some sort of an argument, 'quasi' or not, it seems

clear that the argument does not bear a subjective or an external theta role.

That is, the argument must then be raised from [NP, VP] by NP-movement, cf.

chapter 6. - It seems more plausible to assume that 'weather' pro or it, is
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tion to be drawn between nonreferential arbitrary NPs and nonreferential

expletive NPs (including 'weather' pro). As argued by Rizzi (1986, p. 517

f.; see also Jaeggli 1986a, p. 55), 'arbitrary interpretation' actually is not

entirely arbitrary; rather, NParb always seems to be [+human]. Consider

(17):

(17) a. It is natural [to roll down hills].

b. It is natural for stones [to roll down hills].

Plausibly, it is always natural for stones to roll down hills, but not so

natural for people. However, PRO can only be interpreted 'stones' when

it is controlled by stones, as in (17b); when it is 'arbitrary', as in (17a),

it must have a human interpretation. The same is true for Italian (Rizzi

1986, p. 518), Spanish (Jaeggli 1986a, p. 54 f.). and Icelandic.

The feature [±human], then, is a semantic feature that is 'grammatically

relevant'. That is, it is relevant above the lexical level, whereas, for

instance, the semantic feature [±grown up] is only lexically relevant (in

the languages under discussion, at least), cf. pairs like man : boy, sheep:

lamb, etc. We may refer to semantic features that are 'grammatically

relevant' as theta-features.15 Presumably, arguments are not theta-visible

unless they have at least one positively marked theta-feature.16 That is,

theta roles must link to some positive theta-feature(s) (and all positive

theta-features must link to some theta role). This is fairly natural. Let us

therefore assume the THETA-FEATURE CONDITION in (18):

(18) There is no theta-role without a positive

theta-feature and vice versa

This, then, is a crucial condition on argumenthood. Being [ + human],

arbitrary NPs satisfy it minimally, whereas expletive NPs do not.

Now, as we shall discuss more thoroughly in 5.4, pronominal phi-features

(person, number and gender in the languages under discussion) may also

be theta-features. When they are, we may refer to them as theta phi-fe-

tures. In pronominals, it seems, reference is only dependent on theta

phi-features. As we shall see in 5.4, arbitrary NPs, as well as expletives,

do not have any such features (i.e. they have only 'dummy' phi-features).

Accordingly, arbitrary PRO is nonreferential, like expletives, in spite of

simply an expletive, bearing no theta role.

15 For a somewhat different conception of this term, due to Joseph Aoun,

see Chomsky (1981, p. 117).

On Case-marking as a condition on theta-visibility, the 'visibility

condition', see Chomsky (1986a). I shall consider the idea in 5.4 below.
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its [+human] marking.

For nonreferential PRO, then, there is a distinction to be drawn between

expletives and 'arbitraries'. The same distinction is found for pro. As

shown by Suner (1983) and Jaeggli (1986a), Spanish has subjects that are

proarb. The same is true of Icelandic. Icelandic subject pro is arbitrary in

at least the Impersonal Modal Construction, cf. (19):

(19) Pab veraur [e] aa bjarga skipinu.

it must to save the ship

'Someone(/People, We, etc.) must save the ship.'

The Optionally Ergative Construction optionally involves either arbitrary

or expletive pro, it seems, cf. 6.1.5. In all other cases, subject pro seems

to be expletive in Icelandic. Consider the impersonal passive in (20):

(20) Var [e] talaa mikia um forsetann?

was talked much about the president

'Did people talk much about the president?'

The 'suppressed' external role gets an arbitrary interepretation. As we

shall see in 6.4.3, however, the role is probably borne by the participle

suffix. If that is correct, the [-f-human] feature links to (the role borne

by) the participle suffix, not to the null-subject. The Impersonal Present

Participle Construction, on the other hand, has somewhat similar theta

properties as the English middle construction, cf. (21):

(21) t'aö er [e] ekki talandi wia forsetann.

it is not talking with the president

'The president is impossible to talk with.'

As in English middles (cf. 6.2.3.3), it is unclear whether the 'suppressed'

external role links to any syntactic position in this construction, cf. 6.5.2.

As mentioned above, Italian does not seem to have any instances of

arbitrary subject pro, differing rather sharply from Spanish and Icelandic

in this respect. Another peculiar typological 'gap' in Italian (as well as

Spanish) is that it does not have any referential object pro, cf. our

discussion of Old Icelandic object pro in 5.2.5.

On the other hand, Italian makes rather extensive use of arbitrary

object pro, cf. Rizzi (1986).17 As illustrated by Rizzi (ibid), this is, for

instance, seen by the fact that objective arbitrary pro qualifies as a

controller of PRO in Italian. Hence, sentences like the ones in (22) are

17 The Theta-feature Condition in (18) of course excludes that object

pro be expletive, complement positions always being theta-positions (cf.

Chomsky 1986a, p. 93)).
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grammatical in the language (provided that pro has a generic human

interpretation), cf. Rizzi (1986, p. 503); as indicated by the stars, the

corresponding sentences are, of course, ungrammatical in English:

(22) a. *This leads [PRO to conclude what follows].

b. *The nice weather induces [PRO to stay].

c. *Ambition often pushes [PRO to make mistakes].

d. *A general can force [PRO to obey his orders].

e. *In these cases, generally Gianni invites

[PRO to eat with him].

Like Spanish (cf. Jaeggli 1986a, p. 48 and fn. 3), Icelandic accepts arbitrary

object pro much more reluctantly than Italian. Thus, in all the sentences

in (23), omission of a lexical object results in unacceptability:^

(23) a. Þetta leiair *(folk) til [aa draga

eftirfarandi alyktun].

'This leads (people) to draw the following

conclusion.'

b. Goda vearia fekk *(folk) til [aa vera lengur].

'The nice weather got (people) to stay longer.'

c. Metnaaur kemur *(folki) oft til [aa gera

mistok] .

'Ambition often leads (people) to make mistakes.'

d. Hershofaingi getur pvingaa *(folk) til [aa

hlyaa skipunum sinum].

'A general can force (people) to obey

his orders.'

In some cases, though, Icelandic would seem to allow arbitrary object pro,

as illustrated in (24):

(24) a. Skiltia bannar [aa ganga a grasinu].

the sign forbids to walk on the grass

'The sign forbids people to walk on the grass.'

1° On the other hand, the same verbs may be intransitive, of course, if

no control is involved, cf. (i):

(i) Petta leioir til eftirfarandi niourstoou.

this leads to (the) following conclusion

For a discussion of compatible facts in English, see Rizzi (1986).
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b. Lbgreglan varar via [aa vera uti a

the police warns against to be out in

naeturnar ] .

the nights

'The police warns people against being

outdoors at night.'

c. Sumir laeknar raaleggja [aa drekka vatn].

some doctors advise to drink water

'Some doctors advise people to drink water.'

As pointed out to me by Eirikur Rognvaldsson, however, it is not clear

what status these examples have (see also the discussion in Rognvaldsson

1988). All the matrix verbs in (24) may be monotransitive, i.e. it seems

possible that the arbitrary object role is not assigned to an argument

position in the syntax. If that is correct, all the infinitivals in (24) involve

an unbound PRO. This would contradict Manzini's (1983) claim that PRO

in object clauses must be bound, but as we shall see in 5.5.1, Manzini's

claim cannot be maintained in any case.19

Genuine null-objects are syntactically active and should not be confused

with optional transitivity, discussed in 4.1 Thus, in (25a), as opposed to

(25b), there is simply no structural object:

(25) a. Maria las allan daginn.

Mary read all the day

'Mary was reading all day.'

b. Maria las skaldsoguna allan daginn.

Mary read the novel all the day

Accordingly, (25a) has a corresponding impersonal passive:

(26) pao var lesio allan daginn.

it was read all the day

'People were reading all day.'

- but since transitivity blocks impersonal passivization (cf. 6.4.2), (25b)

has no corresponding impersonal passive (i.e. it has a corresponding

'personal passive'):

19 Christer Platzack tells me that (i) is a grammatical Swedish sentence:

(i) Polisen varnar mot att vara ute pa natterna.

the police warns against to be out in the nights

Thus, at least for Swedish, Eirikur Rognvaldsson's suggestion that no object

pro is involved is presumably correct: Swedish cannot identify or Case-mark pro

(cf. 5.4).
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(27) *t'aa var lesia skaldsbguna allan daginn.

it was read the novel all the day

- that is, (25b) has a syntactically active object, whereas (25a) has not.

In 5.2.5, we saw that Old(er) Icelandic (until around 1800) had referential

pro objects of Vs and Ps, as well as referential subject pro. It also had

expletive as well as arbitrary subject pro (cf. Nygaard 1906, p. 14 ff.),

and arbitrary pro objects of verbs (cf. Nygaard 1906. p. 18 f.). It is

interesting to compare this to the typology of pro in (declaratives in)

Modern Icelandic and Italian. Let us conclude this subsection by doing so.

Modern Icelandic:

(28)

a.

b.

c.

Italian:

(29)

a.

b.

c.

Subjects:

V-Objects:

P-Objects:

Subjects:

V-Objects:

P-Objects:

Referential

-/?

Referential

+

Arbitrary

+

?

Arbitrary

+

Expletive

+

Expletive

+

Old Icelandic:

(30) Referential Arbitrary Expletive

a. Subjects: + + +

b. V-Objects: + + -

c. P-Objects: + ? -

As seen by this, Italian has at least three 'typological gaps', as compared

to Old(er) Icelandic. Moreover, it is not unambiguously 'more pro-drop'

than Modern Icelandic. Recall that Modern Icelandic has referential subject

pro in (at least plural) imperatives. If we also take topic-drop and the

extreme frequency of the impersonal passive in the language into account,

Modern Icelandic clearly makes a rather extensive use of 'argument-drop'.
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5.3.2 Licensing of pro

As we have seen, referential null-arguments (in declaratives) in the Modern

Germanic languages do not bear on the question whether pro bears Case.

In the following, I shall consider this question for null-arguments that

are correctly classified as being pro. Rizzi (1986) suggests that the licensing

and the 'recovery' of pro should be kept strictly apart, Case-marking

being the crucial licensing factor or mechanism. I shall adopt this point

of view, by and large. As we shall see in 5.4, however, Case-marking in

fact seems to license expletive pro by 'recovering' or identifying it.

As for subject pro, one can think of at least two ways to block that it

gets Case. First, one might postulate that Agr or Infl[+pron] absorbs

nominative Case, along the lines of Rizzi (1982), sketched in 5.1. This is

rather problematic. In the first place, Agr does not seem to be [+N], cf.

the discussion in 2.2. If it is not, it can hardly be conceived of as being

(pro)nominal. Second, in a rich case language like Icelandic, where even

bound [+N] morphemes like the suffixed article inflect for morphological

case, we would expect Agr to show overt case if it were [+N] (Agr being

phonologically realized). However, it does not, of course. Third, if Agr

absorbs nominative Case, it seems natural to assume that it also absorbs

the external or the subjective theta role (cf. Plazack 1987a, p. 394 f.).

But if this were the case, it is not clear in what sense the [NP, IP]

position would 'be there' (i.e. what makes it visible, cf. 5.4). Fourth, the

Case absorption approach assigns a unique and a rather suspicious property

to Agr or Infl[+pronoun], at least unless we make some auxiliary stipula-

tions: Agr is an element that sometimes must and sometimes must not

bear Case. In null-subject sentences, it must absorb or bear Case, but in

sentences with an overt nominative subject, it must not (since the overt

subject would be Caseless if Agr did absorb the Case). Clearly, an overt

(pro)nominal that has no Case is a rather troublesome thing. Arguing the

other way around, that Agr in null-subject languages may 'choose' between

being pronominal or nonpronominal does not seem to be very insightful or

promising. Thus, this is a rather serious drawback. Technically, however,

there is perhaps a way to overcome it: We could postulate that overt

subjects inherit the nominative of Agr by virtue of being coindexed with

Agr (cf. e.g. Borer 1986). This would enable us to maintain that Agr is

always pronominal in NS languages and that it always bears nominative

Case in these languages. However, if we want to maintain that pro is

Caseless, then this forces us to assume that there is some auxiliary

'mechanism' that blocks pro from inheriting the Case of Agr by means of

(precisely the same sort of) coindexing.

There are further problems with this approach. One is that Agr is both

a Case assigner and a Case assignee (of one and the same Case). Again,

there is perhaps a technical way out, namely that [-f-Tense] rather than
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Agr is the Case assigner (cf. e.g. Raposo 1987, p. 93 ff.). But obviously,

this is not a very appealing solution for overt nominatives in nontensed

clauses in languages like Portugese and Icelandic (studied in 3.4.2.2 and

5.5.2.2), cf. the discussion in Raposo (1987). However, the most serious

problem for all versions of this Case apsorption or Case (non)inheritance

approach to subject pro is, of course, that it is not clear how it should

extend to or account for object pro.

There might seem to be another way to block Case assignment to pro,

objective as well as subjective. Recall that I take Case percolation or

Case assignment to be basically free. As we saw in 4.1, this seems to be

a promising approach to optional transitivity. Accordingly, we could simply

say that we get pro when a Case assigner 'chooses' not to percolate its

Case feature. Like the absorption idea, however, this nonassignment

approach is rather problematic. First, it masks the difference between

optional transitivity (structural object-NP present vs. absent) and pro.

Second, it renders it totally unexpected that languages like, for example,

Icelandic and English are generally much alike with respect to optional

transitivity but quite different with respect to pro.

In short, I do not see any promising way to maintain the 'old' idea

that pro is Caseless. Thus, I take it that Rizzi's (1986, p. 524) claim that

pro always must bear Case is essentially correct, cf. 5.1. As mentioned

several times, this suggests that the Case Filter is parametrized, applying

to nonlexical as well as lexical NPs in NS languages. Or, to put it slightly

differently, it suggests that the Case Filter incorporates the Case Ban in

5.1(4) in non-NS languages as opposed to NS languages. Let us tentatively

assume that the Case Filter takes the following form, where [np p] means

'an NP that has phonetic content':

(1)a. *[np p] if [np P] has no Case

b. *[np e] if Cnp e] has Case and is not a trace

As clearly seen in languages that have morphological case, the Case Filter

should in fact be stated for [+N] categories, but this is beside the point

in the present context (on the other hand, it is important that we keep

this in mind when considering nominal Case agreement, cf. e.g. 4.2-3 and

5.5.2.1 ).20

Non-NS languages take a positive value for both (1a) and (1b), whereas

NS languages take a positive value for (1a) only. On the assumption that

20 Nominal phi-feature agreement in languages like Icelandic perhaps

indicates that [+N] categories must even satisfy a general phi-feature filter,

incorporating the Case Filter. However, there are some discrepancies that make

this suspect. Thus, the declarative complementizer in Icelandic bears only Case

(cf. 2.5). Conversely, PRO in non-NS languages has number, gender and person

but no Case, cf. 5.5.3 and Chomsky (1981, p. 322).
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the [NP, IP] position in finite clauses is obligatorily a position of (some)

Case, (1b) immediately rules out all sentences with subject pro in non-NS

languages. In addition, it rules object pro out in non-NS languages if [NP,

VP] and [NP, PP] are obligatory Case positions.2i

It follows, then, that there is no special 'Null-Subject Parmeter' in

Universal Grammar. This is the ideal solution, requiring minimal mechanism.

Rizzi (1986, p. 519) suggests that there are languages, e.g. French, that

have object pro without having subject pro - but it remains to be shown

that the null-objects in question really are pro rather than variables. For

our purposes, however, the difference between the Case Filter Approach

in (1) and Rizzi's Head-Licensing Approach (cf. 5.1) is not vitally important.

What matters for us is that Infl (containing V) assigns Case to empty

subjects in Icelandic, pro as well as PRO (see further 5.5.2). We can

translate this into Rizzi's (1986) approach by saying that the set of

licensing heads contains [j V+I] (and perhaps V) in Icelandic. On this

provision, the Head-Licensing Approach and the Case Filter Approach are

empirically equivalent for Icelandic. For several reasons, however, the

Case Filter Approach seems to be preferable. First, it is more general and

relates directly to the principles of UG, i.e. it is conceptually preferable.

Second, the notion 'licensing' is rather unclear in Rizzi's approach: how

do we block potential licensers (Case assigning heads) from assigning Case

to pro, thus licensing it, in languages like English? Third, the Head-

Licensing Approach must be stated for PRO as well as for pro if we wish

to extend it to Icelandic. This would imply that PRO must be licensed in

the same way as pro, which is clearly rather problematic: Given that both

must be licensed in the same way, why should non-NS languages license

only PRO? - For these reasons, I shall assume the Case Filter Approach

here although it also involves some problems, as we shall see in 5.5.3.

In the next subsection I shall consider 'recovery' or identification,

making the suggestion that at least expletive pro is identified precisely

because it is Case-marked.

5.4 Identification and visibility

As we have seen, Icelandic (and Universal Grammar, cf. e.g. Cole 1987)

has (at least) two types of null-arguments in finite clauses: pro and empty

21 However, note that I am only assuming that these argument positions

are obligatory Case-postions in so far as they 'are there'. Thus, this does not

involve any weakening of my hypothesis in 4.1 that assignment or percolation of

Case is basically free. - As we shall see in 6.1.6, also, the [NP, IP] position is

always a position of some Case in Icelandic. Infl-Case remains unassigned in

Icelandic iff [NP, IP] contains an NP that is already marked for nonnominative

Case.
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variables bound by a null-operator ('null-topics' for short). In 5.2.5, I

suggested that 'Taraldsen's generalization' perhaps holds for referential

subject pro in languages like Italian. On the other hand, it clearly does

not hold for null-topics in the Germanic languages. Moreover, it seems

natural to assume that it is irrelevant for nonreferential pro (cf. 5.2.1

and below). This raises the question how these elements are identified. I

shall consider this in the following.

It seems to be necessary to distinguish between thetavisibility and

structural visibility (and between theta identification and structural

identification). Chomsky (1986a, p. 94 ff.) explores the possibility that

Case-marking is a necessary condition (the 'visibility condition') on

theta-visibility. That is (attributing the idea to Joseph Aoun), he suggests

that an element (or a chain) is visible for theta-marking only if it is

assigned Case, noting, however, that this is problematic for PRO. I believe

the correct approach is almost the reverse. If an element has a theta-fea-

ture it is theta-visible (cf. the Theta-feature Condition, suggested in

5.3.1(18)). Therefore, it does not need Case to satisfy theta-visibility

(being ruled out, however, if it does not satisfy the Case Filter in 5.3.2(1)).

Conversely, an NP that is not theta-visible (has no theta-feature) must be

made structurally visible by Case assignment - if it is to 'be there'.

Elements that are theta-visible are always structurally visible also, but

they do not require Case for this purpose. Accordingly, PRO is both

theta-visible and structurally visible in non-NS languages, even though it

does not bear Case, cf. 5.5.3.

Let us start out by briefly considering the nature of the phi-features

(number, person and gender in Germanic and Romance languages). Nominal

phi-features seem to be somewhat varying in nature. Thus, third person is

a categorial feature of the wole category of nouns, whereas (some speci-

fication of) gender is a lexical feature of individual nouns in most gender

inflecting languages, for instance Icelandic. Plural (but not singular) is

also a lexical feature of some, rather few, Icelandic nouns (cf. Thrainsson

1983). Generally though, number, as opposed to person and gender, is a

'semantic' inflectional feature in nouns, in Icelandic as in other Germanic

languages. In nouns, then, the phi-features may be lexical, 'categorial', or

semantic.

In pronouns, the phi-features are at least dual in nature: they are

normally lexical in the sense that their differing values link to differing

lexical stems; thus, for instance, the stem we has the lexical marking

[+plural], whereas / has the marking [-plural]. But furthermore, the phi-

features may be theta-features in pronouns, in the sense discussed in

5.3.1. That is, they are typically 'grammatically relevant' semantic features

in pronouns, even when they are not 'lexically linked'. This is most clearly

seen for gender in the first and the second person. In languages that

have no gender agreement, it would seem possible that first and second

G
e
n
e
ra

te
d
 f

o
r 

a
n
o
n
y
m

o
u
s 

o
n
 2

0
1

5
-0

1
-0

5
 1

6
:3

2
 G

M
T
  
/ 

 h
tt

p
:/

/h
d

l.
h
a
n
d
le

.n
e
t/

2
0

2
7

/m
d
p
.3

9
0

1
5

0
1

6
9

9
7

3
9

0
C

re
a
ti

v
e
 C

o
m

m
o
n
s 

A
tt

ri
b

u
ti

o
n
  

/ 
 h

tt
p

:/
/w

w
w

.h
a
th

it
ru

st
.o

rg
/a

cc
e
ss

_u
se

#
cc

-b
y
-4

.0



5.4 Identification and visibility

175

person pronouns are simply unspecified for gender. However, this will not

do in languages like Icelandic. Consider the gender agreement in (1):

(1) a. Eg er glaaur.

I am glad(Nom.masc.sg)

b. Eg er gloa.

I am glad(Nom.fem.sg)

This is a normal (obligatory) instantiation of Icelandic Subject-Predicate

Agreement, briefly discussed in 4.3. Thus, the only possible source of the

gender of the predicative adjective is the semantic gender of the first

person singular subject: (1a) is only 'grammatical' or felicitious when the

speker is a male and (1b) only when the speaker is a female.

Pronominal phi-features, then, are both potential lexical features and

potential theta features. That is, they may link to individual lexical items

already in the lexicon and/or to specific semantics, but they need not do

so. When they do, I call them lexical phi-features and theta phi-features,

respectively, but when they do not, I shall call them dummy phi-features

(see further below). Like other theta features (e.g. [human]), theta phi-fea-

tures are input to semantic interpretation, whereas dummy phi-features

are not.

Now, what is the nature of the phi-features of referential pro? What

we would like to avoid is to assume that the lexicon contains any nulls.

That is, we would like to avoid the absurd assumption that grammatical

features can link to 'phonetic nothingness' in the lexicon, the essential

nature of the lexicon being that it links sound and grammar.22 Therefore,

I propose the following principle:

(2) The Lexical Phi-feature Principle:

a. All lexical pronouns have at least one lexical

phi-feature

b. All lexical (specifications of) phi-features

link to some phonetic substance

c. Lexical phi-features are theta-features

in pronouns

(2c) is perhaps too strongly formulated. Gender often seems to violate it.

Thus, pa6 'it' may refer to neuter skipiS 'the ship' and hann 'he' may

refer to masculine baturinn 'the boat' but not vice versa. In such cases,

the pronominal gender might seem to be due to a mechanic syntactic

copying of the purely lexical gender of the antencedent noun. However, it

22 Note, however, that Chomsky (1981, p. 323) talks about base generated

as well as contextually determined phi-features of pro/PRO, thus being rather

unspecific on this point.
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seems natural to assume that the reference of referential pronouns is

crucially dependent on their being fully specified for the pronominal

phi-features (see further below). Thus, we may conceive of pronominal

gender as being a theta phi-feature in the sense that it takes part in

identifying the referent of the pronominal, that is, we can probably

maintain (2c). - In nouns and other R-expressions, we may note, reference

is largely independent of the phi-features.

Given this natural approach, pro is a nonlexical or an 'empty' A-position

(like traces), not a lexical element. Thus, it is slightly misleading to talk

about 'recovery' of its phi-features. The Lexical Phi-feature Principle

leaves us two possibilities as to identification of the phi-features of

referential pro. First, referential pro could perhaps be due to a PF-deletion

of a lexical pronoun. A necessary prerequisite for this to work would

seem to be that the deletion would leave the referential index of the

pronominal intact, its lexical phi-features linking to the index. This part

of the idea, namely that phi-features link to referential indices, is plausible,

I find (cf. 5.5.1). The deletion idea itself, on the other hand, is probably

not. From the point of view of aquisition (and perception), it does not

seem to make much sense. How does the child (or the addressee) 'see' the

referential index and its phi-feature specifications?

The second possiblity (suggested to me by Hbskuldur Thramsson) is that

referential pro is theta identified by some sort of an interpretive procedure.

Deviating minimally from standard viewpoints, we may then assume that

its person and number are identified through the person and number of

the finite verb in languages like Italian and Spanish: pro must not have

any feature specifications that contradict intrasentential clues. Coindexing

of pro and Agr might be a necessary prerequisite for this to work success-

fully, pro inheriting the features of Agr by virtue of bearing the same

index as Agr (cf. our approach to referential PRO in 5.5.1). Be that as it

may, we should note that this interpretive approach involves more than

just saying that the feature specifications of Agr are assigned to pro (as

suggested by Rizzi (1986, p. 520, fn. 17)). If there were nothing more

involved, we would not expect pro to have any specification for gender

in, for instance, Italian and Spanish. Since it is specified for gender (as

seen by Subject-Predicate Agreement for gender in null-subject sentences

in these languages), it seems clear that we are dealing with an interpretive

procedure that is rather powerful, interpreting not only intrasentential

clues but also sentence external linguistic clues as well as nonlinguistic

(pragmatic) clues. As seen by the existence of referential object pro in

languages like Old Icelandic (and Korean and Thai, cf. Cole 1987, p. 602

f.), interpretive procedures indeed seem to be able to identify all the

phi-features of the missing argument (but see further 5.5.1). Moreover,

the gender (and sometimes both the gender and the number) of lexical

first and second person pronouns in languages like the Germanic and the
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Romance languages are identified by interpretive means.23

Languages like Italian and Spanish seem to have means to 'assign' theta

phi-features to referential subject pro, thereby theta identifying it. Once

it is theta identified, it is both theta-visible and structurally visible.

Accordingly, it does not need Case to be visible. However, it cannot 'pass

through' the Case Filter unless it is assigned Case, I assume. Expletive

pro (e.g. in the Italian 'extraposition construction'), on the other hand,

must be Case-marked in order for it to be visible, cf. below.

If this is on the right track, we perhaps have an explanation of the

fact that the Germanic languages have referential null-topics. Apparently,

these elements can be interpreted as having specific values for person,

number and gender even in languages that have no phi-feature marking

on the finite verb, like the Mainland Scandinavian languages (note that

the Chinese language type does not bear on the matter if it makes no use

of phi-features at all, cf. 5.2.1): Together, sentence external clues and

intrasentential clues seem to provide sufficient information for succsessful

interpretation. Plausibly, the relevant intrasentential clues are the theta

properties of the relevant theta role assigner (V, P or VP) and, simply,

the gap itself, namely a nonlexical Case-marked position (a variable bound

by a null-operator). Due to its Case-marking, the gap or the gap-chain is

structurally visible. In other words, the addressee 'sees' that the sentence

contains a gap because the gap is Case-marked. 'Seeing' the gap, (s)he

assigns a theta phi-feature marking or an interpretation to it that matches

the theta-properties of its theta role assigner and makes sense in the

linguistic and/or pragmatic context of the sentence. Being assigned theta

phi-features, the gap is theta-visible, i.e. can bear a theta role.

On the natural assumption that theta phi-features necessarily link to

reference (i.e. a referential index), expletive and arbitrary pro have no

theta phi-features. Rather, they only have dummy phi-features. Presumably,

these dummy-features are always default. Thus, the default phi-feature

combination 'assigned' to arbitrary object pro in Italian and arbitrary

subject pro in Spanish is third person plural masculine (cf. Rizzi 1986, p.

517; Suner 1983; Jaeggli 1986a, p. 45 ff.). In Icelandic, on the other hand,

the default feature specification, assigned to arbitrary and expletive subject

pro, is third person singular neuter. We may assume that it involves

negative values of binary phi-features: [-lp/-2p; -pi; -masc/-fem], cf.

Rognvaldsson (1986, p. 64 ff.). In passing, note that this entails that

languages differ in their selection of 'feature labels'. Thus, 'singular' is

[-plural] in Icelandic (unmarked, hence the minus marking), whereas it is

[-f-singular] in Italian and Spanish (marked, hence the plus).

*3 As for (co)reference of lexical pronouns, interpretive theories have, of

course, been around quite long (cf. e.g. Jackendoff 1972). Note, however, that I

am not claiming that pronominals are assigned referential indices by

interpretation, i.e. I am not arguing against Chomsky's (1981. p. 186 f.) 'free

indexing' (but see further 6.3.2).
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How does nonreferential pro get the default phi-feature markings?

Presumably not from Agr, by coindexing or whatever. At least for arbitrary

object pro (in Italian and perhaps Icelandic), this would seem to be rather

implausible. Hence, I take it that a total absence of a definite phi-feature

marking is automatically interpreted as a set of default or minus valued

phi-features (in the 'interpretive components' of grammar, PF and LF, cf.

Chomsky 1981, p. 34). See also 5.5.2.1 on other instances of default

phi-feature marking in Icelandic.

As for arbitrary pro, it is 'minimally theta-visible' by virtue of being

[+human]. However, this does not extend to expletive pro. Expletive pro

has no lexical features (of course), no theta-features, hence no theta role

and no referential index. That is, it is totally theta-invisible. Accordingly,

it will also be structurally invisible, that is, it will plainly not 'be there',

unless it is assigned Case. If expletive pro is nonexistent, we are forced

to give up the Extended Projection Principle, a step I would not like to

take (for Icelandic, but on German, see 6.5.3). Therefore, I assume, exple-

tive pro must be assigned Case.

Clearly, there is more to be said about the interaction of the Case

Filter in 5.3.2(1) and identification. Thus, for instance, I still have not

come up with any satisfactory solution of the peculiar typological problem,

noted in 5.2.6, that Modern Icelandic allows referential pro (a nonvariable)

in imperatives only. In this respect, it contrasts sharply with Old(er)

Icelandic, Old French, Italian, etc. as we have seen. For the purpose of

successful (structural and theta) identification, it seems, referential

null-arguments must be topicalized in declaratives in all the modern

Germanic languages. The sharp contrast between Old(er) and Modern

Icelandic with respect to referential subject pro is quite astonishing since

the rich phi-feature marking on Agr has, basically, remained intact from

old to modern times (cf. Sigur&ssom 198lb), that is, the contrast has

nothing to to with subject-verb agreement or feature sharing of [NP, IP]

and Agr. In addition, plural imperatives in Modern Icelandic show precisely

the same subject-verb agreement as corresponding plural indicatives and

subjunctives.

This is not the only unresolved typological puzzle. Why, for instance,

does Italian not have referential object pro, in contrast with Old(er)

Icelandic, and why does it not have arbitrary subject pro, in contrast

with Old(er) and Modern Icelandic as well as Spanish?

We may sum up as follows: If we assume the Case Filter Approach in

5.3.2(1) to the licensing of pro, we have a general account for the canoni-

cal difference between NS and non-NS languages: The first language type

allows some types of pro, whereas the second one does not.24 On the

24 Adopting standard viewpoints, I am thus assuming a clear cut distinction

between pro-drop languages and non-pro-drop languages. However, even this

minimal assumption is not entirely without problems, as noted in fn. 1 above.
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other hand, this approach does not account satisfactorily for typological

differences between different NS-languages - nor does any other approach,

as far as I know.

I shall leave these typological problems unresolved. What is crucial for

our purposes is that Case-marking is a prerequisite for successful identi-

fication of expletive pro.

5.5 PRO

We cannot leave the subject matter of nonlexical NPs and Case without

briefly discussing the nature of PRO. I shall do so in this subsection.

First (5.5.1), I shall argue that PRO is, basically, the same phenomenon as

pro, i.e. a nonlexical A-position and not a lexical element. Like pro, it

gets an interpretation or features in the interpretive components of

grammar, PF and LF. In spite of this, I shall keep using the standard

notion 'PRO' (for nonlexical infinitival subjects), for ease of reference. In

5.5.2, I shall illustrate that Icelandic PRO is Case-marked. Finally, in

5.5.3, I shall briefly discuss PRO in non-NS languages. If our Case Filter

Approach to pro/PRO is on the right track, PRO must be Caseless in

non-NS languages, as opposed to NS languages.

5.5.1 The nature of PRO

In the standard theory (Chomsky 1982, Rizzi 1986, and related works), pro

is governed whereas PRO is not. This draws a line between nonlexical

infinitival subjects and all other null-arguments: The untensed Infl is not

a proper governor in the standard theory, that is, PRO is the only EC in

the [NP, IP] position of infinitivals that is not ruled out by ECP, as

discussed in 3.3. However, we have several reasons to believe that this

distinction between PRO and other ECs is unfounded. First, given my

approach to government (in 2.3), [NP, IP] and other Specs are always

ungoverned.25 Accordingly, there is no 'categorial' difference between pro

and PRO (in the standard sense of these notions) with respect to govern-

ment.

Furhtermore, if there are no lexical nulls, then PRO is simply a nonlexi-

cal argument position in S-structure. It is not clear that it has any content

On the other hand, of course, Spec may have a governed mother node.

As we saw in 3.4.2.1, for example, Acl infinitivals themselves, but not their

subjects, are governed by Acl verbs.
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to say that such positions are different elements even though they show

variable behavior. Certainly, nonlexical argument positions differ with

respect to the Binding Principles. Thus, for instance, empty variables are

A'-bound while 'PRO' and 'pro' are not. Moreover, 'pro' is always (A- and

A'-) free (in its governing category) whereas 'PRO' is either free or

A-bound. However, this does not mean that we are dealing with different

'elements'. Rather, different derivations and different structures require

that 'gaps' or nonlexical argument positions behave differently (see Chomsky

1981, p. 322 f.). We can of course say that an A'-bound EC must be a

'variable' (and this is clearly a convenient and a pedagogical 'abbreviation').

Conversely, however, we can also say that certain derivations require an

empty argument position that is A'-bound: a WH-moved NP violates both

the Case Theory and the Theta-Criterion unless it is in an A'-position

and binds a trace in an A-position. This is all we need to say about the

matter (cf. Chomsky 1981, p. 323).

Consider this for PRO. Why can PRO be A-bound as opposed to most

overt pronominals? In the standard theory (cf. Chomsky 1982, e.g. p. 78),

the answer is that PRO is an anaphor as well as a pronominal:

(1)a. PRO = [+anaphor, +pronominal]

b. pro = [-anaphor, +pronominal]

That is, in its governing category, PRO may freely be either A-bound

(like overt anaphors) or free (like overt pronominals). However, it is not

clear that this has any content if PRO and pro are not lexical elements.

If they are not, they do not link to the features [±anaphor] and [±prono-

minal in the lexicon (like most lexical pronouns do). Rather, the values of

these features are set for PRO/pro in LF, by interpretive means, depending

on derivational or structural requirements. In other words, nonlexical

argument positions may freely 'pick up' whatever values for these and

other features, as long as the values satisfy the requirements of the

principles of UG. - Besides, there are clear cases of overt pronouns that

behave similarly, i.e. have no lexical linking to the features [±pronominal],

[lanaphor]. Thus, for instance, English his correspeonds to both pronominal

hans 'his' and reflexive sinn 'his' in Icelandic (and corresponding items in

other Scandinavian languages).26

Recall that pro may be referential, arbitrary or expletive. In this respect,

there does not seem to be any difference between PRO and pro. (2) and

(3) illustrate the basic possibilities for 'PRO':

26 For a somewhat different approach, where his is [-anaphor.

-pronominal], see Thrainsson (1988).
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(2) a. [Aa PRO synda] er hollt.

to swim is healthy,

b. I>aa er [e] hollt [aa PRO synda].

it is healthy to swim

(3) a. Mer viraist [PRO vera leiainlegt herna].

me seems to-be boring here

'It seems to me that it is boring here.'

b. Pall reyndi [aa PRO synda].

Paul tried to swim

Note that PRO is uncontrolled in (3a). The dative mer 'me' is an oblique

subject (cf. 3.4.2.2 and 6.1), that is, the matrix clause contains no empty

subject, hence no possible controller of the embedded expletive PRO. In

both (2) and (3a), then, PRO is nonreferential and free, whereas it is

referential in (3b) (being bound by Pall 'Paul'). In (2), it is arbitrary, but

in (3a) it is expletive.

How does referential bound PRO get its reference? The simplest

assumption is that it inherits the intrinsic phi-features of its controller

or binder. Reasonably, it does so by virtue of bearing the same referential

index as the antecedent (theta phi-features link to referential indices, cf.

5.4 and 6.3.2). - Note that inheriting pronominal reference or theta

phi-features through coindexing is quite different from inheriting Case

that way: Theta phi-features link naturally to reference or referential

indices, whereas Case has nothing to do with reference.

Interestingly, referential object pro seems to be 'antecedent-identified'

in a somewhat similar manner as referential PRO. Hjartarddttir (1987, p.

59 ff.) notes a difference between referential subject pro and V/P-object

pro in Old(er) Icelandic: as opposed to subjet pro, referential object pro

seems to have been impossible without a linguistic discourse antecedent.

The Korean and Thai data presented by Cole (1987, p. 602 f.) indicate

that object pro is constrained in the same manner in these languages.

Thus, it seems that referential object pro must always inherit the theta

phi-features of an NP-antecedent by coindexing, like PRO. Unlike bound

PRO, but like overt pronominals, however, referential object pro is free

in its governing category and does not have to be c-commanded by its

antecedent (see the examples in Hjartarddttir 1987, p. 56 ff.).

Manzini (1983, p. 423 ff.) suggests the following generalizations:

(4) A PRO in an object sentence of a sentence S

is bound in S

(5) A PRO in a subject sentence (co)refers freely
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There is no doubt that these are good descriptive approximations, also for

Icelandic. However, (4) cannot be maintained: (3a) violates it (I take it

that raising infinitivals qualify as 'object sentences' although they are not

full clauses or CPs). (6) and (7) contain further examples that violate (4):

(6) a. Mer viraist [PRO rigna].

me seems rain

'It seems to me that it rains.'

b. Mer viraist [PRO vera liklegt aa Maria komi].

me seems be likely that Mary comes

'It seems likely to me that Mary will come.'

c. Mer viraist [PRO burfa ao kaupa mjolk].

me seems need to buy nilk

'It seems to me that we(/people etc.) have

to buy milk.'

(7) a. Eg taldi [PRO rigna].

I believed rain

'I believed it to rain.'

b. Eg taldi [PRO vera liklegt aa Maria kaemi].

I believed be likely that Mary came

c. Eg taldi [PRO burfa aa kaupa mjolk].

I believed need to buy milk

Note that (6c) and (7c) involve the Impersonal Modal Construction, with

an arbitrary reading of PRO (cf. 5.3.1). As we would expect, Italian does

not seem to have any corresponding infinitivals (not having any instances

of arbitrary subject pro either). On the other hand, it has cases that are

somewhat similar to (7a,b), cf. Rizzi (1986, p. 542).

In the standard theory, the missing argument is in a governed position

in (7) and would therefore presumably be analyzed as pro (as pointed out

to me by Tarald Taraldsen). Be that as it may, (6) and (3a), at least,

seem to be clear violations of Manzini's (4). This suggests the generaliza-

tion in (8), instead of (4)-(5):

(8) a. Nonreferential PRO may be free

b. Referential PRO must be bound

Obviously, we have an account for (8b) if PRO has no inherent phi-features

of its own, i.e. must inherit the theta phi-features of an antecedent if it

is to have reference. As for nonreferential PRO, on the other hand, we

may assume that it gets dummy phi-features in the interpretive components,

PF and LF, in the same manner as nonreferential pro, cf. 5.4.

Referential PRO, then, is just like referential pro in that it never has
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any inherent phi-features of its own (referential subject pro being assigned

phi-features by an interpretive procedure, and, perhaps sometimes to some

extent, coindexing with Agr, as discussed in 5.4). This is what we expect

if both are simply nonlexical argument positions in S-structure. As already

stated, however, I shall keep on using the standard notations 'pro' and

'PRO' for ease of reference.

5.5.2 The Case of PRO

As mentioned in 5.4, Chomsky (1986a, p. 94 ff.) explores the possiblity

that Case-marking is a necessary condition on theta-visibility (the 'visibility

condition'). This is of course rather problematic for PRO, the standard

assumption being that PRO must be Caseless. Therefore, Chomsky (1986a,

p. 104) assumes "that PRO has an inherent Case, noting, however, that

this suggestion conceals a problem rather than solving it." In this subsec-

tion, I shall demonstrate that Icelandic PRO, like Icelandic pro, bears

syntactic Case (structural or lexical, like overt NPs in the language).

There are two quite clear kinds of evidence for this. First, Icelandic PRO

occurs in some positions that are unambiguously Case positions. Second,

Icelandic control infinitivals normally behave the same with respect to

phi-feature agreement as if they did contain an overt subject. I shall

illustrate some of these agreement facts in 5.5.2.1, turning to PRO in

unambiguous Case positions in 5.5.2.2.

5.5.2.1 PRO and long distance agreement

As we have seen, Icelandic (like many other morphological case languages)

has several types of long distance agreement, involving Case, number, and

gender. The first instance we saw of this (in 3.4.2.1) was Subject-Small

Clause Agreement, as in (1):

(1) Eeir foru til hennar [PRO fullir].

they went to her drunk

N.m.pl N.m.pl

Furthermore, Icelandic has Subject-Quantifier Agreement, as in (2), and

Subject-Predicate Agreement, as in (3):
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(2) Þasr hafa allar lesia bokina.

they have all read the book

N.f.pl N.f.pl

Þasr eru gáfaaa_r.

they are intelligent

N.f.pl N.f.pl

Þeir eru gáfaair.

they are intelligent

N.m.pl N.m.pl

A subcase of Subject-Predicate Agreement, mentioned in 3.4.2.1 and 4.3, is

also seen in raising infinitivals, cf. (4) and (5):

(4) Þeir virtust [[t] hafa veria fullir].

they seemed have been drunk

N.m.pl N.m.pl

(5) Þasr voru taldar [[t_] hafa veria fullar].

they were believed have been drunk

N.f.pl N.f.pl

As argued in 4.3, the Case agreement (in all cases of this sort) is due to

percolation of Infl-Case. Moreover, gender and number percolate in much

the same way. That is, they percolate within the m-command domain of

the source-NP, along the nominative Case path: the Case path 'opens up'

a path for number and gender to percolate along (cf. below).

The various long distance agreement phenomena illustrate, quite clearly,

that Icelandic PRO bears Case (and other phi-features). We discussed this

for Subject-Small Clause Agreement in 3.4.2.1, and this has already been

illustrated by Thrainsson (1979, p. 297 ff.) for Subject-Quantifier Agreement

(see further e.g. Andrews 1976, Fri&jdnsson 1977). Thus, I shall only

demonstrate this for Subject-Predicate Agreement here (compare also

Thrainsson 1979, p. 282 ff.). I will start out by illustrating and explaining

the mechanism of Subject-Predicate Agreement in finite clauses. Then, I

shall show that it behaves the same way in control infinitivals. As we

shall see, it seems impossible to explain this fact unless PRO is Case-

marked.

Subject-Predicate Agreement involves agreement of past participles

([+V,-f-N]) in passives as well as of adjectives ([%V,-{-N]) in active sentences.

This is illustrated in (6):

(3)a.

b.
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(6)a. Mennirnir voru barair.

the men were beaten

N.m.pl N.m.pl

b. Konan var barin.

the woman was beaten

N.f.sg N.f.sg

Since the [+N] participle is not a Case assigner in (6), it freely receives

syntactic Case. In fact, it must do so in the Feature Percolation Theory

of Case, cf. chapter 4. Interestingly, the participle turns up in the nomina-

tive, a fact that makes the standard assumption that passive participles

absorb accusative Case rather dubious. I shall return to this in 6.4.1.

Now, recall my discussion of 'Rbgnvaldsson's argument' in 5.2.2.2. The

argument is based on the fact that the finite verb does not agree with

oblique subjects in Icelandic. Instead, it shows up in the default third

person singular. Presumably, the verb gets these values in the same way

as nonreferential pro/PRO gets the default values third person singular

neuter (cf. 5.4). That is, in the absence of definite phi-feature values, the

interpretive components of grammar, PF and LF, 'assign' default or negative

values of binary number and person features to Agr.

Crucially, however, sentences with an oblique subject do not only lack

Subject-Verb Agreement. They also lack Subject-Predicate Agreement.

Instead of agreeing with the oblique subject, the predicative nominal

shows up in the default singular neuter nominative/accusative (the nomina-

tive and the accusative are always homophonous in the neuter). Compare

(7), with a nominative subject, and (8), with a dative subject:

(7)a.

Mennirnir

voru

veikir.

the men

were

sick

N.m.pl

3pl

N.m.pl

b.

Konan

var

veik.

the woman

was

sick

N.f.sg

3sg

N.f.sg

(8)a.

Monnunum

var

illt.

the men

was

ill

D.m.pl

3sg

N/A.n.sg

'The men were nauseated.'

b.

Konunni

var

illt.

the woman

was

ill

D.f.sg

3sg

N/A.n.sg

'The woman

was

nauseated.'

Again, also, passive past participles behave precisely the same as adjectives.
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Compare (6), repeated below, and (9):

(6)a.

Mennirnir

voru

barair.

the men

were

beaten

N.m.pl

3pl

N.m.pl

b.

Konan

var

barin.

the woman

was

beaten

N.f.sg

3sg

N.f.sg

(9)a.

Monnunum

var

b.iargaa .

the men

was

saved

D.m.pl

3sg

N/A.n.sg

b.

Konunni

var

bjargaa.

the woman

was

saved

D.f.sg

3sg

N/A.n.sg

All other markings of the predicative nominals are sharply ungrammatical

in all cases. Thus, for instance, an agreeing participle is totally out in

cases like (9b) (and the reason is clearly not a 'morphological gap'). This

is illustrated in (10):

(10) *Konunni var b.largaor i .

the woman was saved

D.f.sg 3sg D.f.sg

Conversely, nonagreement is impossible when the subject is nominative.

Compare (11) to (6a):

(11) *Mennirnir voru/var baria.

the men were/was beaten

N.m.pl 3pl/ 3sg N/A.n.sg

Precisely the same is, once again, true of predicative adjectives in active

sentences.

We can schematize the observed facts as follows:

Subj .

Pred.

a1 .

[+NOM

+agreement]

2.

*[+NOM

-agreement]

b1 .

*[-NOM

+agreement]

2.

[-NOM

-agreement]

What is the reason for this peculiar complementary distribution? The

Feature Percolation Theory of Case offers an interesting explanation in
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terms of Case protection (cf. 4.1). Let us start out by considering this

for passive sentences. Overt passive subjects are derived by NP-movement,

from [NP, VP] to [IP, NP]. As we shall see in chapter 6, the D-structure

object is either assigned no Case prior to NP-movement or assigned lexical

Case (e.g. dative) at D-structure. In the former case, it ends up as a

nominative subject (the normal instantiation of Infl-Case), but in the

latttr case, it keeps its D-structure Case, the result being an oblique

subject. This is illustrated in (13) and (14) (see also 4.3( 11)-(12)):

(13)

NP

(Nom)

I

C+c]

:vp-

v

[-c]

NP

I

t

(H)

NP

(Dat)

I

C+c]

■VP.

V

[+C/D]

NP

I

t

These diagrams are slightly misleading since the passive participle is not

simply 'V ([+V.-N]) but also nominal, i.e. [+V.+N], cf. 6.4.3. In the present

context, however, this is unimportant.

From (13) and (14), it is immediately clear why passive participles agree

with nominative subjects but not with oblique subjects. When the subject

is nominative, cf. (13), the participle is a nonassigner of Case, that is, it

does not protect 'VP' from the external Infl-Case. Accordingly, both the

Infl-Case and the number and gender features of the raised subject

percolate to 'VP', showing up on its [+V.+N] head, the participle (V in

(13)). In (14), on the other hand, the participle /s a Case assigner, hence

acting as a protecting head. Accordingly, 'VP' (and anything under 'VP')

is protected from external Infl-Case. As a result, the gender and number

features of the raised subject do not have an unbroken Case path, from

[NP, IP] down into 'VP', to percolate along. It follows that there is no

agreement, neither in Case nor in number and gender. - This means, of

course, that the Case assigning participle has no Case (and no number

and gender features) in 'syntax proper' (D- and S-structure). Recall, from

4.3, that Case assigners cannot be assigned syntactic Case. However,

being [+N], the participle is 'assigned' the default values nominative

(/accusative) neuter singular in the intrepretive components, PF and LF

(cf. 5.4 on feature 'assignment' to nonreferential pro).
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As we shall see in chapter 6, predicative adjectives are in fact ergative,

that is, the subject in sentences like (7) and (8):

(7)a.

Mennirnir

voru

veikir.

the men

were

sick

N.m.pl

3.pl

N.m.pl

b.

Konan

var

veik.

the woman

was

sick

N.f.sg

3.sg

N.f.sg

(8)a. Monnunum var illt.

the men was ill

D.m.pl 3.sg N/A.n.sg

'The men were nauseated.'

b. Konunni var illt.

the woman was ill

D.f.sg 3.sg N/A.n.sg

'The woman was nauseated.'

- is a D-structure object of the adjective, A being a Case assigner in (8)

(of a lexical dative) but a nonassigner of Case in (7). Accordingly, the

agreement facts in active sentences like (7) and (8) are accounted for in

precisely the same manner as in passive sentences. - In passing, note that

these data are not easily explained in a coherent manner if we do not

assume Case percolation.

Now, consider the fact that control infinitivals show the same predicative

agreement as the corresponding finite sentences. Compare (7) and (8) to

(15) and (16):

(15) a. Peir reyndu [aa PRO veraa ekki veikir].

they tried to become not sick

N.m.pl N.m.pl

b. Konan reyndi [að PRO veroa ekki veik].

N.f.sg

(16) a. Þeir vonuaust til [aa PRO veraa ekki illt] .

they hoped for to become not ill

N.m.pl N/A.n.sg

b. Konan vonaaist til [aa PRO verba ekki illt] .

N/A.n.sg

Precisely as in finite sentences, we have an account for these (completely

general and extremely clear cut) facts if the agreeing adjective in (15)

bears percolating Infl-Case, whereas the nonagreeing adjective in (16),
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being an assinger of a lexical dative, does not. In other words, these

facts indicate that PRO is nominative in (15) but dative in (16).

This, of course, does not force us to assume that the percolating

Infl-Case in (15) is assigned by the embedded untensed Infl. Since the

matrix verb is plural, the plural nominative on the adjective could be a

percolating matrix Infl-Case. Consider Borer (1986, p. 410 ff.) on somewhat

similar facts (in raising infinitivals) in two other null-subject languages,

Italian and Modern Hebrew. However, in (17), the plural nominative on

the adjective is presumably not the matrix Infl-Case (the matrix verb

being singular):

(17)a. t'a langaai ekki til [aa PRO vera veikir] .

them longed not for to be sick

A.m.pl 3sg N.m.pl

'The men did not want to be sick.'

b. Konunum leiddist [aa PRO vera veikar].

the women bored to be sick

D.f.pl 3sg N.f.pl

'The women were bored being sick.'

PRO inherits the number and gender of the matrix subject by virtue of

being coindexed with it (cf. 5.5.1). Subsequently, the number and gender

percolate along the Case path of the subordinate Infl-Case, to the predi-

cative adjective. - Now, we could perhaps say that the nominative comes

from the matrix clause, the plural feature of the adjective coming 'ex-

clusively' from PRO. But given that this were the case, it is hard to see

how the matrix Infl-Case could be blocked from percolating to PRO on its

way down to the predicative adjective. Besides, we would then have no

explanation of the nonagreement in (quite common) cases like (16). In

short, it seems impossible to explain the agreement facts in (15)-(17)

unless we assume that PRO is Case-marked in Icelandic.

As we would expect by now, passive participles behave the same as

predicative adjectives in control infinitivals. This is illustrated in (18) and

(19) (cf. (6) and (9) above):

(18)a. t'eir vonuaust til [aa PRO veroa ekki baroir].

they hoped for to be not beaten

N.m.pl N.m.pl

b. Konan vonaaist til [aa PRO veroa ekki barin].

N.f.sg N.f.sg
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(19)a. peir vonuoust til [aa PRO verba bjargao] .

saved

N.m.pl N/A.n.sg

b. Konan vonaoist til [ao PRO veraa bjargao].

N.f.sg N/A.n.sg

If the feature marking on the participle is the other way around, the

result is totally ungrammatical. This is what we expect if PRO is nominative

in (18) but dative in (19), precisely like overt subjects in the corresponding

finite sentences.27

5.5.2.2 PRO in unambiguous Case positions

Consider again the sentences in 5.5.1(6)-(7), repeated below:

(1)a. Mer viraist [PRO rigna].

me seems rain

'It seems to me that it rains.'

b. Mer viraist [PRO vera liklegt ao Maria komi].

me seems be likely that Mary comes

'It seems likely to me that Mary will come.'

c. Mer viraist [PRO burfa aa kaupa mjolk].

me seems need to buy milk

'It seems to me that we(/people, etc.)

have to buy milk.'

27 Interestingly, the derivation of PRO in (18)-(19) is somewhat similar to

the derivation of null-topics in the Germanic languages in general (and the

same is true of PRO in (15)-(17) if predicative adjectives are ergative, cf.

6.2.2). Recall (from 5.2.5) that the derivation of Germanic null-topics seems to

involve Topicalization of pro. In a similar manner, PRO in (18) and (19) is

derived by NP-movement of object pro, as sketched in (i):

(l)a. ... [ao [e] veroa bjargao pro]

[+C/D]

to be saved

-> b. ... [ao PRO veroa bjargao t].

[+C/D]

Thus, it seems clear that even in the standard theory, PRO in (19)/(i) is at

least a member of a dative chain. In non-pro-drop languages, on the other

hand, chains headed by PRO are always Caseless (being structurally visible,

however, because they are theta-visible, cf. 5.4 and 5.5.3). - The analysis in

(1) entails that NP-movement applies to whatever features that are situated in

the source-position, e.g. theta features and Case features. I shall study

(lexical) NP-movement in chapter 6.
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(2) a. Eg taldi [PRO rigna].

I believed rain

'I believed it to rain.'

b. Eg taldi [PRO vera liklegt aa Maria kasmi].

I believed be likely that Mary came

c. Eg taldi [PRO purfa aa kaupa mjolk].

I believed need to buy milk

The subject position in Acl infinitivals is, of course, an unambiguous Case

position. As we saw in 3.4.2.2, the same is true of the subject position in

D/NcI infinitivals like the ones in (1). As seen in sentences like (3), it is

a position of nominative Case, the nominative either being a 'downstairs

Case' (3a) or an 'upstairs Case' (3b):

(3) a. Mer viraist [beir vera gafaair].

me seems they be intelligent

3sg N.m.pl N.m.pl

b. Mer viraast [beir vera gafaair].

me seem they be intelligent

3pl N.m.pl N.m.pl

This is also seen by the fact that this position may contain a variable

(the variable, of course, being Case-marked) as shown in (4); note that

the dative experiencer occupies the matrix [NP, IP] position, i.e. the

wft-phrase moves directly to [Spec, CP]:

(4) a. Hver.1 ir hafai per virst [t. vera gafaair]?

who had you seemed be intelligent

N.m.pl 3sg N.m.pl

b. Hverjir hofau per virst [t^ vera gafaair]?

who had you seemed be intelligent

N.m.pl 3pl N.m.pl

Compare this to the ungrammatical English (5) (cf. Chomsky 1986a, p. 95):

(5) *Who does it seem (to you) [t_ to be intelligent].

In short, the empty infinitival subjects in (1) and (2) are unambiguously

Case-marked.
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5.5.3 PRO in non-NS languages

Finally, let us briefly consider PRO in non-NS languages. In 5.3.2 and 5.4,

I argued that pro is licensed in NS-languages precisely because it is

Case-marked, only deviating from Rizzi (1986) in assuming that this is

deducible from a parametrization of the Case Filter (rather than from

head-licensing): like lexical arguments, pro must always be Case-marked,

but due to the setting of the Case Filter in non-NS languages, all sentences

containing pro are immediately ruled out in these languages. As we have

now seen, there does not seem to be any doubt that PRO is Case-marked

in Icelandic, like pro. However, generalizing over pro and PRO, as I did

in my formulation of the Case Filter in 5.3.2(1) would perhaps seem to be

rather problematic. As it stands, this (ideally general and simple) approach

predicts that non-NS languages should not have PRO: as yet, I have not

come up with any nonstipulative way to block Case assignment to PRO in

this language type.

Consider English PRO:

(1) Mary tried [PRO to win the game].

How do we block either the matrix V-Case or the matrix Infl-Case from

being assigned to PRO? As mentioned in 3.3, it is standardly assumed

that the control infinitival has an empty Comp, the CP-boundary blocking

external Case assignment to PRO. I shall consider how Chomsky (1986b)

formulates this in his barriers approach to government in a moment. Now,

it might perhaps be said that this solution is only stipulative. In any

case, it is at least available in the standard theory. In our theory as

formulated so far, on the other hand, it is not. Unless we 'augment' our

approach somehow, external Case should percolate to PRO in English

control infinitivals.

Yip et al. (1987) suggest that PRO is universally Case-marked. However,

if this were correct it would seem to be an insoluble puzzle that non-NS

languages do not tolerate pro. Moreover, there are certain empirical

indications that point in the opposite direction.

Consider sentences like (2) and (3) once again:

(2) Eg taldi [PRO snjoa].

I beleived snow

'I believed it was snowing.'

(3) Mer virtist [PRO snjoa].

me seemed snow

'It seemed to me that it was snowing.'
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In cases of this sort, PRO is expletive, i.e. it has no theta-features (cf.

5.4 on expletive pro). Thus, if it were not possible to Case-mark the

empty subjects, they would be totally invisible, hence illicit.

If PRO must not be Case-marked in non-NS languages, we do not expect

them to tolerate any kind of PRO in the subject position of Acl-infinitivals,

this position always being a Case position. As far as I know, this is borne

out. Consider the English (4) and the Swedish (5):

(4) I believed [*(it) to snow].

(5) Jag ansag [*(det) snoa].

I believed it snow

This idicates that we have to block PRO from being assigned Case in

non-NS languages. How do we do this? Chomsky (1986b, p. 11 ff.) suggests

that neither IP nor CP is an absolute or an inherent barrier, whereas CP

and IP constitute a barrier together. That is, CP inherits barrierhood

from IP. This gives the desirable result for successive cyclic movement as

well as for English PRO, cf. (6) (= Chomsky's (22), 1986b, p. 11):

(6) How did John want [cp t. Cip PRO to fix the car t ].

CP as such does not block extraction, as desired. By inheriting barrierhood

from IP, on the other hand, it blocks the matrix verb from governing

into IP, hence from governing and assigning Case to PRO.

This approach would also block assignment of the matrix V-Case to

PRO in the Mainland Scandinavian languages. However, it would not block

assignment of nominative Comp-Case to PRO in Swedish, if the infinitive

marker in that language (as opposed to Norwegian and Danish) is a

complementizer, cf. 3.2.1. Consider the Swedish (7):

(7) Johan forsokte [cp att [jp PRO reparera bilen]].

John tried to fix the car

As far as I can see, it is impossible to block Comp from governing PRO

here, hence from assigning Case to it, in Chomsky's barrier approach to

government. It seems unavoidable to allow lexical heads to govern the

Spec of their complements in this approach. Chomsky (1986b, p. 47)

contends that "a verb governs the specifier of its clausal complement" -

unless, of course, the specifier in question is protected (in Chomsky's

sense, cf. 1986b, p. 42), i.e. governed by a more local governor. In (7),

att 'protects' PRO from being governed by the matrix verb. But there is

nothing in the structure that 'protects' PRO from being governed by att

itself. - In the Feature Percolation Theory of Case, as formulated so far,
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there is also no way to block att from percolating nominative Case to

PRO.

I must admit that I see no entirely nonstipulative solution of this

problem. However, here is a tentative proposal. Suppose that CP cannot

'transport' Case, i.e. let us assume (8):

(8) CP always blocks Case percolation

Given this, Comp-Case is blocked from percolating through CP in (7),

whereas it is free to percolate through C in main clause structures like

(9):

(9) a. I gar forsbkte Johan ...

yesterday tried John

'Yesterday, John tried

b. CP_

I gar forsbkte Johan

The same analysis applies to the embedded interrogative in (10) (cf.

Taraldsen 1986b on the same phenomenon in Norwegian and Danish):

(10) Jag vet inte [cp vem [c' som dp ;t sag Anna].

I know not who that saw Ann

- where the obligatory dummy complementizer som assigns nominative

Case, through C' , to the variable. Note that Icelandic, having Infl-Case,

does not have to insert any dummy complementizer of this sort for the

purpose of successful nominative Case assignment in embedded interroga-

tives. Thus, this approach has some appealing aspects. However, it also

involves some problems. For example, it predicts that declarative at(t)-

'that' clauses in Mainland Scandinavian are C rather than CP. Or perhaps

rather, it requires that at(t)-clauses have an empty [Spec, CP] position,

cf. (11):

(11) Jag sag [cp e [c att [jp Maria kom]]].

I saw that Mary came

- where the embedded subject bears Comp-Case. On the assumption that

CP always blocks percolation, the Icelandic structure in (12) should be
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impossible in languages that make use of Comp-Case (since the Case

would have to percolate through CP in order to 'reach' the embedded

subject):

(12) Eg sa Ccp aa [jp Maria kom] .

I saw that Mary came

I shall leave the 'Case problem of PRO' in non-NS languages in this

state. Let me just conclude by pointing out that my approach to visibility,

in 5.4, crucially predicts that non-NS languages may have arbitrary PRO

(and referential PRO), as opposed to expletive PRO. As we have seen,

this seems to be borne out. Let me recapitulate the reason for this: All

nonlexical expletives have to be Case-marked if they are to be structurally

visible. Conversely, however, PRO/pro must not be Case-marked in non-NS

languages, due to their setting of the Case Filter (PRO/pro thus being

excluded from Case positions in these languages). By virtue of its [ +human]

feature, on the other hand, arbitrary PRO is theta-visible; accordingly, it

does not need Case to be structurally visible. It follows, then, that we

can dismiss Chomsky's (1986a, p. 104) problematic 'inherent Case' of PRO

in non-NS languages.

5.6 Summary

We can summarize the most important conclusions and results of this

chapter as follows:

1. All the Germanic languages have referential null-subjects in finite

sentences. However, these null-subjects are variables bound by a

null-operator in [Spec, CP], not genuine pro.

2. There is no such thing as 'lexical nulls'. Hence, the phi-features

of null-arguments are not 'recovered'. Rather, they are identified

or 'assigned' by interpretive means (in the interpretive components,

PF and LF). At least in some cases of referential null-arguments

(PRO and object pro), these interpretive procedures involve theta

phi-feature inheritance through coindexing with a lexical NP-ante-

cedent.

3. Genuine pro is always Case-marked; if expletive pro is not assigned

Case it is totally invisible, hence illicit.
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5 Nonlexical NPs and Case

4. Icelandic PRO is Case-marKed. This fact supports our suggestion

in 3.3 that Icelandic V-to-I applies in order for Infl to be able to

assign Case to [NP, IP], in control infinitivals as well as in finite

clauses.

5. The contrast between NS languages and non-NS language follows

from a parametrization of the Case Filter. In non-NS languages

there is a Case ban on nonlexical argument positions that are not

traces, whereas there is no such ban in NS languages. It follows

that pro / PRO is excluded from Case positions in non-NS languages

only.

As we saw in 5.0, we have to solve two problems if we want to maintain

the claims made in 4.1 that Case is an inherent property of the X-bar

system and that the verbal Infl assigns nominative Case in Icelandic. The

first problem is raised by nonlexical subjects, i.e. by clauses that appear

not to involve any Case assignment. The second problem is raised by

oblique subjects in Icelandic, i.e. by subjects that bear overt Case that is

not assigned by Infl. Having discussed nonlexical NPs rather thoroughly,

we can turn to oblique subjects. As we shall see, they seem to be derived

by NP-movement from [NP, VP] or [NP, AP] to [NP, IP]. If we wish to

understand the nature of oblique subjects, we therefore have to consider

the interaction of Case assingment and theta-selection as embodied in

NP-movement. I shall do so in the next chapter.
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6 Promotion, theta-selection and Case

6.0 Introduction

In this chapter, I shall study PROMOTION, the term 'Promotion' covering

both syntactic NP-movement and lexical Promotion of internal theta roles.

More specifically, I shall study the interaction of Case assignment and

theta-selection as embodied in Promotion. Following Chomsky (1986a), I

will occasionally refer to theta-selection as 'semantic selection' or s-selec-

tion, cf. 6.1.2.2.

The central hypothesis to be pursued here is that nonagentive (or, rather,

'nonperformative') subjects are always derived by Promotion. When Promo-

tion is syntactic, it involves NP-movement to [NP, IP] from [NP, XP],

where XP is either VP or AP, but when it is lexical, it involves a parallel

'raising' of an internal theta role in the lexicon. The major empirical

observation of the chapter is that NP-movement of a (definite) D-structure

object of V or A is obligatory in Icelandic (and e.g. other Scandinavian

languages and English) if the [NP, IP] position contains no argument or

theta role, irrespective of the Case assignment properties of V/A. In the

standard theory, the obligatoriness of NP-movement is explained in terms

of Case: the promoted D-structure object cannot get Case in situ, it is

assumed, i.e. it must move to the [NP, IP] position in order to be Case-

marked. As we already saw in 4.3, however, this defective Case-marking

explanation (as I shall call it) is not available in the Feature Percolation

Theory of Case (Case always percolating to NP-traces, i.e. to the source

position of NP-movement). I shall show that it is in fact not available in

the standard Case Theory either. Therefore, I derive the obligatoriness of

NP-movement in languages like English, Romance, and the Scandinavian

languages from the SUBJECT COMMAND CONDITION, having the effect

that definite arguments in the [NP, VP/AP] position are ungrammatical

unless they are commanded by an argument in the [NP, IP] position,

irrespective of Case. This condition on the relation between argument

positions is in fact closely related to the Extended Projection Principle

(Chomsky 1982, p. 10).

It is generally taken to be the case that passive participles and ergative

verbs cannot assign any Case at all. As we shall see, however, there is

extensive evidence that these lexical items are only defective Case assigners

with respect to structural Case, and not with respect to inherent or

lexical Case. I shall argue that this follows from general principles, i.e.

the so-called 'Burzio's generalization' is not an independent generalization

or principle.

The organization of the chapter is as follows: In 6.1, I discuss oblique

(ergative) subjects and argue that they are D-structure objects, derived

by Promotion after D-structure assignment of lexical Case, i.e. by NP-move-

ment. In 6.2, I demonstrate that many nominative subjects (in active

sentences) are also derived by Promotion, either in the lexicon (subjects

of middle verbs) or in the syntax, by NP-movement (subjects of ergative
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Vs and As). In this section, I also develop a theory of word formation

that enables us to account coherently for the difference between syntactic

and lexical Promotion. In 6.3, the Definiteness Effect upon Icelandic ba6-

'there, it' insertion and NP-movement is discussed and shown to follow

from the Subject Command Condition and general conditions on chain

formation. In 6.4, I demonstrate that the analysis in 6.1-6.3 of active

verbs extends directly to passives: Past participles are lexically derived

ergatives, 'middles' and impersonals. Conversely, passives lend a rather

pervasive support to my ergative analysis of nonagentive and other non-

performative subjects. In 6.5, I briefly address some residual problems,

e.g. the fact that German does not seem to apply NP-movement, indicating

that the Extended Projection Principle is not a universal. - The major

conclusion of the chapter is that NP-movement in the Germanic languages,

including English, is never forced by defective Case-marking: NP-movement

has nothing to do with Case assignment.

6.1 Oblique Promotion

6.1.0 Overview

As mentioned in 5.0, Icelandic has a wide variety of verbs and predicates

that take oblique arguments that, intuitively, correspond to subjects in

e.g. English and Mainland Scandinavian, cf. (1) and (2):

(1) a. Mig hungrar.

me(Acc) hungers

'I am hungry.'

b. Mer leiaist.

me(Dat) bores

'I am bored.'

(2) Mer er kalt.

me is cold

'I am freezing.'

This is one of the most peculiar features of Icelandic grammar. It has

been extensively discussed in the generative literature during the last

decade. See, for instance, Andrews (1976, 1982a), Thrainsson (1979),

Bernodusson (1982), Rbgnvaldsson (1982b), Zaenen and Maling (1983, 1984),

Zaenen et al. (1984, 1985), Maling and Zaenen (1985), Holmberg (1985b),

Platzack (1985c, 1987a), Yip et al. (1987) - to mention only a few important

contributions to the ongoing discussion of the phenomenon.
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Three possible analyses of this construction have been discussed in the

literature. Call them the OBJECT HYPOTHESIS, the SUBJECT HYPOTHE-

SIS and the PROMOTION HYPOTHESIS. Under the Object Hypothesis, the

oblique argument would simply be a topicalized object in a null-subject

clause. Under the Subject Hypothesis it would be a subject at both D-

and S-structure (within a transformational framework), whereas it would

be a D-structure object but a (promoted) S-structure subject under the

Promotion Hypothesis.

Following all the above mentioned authors, I immediately reject the

Object Hypothesis: the oblique argument does not behave like a topic-

alized S-structure object. On the contrary, its syntactic behavior is, in

most respects, like that of nominative subjects, as we shall see. This

leaves us with the Subject Hypothesis and the Promotion Hypothesis. In a

highly informative and originial work, Bernodusson (1982) points out that

the Promotion Hypothesis has some clear empirical virtues (cf. 6.1.2.3

below), and, on more purely theoretical grounds, Holmberg (1985b) and

Platzack (1985c) argue that it is the correct analysis (within a different

framework, Marantz' standpoint (cf. 1984, p. 79 ff.) is compatible). Others

either follow Andrews (1976) in assuming the Subject Hypothesis (e.g.

Zaenen and Maling 1984) or do not take a stand on the question (see e.g.

Platzack 1987a, p. 394). I shall argue that (a certain version of) the

Promotion Hypothesis is the correct one.1 In the sense of Burzio (1981,

1986), the Promotion involved is 'ergative'. Hence, I shall call the oblique

arguments OBLIQUE ERGATIVE SUBJECTS and the verbs that take them

OBLIQUE(-taking) ERGATIVE VERBS, or, for short, OBLIQUE SUBJECTS

(as many others have done) and OBLIQUE VERBS. As mentioned, Icelandic

also has nominative ergative subjects. Thus, when the need arises, I

distinguish between OBLIQUE ERGATIVE SUBJECTS and NOMINATIVE

ERGATIVE SUBJECTS, and between OBLIQUE(-taking) ERGATIVE VERBS

and NOMINATIVE(-taking) ERGATIVE VERBS (but admittedly, these terms

are not very beautifully coined). Like, for instance, subjects in passive

sentences, ergative subjects are PROMOTED SUBJECTS, but only the

former combine with a passive verbal morphology.

Before we consider this in more detail, let us take a brief look at the

typology of ergative subjects and verbs in Icelandic. First, ergative subjects

(nominative as well as oblique) are never agentive; they are always 'ex-

periencers' or themes/patients. Second, ergative verbs combine with all

morphological cases, that is, the ergative subject may be nominative,

accusative, dative or genitive. Several typical examples are given below.

Nominative subjects:

1 But note that the term 'Promotion' as such has no theoretical implications

in our approach (as it has in Relational Grammar), except that it covers both

syntactic NP-movement and lexical Promotion of theta-roles, cf. 6.2.1.
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(3) a. L.lósia slokknaai.

the light went-out

b. Maaurinn dó.

the man died

I shall postpone further discussion about nominative ergative subjects

until in 6.2.

Accusative subjects:

(4) a. Mig pyrstir.

me thursts

'I am thursty.'

b. Mig kitlar.

me tickles

c. Hana dreymdi illa,

her dreamt badly

'She had a bad dream.'

d. Hann langar í köku.

him longs for a cake

'He would like to have a cake.'

e. Skipia rak á land,

the ship drove to land

'The ship drifted ashore.'

Dative subjects:

(5) a. Mér hitnaai.

me warmed

'I was getting warm(er).'

b. Mér lí&ur vel.

me feels well

'I am feeling good.'

c. Henni fór aftur í ensku.

her went back in English

'Her English got worse.'

d. Honum tokst vel upp i gaer.

him took well up yesterday

'He succeeded yesterday (by (some) luck).'

e. Skipinu hvolfdi.

the ship turned-upside-down

'The ship capsized.'

f. Landinu hallar niaur aa sjó.

the land slopes down to sea
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g. Rigningunni slotaai.

the rain abated/stopped

'It (gradually) stopped to rain.'

Genitive subjects:

(6)a. Verkjanna gaetir ekki lengur.

the pains are-noticed not longer

'The pains are not noticeable any more.'

b. Gunnars getur oft 1 fornum sogum.

Gunnar mentions often in old stories

'Gunnar is often mentioned in old stories.'

As this would seem to suggest, genitive subjects are, in fact, rather rare,

whereas accusative and, especially, dative subjects are very common (see

also Andrews 1982a, p. 463).

The verbs in (4)-(6) are all monadic, but ergative oblique verbs may also

be dyadic, that is, take two NUCLEAR ARGUMENTS.2 Several case combi-

nations can be exemplified, cf. Yip et al. (1987), e.g. Acc-Acc:

(7)a. Hann vantar vinnu.

him(A) lacks a job(A)

'He needs a job.'

b. Mig dreymdi draum.

me(A) dreamt a dream(A)

However, by far the most common case pattern for dyadic ergative oblique

verbs is Dat-Nom, cf. (8):

(8)a. Mer askotnuaust

me(D) lucked-onto

b. Mer batnaai

me(D) recovered(-from)

c. Henni leiddist

her(D) bored

d. Honum misheppnaaist

him(D) mis-lucked

e. t'eim likuau

them(D) liked

peningar.

money(N)

(veikin).

the disease(N)

(Olafur).

Olaf(N)

(allt).

everything(N)

hestarnir.

the horses(N)

* By 'nuclear arguments' I mean subjects, objects and indirect objects of

verbs, and, as we shall see, of predicative adjectives, but not, for instance,

prepositional objects (cf. the notion 'nuclear grammatical function' in e.g.

Mohanan 1983). For a rather different relativized definition of this notion, see

6.1.4.
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As seen in (8b-d), the nominative is only optional for many of these

verbs. An interesting property of the nominative is that it seems to be an

object, that is, Dat-Nom verbs seem to take a NOMINATIVE OBJECT, a

fact already discussed by many authors (see e.g. Bernodusson (1982) and

Yip et al. (1987)). We shall return to this in 6.1.6 and 6.5.2, but note that

ergative Dat-Nom verbs expose the same surface case pattern as the

D/NcI verbs discussed in 3.4.2.2 and 5.5.2.2, cf. (9):

(9) Mer virtist [Olafur (vera) gafaaur].

rae(D) seemed Olaf(N) to-be intelligent

Finally, ergative oblique subjects may combine with predicates, but as

far as I am aware of, this has never been illustrated or discussed in any

detail in the generative literature.3 The predicates involved in this are of

at least four types: adjectival predicates, predicates with a present par-

ticiple (the Present Participle Construction), predicates with predicative

NPs and 'complex' verbal predicates that seem to be optionally ergative.

The first type, involving adjectival predicates, is very common. It always

has a dative subject, cf. (10):

(10) a. Mer er kalt.

me(D) is cold

'I am freezing.'

b. Mer er illt.

me(D) is ill

'I am nauseated. / I have pains.'

The Present Participle Construction is also common (see Fri&jonsson 1982):

(11) a. Olafi er ekki bjoaandi.

Olaf(D) is not inviting(/'invitable')

'Olaf is not invitable.'

b. pess er nu ekki oskandi.

that(G) is now not wanting('/wishable')

'Now, we wouldn't want that.'

Apart from case, this is reminiscent of some English predicates involving

an -able adjective, and of some German and Mainland Scandinavian predi-

cates with a -bar adjective. As we saw in 5.3.1, however, the Icelandic

construction may also be impersonal, i.e. have a null-subject (see further

6.5.1).

Predicates with predicative NPs that take an oblique subject are rare

3 However, some interesting observations on the phenomenon are found in

various works, e.g. in Bernodusson (1982).
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and idiomatic. The subject is either genitive or dative, cf. (12):

(12) a. Pess er enginn kostur.

of-that(G) is no choice(N)

'That is not possible.'

b.' Hans er braaum von.

his(G) is soon expectation(N)

'He is expected soon.'

c. t'er er nauaugur einn kostur.

you(D) is forced one choice(N)

'You only have one choice.'

d. Honum er vorkunn.

him(D) is a pity(N)

e. Okkur var huggun i pvi.

us(D) was consolation(N) in that

I shall have nothing more to say about this type.4

The fourth type, with an optionally ergative predicate, typically involves

one of three modals or auxiliaries: the copula ver(6)a, skulu ('shall'), and

bera (roughly 'shall', otherwise not an auxiliary). In this construction,

they denote possibility or obligation. All three oblique cases are possible,

cf. (13)-(15):

(13) a. Engan mann var ao sja.

no person(A) was to see

'One could not see anybody.'

4 It is problematic for all Case theories I know of since it seems to involve

Case-marking NPs that are Case-marked themselves: the predicative nominative

NP seems to assign dative or genitive to the subject (the subject being a

complement of the NP at D-structure). The problem is similar to the problem

posed by nominally headed genitives (cf. fn. 4 to chapter 4). A way to overcome

it would be to assume that the dative or the genitive is assigned by an empty

preposition, cf. the discussion in 6.2.2 below of the 'transitive adjective

construction'. This is sketched in (i) for (12a):

(i) NP^

N' PP

^ [Nom]v x[Gen]v

Det N P NP

[Norn] [Nom] [+C/G] [Gen]

I III

enginn kostur e pess

no choise (of) that

As is well known, however, objects of overt prepositions are never subject to

NP-movement in Icelandic (cf. Maling and Zaenen 1985). Therefore, since the

genitive bess is promoted in (12a), this analysis is problematic, cf. 6.5.2.
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b. Ólaf var hvergi aa finna.

Olaf(A) was nowhere to find

'One could not find Olaf anywhere.'

(14) a. Þessu var ekki aa heilsa.

this(D) was not to greet

'(Unfortunately) this was not the case.'

b. Því ber ekki aa neita (aa ...).

it(D) shall not to deny that

'One should not/cannot deny (it) (that ...).'

(15) a. Skipsins er ekki aa vasnta fyrr en á morgun.

the ship(G) is not to expect until tomorrow

'The ship is not expected until tomorrow.'

b. Þess skal gastt aa ...

it(G) shall heed that ...

'It should be heeded that ...'

This, then, is the 'ergative version' or the 'Promotion version' of the

Optionally Ergative Construction, mentioned in 5.3.1.

As we shall see, ergative predicates, as in (10)-(15), constitute an impor-

tant argument for the Promotion Hypothesis. I shall proceed as follows. In

6.1.1, I briefly illustrate the (S-structure) subject properties of oblique

subjects. In 6.1.2, I show how the Promotion analysis of oblique subjects

works and present some evidence for it. In 6.1.3-6.1.6, I discuss the

theoretical implications of the analysis. As we shall see, oblique Promotion

illustrates, quite clearly, that the standard defective Case-marking explana-

tion of NP-movement cannot be maintained.

6.1.1 Subject properties of oblique subjects

As first argued by Andrews (1976), oblique subjects share many syntactic

properties with nominative subjects (non-ergative as well as ergative),

that is, they seem to be S-structure subjects. Thus, they behave much

like nominative subjects, and not like topicalized S-structure objects, with

respect to the following phenomena:

1. Topicalization

2. Non-topicalization

3. Position in subordinate clauses

4. Acl

5. Ncl
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6. Reflexivization

7. Control

8. Extraction

9. Heavy Subject Shift

10. Cliticization

11. Conjunction Reduction

There is no need to illustrate all this in details here; this has already

been done so many times in the literature (for all the phenomena above

except 3. and 10.), see, above all, Thrainsson (1979, pp. 462-476), Bernddus-

son (1982, pp. 128-160), and Zaenen et al. (1984, 1985). Thus, let us only

run very quickly through the 'subjecthood tests' in 1.—11. Note that I use

either sentences with a non-subject in [Spec, CP] or V1 sentences (ques-

tions or declaratives) when I wish to show unambiguously that the oblique

subject occupies [NP, IP] (and not [Spec, CP]) in main clauses.

First, oblique ergative subjects are like nominative subjects in being

'naturally topicalized', that is, they most normally occupy [Spec, CP] in

main clause declaratives, cf. (1):

(1) a. Mer leiaist Haraldur.

me(D) bores Harold(N)

b. HARALDUR leiaist mer.

- which is just like (2) in this respect:

(2) a. Eg barai Harald.

I(N) hit Harold(A)

b. HARALD barai eg.

Second, when they are non-topicalized, oblique subjects normally show

up in the post-Comp [NP, IP] position, cf. (3). (3a) is a declarative V1

sentence, i.e. it involves the so-called Narrative Inversion (cf. e.g. Siguros-

son 1983, Platzack 1985a):

(3) a. Hafai mer pvi leiast Haraldur.

had me thus bored Harold

'I had thus been bored by Harold.'

b. Oft leiddist mer Haraldur.

often bored me Harold

c. Hefur ber nokkurn tima leiast Haraldur?

has you any time bored Harold

'Were you ever bored by Harold?'

Third, oblique subjects normally occupy the subject position in subor-
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dinate clauses, directly after the complementizer:5

(4) a. Maria spurai hvort mer hefai leiast Haraldur.

Mary asked whether me had bored Harold

b. 'Maria spurai hvort Haraldur hefai mer leiast.

Fourth, oblique subjects occupy the subject position in Acl-infinitivals:

(5) a. Eg tel [honum leiaast Haraldur].

I believe him(D) bore Harold(N)

'I believe that he is bored by Harold.'

b. *Eg tel [Harald(A)/Haraldur(N) leiaast honum].

Similarly, oblique subjects behave like nominatives (except for Case and

agreement, of course) in the D/NcI and the Ncl constructions (i.e. the

non-raising Ncl and the raising Ncl), cf. (6) and (7):

(6) a. Hafai per virst [honum leiaast Haraldur]?

had you seemed him bore Harold

'Did it seem to you that he was

bored by Harold?'

b. *Hafai ber virst [Haraldur leiaast honum].

(7) a. Viraist honum [t_ leiaast Haraldur]?

seems him bore harold

'Does he seem to be bored by Harold.'

b. *Viraist Haraldur [honum leiaast t]?

- but as we would expect they retain their lexical oblique case in both

Ncl and Acl infinitivals.6

5 In ad- 'that' complement clauses, Topicalization of the nominative object

is not quite as bad as in (4b), albeit ungrammatical (at least for me).

6 On the other hand, it is a puzzle to me that the nominative objects of

Dat-Nom verbs obligatorily retain their nominative when embedded under an Acl

verb. Predicative nominatives do not behave this way. Compare (i) and (ii):

(i) a. Henni leioist Haraldur.

her(D) bores Harold(N)

b. Eg tel [henni leiSast Haraldur/*Harald] .

I believe her(D bore Harold(N)/*(A)

(ii) a. Hun er leioinleg.

she(N) is boring(N)

b. Eg tel [nana (vera) lelfllnlega/*lei8lnleg].

I believe her(A) to be boring( A)/*(N~5

One possibility to explore is that the nominative in (i) is in fact a lexical

nominative, [+C/N], assigned by the Dat-Nom verb, but there are several
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Sixth, oblique subjects normally trigger an obligatory (clause bounded)

reflexivization - like nominative subjects but unlike (most) objects (but

for some clear exceptions, see Bernodusson 1982):

(8) Honum leiaist konan sin /?*hans.

him bores wife self's/ his

Seventh, oblique subjects normally behave like nominative subjects with

respect to control - both as controllers and controllees; consider (9) and

(10) (na 'get, reach, pass' takes a nominative subject):

(9) Hann vonast til [aa PRO na profinu].

he(N) hopes for to (N) pass the exam

'He hopes that he will pass the exam.'

(10) a. Hann vonast til [aa PRO leiaast ekki].

He(N) hopes for to (D) bore not

'He hopes that he won' t be bored.'

b. Honum leiddist [aa PRO na ekki profinu].

him(D) bored to (N) pass not the exam

'He was sorry not to pass the exam.'

Eighth, extraction out of subordinate clauses that have the unmarked

order complementizer-subject-verb is normally quite acceptable, whereas it

is usually rather bad out of subordinate clauses in which Topicalization

has applied, e.g. subordinate clauses with the order complementizer-ob-

ject-verb-subject (cf. Zaenen 1983, 1985). In this respect, oblique subjects

would seem to behave like nominative subjects and not like preposed

objects, cf. (11):

(11) a. Hver heldur pu [aa mer leiaist ;t mest]?

who think you that me(D) bores most

b. Olafur held eg [aa per leiaist t mest].

Olaf think I that you(D) bores most

(However, this is perhaps not a reliable test, cf. below.)

Ninth, oblique subjects behave like nominative subjects with respect to

Heavy Subject Shift. The process in question is probably not of the same

nature as 'Free Inversion' in Italian (cf. Burzio 1986, p. 21 ff. and chapter

3). Rather, it seems to be a PF process (cf. 6.3.2.2 and Rognvaldsson

(1983, p. 25)), canonically adjoining indefinite and other 'heavy' subjects

to VP. When this happens, the sentence most typically has expletive ba6

problems involved in that approach (into which I shall not go here).
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in [Spec, CP]. As seen in (12), oblique subjects take part in this:

(12) Þaa leiddist petta bara nokkrum malfraeaingum.

it bored this(N) only several linguists(D)

'Only several linguists were annoyed by this.'

Heavy Subject Shift should be kept apart from the canonical existen-

tial/presentative pa6-construction, cf. 6.3.2.2, but for the moment, this is

not important. As we shall see in 6.3.2, however, oblique subjects also

behave much the same as nominative subjects in the latter construction.

Tenth, oblique subjects behave like nominative subjects with respect to

cliticization. Several sentence adverbs, most typically the sentence negation

and the 'dummies' nu 'now' and pa 'then', may intervene between the

finite verb in Comp and an overt subject in the base subject position,

even when the subject is relatively 'light' (hence incapable of moving

rightwards by Heavy Subject Shift). However, this is always impossible

when the subject is a 'weak' pronoun (unstressed and unexpanded, cf.

Holmberg 1984b, p. 2). Presumably, such subject pronouns are obligatorily

cliticized onto the verbal Comp (cf. Platzack (1986a, p. 45) on a similar

phenomenon in Swedish). This includes oblique subject pronouns. Compare

(13) and (14), where 'er is a phonetically reduced (and PF-cliticized) form

of dative per 'you'. The sentences in (13) illustrate the neutral order

(verbal) Comp-subject-sentence adverb, whereas the sentence adverb splits

the subject from the finite verb in (14):7

(13) a. Hefur Olafi ekki oft leiast Haraldur?

has Olaf(D) not often bored Harold(N)

'Wasn't Olaf often bored by Harold?'

b. Hefur PER ekki oft leiast Haraldur?

c. Hefur per/'er ekki oft leiast Haraldur?

'We thus seem to be dealing with two cliticizations onto the finite verb that

exclude each other: pronoun cliticization and cliticization of 'light' sentence

adverbs (similar albeit not identical processes are found in Swedish, cf. Platzack

1986a). In sentences like (14a,b) and (i):

(i)a. Kemur nu Olafur (/*'ann)!

comes now Olaf(M)(/*he(N))

'If it isn't Olaf coming (there)!'

b. Kemur ekki Olafur (/*'ann)?

comes not Olaf(N)(/*he( N))

'Isn't Olaf coming?'

- it seems appealing to assume that the sentence adverb cliticizes onto the

finite verb under the condition of adjacency, that is, when the verb is still

under Infl. Subsequently, it moves along vith the verb from Infl to Comp ('Big

1-to-C, cf. Holmberg (1984b) on 'big' verb movement in Swedish). If this

analysis can be maintained, it constitutes a rather interesting argument for

I-to-C in Icelandic. However, neither cliticization process has ever been

studied in any detail (for rather different ideas, see Sigurdsson 1986a).
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(14)a. Hefur ekki Olafi oft leiast Haraldur?

b. Hefur ekki PER oft leiast Haraldur?

c. *Hefur ekki ber/'er oft leiast Haraldur?

Finally, oblique subjects normally behave like nominative subjects with

respect to Conjunction Reduction, as we already saw in 5.2.2.2.

Clearly, then, the evidence for the subjecthood of oblique subjects is

overwhelming. Contradictory as it may sound, however, there is a tendency

in the current generative literature to exaggerate the pervasiveness of

this evidence (Bernddusson (1982) is an interesting exception to this,

though). First, some of the tests we have run through probably do not

test subjecthood but rather some properties that are most typical of

subjects. Thus, reflexivization is probably sensitive to functional 'theme-

hood' or 'predication subjecthood' rather than structural subjecthood (cf.

Maling 1986; however, see also Sigur&sson 1988a, p. 211 f.). Also, 'naturally

topicalized' is clearly not a property of all and only subjects (cf. Sigur&sson

to appear, section 4), Heavy NP Shift does not only apply to NPs that

are generated in the [NP, IP] position (cf. Rbgnvaldsson 1982a, 1984b),

the reliability of the extraction test has been questioned (Rognvaldsson

1984a), and given our contention that Acl infinitivals are small clauses

(cf. 3.4.1), it is not clear that they have any bearing on the [NP, IP]

position in finite clauses (although they clearly bear on 'predication

subjects'). Second, oblique subjects are not as salient subjects as nominative

subjects. Certainly, oblique subjects typically behave like nominative

subjects with respect to the phenomena illustrated above. But as demon-

strated by Bernodusson (1982), there are also various cases of oblique

subjects that do not pass all these 'subjecthood tests', at least not as

easily as nominative subjects and/or not for all speakers. Third, we should

not forget that the 'prototypical subject' has three properties not shared

by oblique subjects: it is nominative, it is agentive (or 'performative, cf.

6.4.2), and it enters into an agreement relation with the finite verb

(Spec-head agreement, cf. Chomsky 1986b). As we shall see, the absence

of these properties (among other things) indicates that oblique subjects

are D-structure objects.

Some caution, then, is recommended here. Nonetheless, I contend that

'oblique subjects' are indeed S-structure subjects, at least in the sense

that they either occupy the [NP, IP] position in S-structure or enter into

a chain involving [NP, IP] as one of its members.
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6.1.2 The Promotion Hypothesis

6.1.2.1 Oblique Promotion and D-structure Case

If oblique subjects occupy (or enter into a chain involving) the [NP, IP]

position at S-structure, how, then, do they get their Case/case?

Oblique subjects cannot get case in the [NP, IP] position. If they did,

they would invariably be nominative, given our approach to Case outlined

in chapter 4: the [NP, IP] position is m-commanded by Infl in Icelandic

and overt Infl-Case is always nominative. In fact, the Case (or case) of

an oblique subject is obviously dependent on lexical properties of the

(ergative oblique) main verb, as generally acknowledged, not on Infl.

Consider (1), where (1b) is the (simplified) S-structure:

(1)a. Hafai per hitnaa?

had you(D) warmed

'Were you (already) warm(er)?'

haf ai

per v

hitnaa

The auxiliary hafa 'have', not the main verb, undergoes V-to-I and I-to-C,

that is, the main verb never occupies Infl. In spite of this, the main

verb, and not the auxiliary (i.e. Infl), assigns Case to the oblique subject.

We see this more clearly in (2):

(2)a1. Vantaai big vinnu?.

lacked you(A) job

2. Hafai pig vantaa vinnu?

had you(A) lacked job

b1. Gastti verkjanna mjog lengi?

noticed the pains(G) very long

'Were the pains noticeable very long.'

2. Hafai verk janna gaett mjbg lengi?

had the pains(G) noticed very long

This suggests that oblique subjects are in the Case domain of the main

verb, and not in the Case domain of Infl, when they are assigned Case.

In other words, oblique S-structure subjects are objects when (and 'before')
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they are Case-marked. This means that sentences with oblique S-structure

subjects have a null-subject at D-structure. Thus, (1a) has the D-structure

(3):

(3)

.CP

NP

*

^IP^

[+C]

V

C-c]

^VP^

[+C/D]

'VP,

hafai hitnaa

NP

per

Assignment or percolation of lexical Case, then, must apply at D-struc-

ture. See also e.g. Holmberg (1985b), Platzack (1985c), and Chomsky (1980;

1986a, p. 193). Subsequently, the lexical Case assignee is promoted, that

is, moved to the [NP, IP] position by NP-movement. - Case assignment in

the lexicon (suggested by Zaenen et al. 1985, p. 466), on the other hand,

is excluded (cf. my approach to the lexicon in the next subsection).

Obviously, this analysis raises quite many intriguing theoretical questions,

but before we consider these (in 6.1.3-6.1.6), let us look at some empirical

evidence that supports the analysis, starting out (in 6.1.2.2) by looking at

some indications that the promotion involved is ergative in nature, and

then proceeding (in 6.1.2.3) by considering direct evidence for the promo-

tion as such.

6.1.2.2 Ergativity and theta structure

There is considerable confusion in the literature as to what the notion

'ergativity' actually means (cf. e.g. the discussion in Marantz 1984, chapter

6). Prototypically, however, so-called ergative languages (e.g. Greenlandic,

cf. Marantz 1984, Sadock 1985) show the Case pattern in (1), whereas

so-called nominative-accusative languages show the pattern in (2) (Green-

landic is actually SOV, but that does not matter here):

(1)a. Subject - transitive verb - object

ERGATIVE ABSOLUTIVE

b. Subject - intransitive verb

ABSOLUTIVE
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(2) a. Subject - transitive verb - object

NOMINATIVE ACCUSATIVE

b. Subject - intransitive verb

NOMINATIVE

The ergative case is thus the case of 'transitive subjects' whereas the

absolutive is the case of objects and 'intransitive subjects'. In the sense

of Burzio (1981, 1986, drawing on Perlmutter's (1978) Unaccusative Hypo-

thesis), on the other hand, we are dealing with ergativity in cases like

(3a) (as compared to (3b)), even in nominative-accusative languages like

English:

(3) a. The vessel sank.

b. They sank the vessel.

That is, nominative-accusative languages have certain verbs that take a

subject with an 'objective theta role' (theme, patient) when 'intransitive'

(i.e. ergative; it is becoming customary to distinguish between 'intransitive

(unergative) verbs' or 'truly intransitive verbs' and 'ergative verbs', cf.

(5) below).

I believe these two conceptions of the notion 'ergativity' both can and

should be unified. Like transitivity, ergativity depends on the theta

properties of verbs (and adjectives). Plausibly, information about the theta

properties of lexical entries is stored in the lexicon, cf. Chomsky (1981,

p. 38; 1986a, p. 86 ff.). Stowell (1981) refers to this information as the

'theta-grid'. The verb hit, for instance, has the theta-grid (4) (the linear

order of the theta roles is unimportant):

(4) hit <Agent <Theme>>

However, this is a 'specified' representation of the general theta pattern

(th) <V (th)> (corresponding to the syntactic 'structure' (NP) [V (NP)]),

where th means 'theta role'. This general pattern has three canonical

realizations, as shown in (5) below (for a similar approach, see e.g.

Abraham 1985a, 1985b, 1986a; see also Higginbotham 1985, p. 554 ff.). I

shall always 'designate' the agent role (or the external role, cf. below) by

using capital letters for it, TH, while using lower case letters for all

other roles (this deviates somewhat from Edwin Williams' well-known

approach, cf. below );8

8 I keep the traditional term 'intransitive verbs' although 'unergative verbs'

or 'unergative intransitive verbs' (which are becoming customary) are perhaps

more appropriate.
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(5)a.

transitive verbs:

intransitive (unergative) verbs:

ergative verbs:

TH <V th>

TH <V>

<V th>

b.

c.

Further realizations are allowed for, e.g. TH <V (th)> for optionally

transitive verbs. Alternatively, optionally transitive verbs have two (pre-

sumably interrelated) lexical entries, corresponding to the abstract (5a)

and (5b). As demonstrated by Levin and Rappaport (1986, p. 637 ff.), in

terms of specified theta-grids, there seems no doubt that verbs may link

to more than one theta-grid (like they may have more than one subcate-

gorization frame in more traditional generative approaches). Consider also

6.4.2 below and Zaenen et al. (1985, p. 465 ff.). However, I shall not go

into any details here. I believe that my approach is entirely compatible

with that of Levin and Rappaport's, but it would take me too far to

demonstrate this. When it comes to formalizing certain word formation

rules, cf. 6.2 and 6.4, it turns out that working with unspecified theta-

grids enables us to make generalizations that are not easy to state in

other transformational approaches.

I refer to VP-internal roles as the internal roles and to the VP-external

role as the external role. To a certain degree, these notions are equivalent

to Edwin Williams' internal argument and external argument, respectively

(see Williams 1980, 1981, 1984). I shall use these notions of Williams' to

refer to arguments in syntactic structures that bear an internal and an

external role, respectively, - no matter what syntactic positions the

arguments occupy.

Following Stowell (1981) and Chomsky (1986a, p. 86 ff.), I now assume

that there is no independent subcategorization information in the lexicon.9

All that is needed, I tentatively assume, is theta-information of the form

(5) (rather than (4), cf. below). Still following Chomsky (1981, p. 38;

1986a), I also say that verbs select external roles, just like internal roles.

Correspondingly, I shall talk about theta-selection, or, following Chomsky

(1986a, p. 86 ff.), about 'semantic selection' or s-selection (on theta-role

assignment, see below). Note that (5) means that the lexicon contains a

considerable amount of configurational information (as in most generative

approaches). Lexical representations like TH </hit/ th> are, in a sense,

'lexicon-sentences'. Using a rather sloppy metaphor, I will refer to these

lexical units as LEXICAL MOLECULES and to the present approach as the

MOLECULAR LEXICON APPROACH. Lexical molecules correspond, roughly,

to the 'argument structure' in Williams' theory (1980, 1981, etc.) and to

the 'Lexico-semantic structure' in the approach of Marantz (1984) (cf.

also e.g. the 'Lexical Structure' in Afarli 1987, 1988). Note also that this

"But for an alternative approach, in which subcategorization and theta

properties are always linked when possible, see Zubizarreta (1985, p. 248 ff.)

and Jaeggli (1986b, p. 588 ff.).
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approach incorporates the 'functional structure' of Lexical Functional

Grammar into the lexicon (without, however, making any reference to

axiomatic Grammatical Functions or 'Grammatical Relations').

When I say that verbs select an external role, it does not imply that

verbs assign this role directly to the subject of the clause. Theta role

assignment, I assume, involves that selected roles are linked or associated

(perhaps by percolation) to arguments in syntactic structure (as for direct

theta-marking, presumably in D-structure) (cf. Chomsky 1986a, p. 93;

Levin and Rappaport 1986, p. 638). There seems little doubt that the

external role selected by a verb is not assigned by the verb itself. Rather,

it is assigned by VP, as assumed in the standard theory (cf. e.g. Holmberg

1986, p. 34 ff.). Another possibility is that it is assigned at S-structure,

under c-command, by I', the predicate phrase of the sentence. If that is

correct, it seems possible that V-to-I has a double function: apart from

making Infl capable of assigning nominative Case, it perhaps makes I

'

capable of assigning the external role (by, say, transferring the external

role from VP to I'). Note, however, that other methods of lexicalizing

Infl, e.g. insertion of an infinitive marker, would presumably have the

same effect, that is, this would only be a side effect of V-to-I's lexicali-

zation of Infl. I shall return to this in 6.1.6.

Provisorily, I now define 'ergative verbs' as in (5c), that is, as verbs

that do not select an external role (later on, this will be made more

precise, in order to distinguish properly between ergative and middle

verbs). 'Ergative subjects', then, are the subjects of such verbs. Unfor-

tunately, this sense of the notion 'ergativity' is exactly opposite to the

original meaning of the word (the underlying Greek verbal stem meaning

'cause, bring about, create').10 Thus, verbs in so-called ergative languages

that take an ergative subject are not ergative but transitive and verbs

that take an absolutive subject are ergative! But an obvious advantage of

our terminology (which is due to Burzio 1981) is that it enables us to

talk about 'transitive verbs' as a unitary class. More imporant, though, it

opens up the possibility of having a unitary account for ergativity in

general, as we shall see in a moment.

How do we tell whether or not a syntactic subject is ergative? As far

as I can see, the question is generally avoided in GB literature. Instead

of avoiding the question, let us make the usual assumption explicit, by

stating the EXTERNAL ROLE PRINCIPLE in (6):

(6)a. The external role is agentive (and internal

roles are nonagentive)

b. The external role links to [NP, IP] (when

[NP, IP] contains an argument in D-structure)

10 Cf. Lyons (1968, p. 352).
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(6b) is, of course, only relevant when the external role 'is there'. The

parenthetical qualification is necessary because the external role links to

the past participle suffix in the passive, as we shall see in 6.4.3.2.

This diverges sharply from Williams' theory, in which "any theta-role is

eligible to be the external argument" (Williams 1984, p. 642). But given

(6), we need not assume specified theta-grids like (4); abstracting away

from lexical idiosynctrasies, all we need are lexical molecules or unspecified

theta-grids as in (5) and general theta principles like the External Role

Principle. Needless to say, this is a rather optimistic position. It presup-

poses, for instance, that the distinction between direct and indirect objects

follows from general principles. One possibility is that their roles occupy

numbered theta-slots in unspecified theta-grids (cf. Higginbotham 1985),

but it is not clear whether this leads to correct predictions for the content

of the roles (theme, goal, etc.). I shall not explore this aspect of the

Molecular Lexicon Approach. What I will demonstrate in detail, though, is

that the External Role Principle accounts correctly for the distribution of

agentive subjects (and other 'performative' subjects, cf. 6.4.2). That is,

there is at least no need to specify the external role in theta grids. The

ideal goal is to extend this to internal roles, but whether or not that is

possible does not really matter for what I shall have to say.

Agentive subjects are always nominative in Icelandic. This might seem to

be a matter of course. However, since Icelandic has oblique subjects, the

Case-marking of agentive subjects in the language must be postulated in

some other approaches (cf. e.g. Yip et al. 1987). In our approach, it follows

directly from the External Role Principle and Case Theory, as outlined in

4.1.

This analysis, of course, is rather restrictive. It forces us to assume that

all S-structure subjects that are nonagentive (or, rather, nonperformative,

cf. 6.4.2) are derived by Promotion, either in the lexicon or in the syntax.

This seems welcome, since it explains why verbs like arrive and Italian

arrivare (that have no transitive counterparts) are ergative or Promotion

verbs (cf. e.g. Chomsky 1981, Burzio 1986). If it were not for the External

Role Principle, why, then, should it be impossible for these verbs to

select their nonagentive subjects as external roles or arguments? - As

we shall see in 6.4.2, however, it is necessary to revise the External

Role Principle slightly: some arguments seem to bear an external role that

is not virtually agentive but merely performative. But for our present

purposes, the formulation in (6) will do.

If the External Role Principle is on the right track, the S-structure

subject in (3a) must be an underlying object of sink, that is, Promotion

or NP-movement must be involved in the derivation of (3a) (as far as I

know, this is not forced by any one principle in other approaches, e.g.

that of Burzio's 1981, 1986). Furthermore, we may assume that absolutive

subjects of 'intransitive' verbs (i.e. ergative verbs in Burzio's sense) in
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ergative languages are derived by NP-movement from the [NP, VP] position

to the [NP, IP] position. English, then, displays 'nominative ergativity',

whereas so-called 'truly ergative languages' display 'absolutive ergativity'.

Icelandic 'oblique ergativity' seems to be of essentially the same nature

as 'absolutive ergativity', that is, the promoted subject retains its objective

Case.11 As mentioned, however, Icelandic also has many instances of

nominative ergativity (see further 6.2), the language thus being of a mixed

type. I shall return to the difference between nominative and absolutive/

oblique ergativity.

6.1.2.3 Initial empirical evidence

Striking evidence for the proposed analysis comes from a fact first pointed

out in the generative literature by Bernodusson (1982, p. 19 ff.): some

oblique verbs show up in ergative pairs (in the terminology of Keyser and

Roeper (1984)) or in AVB/BV pairs (in Burzio's (1986) terminology) - like

the following:

(1)a1. Stormurinn rak batinn a land.

the storm(N) drove the boat(A) on land

2. Batinn(A) rak a land.

b1. Vearia hrakti fed.

the weather(N) drove the sheeps(A)

2. Fea(A) hrakti.

c1. Jon lauk sogunni.

John(N) finished the story(D)

2. Sbgunni(D) lauk.

11 But admittedly, this analysis does not foresee one peculiar property of

many 'truly ergative languages', namely double verb agreement. Thus, in e.g.

West Greenlandic, as described by Sadock (1985), transitive verbs agree with

both the subject and the absolutive object and 'intransitive' verbs (i.e. ergative

verbs) agree with the absolutive subject (see also Marantz 1984, p. 150 ff).

Consider the West Greenlandic (i), taken from Sadock (1985, p. 392):

(i)a. Kaalip Hansi takuaa.

ERG ABS 3sg/3sg(Indicative)

Karl Hans sees

'Karl sees Hans.'

b. Kaali pisuppoq.

ABS 3sg(Indicative)

Karl walks

'Karl is walking.'

For a discussion of the mechanism of verb-object agreement in Georgian, see

Anderson (1984). - Icelandic also has some instances of verb-object agreement

where the object is nominative, cf. 6.5.2. Crucially however, verbs never agree

with nonnominatives in Icelandic.
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d1.

Maria kitlaai mig.

Mary(N) tickled me(A)

2.

Mig(A) kitlaai.

e1 .

Eg seinkaai urinu.

I(N) delayed the watch(D)

2.

Urinu(D) seinkaai.

f 1 .

Bondinn fjolgaai kunum.

the farmer(N) augmented the cows

2.

Kunum(D) fjolgaai.

g1 •

Vindurinn svalaai mer.

the wind(N) cooled me(D)

2.

Mer svalaai.

h1 .

Eg hvolfdi batnum.

I(N) turned-upside-down the boat(D)

2.

Batnum(D) hvolfdi.

i 1 .

Eg fyllti batinn.

I(N) filled the boat(A)

2.

Batinn(A) fyllti.

This is by no means the case for all ergative oblique verbs. In fact, most

of them cannot usually take an agentive subject. Also, the presence of an

agentive subject typically has (expected) effects on the meaning of the

verb (or, rather conversely: the verb has a somewhat different meaning

when it selects an external role). Thus, rak means 'drove' in (1al) but

'drifted' in (1a2), hvolfdi means (transitive) 'turned upside down' in (1hl)

but (intransitive) 'capsized' in (1h2), lauk means 'finished' in (1cl) but

'came to an end' in (1c2), etc. But as (1) would seem to indicate, truly

ergative pairs are not uncommon for oblique verbs. Furthermore, 'indirect

ergative pairs' like the ones below are quite common:

(2) a1 . *Eg gaetti verkjanna ennpa.

I noticed the pains(G) still

2. Verkjanna gaetti ennpa.

'The pains were still noticable.'

b1. Eg gaetti barnanna ennpa.

I looked after the children(G) still

2. *Barnanna gaetti ennpa.

(3) a1. *Eg slo eldingunni niaur i boraia.

I hit the lightning(D) down in the table

2. Eldingunni slo niaur i boraia.

b1. Eg slo hnefanum (niaur) i boraia.

I hit (with) the fist(D) (down) in the table

2. *Hnefanum slo (niaur) i boraia.
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Pairs like the ones in (1)-(3) strongly indicate that oblique subjects are

D-structure objects. As mentioned, though, evidence of this sort is only

available for some ergative oblique verbs. However, ergative predicates, as

in 6.1.0(10)-(15), offer further evidence in favor of the present analysis.

Consider first some cases of the Optionally Ergative Construction:12

(4) a. Var Ólaf hvergi aa finna?

was Olaf(A) nowhere to find

'Was it not possible to find Olaf anywhere?'

b. Var pví ekki aa heilsa?

was it(D) not to greet

'Was it (unfortunately) not the case?'

c. Er skipsins pví ekki aa vasnta nú.

is the ship(G) thus not to expect now

'The ship is thus not expected now.'

None of the main verbs in (4) are ergative all by themselves.13 Hence,

(5):

(5) a. *Ólaf fann hvergi.

Olaf(A) found nowhere

b. *Því heilsaai ekki.

it(D) greeted not

c. *Skipsins vaentir ekki nú.

the ship(G) expects not now

That is, even pretheoretically, there is no possible way for the oblique

subjects in (4) to be Case- (and theta-)marked in place. On the contrary,

subjects of optionally ergative predicates always bear the same Case (and

theta-role) as otherwise assigned to objects of the main verbs involved.

Compare (6) (=(4)) and (7):

(6) a. Ólaf/*Ólafur/*Ólafi/*Ólafs var hvergi aa finna.

AN D G

b. Þessu/*Þetta/*Þessa var ekki aa heilsa.

D N/A G

c. Skipsins/*Skipia/*Skipinu er ekki aa vasnta ...

G N/A D

12 I use Vl sentences to show that the obliques occupy the postverbal [NP,

IP] position, but as we shall see later. Promotion is not always obligatory in

this construction.

13 In fact, this construction never involves an ergative main verb, that is,

the auxiliaries involved are like the passive morphology in that they necessarily

'suppress' an external role (when they enter into this construction), cf. 6.1.5.
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(7) a. Eg fann Olaf (*6lafur, etc.) hvergi,

I found Olaf(A) nowhere

b. Eg heilsaai Olafi (*6lafur, etc.)

I greeted Olaf(D)

c. Eg vaenti skipsins (*skipia, etc.) ...

I expected the ship(G)

In passing, note that examples like (4)/(6) are somewhat reminiscent of

impersonal si-sentences with Object Preposing in Italian, cf. Burzio (1986,

p. 46 ff.).

The Present Participle Construction also offers clear evidence in favor

of the Promotion Hypothesis. Consider the pair in (8):

(8) a. Via buaum ekki Olafi.

we invited not Olaf(D)

'We didn't invite Olaf.'

b. Olafi er ekki bjoaandi.

Olaf(D) is not inviting(/'invitable')

However, since this is very similar to the passive, to be considered in

6.4,1 shall postpone further discussion of the phenomenon until in 6.5.1.

Now, consider adjectival predicates like the following (the meaning of

(9a-g) is roughly the same as of the corresponding English sentences with

nominative / and lsg am):

(9)a.

Mer

er

kalt.

me

is

freezing

b.

Mer

er

hlytt.

me

is

warm

c.

Mer

er

illt.

me

is

ill

d.

Mer

er

oglatt.

me

is

nauseated

e.

Mer

er

flokurt.

me

is

nauseated

f.

Mer

er

sama.

me

is

indifferent

«•

Mer

er

orott.

me

is

worried

h.

Mer

er

kalt til Jons.

me

is

cold for John

'I am not fond of John.' / 'I don't like John.'
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i. Mer er hlytt til Jons,

me is warm for John

'I am fond of John.' / 'I like John.'

j . Mer er ljost aa ...

me is clear that

'It is clear to me that ...'

Normally, the progressive/futuritive copula ver6a 'be(come), will be, go/turn'

may be used instead of the stative vera 'be' (to express a sort of a

progressive aspect), cf. (10):

(10) a. Mer veraur kalt.

me will-be freezing

b. Mer veraur hlytt.

me will-be warm

In addition, the two copulas may normally combine such that vera is

finite, whereas ver&a shows up in the past participle form or6i6, cf. (11):

(11) a. Mer er oroia kalt.

me is gone cold

'I am (already) freezing (now).'

b. Mer er oraia hlytt til Jons,

me is gone warm for John

'I like/am fond of John now.'

The same phenomenon is seen for nominative-taking adjectival predicates:

(12) Veggurinn er orainn hvitur.

the wall(N) is gone white

'The wall has (already) become white (now).'

When used in this way, the copulas seem to express a sort of a completed

or a 'closed' progressive aspect (a 'resultative progressive' aspect, as it

were). Note that vera does not replace the 'unmarked' perfective auxiliary

hafa 'have', cf. the contrast in (13):

(13) a. Mer var (*fljott) oraio heitt.

me was quickly gone hot

'I was already warm.'

b. Mer hafai (fljott) oraia heitt.

me had quicly gone hot

'I had become warm (quickly).'
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I shall return to the perfective auxiliary in 6.4.3.1.

As already mentioned in 6.1.0, and as seen in (9)-(1l) and (13), oblique

subjects of adjectival predicates are always dative. Why are there no 'ac-

cusative adjectival predicates' and 'genitive adjectival predicates', like

there are 'accusative (ergative) verbs' and 'genitive (ergative) verbs'? We

would not seem to have any answer to this if it were possible to base

generate obliques in the [NP, IP] position (as assumed by e.g. Yip et al.

1987, pp. 223, 230 ff.). This suggests that datives of adjectival predicates

are adjectival complements, assigned Case by the adjective in D-structures

like (14):H

(14)

NP'

IP

i ^:vp^_

[+c] v

[-C] A

I [+C/D]

e ver(a)a ...

A P.

NP

This illustrates that some adjectival heads are like verbal zero-level heads

in being accompanied by a Case feature which they assign or percolate to

their complements. Consider also Chomsky (1986a, p. 193 ff.). Thus, dative

adjectival predicates lend an important support to the Head Principle of

Case in 4.1(1) (but see 6.2.1 on nominative-taking adjectival predicates).

This conclusion is further supported by a fact discussed in 5.5.2.1: Being

Case assigners, dative-taking adjectives, like the ones in (9)-(1l) and

(13), protect AP from percolating Infl-Case as well as from percolating

number and gender. Thus, all the dative-taking adjectives above are

obligatorily in the default nominative/accusative neuter singular.

Now, note that Icelandic so-called 'transitive adjectives' (cf. Platzack

1982, Holmberg 1986, p. 183) regularly assign dative, themselves, however,

showing up in the nominative and bearing percolating gender and number,

H Or, if the copula is not present at D-structure (which seems quite

possible to me), in D-structures like (i):

(1)

C"

HP"

UP-

C+c]

I

AP -

A

[+C/D]

NP
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cf. (15):is

Pall var trur konunni sinni.

N.m.sg N.m.sg D

Paul was faithful (to) the wife self's

Maria var goa bornunum.

N.f.sg N.f.sg D

Mary was kind (to) the children

Bornin voru hlyain foaur sinum.

N.n.pl N.n.pl D

the children were obedient (to) father self's

Dative complements of 'transitive adjectives' regularly seem to be goals.

The dative experiencers of the adjectival predicates in (9)-(1l) and (13)

bear a similar semantic role, say [-I-recipient] (of sensations, experience,

etc.), and so do most datives in the Double Object Construction, as pointed

out by Holmberg (1985b, 1986, p. 216; see also Vainikka 1985; Zaenen et

al. 1985; Yip et al. 1987, fn. 6, p. 228 f.). Thus, dative is, very often a

semantically predictable or a thematic Case in Icelandic (adjusted or

controlled by a lexical redundancy rule). That is, only sometimes is it a

truly idiosyncratic or 'quirky' Case (i.e. an inherent feature of individual

lexical items).

In spite of the similarities of the datives of adjectival predicates and

'transitive adjectives', they are probably not assigned in entirely the same

manner. This is indicated by the above mentioned fact that the 'transitive

adjective' itself bears percolating Infl-Case, gender and number, hence

cannot be a Case assigner all by itself (as opposed to the adjectives in

(9)-(1l) and (13)): if it were, it should protect the 'complex' AP from

Infl-Case as well as from percolating gender and number. In other words,

'transitive adjectives' pose a similar problem as possessive and other

nominally headed genitives (cf. fn. 4 to chapter 4) and the predicative

NPs discussed in fn. 4 above. The problem may be overcome by assuming

that an empty preposition is involved, as illustrated in (16) for the AP in

(15a):

(15)a.

b.

15 Platzack (1982, p. 50) gives an example with a genitive:

(i) Hann er saddur 1ifdaga.

he is satisfied life-days(G)

'He is fed up with living.'

/'He feels he has lived long enough.'

Genitives of this sort are quite rare (and never goals, it seems). On the other

hand, comparative and superlative adjectives often take a partitive complement

that is in the genitive (cf. Kress 1982, p. 128).
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(16)

^ AP^.

[Nom]

A

[Nom]

[Dat]

[+C/D]

P

[Dat]

Det

[Dat]

N

[Dat]

Det

[Dat]

trur

faithful

e konu

(to) wife

-nni

-the

sinni

self's

Thus, the Percolation Principle of Case, in 4.1(10), leads to the same

conclusion as drawn by Homberg (1985b; 1986, p. 182 ff.): the 'transitive

adjective construction' involves an empty preposition/Case assigner. There

is a potential problem with this analysis, though. It seems to entail lexical

nulls that are accompanied by a lexical feature, [/D], or, rather, asigned

a lexical feature by a lexical redundancy rule. This does not seem to

make much sense. Not only did I argue against the existence of lexical

nulls in 5.5.1; it also seems quite clear that the thematic dative is due to

the theta-marking properties of the adjectival head. Therefore, I tentatively

assume that the structure in (16) is derived by a restructuring process by

which the empty preposition is inserted in syntactic structure and inherits

the thematic Case feature of the adjective.16

I shall not pursue this matter any further here. What is important, for

the moment, is that we can account for the dative in adjectival predi-

cates like (9)-(1l) and (13) if we assume the analysis in (14) and a subse-

quent NP-movement. I shall return to 'transitive adjectives' in 6.2.2,

where I also argue that even nominative subjects of adjectival predicates

are derived by NP-movement (i.e. all predicative adjectives are ergative).

If that is correct, the structure in (16) is a simplification, i.e. AP should

include or domiante the nominative subject of (15a) (the subject later

16 An alternative is to assume that thematic Case is not structurally

assigned, a suggestion made by Jaeggli (1986b, p. 598) for the complement of the

participle in passives of the English Double Object Construction, e.g. a book in

(i) John was given a book by Bill.

While this seems possible for 'bare NP adverbs' (cf. Larson 1985; see also e.g.

Zaenen et al. 1985, p. 464), it is much less feasible when the thematic Case

relates to the theta properties of a lexical head that c-commands a complement

bearing the thematic Case. Besides, Infl-Case should be free to percolate to

the participle-complement in (i). As is well known (cf. e.g. Bernodusson 1982,

Zaenen et al 1985), it does indeed turn up in the nominative in Icelandic senten-

ces of this sort, cf. 6.5.2.
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being promoted from under AP to [NP, IP]).

6.1.3 Burzio's generalization

Being supported by a variety of empirical evidence, the Promotion Hypo-

thesis is clearly not a theoretical artifact. Having seen this, we can turn

to its theoretical implications. As for other instances of NP-movement,

two fundamental questions arise: how can it apply, and why must it apply?

Apart from this, oblique ergativity obviously raises a problem that is not

raised by nominative ergativity: what becomes of the nominative Infl-Case?

Ergative Promotion is essentially of the same nature as passive NP-move-

ment. Hence, if we are to appreciate the full range of data that bear on

these questions, we have to consider the Icelandic passive. I shall do so

in 6.4. However, an exposition of the solutions to be proposed seems

recommended at this point. In this subesction, I shall illustrate that the

defective Case-marking explanation of NP-movement and the so-called

Burzio's generalization crucially cannot account for the fact that oblique

NP-movement is obligatory (for definite NPs) in Icelandic, just like nomi-

native NP-movement. In 6.1.4, I develop an alternative approach to NP-

movement, arguing that NP-movement is due to a condition on the relation

between argument positions, the SUBJECT COMMAND CONDTION (closely

related to the Extended Projection Principle); furthermore, I argue that

the inability of ergatives to assign structural Case, as opposed to lexical

Case, follows from the Chain-Visibility Constraint (in 4.3(13)). In 6.1.5, I

shall illustrate the scope of the Subject Command Condition, and in 6.1.6,

I shall briefly discuss the question what becomes of nominative Infl-Case

in sentences with oblique subjects.

Let us start out by considering the question why NP-movement is possible

and obligatory (when the NP is definite). As we have seen, ergative verbs

do not select any theta-role for the [NP, IP] position. Hence, Promotion

may take place: it does not lead to any violation of the Theta-Cr iter ion.

In this, I am assuming the standard explanation for ergatives (Burzio

1986) as well as for passives (cf. Chomsky 1981, p. 117 ff.). Consider the

passive derivation sketched in (1):

(1)a. [e] was killed John

b. John was killed [tj.

The D-structure object may not only move to [NP, IP], it must also do

so. It is standardly assumed that the passive morphology 'absorbs' (objec-

tive) Case, the D-structure object thus being unable to get Case in situ.

Accordingly, it must move to [NP, IP], where it gets nominative Case (or
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else the Case Filter is violated). As mentioned in 3.4.2.2, the same expla-

nations are assumed to account for NP-movement or 'Subject-to-Subject

Raising' in the Ncl construction, cf. (2):

(2) a. [e] seems [John to be glad]

b. John seems [[t] to be glad].

In short, all instances of NP-movement are both allowed and forced by

interacting principles of Theta Theory and Case Theory.

As we have seen, the 'theta-part' of this explanation seems to be empiri-

cally true. On the other hand, the 'Case part' is not. As mentioned in 4.1

and 4.3, and as we shall see more clearly in 6.2-4, ergative lexical items

(including passive participles) never assign purely structural (accusative)

Case, see further below (cf. also Belletti 1988). However, if I am correct

that Case always percolates to the source- or trace-position of NP-move-

ment (cf. 4.3), then this defective Case-marking cannot possibly be the

'trigger' of NP-movement. Moreover, even if we did not assume Case

percolation, the defective Case-marking explanation of NP-movement

immediately breaks down when it comes to oblique (and absolutive) Promo-

tion constructions: as we have just seen, the objective Case is retained.

In oblique/absolutive Promotion constructions, then, objective Case is

neither 'absorbed' nor (accordingly) does the D-structure object have to

move to get Case. All the same, oblique NP-movement is obligatory in

Icelandic (unless the NP is indefinite or nontopical, cf. 6.3). This is

illustrated in (3) (where, as before, I use V1 sentences to show that the

promoted NP is in [NP, IP]):

(3) a1. Hafai big ekki vantaa vinnu?

had you(A) not lacked a job

'Didn't you need a job?'

2. *Hafai ekki vantaa big vinnu?

b1. Hafai ber ekki leiast?

had you(D) not bored

'Were you not bored?'

2. *Hafai ekki leiast ber?.

Why is this so?

The standard analysis just reviewed conforms to the so-called 'Burzio's

generalization' due to Burzio (1981). Several versions of it are found in

the current generative literature, e.g. the one in (4) (taken from Abraham

1986a, p. 64, but note that Abraham is not specifically arguing for this

formulation of the generalization):
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(4) There is no Case assignment to the internal argu-

ment unless there is a designated subject argument

- where 'designated argument', due to Edwin Williams (see e.g. Williams

1984, p. 640 f.) means, roughly, the same as 'external role' in our approach.

Chomsky discusses this idea of Burzio's at considerable length (see 1981,

chapters 2.6, 2.7 and 4.5; 1986a; 1986b). He (1981, p. 113) suggests the

tentative formulation in (5):

(5) A verbal element assigns Case to an

NP that it governs if and only if it

assigns a theta-role to its subject

- but states immediately that this is too strong and of an unclear status.

Later on, Chomsky (1981, p. 125) proposes (6):

(6) If some NP governed by V is assigned

no Case, then the VP of which V is

the head assigns no theta-role

However, Burzio himself (1986, chapter 3.1) argues, in effect, that the

'reverse' of (5) holds, but is cautious enough to restrict his claim to

accusative Case. We may paraphrase his formulation (Burzio 1986, p. 185)

of this as follows:

(7) a. If a VP assigns no external theta-role, then

its V does not assign (accusative) Case

b. If a V does not assign (accusative) Case, then

its VP does not assign an external theta-role

None of these formulations of Burzio's generalization accounts for oblique/

absolutive Promotion. (4) and (5) are plainly wrong: as we have seen,

oblique verbs assign objective D-structure Case even though they do not

select any external theta role. In so far as Burzio's 'accusative Case'

really means (morphophonological) 'accusative', (7) is also wrong, as seen

by lexical accusatives in Icelandic, cf. e.g. (3a) above. If it means 'struc-

tural Case' or [ + C], then (7) would account for nominative Promotion if

Case did not percolate. The same is true of (the more cautious) (6): Given

the standard Case Theory, it is a defendable approach to nominative

ergativity, but like (7), it has no bearing on oblique/absolutive ergativity,

that is, Promotion of already Case-marked D-structure objects.

Clearly, then, Burzio's generalization and the standard defective Case-

marking explanation of NP-movement wrongly predict that oblique/absolutive

ergativity should be nonexistent. In addition, Burzio's generalization is
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suspicious for conceptual reasons, as it stands. As noted by Abraham

(1986a, p. 5), it involves a rather strange conspiracy of different modules

of grammar, Case Theory and Theta Theory, predestining NP-movement,

as it were. Last, but not least, even for ergatives that do not assign

lexical Case, it is only a description. That is, it does not explain why

ergatives never assign a purely structural Case. It would of course be a

substantial improvement if we could come up with a principled explanation

of this peculiar fact.

6.1.4 The Subject Command Condition

Our task, then, is twofold. First, we want to explain the obligatoriness of

oblique as well as nominative NP-movement. Second, we would like to be

able to explain the fact that ergatives never assign purely structural

Case, as opposed to lexical Case. Starting out by addressing the first

problem, we might account for the obligatoriness of oblique as well as

nominative NP-movement in Icelandic by replacing Burzio's generalization

by a filter that takes, roughly, the form (1):

(1) For X, X = A or V, *[NP, XP] if:

[NP, IP] contains no theta role

Call this the Subjecthood Filter, for ease of reference. As we shall see

shortly, it is only a very rude approximation, but it will do for our

momentary expository purposes. It filters out all S-structure objects,

regardless of their Case properties, in sentences that have only an expletive

subject (which correctly predicts the ungrammaticality of e.g. English

sentences like *It sinks the boat.). Consider the pairs in (2) and (3):

(2) a. *Hafai [e] liaia per illa?

had felt you(D) badly

b. Hafai ber liaia [t] illa?

(3) a. *Hafai [e] veria hlytt per?

had been warm you(D)

b. Hafai per veria hlytt [t]?

Why are (2a) and (3a) out? Clearly not because of any violation of the

Case Filter: the dative objects are Case-marked in situ, and being an NS

language, Icelandic allows for Case-marked pro in [NP, IP], as we saw in

5.3.2. Therefore, we have no account for the ungrammaticality of these

sentences unless something like the Subjecthood Filter is at work in
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Icelandic, ruling them out.

In 3.4.1(15)-(17), we saw that subjects of raising infinitivals behave like

objects with respect to Scandinavian Object Shift. As is well known, they

also do so with respect to NP-movement (cf. 3.4), and like other NP-move-

ment, their raising seems to be independent of Case. Hence, the variation

in (4) (mentioned in 3.4.2.2) and (5):

(4) a. *Hafai [e] virst [Olafur vera gafaaur]?

N N

had (it) seemed Olaf be intelligent

b. Hafai Olafur virst [[t] vera gafaaur]?

N N N

'Did Olaf seem to be intelligent?'

(5) Hafai frer virst [t] [Olafur vera gafaaur]?

D D N N

had you seemed Olaf be intelligent

'Did Olaf seem intelligent to you?'

Similar variation is seen in cases like (6) and (7) (the inflection of the

participle is irrelevant for the point I am making):

(6) *Var [e]

was

talinn [Olafur vera gafaaur]?

N.m.sg N N

believed Olaf be intelligent

(7) Var Olafur talinn

N N.m.sg

[[t] vera gafaaur]?

N N

[NP, IP] must contain a theta role or an argument if its CP contains any

other (definite) nuclear argument. (4a) and (6) violate this, hence their

ungrammatically.

The relevant condition controlling NP-movement, then, must be formulated

such that it applies to subjects of raising infinitivals as well as to objects

of Vs and As. We can perhaps tackle this problem if we assume, with

Chomsky (1986a, p. 91 f.), that subjects of raising infinitivals are s-selec-

ted, hence theta-marked, by both the raising verb and the infinitival verb.

The relevant condition, then, applies to 'complements' of Vs and As are

either partly or exclusively theta-marked by them. On the other hand, it

must not apply to prepositional objects (see 6.3.1), i.e. it only applies to

complements of 'predicators', As and Vs. Moreover, it must be formulated

such that it does not trigger obligatory movement of indefinite (or nontopi-

cal) NPs, cf. 6.3 on indefinite logical subjects in the Existential/Presenta-

tive Construction. This would seem to suggest (8), instead of (1):
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(8) For a predicator X: *[NP, XP] if

a. [NP, IP] contains no argument,

b. [NP, XP] contains a definite argument, and

c. X theta-marks [NP, XP] or takes part in

theta-marking it

For a somewhat similar approach (but only for Vs and not taking in-

definiteness into account), within the framework of Lexical Functional

Grammar, see Zaenen et al. (1985, p. 466).

If this Subjecthood Filter is on the right track, we have an account for

(or a description of) the fact that oblique NP-movement is precisely as

obligatory as nominative NP-movement: even in a null-subject language

like Icelandic, definite A/V-objects are ruled out if [NP, IP] is nonar-

gumental, irrespective of the Case properties of the objects.

The conceptual status of (8), however, is rather unclear. I would like to

suggest that it should be replaced by a general condition on the relation

between 'nuclear' argument positions, [NP, IP] and [NP, VP/AP], having

the effect that definite (or topical) nuclear arguments of V/A must be

commanded by an argument in [NP, IP]. Let us call the condition in

question the SUBJECT COMMAND CONDITION (SCC). Before we can state

it, we have to make the notion 'nuclear argument' more precise. So far, I

have used it, roughly, in the sense 'prominent arguments within the clause'.

Intuitively, there is something to this understanding, but it is far too

unspecific. What we need is a structural notion of 'nuclear arguments',

defined in terms of the structural relation between zero-level heads and

their arguments. It must be formulated such that: (i), normal V-, A-, and

P-objects are nuclear arguments of V, A, and P, respectively, and (ii),

subjects of raising infinitivals are nuclear arguments of raising verbs.

Being either small clauses or bare IPs, cf. 3.4.1, raising infinitivals are

'prototypical nonbarriers' (in the sense of Chomsky 1986b). In our approach,

this is equivalent to saying they are neither Case- nor theta-protected

from raising verbs (extending the notion 'protection' so as to cover theta-

protection, in the obvious sense, cf. fn. 2 to chapter 4). Therefore, I

propose the following definition:

(9) For a and b, a a zero-level head, b an

argument, b is a nuclear argument of a, iff:

i. a m-commands b, and

ii. there is no theta- or Case-protecting head c

intervening between a and b

(- where c 'intervenes' between a and b if c m-commands b but not a).

Nominative-taking ergatives and raising verbs like seem, of course, do not

assign Case, cf. below. However, (9ii) makes the natural assumption that
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the nuclear argument of some particular head will receive Case and theta

role from that head iff the head is an assigner of Case and theta role,

respectively.

It follows from (9ii) that prepositional objects are never nuclear arguments

of verbs if the preposition is an assigner of Case or a theta role. However,

if the preposition looses its ability to assign Case and a theta role, (9)

'allows' (or does not 'forbid') its object to become a nuclear argument of

the verb of which the PP in question is a sister. This is precisely what

happens, it seems, (under reanalysis of V+P) in pseudopassives of the

English type The bed was slept in. cf. e.g. Hornstein and Weinberg (1981).17

Now, we can state SCC as follows:

(10) The Subject Command Condition:

*IP if [NP, IP] is nonargumental and [VP/AP, IP]

includes a nuclear argument of V/A

- where 'includes' is the opposite of Chomsky's 'excludes' (cf. Chomsky

1986b, p. 9):

(11) a. a excludes b if no segment of a dominates b

b. a includes b if a dominates all segments of b

It follows that VP/AP does not include [NP, VP/AP] if the latter is

coindexed (i.e. forms a chain) with a position external to VP/AP (VP/AP

then not dominating all segments of the chain of which [NP, VP/AP] is a

member). As we shall see in 6.3, this explains why indefinite or nontopic-

al NPs are exempted from obligatory NP-movement.

For the relation bewteen an argumental subject and its predicate, SCC

has much the same content as Williams' (1980, p. 206) C-Command Condition

on Predication, saying, roughly, that a subject must c-command its predi-

cate. Conceptually, it is also similar to prevailing ideas in Relational

Grammar (RG), but it has somewhat different consequences than the

17 Accordingly, we do not expect prepositions that assign lexical Case to be

able to undergo V+P reanalysis. At least canonically, lexical Case is inherently

related to theta-marking, cf. Chomsky (1986a, p. 193). Therefore, if an assigner

of lexical Case looses its Case feature, it seems plausible to assume that its

theta selection properties are not observed at syntactic levels, i.e. the

Projection Principle is violated, cf. further below (but for some possible

counterexamples, see 6.2.3.3). As argued by Holmberg and Platzack (1988), this

is presumably the reason why Icelandic has no pseudopassives (all prepositional

Cases in the language clearly being lexical). Obviously, however, this explana-

tion only applies to languages that have lexical Case, like German, Russian, and

Icelandic, for example (none of these having pseudopassives). Something more is

needed to explain the absence of pseudopassives in languages like French, for

instance. Moreover, this does not explain why WH-movement, as opposed to NP-

movement, may strand a preposition in Icelandic (cf. Maling and Zaenen 1985)

whereas neither process may do so in e.g. German.
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corresponding theorem of RG, the Final 1 Law.18

Oblique as well as nominative NP-movement, then, is forced by SCC.

Perhaps, SCC should be subsumed under a revised version of the Extended

Projection Principle (an idea suggested to me by Christer Platzack). If

this is a correct step to take, EPP should be reformulated roughly as

follows:

(12) a. IP contains a structural subject, [NP, IP],

external to VP

b. [NP, IP] is nonargumental iff [VP/AP, IP]

does not include any nuclear argument of V/A

However, I shall assume that SCC is an indepedent condition, EPP thus

only involving (12a). See further 6.5.3.

It follows from our approach that the inability of ergatives to assign a

purely structural Case never triggers NP-movement. In fact, the connection

seems to be exactly the reverse, i.e. the nonassignment of structural

accusative follows from NP-movement and not vice verse, as we shall see

in a moment.

In Burzio's analysis (cf. 1986, p. 185), the nonassignment of the accusative

is simply a lexical deficiency of ergatives, related to their non-selecting

of an external role. An alternative lexical approach is to assume the

lexical redundancy rule in (13):

(13) For X, X = A, V:

<X (th)> -> <X (th)>

[-C]

Under lexical insertion, the lexical [-C] feature so assigned would be

mapped onto a zero-level head, overriding the inherent [-f-C] feature of

the head. The natural assumption is that passive participles (as well as

auxiliaries/modals) would be input to (14), that is, we do not have to

assume any Case 'absorption' in the passive, cf. 6.4.

This approach is preferable over Burzio's analysis to the extent that it

does not categorically exclude that ergatives assign lexical Case. Since

lexical Case is inherently "associated with theta-marking while structural

Case is not" (Chomsky 1986a, p. 193), it seems reasonable to assume that

all assigners of lexical Case would be exempted from or 'immune' to (14).19

18 The major difference is that SCC has no bearing on sentences that do not

contain any nuclear argument of V/A, whereas the Pinal 1 Law is meant to bear

on all sentences, cf. Perlmutter and Postal (1983, p. 100 f.; 1984).

!9 Or else the Projection Principle would be violated, the theta-selection

properties of the item not being observed at syntactic levels, cf. fn. 17 above.
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However, even under this auxiliary assumption, natural as it is, the rule

in (13) is at best only decriptively adequate. It does not, of course, explain

itself, as it were. That is, it does not explain the plain fact that ergatives

never assign purely structural Case. The Chain-Visibility Constraint,

suggested in 4.3(13), offers an alternative approach that is not only

principled but also quite simple. Recall that it requires that an antecedent

and its trace always bear one and the same Case. As we saw in 4.3, this

effect is secured for lexical Case if it percolates at S-structure as well

as at D-structure. In the absence of a lexical Case feature, on the other

hand, the Chain-Visiblity Constraint forces ergatives not to percolate any

Case feature: if they did, the trace would bear another Case than its

(nominative) antecedent.

If this is correct, we may assume that ergatives observe the Head Prin-

ciple of Case in 4.1(1), i.e. zero-level heads dominating ergatives that do

not assign lexical Case have a structural Case feature that must remain

unassigned. From a conceptual point of view, this account is, of course,

much preferable over (13), being entirely principled. However, various

facts (some of which I shall mention in 6.5.2-3) indicate that we may

have to make an auxiliary stipulation to the effect that it is not possible

to assign structural accusative unless structural nominative is also assigned

within the minimal IP of the accusative (cf. also Yip et al. 1987). Call

this the ACCUSATIVE FILTER (AF). We may formulate it as follows,

where '->' means 'realized as':

(14) *[+Cj] -> structural ACCUSATIVE unless

[+Ci] -> NOMINATIVE

Ovbiously, however, AF does not exclude assignment of structural accusative

to the trace of a raised nominative; this is excluded by the Chain-Visibility

Constraint, as discussed above.

Belletti (1988) discusses the Case assignment properties of ergatives at

some length. Basing her arguments on Finnish data, she suggests that

ergatives assign an inherent (i.e. lexical) partitive Case. Thus, the postver-

bal nominative in (15) is actually partitive:

(15) There were three linguists at the conference.

- English, as opposed to Finnish, simply not having a morphological

partitive case. Moreover, Belletti proposes that partitive Case is only

compatible with indefinite NPs (as it normally is in Finnish), thus accoun-

ting for the so-called Definiteness Effect (to be dicussed in 6.3). Since

Belletti claims that her theory offers a unversal account for the Case

properties of ergatives, her analysis of (15) should extend to the Icelandic

(16):
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(16) Þa8 voru brir malf raeaingar a raostef nunni.

there were three linguists(N) at the conference

Of course, however, Icelandic facts illustrate quite clearly that Belletti's

universal claims are rather unfortunate generalizations of a language

specific property of Finnish - and so do facts from many other languages,

for example German (see 6.5.3). As we have seen, Icelandic ergatives can

assign whatever case as long as it is lexical - and it does not seem to

make much sense to call these lexical accusatives, datives and genitives

(as well as the structural nominatives in (15)-(16)) 'Partitive Case' precisely

when they show up on nonraised indefinite or nontopical NPs in the

Existential/Presentative Construction (the same cases always showing up

on corresponding NP-moved ergative subjects, whether or not definite).

That is, the crucial property of ergatives or unaccusatives, seen in Finnish

as well as Icelandic, is that they never assign a purely structural (accusa-

tive) Case.

In sum, the effects standardly attributed to Burzio's generalization follow

from two independent principles: the Subject Command Condition and the

Chain-Visibility Constraint.

6.1.5 The scope, of the Subject Command Condition

As in other GB approaches, NP-movement is always blocked if [NP, IP]

contains an arbitrary argument, even if the argument is PRO or pro, cf.

(1):

(1) a. [Aa PRO reykja sigarettur] ...

to smoke cigarettes(A)

b. *[Aa sigarettur reykja [jt]] ...

The reason is, of course, that NP-movement violates the Theta-Criterion

if [NP, IP] contains a theta role, 'lexicalized' or not.

On the other hand, Promotion of nuclear (definite) arguments is obligatory

in the passive, even though the passive implies an agent (or a 'performer',

cf. 6.4.2). Hence, (2):

(2) a. Hun var kosin.

she was elected

b. *i>aa var kosio hana.

N/A.n.sg A

it was elected her
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This suggests that the implied external role (which has an arbitrary

interpretation) does not link to the empty subject position in passives: if

it did, Promotion would be blocked, as in (1). I shall return to this in

6.4.3.2, where I propose that the passive participle bears the implied role

(as already mentioned in 5.3.1).20

Several modals have the interesting property that they can 'depersonal-

ize' main verbs, viz.:

(3) eiga 'shall, ought', mega 'may, be allowed',

purfa 'need, have to', ver&a 'must, have to',

(skulu 'shall').

- the result being the Impersonal Modal Construction (IMC), mentioned in

5.3.1. Consider (4), (4c) exemplifying IMC:2i

(4) a. Hyddi Jon strakinn?

flogged John the kid(A)

'Did John flog the kid?'

b. *Hyddi [e] strakinn?

flogged the kid(A)

c. t>urfti [e] aa hyaa strakinn?

needed to flog the kid(A)

'Did people(/you, etc.) have to flog the kid?'

(5) contains some declarative IMC-sentences ((5a) is from a well-known

folksong):

(5) a. t'aa a [e] aa gefa bornum braua.

it shall to give children bread

'People should give bread to children.'

b. Pab ma [e] ekki skamma drenginn.

it may not scold the boy

'People (/We/You, etc.) must not scold the boy.'

c. Pa.6 veraur [e] aa hjalpa konunni.

it must to help the woman

'Someone (/We/You, etc.) must help the woman.'

Referential subjects are, of course, also compatible with these optionally

'depersonalizing' modals, cf. (6) (compare (5a)):

20 For some speakers (of a nonstandard 'dialect'), however, sentences like

(2b) are acceptable, cf. 6.5.3.

21 Note the structural accusative on the object in (4c) (and (5a-b) below),

indicating that pro is nominative (cf. the Accusative Filter).
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(6) £'u att aa gefa bornum braua.

you shall to give children bread

As discussed in 5.3.1, pro is arbitrary in IMC, that is, it is an argument.

Accordingly, NP-movement is always blocked in the construction, as in

infinitivals containing arbitrary PRO (like (1) above). This is illustrated in

(7):

(7) a. Ma [e] skila bokinni seinna?

may return the book later(D)

'May I(/we, etc.) return the book later?'

b. *May bokinni skila [t_] seinna?

Now, recall that we distinguished between IMC and the Optionally Ergative

Construction (OEC) in 5.3.1, OEC typically involving one of three modals

or auxialiaries, skulu 'shall', bera 'shall' (otherwise not a modal), and the

copula. As we saw in 6.1.2.3, OEC offers striking evidence in favor of a

promotion analysis of oblique subjects, namely pairs like the following:

(8) a. Var Olaf hvergi aa finna [t]?.

was Olaf(A) nowhere to find

'Was it not possible to find Olaf anywhere?'

b. Hafai nun hvergi fundia Olaf?

had she nowhere found Olaf(A)

'Didn't she find Olaf anywhere?'

Furthermore, we noted that the modals involved in OEC seem to 'ergativize'

the main verb, cf. (9):

(9) a. *Hafai Olaf hvergi fundia [t]?

had Olaf nowhere found

b. *Hafai [e] hvergi fundia Olaf?

had nowhere found Olaf

That is, the modals, somehow, seem to absorb or incorporate the obligatory

external role of the main verb, like passive morphology (cf. 6.4.3.2).

However, OEC is sometimes anomalous in involving NP-movement that

seems to be only optional. Consider the genitives in (10) and (11) (of the

demonstrative ba6 'it, that', heading a complex NP and referring to the

a6-clause):

(10) a. Her skal p_e_ss getia [tj aa ....

here shall it mentioned that

'Here one should mention that ...'
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b. Nu er bess aa vaenta [tj aa ...

now is it to expect that

'Now, one expects that ...'

c. Nu ber bess aa gaeta [t] aa ...

now shall it to heed that

'Now, one should heed that .. .'

(11)a. Her skal [e] geta bess aa ...

here shall mention it that

'Here, I(/We, etc.) will mention that ...'

b. Nu er [e] aa vaenta bess aa ...

'Now, one expects that ...'

c. Nu ber [e] aa gaeta bess aa ...

'Now, one should heed that ...'

Various factors seem to affect precisely 'how optional' NP-movement is in

the construction, above all the theta-properties of the main verb and

'how referential' the D-structure object is. However, I shall not explore

this. Let us only note that sentences like (11) seem to violate the Subject

Command Condition. I shall tentatively assume that the modals involved

absorb or incorporate the external role of the main verb in sentences like

(10) (and (8a)), whereas they only 'depersonalize' the main verbs in (11),

[NP, IP] thus containing arbitrary pro. The sentences in (10) have an

arbitrary reading, like the ones in (11) (and like passives, 'personal' as

well as impersonal), but the difference between them would be accounted

for if the arbitrary reading links to pro in (11), like in the IMC-senten-

ces in (4c), (5) and (7a). If that is correct, the sentences in (11) do not

violate the Subject Command Condition.

The Subject Command Condition also accounts for a variation that is

very typical of Icelandic, namely the ERGATIVE-IMPERSONAL ALTERNA-

TION in active sentences like (12) and in passives like (13) (recall that

SCC only bears on sentences with predicates, a VP or an AP, that contain

a nuclear argument of V or A):

( 12)a.

Haf ai

llosia

slokknaa [t]?

had

the light

gone-out

b.

Haf ai

[e]

slokknaa a ljosinu?

had

(it)

gone-out on the light

(13)a.

Haf ai

1.16s ia

veria slokkt [t]?

had

the light

been turned-off

b.

Haf ai

[e]

veria slokkt a ljosinu.

had

(there)

been turned-off on the light
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o

Roughly the same variation is found in Mainland Scandinavian (cf. Afarli

(1987, 1988) on Norwegian), the difference, of course, being that Mainland

Scandinavian inserts an expletive pronoun into [NP, IP] in sentences like

(12b) and (13b).22

In both (12) and (13), the a- and 6-sentences are roughly synonymous.

Being a nuclear argument of V, the D-structure object is forced to move,

by the Subject Command Condition, in the a-sentences. Being a preposi-

tional complement in the 6-sentences, it must not move (cf. Maling and

Zaenen 1985).

It might seem possible to explain the Ergative-Impersonal Alternation in

terms of Case Theory (sentences like (12b) and (13b) involving insertion

of a preposition, for the purpose of successful Case assignment). I shall

consider the phenomneon in more detail in 6.3 and 6.4, where we shall

see that there is clear evidence against this interpretation. Here, I contend

that there do not seem to be any violations of the Subject Command

Condition in Icelandic.

6.1.6 The fate of the nominative

Having established the Subject Command Condition, we return to the

question: what becomes of the nominative Infl-Case in sentences that

have oblique subjects? Several possibilities come to mind, but the basic

question is whether or not we allow more than one Case per chain. The

simplest possibility is perhaps to assume that an NP or a chain may freely

bear an overt lexial Case and an invisible structural Case, whereas two

lexical Cases or two structural Cases would be banned. Recently, Belletti

(1988, p. 25 f.) has suggested that this is indeed the case.

Call this simple solution the Double-Case Approach. At first sight, it

might seem to gain support from the behavior of V-to-I in sentences with

oblique subjects. V-to-I behaves the same in these as in sentences with a

nominative subject, cf. (1):

22 As is well known, Swedish and Norwegian also have 'pseudopassives'

along with impersonal passives like (13b), cf. e.g. Maling and Zaenen (1985) and

Afarli (1987, 1988). Compare the Swedish (i) to the Icelandic (ii):

(i) a. Pet skrattades [t] it honom.

it was-laughed at him

'People laughed at him.'

b. Han skrattades [t] at [t]

he was-laughed at

(ii) a. t'afl var hlegio [e] ao honum.

it was laughed at him

b. *Harm var [t] hleginn a5 [t].
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(1) a. Eg sagai [aa mer hefai ekki [v] leiast].

I said that me had not bored

'I said that I had not been bored.'

b. *Eg sagai [aa mer ekki hefai leiast].

Since V-to-I must apply if Infl is to be able to assign nominative Case,

we would have an account for its obligatoriness in (1) if the dative must

combine with a structural nominative.

There is an alternative interpretation of the obligatoriness of V-to-I in

(1), though. In 6.1.2.2, I tentatively suggested that lexicalization of Infl

makes I' capable of assigning theta role to [NP, IP] under c-command at

S-structure, the role being transferred from VP to I'. In most cases, the

role so transferred will be an external or an agentive/perfomative role.

However, let us assume that [NP, IP] cannot contain any kind of a theta

role unless this role transfer takes place, the role transfer being condi-

tioned by 'visibility' or lexicalization of Infl. If that is correct, it follows

that Infl must be lexicalized in all sentences containing a theta role in

[NP, IP], no matter whether the role is external or internal. - Possibly,

role transfer is a necessary condition on predication.

Note that this does not render our Case explanation of V-to-I super-

fluous or vacuous. V-to-I applies in finite clauses even when no role

transfer takes place, that is, clauses with (Case-marked) expletive pro.

Conversely, insertion of an infinitive marker would secure role transfer in

control infinitivals (as in English), that is, if PRO would not have to be

Case-marked in Icelandic, we would not expect V-to-I to take place in

Icelandic control infinitivals.

Now, this role transfer explanation is clearly rather speculative. Moreover,

it leaves one problem unresolved. The Mainland Scandianvian type of I/V

Reanalysis (cf. 2.5) should secure role transfer, but as seen in (1b), it is

not available (except in adverbial and relative clauses, cf. 2.5). In spite of

this, the role transfer explanation seems preferable over the Double-Case

Approach for several reasons. First, there is extensive evidence from a

wide array of languages that chains (including individual NPs) never involve

conflicting Cases (cf. also Chomsky 1981, p. 334; Borer 1986, p. 408).

Recall, also, that I suggested, in 4.3, that chains are structurally invisible

unless all their members bear one and the same Case (the Chain-Visibility

Constraint). Thus, we have good reasons to believe that there is a universal

ban on double Case in chains:

(2) A chain contains no more than one Case

Now, it would be possible to maintain (2) under the Double-Case Approach

also if we assume that lexical Case is only case, and not Case, i.e. if

lexical Case is not structural in any sense. However, this seems to be
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incorrect. First, there is only one set of inflectional or morphophono-

logical 'realization' rules for Case, as seen by the fact that lexical and

structural accusatives are always homophonous. This would seem to be

rather peculiar if lexical Case is something quite different from structural

Case. Second, zero-level heads percolate lexical Case in the same manner

as purely structural Case (albeit at D-structure as well as at S-structure).

Third, assigners of lexical Case act as protecting heads, like assigners of

structural Case, cf. 4.3 and 5.5.2.1. Fourth, NP-internal agreement behaves

precisely the same for lexical Case as for purely structural Case, cf. 4.2.

Recall also (from 5.2.2.2 and 5.5.2.1) that the finite verb does not agree

in person and number with oblique subjects, as opposed to nominative

subjects, cf. (3) vs. (4):

(3)a. Okkur/t>a langaai i bokina.

us/them longed for the book

A 3sg

'We/They wanted (to get) the book.'

b. Okkur/t'a hafai langaa i bokina.

us/them had longed for the book

A 3sg

Via vildum bokina.

we wanted the book

N 1pl

Peir vildu bokina.

they wanted the book

N 3pl

Via hofaum viljaa bokina.

we had wanted the book

N 1pl

t'eir hofau viljaa bokina.

they had wanted the book

N 3pl

Since this crucially involves the finite verb, it seems clear that agreement

vs. nonagreement is not directly dependent upon lexical properties of

main verbs. Rather, we have an account for this if the finite verb only

agrees with NPs that bear Infl-Case, Infl-Case not being assigned to [NP,

IP] if it containes an NP that is already marked for (lexical) Case (such

Case-marking, in turn, being directly dependent upon lexical properties of

main verbs). See also Holmberg (1985b). In the Double-Case Approach, on

the other hand, it is not clear how the nonagreement in cases like (3)

should be explained (the dative subject bearing ('invisible') Infl-Case in

this approach).

(4)a1 .

2.

b1 .

2.
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Recall, from 4.1 and 4.3, that Case assignment seems to be basically

free, not applying when its application is not required by the Case Filter.

All in all, therefore, the straightforward solution is to assume that Infl

simply does not percolate its Case feature in sentences like (3) and (5):

(5) Okkur likaai via Olaf.

D 3sg A

us liked with Olaf

'We liked Olaf.'

If, on the other hand, Infl-Case is required by the Case Filter it is

assigned or percolated. This is what we get for e.g. Dat-Nom passives of

ditransitives (cf. 6.5.3) and for Dat-Nom ergatives, cf. (6):

(6) Mer likuou hestarnir.

D 3.pl N.m.pl

me liked the horses

'I liked the horses.'

As briefly mentioned by Belletti (1988, p. 25, fns. 49 and 50), Italian

seems to display the same phenomenon. Consider also Jaeggli (1986b, p.

593 f.) on Spanish as well as Italian. - See further 6.5.3 on Icelandic

Dat-Nom passives.

'The fate of the nominative', then, is not a problem. To this extent, our

approach is equivalent to the Case absorption approach suggested in

Platzack (1985c, 1987a). Platzack does not develop any explanation of the

obligatoriness of oblique NP-movement, but as far as I can see, the

explanation developed here, viz. the Subject Command Condition, is entirely

compatible with his approach (even though I do not accept the 'Case

absorption part' of his analysis, cf. 5.3.2).

6.1.7 Summary

The major conclusions of this subchapter may be summarized as follows:

1. There is extensive evidence that oblique subjects are D-structure

objects, assigned lexical Case at D-structure and promoted by

NP-movement.

2. This oblique Promotion seems to be of the same nature as absolutive

Promotion in 'truly ergative languages'.
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3. It is possible to account for at least the most important theta-pro-

perties of oblique verbs (and adjectives) in the Molecular Lexicon

Approach, assuming only abstract or nonspecified theta-grids.

4. The obligatoriness of NP-movement (in languages like English,

Romance, and the Scandinavian languages) cannot be explained in

terms of defective Case-marking. Rather, it is explained by a

condition on the relation between argument positions, the Subject

Command Condition, requiring that nuclear arguments of Vs and As

that are included by VP/AP be commanded by an argumental subject.

5. The defective structural Case-marking of ergatives is forced by the

Chain-Visibility Constraint, requiring that all members of a chain

be Case-identical.

6. Like other Case percolation, percolation of Infl-Case is free. Hence,

Infl-Case remains unassigned in sentences with oblique subjects

(unless the sentence contains an object that requires the Infl-Case).

Oblique subjects, then, do not constitute counterevidence against the Case

theory proposed in chapter 4. In the next subsection, I shall consider how

nominative Promotion in Icelandic bears on the theory.

6.2 Nominative Promotion: NP-movement vs. lexical Promotion

6.2.0 Introduction

As opposed to oblique Promotion, nominative Promotion in Icelandic has

not been discussed in any detail in the generative literature (for some

initial remarks, see Zaenen and Maling 1984). This is not surprising. From

a comparative point of view, oblique Promotion is, of course, more interest-

ing than nominative Promotion, the latter being the 'normal thing', found

in many well-known European languages. However, precisely the fact that

Icelandic has oblique Promotion makes nominative Promotion in the language

particularly interesting. Comparison of the two types gives us a rare

opportunity to gain valuable insights into the nature of Promotion and its

interaction with Case-marking. Therefore, I shall study some of the most

important aspects of Icelandic nominative Promotion in this subsection.

Nominative Promotion verbs in Icelandic are very often the 'ergative

pole' of ergative-transitive/causative pairs like the following:
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(1)a. Supan saua.

the soup(N) boiled

b. Pall saua supuna.

Paul(N) boiled the soup(A)

Most typically, 'inchoative' -na verbs and middle -st verbs (cf. Ottdsson

1986a, 1986b and references cited there) are nominative Promotion verbs

in Icelandic. A third rather regular group consists of 'progressive' verbs

derived from adjectives with a -k(k)a suffix.23 Fourth, there is an erga-

tive-transitive relation between some strong nominative Promotion verbs

(springa 'explode', sokkva 'sink', falla 'fall', brenna 'burn', renna 'slide',

etc.) and corresponding weak transitive verbs (sprengja, sokkva, fella,

brenna, renna, etc.). An extensive descriptive overview over these verb

classes, above all the -sf-verbs, is found in Ottdsson (1986a, 1986b) and

in Fri&jonsson (1987). Many interesting observations are also found in

Zaenen and Maling (1983, 1984) and Ottdsson (1987). For the sake of

concreteness, I give some relevant pairs below.

First, three 'strong-weak alternations':

(2)a1.

Bokin

brann.

the book(N)

burned.

2.

peir brenndu bokina.

they burned

the book(A)

bl .

Glasia

rann yfir

boroia.

the glas(N)

slid across

the table

2.

Hann renndi

glasinu

yfir boraia.

he slid

the glas(D)

across the table

d .

Baturinn

sokk.

the boat(N)

sank.

2.

peir sbkktu

batnum.

they sank

the boat(D)

Second, some -k(k)a-pairs:

(3)a1. Gar aurinn staekkaai. cf. stor 'big'

the garden(N) enlarged

2. Eg staekkaai garainn .

I enlarged the garden(A)

bl. Buia minnkaai. cf. minni 'smaller'

the farra(N) diminished

2. Eg minnkaai bui a .

I diminished the farm(A)

23 Plus certain consonant simplifications, and, when possible, /-umlaut,

e.g. a, 6 -> se.
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cl. Skatturinn haekkaai. cf. h& 'high'

the tax(N) raised

2. Eg haekkaai skattinn.

I raised the tax(A)

Next, some pairs where the Promotion verb is an ergative -na-verb:

(4)a1.

Malmurinn braanar.

the metal(N) melts

2.

Eg braeai malminn.

I melt the metal(A)

b1 .

Ruaan brotnar.

the window(-glass)(N) brakes

2.

Eg bryt ruauna.

I brake the window(-glass)(A)

d .

Maturinn hitnar.

the food(N) warms

2.

Eg hita matinn.

I warm the food(A)

dl .

Myndin dbkknar.

the picture(N) darkens

2.

Eg dekki myndina.

I darken the picture(A)

As we shall see (in 6.2.4), there is a rather complex relationship between

the -na-verbs and the corresponding transtives, whereas the relation

between transitive and ergative -k(k)a-verbs is rather simple, the transitive

being derived from the ergative. The correlation is roughly the other way

around in 'middle pairs', the middle verb being derived from the transitive

(by -sf-suffixing). (5) contains some typical middle pairs:

(5)a1.

Eg fann hestinn.

I found the horse(A)

2.

Hesturinn fannst.

the horse(N) (got-)found

b1 .

Eg drap hundinn.

I killed the dog(A)

2.

Hundurinn drapst.

the dog(N) (got-)killed (i.e. died)

d .

Eg tyndi urinu.

I lost the watch(D)

2.

Uria tyndist.

the watch(N) (got-)lost
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d1 . Eg lokaai dyrunum.

I closed the door(D)

2. Dyrnar lokuaust.

the door(N) closed

Apart from this, there are, of course, many 'isolated' nominative Promotion

verbs, that is, nominative Promotion verbs that do not relate, lexically

(or phonologically), with any transitive verb, cf. (6):

(6) a. Pall dó.

Paul(N) died

b. Maria datt.

Mary(N) fell

Moreover, normal predicative adjectives that take a nominative subject

promote the subject from [NP, AP] to [NP, IP], as mentioned in 6.1.2.3.

As we shall see, this analysis is supported by a variety of facts, for

instance some Verb Formation processes that take adjectives as inputs.

One of these processes forms a subclass of inchoative -na-verbs, cf. (7):

(7) a. Huain var gra.

the skin(N) was gray

b. Huain grana_ai.

the skin(N) became-gray(ish)

Another Verb Formation indicating that adjectives are ergative is a process

that forms causative verbs from adjectives by application of /-umlaut

(when possible), e.g. u -> y and a, 6 -> as:

(8) a. Flaskan er full/tom.

the bottle(N) is full/empty

b. £'eir fylla/tasma floskuna.

they(N) fill /empty the bottle(A)

Pairs as in (1)-(5) and (7)-(8), then, result from various word formation

processes. Provisorily, we may refer to these processes as Word Formation

Rules (WFRs), thus following, for example, Aronoff (1976). If we wish to

understand the nature of nominative Promotion, we have to study these

WFRs. Therefore, I shall start out by briefly sketching my general approach

to word formation (6.2.1). In 6.2.2, I present an ergative analysis of all

predicative adjectives, arguing that the Promotion involved is syntactic

NP-movement and extending this analysis to ergative nominative-taking

verbs. In 6.2.3, I discuss the properties of Middle Formation and suggest

that it involves lexical Promotion (thus proposing an analysis that is
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alomst exactly the opposite of Keyser and Roeper's (1984) analysis of

English middles and ergatives). In 6.2.4, the nature of causativization or

Causative Formation will be considered. As we shall see, it typically leads

to ergative pairs like the strong-weak pairs, the -*Ma-pairs, and the

-na-pairs above.

In many languages, it is hard or impossible to see any clear distinction

between syntactic Promotion (or NP-movement) and lexical Promotion.

However, due to its having lexical D-structure Case, Icelandic bears in an

interesting and a rather clear manner on the matter. Promotion that

preserves lexical Case must apply after assignment of D-structure Case,

i.e. in the syntax. Promotion that does not preserve lexical Case, on the

other hand, presumably applies before D-structure Case assignment, that

is, in the lexicon. If this is correct, we expect oblique Promotion always

to be syntactic, whereas we expect to find two types of nominative

Promotion: lexical Promotion, 'overriding' or, rather, 'bleeding' lexical

Case assignment, and syntactic Promotion applying to objects of ergative

items that do not assign lexical Case. As we shall see, this seems to be

borne out.

6.2.1 Word formation and theta structure

In this subsection, I shall briefly outline my approach to word formation.

By and large, I adopt Williams' (1981) theory of word formation, only

updating and modifying it in some respects.

WFRs typically involve various phonological processes (suffixation, etc.)

and alter syntactic categories or word classes (A -> V, etc.). As argued

by Williams (1981), however, WFRs also affect the theta structure of

lexical items (their 'argument structure' in Williams' theory, see also

Carrier-Duncan 1985). In the theory as pursued here, WFRs or lexical

operations apply to lexical molecules, cf. the Molecular Lexicon Approach

sketched in 6.1.2.2, i.e. they apply to abstract or unspecified theta-grids.

This diverges from the approach of Williams, who assumes, for instance,

that some WFRs apply specifically to themes (cf. 1981, p. 93 ff.). For the

most part, this difference is unimportant for what I shall have to say

(but see 6.4.3.2, on Adjectival Participle Formation). If it is not empiric-

ally refuted, simplicity and generality speak in favor of my analysis, but

it should be stressed that most of the generalizations I will propose can

be stated successfully in Williams' more elaborated approach.

WFRs affect theta structure or lexical molecules in various ways. I shall

refer to the processes involved in this as theta operations. The following

theta operations seem to be most common (recall, from 6.1.2.2, that I use

capitals to 'designate' the external (agentive/per formative) role, thus
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using lower case th exclusively for (all) internal roles):

(9)

Externalize th:

<X th>

>

th <X>

(10)

Add TH:

<X (th)>

>

TH <X (th)>

:n)

Eliminate TH:

TH <X (th)>

>

<X (th)>

(12)

Incorporate TH:

TH <X (th)>

>

< X (th)>

[TH]

Derivation of individual words may involve successive application of theta

operations, above all (11) + (9), as we shall see.

Externalize th is what I have been calling 'lexical Promotion'. It is a

very common process, found, for instance, in Adjectival Participle Forma-

tion, cf. 6.4.3.2. Add TH is always involved in Causative Formation (hence

also very common). Eliminate TH seems to be a crucial property of Middle

Formation, cf. 6.2.3. Finally, Passive Formation seems to involve Incorporate

TH, as we shall see in 6.4.3. I prefer the term 'incorporation' over the

common term 'absorption' because the latter term is often (wrongly)

taken to imply role-elimination.

This involves some modifications of Williams' approach (1981). First,

Williams (1981, p. 99) suggests that "no rule of morphology can shorten

argument structure", that is, he suggests that there is no role-elimination

of the sort (11). As mentioned, however, Middle Formation crucially

involves Eliminate TH, at least in Icelandic and many other languages.

Second, Williams does not assume role-incorporation. Third, he assumes

(1981, p. 99 ff.) that causativization or Add TH applies to inputs that

have an external argument that is a theme. That is, he assumes that

causativization involves an internalization of an external theme-argument

plus adding of a 'new' (agentive) external argument. We could formulate

this as follows:

(13) thi<X> -> TH <X th;>

However, recall the External Role Principle, suggested in 6.1.2.2(6). I

repeat it in (14):

(14) a. The external role is agentive

(and internal roles are nonagentive)

b. The external role links to [NP, IP] (when

[NP, IP] contains an argument in D-structure)

If this is correct, causativization must take the general form (10), not
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(13). That is, causativization takes ergative inputs. As we shall see in

6.2.4, this is borne out.

In our approach, internalization would involve internalization of an

agentive (or a performative) role. But since this is excluded by (14b), I

tentatively assume that there is no process of internalization in UG.24 As

we shall see in 6.4.3, passive role-incorporation differs from internaliza-

tion in that the incorporated role does not end up in an internal argument

position. - Note, however, that these comments are only meant for clarifi-

cation, not as a criticism against Williams. The difference between his

and our approach to causativization is simply a consequence of the fact

that Williams did not take ergativity into account (his pioneering work

being written before ergative analyses became customary); therefore, he

does not assume anything like the External Role Principle.

The rules or operations in (9)-(12) are specified for internal vs. external

roles. This might be an unnecessary complication. That is, the rules should

perhaps take a maximally abstract and general form, 'eliminate a role',

'add a role', etc. the output subsequently being 'checked' by semantic

filters (a possibility pointed out to me by Hbskuldur Thrainsson). Interest-

ingly, there are some facts that point in this direction. As mentioned,

Middle -sf-Formation usually involves elimination of the external role of

a transitive verb (plus externalization or Promotion of an internal role).

In some exceptional cases, however, it seems to eliminate the theme role

of the direct object of a distransitive verb. This is, for instance, the

correlation between transitive bi6jast 'ask, pray' and ditranstitive bi6ja

'ask, pray' as well as between transitive giftast 'marry' and ditransitive

gift a 'marry'. Consider (15) and (16):

(15) a. Pall baa (mig) afsokunar.

Paul asked me (for) apology

'Paul apologized (to me).'

b. Pall baas_t (*mig) af sokunar.

Paul asked (for) apology

'Paul apologized.'

(16) a. Pall gifti son sinn (ekkjunni).

Paul married son self's (to) the widow.

'Paul married his son (to the widow).'

b. Pall giftist (*son sinn) (ekkjunni).

Paul married the widow

24 Or rather, I tentatively assume that the External Role Princinple is a

universal. If it is only a parametric condition (in for instance English and the

Scandinavian languages), then there would be nothing blocking agents from

being internal roles (e.g. by lexical internalization) in languages where it would

not apply. Perhaps, German is such a language, cf. 6.5.3.
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Furthermore, it is perhaps possible to account for optional transitivity in

general in terms of either 'add a role' or 'eliminate a role' (consider

Williams 1981, p. 104 ff.). Moreover, if there is some sort of a hierarchy

that says that an external role must be added to a theta-grid before an

internal role is added to it, then Add TH is simply an instantiation of

'add a role'. In a similar manner, Incorprate TH is equivalent to 'incorpo-

rate a role' on the natural assumption that there can be only one external

role per (a minimal) predication (cf. Williams 1980, 1981, 1984, etc.). Finally,

of course, external roles cannot be externalized, that is, Externalize th is

simply 'externalize a role'.

In spite of the attractiveness of this simple approach, I shall assume

the formulations in (9)-( 12), primarily for ease of exposition. My purpose

here is to consider the interaction of lexical vs. syntactic Promotion and

Case-marking. For this purpose, the formulations in (9)-(12) are suffi-

ciently accurate approximations.

WFRs, then, may affect theta-structure as well as phonological form. As

mentioned above, they are usually taken to affect syntactic categories

also. On the provision that syntactic categories follow from general

principles, for instance the principles of X-bar Theory and principles

controlling realization of theta-selection or s-selection properties (cf.

Chomsky 1986a, p. 86 ff.), this might be an unnecessary assumption.

Nonetheless, I shall take it that WFRs affect syntactic categories or

syntactic features directly.

As pointed out by Williams (1981) and Carrier-Duncan (1985), many WFRs

are phonological null-format ions, that is, affect only theta-structure.

Conversely, there are also some WFRs that affect only phonological form,

thematic null-format ions. As we shall see in 6.4.3, Supine Formation (or

'Perfect Formation') is an example of this, and so is the formation of

most derived ergative verbs, cf. 6.2.4. This indicates that there is no

instrinsic relation between phonological operations (as I shall call it) and

theta operations. In other words, there are perhaps no Word Formation

Rules in the usual sense, i.e. rules that derive words by combining more

than one operation. Instead, I shall assume that the lexicon contains a

list of simplex operations, thematic, categorial, and phonological. The

outputs of a particular phonological operation, then, may be inputs to a

theta operation and, perhaps, vice versa. This approach is supported by

the obvious fact that theta operations are not language specific (presuma-

bly belonging to UG, at least as parametric options). All the same, they

relate to widely different language specific phonological operations, of

course. Moreover, a singular theta operation may relate to more than one

phonological operation in one and the same language, as we shall see.

Consider suffixing. A language may have a wide variety of suffixing

processes:
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(17)a. /X/ -> /X+Y/

b. /X/ -> /X+Z/

c. /X/ -> /X+W/

d. ...

Apart from this, the language has some theta operations, for instance

Externalize th. It takes various inputs, for example some of the outputs

of (17):

(18) Externalize th:

Applies to: a. </X+Z/ th>

b. ...

This is the approach I shall assume, but it is possible that the relation is

reverse, i.e. that phonological operations take the outputs of theta opera-

tions as inputs. This would seem intuitively plausible, phonological opera-

tions serving to 'visualize' the effects of theta operations. However, it

seems to make the wrong prediction that all instances of a particular

theta operation are 'visualized' by one and the same phonological operation

in a language. Besides, theta operations are sometimes not 'visualized', as

already mentioned (phonological null-formations). I shall thus stick to the

approach in (18).25

Apart from theta operations and phonological operations, I shall assume

that the lexicon contains a set of categorial operations. For simplicity, I

shall often state these as shown in (19):

25 Inflection is quite different from word formation, I believe. First, it

never involves any theta operations. Second, it usually takes place in PF. Third,

phonological inflectional processes serve to 'visualize' differing values of

syntactico-semantic variables (person, tense, etc.). - If this understanding of

the difference between word formation and inflection is correct, inflected

forms are probably never inputs to word formation processes. Accordingly,

supines, for example, are presumably not formed by inflection, even though

Supine Formation neither involves theta operations nor categorial operations: as

we shall see in 6.4.3.2, Supine Formation feeds both Passive Formation and

Adjectival Participle Formation.
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(19)a. A -> V

b. V -> A

c • • • •

However, formulations like (19a,b) are, of course, only convenient abbre-

viations for formulations like (20a,b):

(20)a. [*V,+N] -> [+V.-N]

b. [+V.-N] -> [*V,+N]

In spite of this 'atomic' approach, I shall sometimes make use of com-

binatory WFRs in the following subsections. These 'rules' should be regarded

as convenient abbreviations only.

6.2.2 The ergativity of adjectives

In this section, I shall argue that normal predicative adjectives that take

a nominative subject are ergative, that is, promote their subject to [NP,

IP] by means of NP-movement (see also e.g. Perlmutter and Postal 1984,

p. 98; for a somewhat different analysis, see Stowell 1978, p. 465 ff.).

Several sets of facts indicate that this is correct. In the following, I

shall take a brief look at some of these facts.

Consider simple cases like the sentences in (1):

(1)a. Bókin er gul.

N.f.sg N.f.sg

the book is yellow

b. Billinn er stor .

N.m.sg. N.m.sg

the car is big

There is nothing that blocks the nominative subjects from being derived

by NP-movement from [NP, AP]. Since adjectives like gul and st6r do not

assign lexical Case, Infl-Case and number and gender are free to percolate

to AP and A, as we saw in 5.5.2.1. Moreover, the nominative subjects are

clearly not agentive (or performative). Rather, they bear a theme-like

role, hence an internal role given the External Role Principle.

Comparison with dative-taking adjectives indicates that predicative

adjectives never assign an external (agentive/performative) role. As we
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6.2 Nominative Promotion: NP-movement vs. lexical Promotion 251

saw in 6.1.2.3, we can account for the dative of the subjects of these

adjectives if we assume that the adjective assigns a thematic lexical

dative to [NP, AP] at D-structure. But in addition, some of these adjectives

may surface with an expletive null-subject, cf. (2):

(2)al.

Er

honum

kalt?

is

him(D)

freezing

2.

Er

[e]

kalt?

is

(it)

cold

b1.

Er

honum

heitt?

is

him

hot

2.

Er

[e]

heitt?

is

(it)

warm

d .

Er

honum

flokurt?

is

him

nauseated

2.

*Er [e]

flokurt?

This is not surprising if adjectives do not select an external role. Note

the difference between kalt and heitt on the one hand and flbkurt on the

other hand. It is accounted for if kalt and heitt select an optional internal

role while the internal role of flbkurt is obligatory:

(3) a. kalt: <A (th)>

b. heitt: <A (th)>

c. flbkurt: <A th>

Due to the Subject Command Condition (in 6.1.4((10)), the internal (definite)

argument must be raised to [NP, IP] whenever it is present.

Now, consider the interesting fact that some adjectives may either take

a dative or a nominative subject, the dative subjects always being animate

'experiencers' or recipients. This is illustrated for kalt/kaldur in (4):

(4) a1. Er Pali kalt?

D N/A.n.sg

'Is Paul freezing?'

2. Er Pall kaldur?

N N.m.sg

'Is Paul cool(/tough)?'

b1. *Er veggnum kalt?

D.m.sg N/A.n.sg

is the wall freezing

2. Er veggurinn kaldur?

N.m.sg N.m.sg

• Is the wall(N) cold?'
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Clearly, the nominative subjects in (4a2, b2) are no more agentive than

the dative subject in (4al). Rather, they bear a theme-like role whereas

the dative bears a goal-like role.

Data like (2) and (4) indicate that the theta-structure in (3a) is an

oversimplification. Perhaps, the adjectival stem kald- has three interre-

lated theta-grids:

(5) kald-: a. <A>

b. <A th>

c. <A tho>

- where the index "D" in (5c) 'designates' the role as being compatible

with and requiring the thematic dative. However, I am not sure that this

is necessary here. We can express the same information in only one

theta-grid:26

(6) kald-: <A (th)(D)>

Be this as it may, some ergative verbs behave much the same as adjectives

like kald-. Consider (7) and (8):

(7) a. Hlynaai [e] ekki fljott?

got-warmer not soon

'Didn't it get warmer soon?'

b. Hlynaai per ekki fljott?

got-warmer you(D) not soon

c. Hlynaai ofninn/*ofninum ekki fljott?

got-warmer the radiator(N)/*(D) not soon

(8) a. Kolnaoi [e] ekki fljott?

got-colder not soon

'Didn't it get colder soon?'

b. Kolnaai per ekki fljott?

got-colder you(D) not soon

c. Kolnaai ofninn/*ofninum ekki fljott?

got-colder the radiator(N)/*(D) not soon

Being 'inchoative' or 'progressive', verbs of this kind are aspectually

different from adjectives, the latter being 'stative'. On the other hand,

they seem to have precisely the same theta-selection properties as adjec-

tives like kald- 'cold' and heit- 'hot'.

*° In this case, these alternative ways of formulating the relation between

stems and theta-grids are equivalent. As we shall see in 6.4.2, however, they

are not in some other cases.
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The Dat/Nom variation illustrated above should not be confused with

dyadic Dat-Nom verbs. It is most typical of 'weather' verbs and adjectives

but by no means restricted to them. The null-subject option, on the other

hand, is largely (but not exclusively) restricted to some kind of an 'at-

mospheric' interpretation. Consider (9) and (10):

(9) a. ?*Er [e] illt?

is (it) bad(N/A.n.sg)

b. Er per illt?

is you(D) ill

'Do you feel badly?'/'Does it hurt?'/

'Are you nauseated?'

c. Ert pu illur.

are you(N) angry(N.m.sg)

(10) Er [e] illt i sjoinn?

is (it) bad in the sea

'Is the sea rough?'

As seen by this, ill- may take an expletive null-subject when it is clear

from the context that it has some sort of an 'atmospheric' reading.

Next, consider the variation in (11):

(11) a1. Er ibuain hljoabaer?

N.f.sg N.f.sg

is the apartment non-soundproof

2. Er [e] hljoabaert i ibuainni?

N/A.n.sg D

is (it) non-soundproof in the apartment

b1. Er ain djup?

N.f.sg N.f.sg

is the river deep

2. Er [e] djupt i anni?

N/A.n.sg D

is (it) deep in the river

This same variation is found for verbs that are either ergative or imper-

sonal, i.e. this is the Ergative-Impersonal Alternation mentioned in 6.1.4,

see further 6.3.1. It never involves verbs that select an external role.27

27 Passive by-phrases are, of course, not of the same nature as the PPs

in cases like (lla2, b2), cf. (i):

(i)a. Someone was beaten by John,

b. John was beaten.
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The fact that it may involve predicative adjectives therefore indicates

that they are like ergative and impersonal verbs in not selecting an

external role.

Now, let us briefly consider two Verb Formation 'rules' that apply to

adjectives, mentioned in 6.2.0. The first is a clear instance of Causative

Verb Formation, involving /-umlaut when possible (i.e. when the stem

vowel is not exempted from /-umlaut, in accordance with general rules for

/-umlaut). The WFR in question is quite common, involving e.g. the deriva-

tions in (12):

(12)

A (stem):

V:

i^-uml.:

a.

/svart/

->

sverta

(a -> e)

•black'

'make black; defame'

b.

/kat/

->

kaeta

(a -> ae)

'happy'

'make happy'

c.

/tóm/

->

tasma

(ó -> ae)

'empty'

'make empty'

d.

/full/

->

fylla

(u -> y_)

'full'

'fill'

e.

/fljot/

->

flyta

(1ó -> y_)

'fast'

'hurry, expedite

f.

/ sur /

->

syra

(u -> y_)

'sour'

'sour'

/dau5/

->

deyaa

(au -> ex)

'dead'

•kill'

This is a rather strong indication that adjectives indeed take an internal

role. Consider (13):

(13) a. Tunnan er full.

N.f.sg N.f.sg

the barrel is full

b. Peir fylla tunnuna.

they fill the barrel(A)

If I am on the right track, the D-structure VPs of these sentences are as

shown in (14):

(14) a. [er [full [tunnan]]]

b. [fylla [tunnuna]]

- where (ia) and (ib) mean something quite different. Jaeggli (1986b) suggests

that the arguments of passive by-phrases inherit the external role assigned to

the passive participle suffix through coindexing (see our account for the external

role incorporation of the passive in 6.4.3.2).
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It seems clear to me that tunnan 'the barrel' bears the same role in both

cases, that is, the semantic differences between the VPs are due to other

factors than role assignment to tunnan (i.e. they are due to the dichoto-

my 'stative' vs. 'progressive' or 'processive', and to nonassignment vs.

assignment of an external role). It follows that the Causative Verb For-

mation in (12) does not involve any 'internalization' of the theme-role

borne by the subjects of the adjectives. Like other instances of Causative

Verb Formation (cf. 6.2.4), it crucially involves Add TH, that is, it takes

the general form (15), where, however, I do not indicate the /-umlaut

(but recall that WFRs of this kind are only convenient 'abbreviations'):

(15) </X/A th> -> TH </X/v th>

I shall discuss some further cases of Causative Verb Formation in 6.2.4,

where we shall see that it may also apply to nouns.

Next consider -na-Formation, exemplified in (16):

(16)

A (stem):

V:

a.

/gul/

> gulna

'yellow'

'become

yellow(ish)'

b.

/gra/

> grana

'gray'

'become

gray(ish)'

c.

/stir-a/

> stirSna

•stiff

'become

stiff(er)'

d.

/prut-in/

> brutna

'swollen'

'swell'

e.

/rot-in/

> rotna

'rotten'

'become

rotten'

This gives rise to pairs like (17):

(17)a1. Hondin var stiro.

the hand was stiff

2. Hondin varo stiro.

the hand became stiff

b. Hondin stiranaoi.

the hand became-stiff(er)

There are some interesting aspectual differences between the readings of

(17a2) and (17b). Nonetheless, these examples illustrate quite clearly that

the adjective selects the same role as the verb. Thus, we have a simple

account for the relation between the adjective and the verb if both take

an internal role, the internal argument being raised to [NP, IP] in the

syntax (as required by the Subject Command Condition). That is, the
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-na-Formation in (16) is a thematic null-formation (not affecting theta-

structure), taking the form (18):

(18) </X/A th> -> </X+na/v th>

Like (15), (18) is a 'traditional' WFR, combining more than one operation

(-na-suf fixing plus Verb Formation or A -> V). However, this is not

important in the present context. I shall return to -na-Formation in 6.2.4,

where we shall see that some ergative -na-verbs seem to have nouns as

their base.

My analysis suggests that assigning an external role is a unique property

of verbs.25 If that is correct, even 'transitive' predicative adjectives (cf.

6.1.2.3) are ergative, the nominative subject being promoted. Consider (19):

(19)a.

Petur

er

hlyainn.

N

N

Peter

is

obedient

b.

Petur

er

hlyainn

yfirvoldunum.

N

N

D

Peter

is

obedient (to)

the authorities

It seems

clear that

the

subject is no more

agentive in (1%) than in (19a).

28 Williams (1985, 1987) discusses - and refutes - the idea that an NP

may take an external (syntactic) argument, PRO. However, 'implicit arguments'

(unassigned theta roles in Williams approach) are rather troublesome. Consider

(i):

(i) Yesterday'8 attempt [PRO to escape] was a flop.

As argued by Williams (ibid), there is a control-like relation between attempt

and the infinitival subject, that is, the 'escaper' is clearly also the (syntactical-

ly unrealized) 'attempter'. In Williams' approach (see 1985, p. 300; 1987), the

relation involved is an 'association' between the unassigned 'attempter' role and

the ('escaper') role assigned to the infinitival subject. As far as I can see,

Williams' argumentation is solid. But obviously, it raises the question why verbs

usually must assign the roles they select to syntactic positions, whereas NPs

must not. One way to tackle this problem is perhaps to assume that NPs, or

rather nouns, incorporate or 'absorb' the roles they imply. Note that only nouns

that are derived from verbs (by Nominalization, cf. Chomsky 1970) can act as

controllers in the way attempt does in (i) (compare house, bed, evening, etc.).

Note also that nouns derived from transitive verbs do not only imply the

external role of the verb but also its internal role. Thus, for instance, operation

implies both an 'operator' and someone or something operated upon (cf. Williams

1985, p. 301). This indicates that the lexial operations involved in Nominaliza-

tion preserve the theta properties of their input by incorporating the input's

theta roles into the output, as informally sketched in (ii) for operation:

(ii) TH </operate/y th> -> </operate+ion/pj>

[TH, th]

This is rather similar to Incorporate TH, applying to passive past participles.

As we shall see in 6.4.3.2, Passive Formation is, in fact, a nominalization

process of a sort.
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Therefore, I assume that the AP in (1%) has the D-structure (20):

[+C/D]

I

hlyainn Petur yfirvoldunum

If nothing further happens, the (S-structure) subject NP, Petur, will turn

up in the dative. Since the dative is a thematic case here, it seems

reasonable to assume that this would lead to a violation of the Projection

Principle. In our approach, the Projection Principle must be a condition

on theta-selection (see also Chomsky 1986a; Levin and Rappaport 1986, p.

641). Thus, replacing 'subcategorization' with 'theta-selection', I formulate

it, informally, as follows (cf. Chomsky 1981, pp. 29 ff., 38):

(2 1) Representations of each syntactic level

(i.e. LF, and D- and S-structure) are

projected from the lexicon in that they observe

the theta-selection properties of lexical items

Thus, thematic Case can only be assigned to an NP that bears an ap-

propriate theta role, which in the case of (19b)/(20) is goal. Since the

subject NP in (19b)/(20) does not bear this role, it must not be assigned

the thematic dative. Therefore, I suggest that (20) must undergo a restruc-

turing process, by which an empty preposition that inherits the lexical

Case feature of the adjectival head is inserted. This yields (22):

(20)

A'

NP

(22)

[-C]

[+C/D]

hlyainn Petur e

obedient Peter (to)

yfirvoldunum

the authorities

After NP-movement and Case assignment, we have (23):
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(23) IP-^

NP J^^rl !^

I VP.

[+C] V AP^

[-C] ^ A '. ^^PP

A ~~~~NP P" NP

[-C] I [+C/D] I

Petur er

N.m.sg

hlyainn t

N .m. sg

yfirvoldunum

D

In this structure, only the goal NP receives dative and the dative does

not protect AP. Hence, both the number and gender of the subject and

Infl-Case percolate to AP and A, as desired. - Perhaps, [NP, AP] undergoes

cyclic NP-movement, adjoining to AP (and even VP too) on its way up to

[NP, IP], but I shall not pursue this.

I conclude this section by contending that subjects of adjectival predicates

are always derived by Promotion. For 'basic' adjectives, there seems to be

little doubt that the Promotion involved is syntactic NP-movement. For at

least some derived adjectives, on the other hand, it seems to be a lexical

role-externalization, cf. 6.4.3.2 on adjectival past participles.

6.2.3 Middle Formation

In this section, I shall briefly discuss Middle Formation and Promotion of

middle subjects in Icelandic. For our purposes, the most interesting

property of the Promotion is that it does not preserve lexical Case, as

opposed to ergative Promotion. This indicates that Middle Formation is a

purely lexical process.

Middle verbs in Icelandic are formed by -sf-suffixing. For the sake of

explicitness, I shall start out (6.2.3.1) by sorting out various types of

-sf-verbs that are not middles, turning to Middle -sf-Formation in 6.2.3.2.

In 6.2.3.3, I shall compare the thematic properties and the Case properties

of middles on the one hand and of ergatives and passives on the other

hand. This comparison indicates, first, that middles differ from passives in

involving Eliminate 77/, and, second, that they differ from both (verbal)

passives and ergatives in applying Externalize th rather than syntactic

NP-movement.
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6.2.3.1 Non-middle -sf-verbs

Icelandic has astonishingly many types of -st-verbs (cf. e.g. Smdri 1920,

p. 136 ff.; Valfells 1970; Kress 1975; Ottdsson 1986a, 1986b).29 Thus, as

we saw in 3.4.2.2, most Icelandic Ncl and D/NcI verbs are -sf-verbs:

(1) a. Olafur viraist [[t] vera gafaaur]].

Olaf(N) seems be intelligent

b. Mer viraist [t] [Olafur vera gafaaur].

me(D) seems Olaf(N) be intelligent

Second, many purely ergative verbs, both monadic and dyadic, are -sf-verbs,

cf. (2):

(2) a. Per skjatlast.

you(D) is-wrong

'You are wrong.'

b. Mer leiaist Haraldur.

me(D) bores Harold(N)

c. Skipia forst.

the ship(N) went-under

d. Petur bilaoist.

Peter(N) went-mad

e. Maria hraeddist 6laf (?*vi 1 jandi ) .

Mary(N) feared Olaf(A) (intentionally)

Verbs like hre6ast in (2e) are like 'transitive adjectives', i.e. they take

two internal arguments and promote the nominative one by NP-movement.

Compare (2e) to (3), with transitive hrae6a 'frighten':

(3) Olafur hraeddi Mariu (viljandi).

Olaf(N) frightened Mary(A) (intentionally)

At least two ergative -sf-verbs, gefast (roughly) 'get' and bj66ast (roughly)

'get offered' are rather peculiar in being derived from (di)transitives (by

Eliminate TH). Consider (4) (see further fn. 33 below):

2^ For a recent and a highly interesting discussion of Icelandic sf-

verbs, see also Anderson (1988). Since I had already written this chapter when

I first saw Anderson's paper, I was not able to take it into account here.
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(4) a. Petur baua mer vinnu.

Peter offered me(D) a job(A)

b. Mer bauast vinna.

me(D) offered a job(N)

'I got the opportunity to get a job.'

Third, some -sf-verbs are reflexive or reciprocal (this probably reflects

the origin of -sf-Suffixing most directly, cf. fn. 31 below); consider (5c)

and (6c):

(5) a. Eg klaeddi barnia.

I dressed the child

b. Eg klaeddi mig.

I dressed myself

c. Eg klaeddist (*mig/*barnia).

I dressed

(6) a. Þeir heilsuau Petri.

they greeted Peter

b. t>eir heilsuau hvor oarum.

they greeted each other

c. t'eir heilsuaust (*hvor obrum/*Petri).

they greeted each other

Fourth, as we saw in 6.2.1, several -sf-verbs are transitive, eliminating

the theme-role of a corresponding ditransitve verb (a similar role-elimina-

tion is perhaps involved in the formation of reflexive and reciprocal

-sf-verbs). (7) illustrates this:

(7) a. Maria krafai Olaf peninganna.

Mary(N) demanded (of) Olaf(A) the mony(G)

b. Maria krafaist (*Ólaf) peninganna.

Fifth, most transitive verbs that do not assign lexical Case can form an

-sf-passive, cf. Ottosson (1986a; 1986b, p. 1ll f.). As pointed out by

Ottdsson (ibid), the resulting passives most typically have an 'instructive'

or an obligational modal reading, either expressed by a modal in the

indicative or by subjunctive mood on the -sf-verb. Compare (8) and (9):

(8) a. Pu veraur aa baka kbkuna hasgt.

you(N) must to bake the cake(A) slowly

'You must bake the cake slowly.'

b. t>u bakar kbkuna haegt.

you bake the cake slowly
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(9) a. Kakan veraur ad bakast haegt.

the cake(N) must(Ind) to be-baked slowly

b. Kakan bakist haegt.

the cake(N) be-baked(Subj) slowly

Sixth, there are numerous 'weather-type' -sf-verbs (cf. e.g. Ottdsson

1986b, p. 108):

(10) a. Pad sest [e] vel til fjalla heaan.

it sees well to mountains from-here

'One can see the mountains clearly from here.'

b. t>aa heyrist [e] illa herna.

it hears badly here

'One hears badly here.'

Seventh, several -sf-verbs take a clausal complement (or a demonstrative

pronoun, referring to a proposition), embedded under a PP. Note that the

preposition must not be missing:

(11) a1. Eg vonast *(til) [aa PRO na profinu].

I hope for to pass the exam

'I hope to pass the exam.'

2. Eg vonast *(til) [aa eg nai profinu].

I hope for that I pass the exam]

'I hope that I will pass the exam.'

b1. Eg byst *(via) [aa PRO na profinu].

I expect to pass the exam

'I expect to pass the exam.'

2. Eg byst *(via) [aa eg nai profinu].

I expect that I will-pass the exam

d. ?Eg astlast *(til) [aa PRO na prof inu] .

I require for to pass the exam

2. Eg aetlast *(til) [aa pu nair prof inu] .

I require for that you pass the exam

For the purpose of internal role assignment (and/or Case assignment to

the a6-infinitival), these -sf-verbs seem to need the support of a preposi-

tion. Compare (1la2) to (12):

(12) Eg vona (*til) [ao eg nai profinu].

I hope that I pass the exam

'I hope that I will pass the exam.'

A similar relation between V+NP and V-sf + PP is seen for several pairs of
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verbs that do not take clausal complements, cf. (13):

(13) a. Olafur daai Petur.

Olaf adored Peter

b. Olafur daaist aa Petri.

Olaf admired at Peter

'Olaf admired Peter.'

In both types of cases, the non-sf-verb takes a nuclear argument, whereas

the -sf-verb can only take a PP-argument.

As if this were not enough, the language has an extremely productive

-asf-Formation, applying to nouns, that is not to be confused with -st-

Formation processes that take a verbal input (nor with 'isolated' (ergative)

-sf-verbs). Most or all verbs formed in this manner seem to be intransitive

unergative verbs, cf. (14) below. Fer6ast 'travel' is derived from fer6

'journey' (there being no *fer6a), and djbflast 'work/behave like the devil'

is derived from djofuWdjofl- 'devil':30

(14) a. Peir feroast um alla Evropu.

they travel around all Europe

b. Peir djoflast allan daginn.

they 'devil' all the day

'The work/behave like the devil all day.'

Now, it would of course be rather nice if it were possible to generalize

over all -sr-verbs (cf. Valfells 1970). In most cases they are 'thematically

deficient' in some way, 'lacking' an external or an 'independent' internal

role (cf. the reflexive and the reciprocal -sf-verbs and cases like (7b)).

Thus, the most promising generalization would seem to be 'eliminate a

role' (or even 'weaken a role' in some appropriate sense). However, it is

not clear whether this applies to -sf-verbs that take a PP-complement,

cf. (11) and (13b) (and, of course, it does not apply to the -asf-Formation

exemplified in (14)). Consider also verbs like berjast 'fight' that take an

optional PP-complement, cf. (15):

30 This is very common, especially in slang (see e.g. Ottosson 1986b).

Several further examples are given below:

(i) 6tti 'fear' - *6tta - 6ttast 'fear'

hass 'hashish' - ??hassa - hassast

plebbi 'pleb' - *plebba - plebbast

hippi 'hippie' - *hippa - hippast

The semantic relation between the basic noun and the -ast-verb is extremely

vague. If the meaning of the noun is 'N', then the meaning of the verb is often

only something like: 'behave like an N' or 'do something that has something to

do with N'l Thus, hassast means 'smoke hashish', whereas plebbast and hippast

mean, roughly, 'behave like a pleb' and 'behave like a hippie', respectively.
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(15)a. t'eir boraust.

they fought

b. Þeir bbraust gegn hvor oarum.

they fought against each other

c. I>eir boroust gegn ovininum.

they fought against the enemy

As compared to berja 'hit, beat', berjast is 'thematically deficient' in not

taking a direct object, but having different semantics, it does not seem

to relate to berja in any simple manner, e.g. by 'eliminate a role'. The

same is true of pairs like aetla 'intend' and aetlast til 'require, expect,

demand'. - Finally, we should keep in mind that there are many underived

ergative -sf-verbs (skjatlast 'be wrong', etc.), i.e. -sf-verbs that are not

thematically related to any other verb.

As argued by Ottosson (1986a, 1986b), then, it seems rather unlikely

that there is a ono-to-one relation between phonological -sf-Formation

and a particular theta operation. This is not surprising if the lexicon

contains a list of simplex operations rather than combinatory WFRs, cf.

6.2.1.

6.2.3.2 Middle -sf-Fonnation

The data presented above seem to be rather bewildering. However, as

convincingly argued by Ottosson (1986a, 1986b; see also Kress 1975), the

most central function combined with -sf-suf fixing is that of Middle

Formation, relating pairs like the following:

(1)a. Pall opnaai gluggann.

Paul opened the window(A)

b. Glugginn opnaaist.

the window(N) opened

As also argued by Ottosson (ibid), Middle -sf-Formation applies to transitive

verbs and involves, in our terms, an elimination of the external role of

the transitive: Eliminate TH. The internal role of the transitive is also

promoted, cf. (1b). As we shall see, the Promotion involved is probably

lexical: Externalize th. In accordance with traditional views, Ottdsson

takes it that Middle -sf-Formation is a single inflectional rule. In our

approach, however, we must assume that we are dealing with word forma-

tion involving three independent operations: Phonological -sf-Formation,

Eliminate TH, and Externalize th. Let us start out by assuming the tenta-
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tive formulations in (2)-(4):31

(2) -st-Formation;

TH </X/v (th) (th)> -> TH </X+st/v (th) (th)>

(3) Eliminate TH.:

TH </X + st_/v (th) (th)> -> </X+st/v (th) (th)>

(4) Externalize th:

</X+st/v th> -> th </X+st/v>

As seen by the parentheses enclosing the internal roles, (2) and (3) apply

to intransitive unergative verbs as well as to transitive verbs ((2) and (3),

as opposed to (4), furthermore applying to some distransitive verbs). When

they apply to an intransitive verb, the result is a 'weather-type' -sf-verb,

cf. (5b):

(5) a. Eg hellti niaur.

I spilled down

b. Paa helltist [e] niaur.

it spilled down

'Something (was) spilled (down).'

(4) applies to those outputs of (2) and (3) that are 'monotransitive', that

is, take one internal role. Compare (6) to (5):

31 Historically, Middle -sf-Formation is rather interesting (cf. Ottosson in

preparation). The -st-suffix developed out of the Proto-Scandinavian reflexive

•ik, the ancestor of Modern Scandinavian sig/seg. Thus, the (somewhat

idealized) development was as shown in (i):

(i) V sik > V+sik > V+sk > V+st

Note that there are still many minimal pairs of reflexive verbs and middle

verbs:

(ii) a. Steinninn hreyfoist/*hreyfoi sig.

the stone moved / moved itself

b. Pall hreyfoi sig /??hreyfoist.

Paul moved himself/ moved

The difference is a direct reflection of a difference in theta-structure. As

often noted in the literature, reflexive verbs preferably take an agentive

subject (hence a [^animate] subject; canonically, relexives refer to a cognitive

'self, cf. Sigurdsson 1986b, Sells 1987).
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(6) a. Eg hellti mjolkinni niaur.

I spilled the milk(D) down

b. Mjolkin helltist niaur.

the milk(N) spilled down

c. *t'aa helltist [e] mjolkin/mjolkinni niaur.

it spilled the milk(N)/(D) down

As seen in (6c), Promotion is obligatory (or else the Subject Command

Condition is violated).

Both Eliminate TH and Externalize th are most typical of -sf-verbs in

Icelandic. As we shall see, however, neither of them is restricted to

-sf-verbs, nor is their successive application. This suggests that (3) and

(4) are too narrowly formulated. That is, the correct formulations seem to

be something like (7) and (8) (as, in fact, follows from the approach to

word formation sketched in 6.2.1):

(7) Eliminate TH:

Applies to: a. TH </X+st/v (th) (th)>

b. ...

(8) Externalize th:

Applies to: a. </X+st/y th>

b. ...

I shall return to this in connection with Adjectival Participle Formation

in 6.4.3.2.

From now on, I shall use the term 'Middle Formation' as a cover term

for the successive application of (7) and (8) in the derivation of verbs.

Accordingly, only those -sr-verbs that are subject to both (7) and (8) are

middle verbs or middles (for a parallel understanding, see Ottosson 1986a,

1986b).

Most ergative verbs differ from middles in not being subject to Eliminate

TH. After application of (7), however, middles have the same theta-struc-

ture as ergatives. Nonetheless, these verb types have different theta-struc-

tures when they enter the synax, at least in Icelandic. The reason is that

ergatives are not subject to (8) (being subject to syntactic NP-movement,

on the other hand). Accordingly, ergatives enter the syntax in the form

(9) while middles enter the syntax in the form (10):

G
e
n
e
ra

te
d
 f

o
r 

a
n
o
n
y
m

o
u
s 

o
n
 2

0
1

5
-0

1
-0

5
 1

6
:3

2
 G

M
T
  
/ 

 h
tt

p
:/

/h
d

l.
h
a
n
d
le

.n
e
t/

2
0

2
7

/m
d
p
.3

9
0

1
5

0
1

6
9

9
7

3
9

0
C

re
a
ti

v
e
 C

o
m

m
o
n
s 

A
tt

ri
b

u
ti

o
n
  

/ 
 h

tt
p

:/
/w

w
w

.h
a
th

it
ru

st
.o

rg
/a

cc
e
ss

_u
se

#
cc

-b
y
-4

.0



266

Promotion, theta-selection and Case

(9) <V th>

(10) th <V>

The term 'middle' is thus rather neatly coined. Plausibly, (10) is only

possible for verbs that are derived by Externalize th, i.e. productively

related to verbs that have the internal role 'in situ'.

6.2.3.3 Middles vs. passives and ergatives

My analysis of Icelandic middles and ergatives is almost exactly opposite

to Keyser and Roeper's (1984) analysis of English ergatives and middles,

exemplified in (1) and (2), respectively:

(1) a. The boat sank.

b. John fell.

c. The water drips down.

(2) a. Bureaucrats bribe easily,

b. The wall paints easily.

Sentences like (2) have the reading 'it is easy (for anyone) to ...' As we

shall see in 6.5.1, the Icelandic Present Participle Construction has rather

similar semantics as English middles.

English middles seem to be rather heavily constrained as compared to

Icelandic middles. Thus, for example, 'middle sentences' in English must

normally contain an adverbial, cf. easily in (2), whereas there is no

restriction of this sort in Icelandic. German middles (albeit not as heavily

constrained) are subject to some of the same semantic restrictions as

English middles, whereas the Romance impersonal se/si-construction (often

corresponding to Icelandic and German middles) is even less contrained

than the Icelandic middle, cf. Pitz (1988).

Keyser and Roeper's (1984) analysis differs from my analysis in two

important respects. First, following Fiengo (1980), they assume that English

middles are like passives in implying the external role of the corresponding

active. Second, they argue that 'middle subjects' are derived by syntactic

NP-movement, whereas ergative subjects are derived by lexical NP-move-

ment (corresponding to lexical Promotion or Externalize th in my approach).

With respect to both these matters, Icelandic facts point rather decisively

in exactly the opposite direction. Moreover, Keyser and Roeper's analysis

of English middles does not extend to German middles, cf. Abraham (1986a)

and Pitz (1988) (nor does it apply to the middle construction in Mainland
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Scandinavian, involving either an -s-verb or the reflexive sig/seg 'self').

Consider first the 'fate of the external role' in middles and passives. It

seems clear that sentences like (2) have a sort of an arbitrary generic

reading, just like (3) and (4):

(2) a. Bureaucrats bribe easily.

(3) It is easy [PRO to bribe bureaucrats].

(4) Bureaucrats were often bribed.

In (3), the arbitrary agentive role links to PRO, I assume, that is, the

external role of bribe is syntactically assigned to PRO. In (4), it is assigned

to the participle suffix, cf. 6.4.3.2. In (2), on the other hand, it is not

syntactically present in the same manner, it seems. Consider the following

contrast (cf. also Keyser and Roeper 1984, p. 407):

(5) a. *Bureaucrats bribe easily [PRO to

keep them happy].

b. It is easy [PRO to bribe bureaucrats [PRO to

keep them happy]].

c. Bureaucrats were often bribed [PRO to

keep them happy].

Instead of Eliminate TH, it thus seems possible that English applies (6) to

middles - in its syntax:

(6) Do not assign TH_

If this is correct, the external role is present in the theta-grids of English

middles at all lexical levels, its presence blocking lexical Promotion or

Externalize th. Accordingly, the Promotion involved must be syntactic, as

argued by Keyser and Roeper (1984). - For an alternative approach,

however, see Fagan (1988).

Now, having a theta-role 'dangling around' unassigned is clearly rather

problematic. Keyser and Roeper (1984, p. 406) assume that the external

role of English middles is assigned to or absorbed by an invisible clitic,

which is, roughly, saying the same thing using other words (there being a

difference, howevever, in that the different control properties of middles

and passives are left unexplained under the clitic approach).

Be the English facts as they may, it seems clear that Icelandic middles

do not imply any arbitrary agent. Rather, the external role of the cor-

responding active verb is completely eliminated, as argued by Ottdsson

(1986a, 1986b; see also Kress 1975). For the same approach to German
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middles, see Pitz (1988). In passives, on the other hand, the external role

is assigned to or incorporated by the participle suffix, as already mentioned

a couple of times. Hence, the contrast in (7): the passive in (7a) may

take an adverb, viljandi 'intentionally', that 'refers to' the implied agent,

whereas the middle in (7b) cannot do so at all; conversely, the passive

cannot take af sjalfu ser 'by itself, automatically', while the middle can:32

(7) a. Glugginn var opnaaur vi 1jandi/*af sjalfu ser.

the window was opened intentionally/by itself

b. Glugginn opnaaist *viljandi/af sjalfu ser.

the window opened intentionally/by itself

Second, 'personal' passives can take an agentive af- 'by' phrase, whereas

middles cannot (cf. e.g. Valfells 1970):

(8) a. LOgreglan drap hundinn.

the police killed the dog

b. Hundurinn var drepinn (af logreglunni).

the dog was killed (by the police)

c. Hundurinn drapst (*af logreglunni).

the dog died (by the police)

Perhaps, the agentive af-phrase inherits the external role of the participle

suffix by virtue of being coindexed with it, cf. Jaeggli (1986b).

Note also that the Icelandic passive seems to imply intentionality more

strongly and more regularly than the English and the German passive, for

instance (on English, see e.g. Perlmutter and Postal 1984, p. 103). Thus,

the passive in the German (9) has the 'ergative meaning' 'died', whereas

this is impossible in the Icelandic (10):

(9) Peter wurde in einem Unfall getotet.

Peter was in an accident killed

'Peter died in an accident.'

(10) ??Petur var drepinn i slysi.

Peter was killed in an accident

32 These tests, of course, are not applicable to Mainland Scandinavian -■-

verbs (since they may either be passives or middles). On the other hand, the

middle sig/seg-construction cannot take adverbs like 'intentionally', as we would

expect. This is illutrated for Swedish in (i):

(i)a. Dorren oppnades av sig sjalv / med vilje.

the door (was) opened by itself / with will

b. Dorren bppnade sig av sig sjalv /*med vilje.

In (ia), of course, med vilje is only compatible with the passive reading of

oppnades, and av sig sjalv is only compatible with its middle reading.
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In so far as (10) has any felicitious reading, it must mean something like

'At the time of an accident, someone killed Peter.'

In sum, there does not seem to be any doubt that middles are thematically

quite different from passives in Icelandic, the difference being that middles

are subject to Eliminate TH while passives are not. There is also evidence,

coming from Case-marking, that Icelandic middles are subject to Externalize

th, whereas ergatives and passives promote their subjects by syntactic

NP-movement: As opposed to ergatives and passives, middles never preserve

lexical D-structure Case. Consider the ergative pairs in (11) and (12):

(11) a. Hofundurinn lauk sogunni.

the author finished the story(D)

b. Sogunni lauk.

the story(D) ended

(12) a. Hofundurinn getur Pals oft i sogunni.

the author mentions Paul(G) often in the story

b. Pals getur oft i sogunni.

Paul(G) mentions often in the story

As illustrated in (13) and (14), the corresponding passives behave like the

ergatives in (1ib) and (12b) with respect to Case-preserving:

(13) Sogunni var lokia.

the story(D) was finished (by someone)

(14) Pals var getia.

Paul(G) was mentioned (by someone)

On the other hand, subjects of middle -sf-verbs always show up in the

nominative, as we expect if they are promoted already in the lexicon (the

assumption being that Case assignment in the lexicon is excluded). Consider

the difference between the following passives and middles:

(15) a. fig tyndi urinu.

I lost the watch(D)

b. Urinu var tynt.

the watch(D) was lost (by someone)

c. Uria tyndist.

the watch(N) got-lost
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(16)a. Eg oska atvinnu.

I wish (for) a job(G)

b. Atvinnu var oskaa.

a job(G) was wished (for) (by someone)

c. Atvinna oskast.

a job(N) wishes

In contrast, even ergative -sr-verbs preserve lexical Case under promo-

tion, cf. (17):

(17)a. Pali skjatlaaist.

Paul(D) was-wrong

b. Pali leiddist.

Paul(D) was-bored

c. Pali fataaist.

Paul(D) mis-lucked

As opposed to middle -sf-verbs, these -sf-verbs are not derived by Exter-

nalize th (nor by Eliminate TH, there being no corresponding transitive

verbs in the language). That is, their datives are promoted by NP-movement

in the syntax.33

These data indicate two things rather strongly: First, lexical Case (i.e.

Case that reflects thematic or idiosyncratic lexical properties of Case

assigners), is assigned at D-structure, not in the lexicon (as suggested by

Zaenen et al. 1985, p. 466); if it were, all Promotion should preserve

lexical Case. Second, UG has both lexical and syntactic Promotion.

33 This is also true of ergative gefast (roughly) 'get' and bjodast

(roughly) 'get offered', mentioned in 6.2.3.1. On the other hand, they are

exceptional among ergatives in being derived from a transitive base verb (by

Eliminate TH). Consider (i) and (ii):

(i) Jon gaf mer petta taekifaeri.

John gave me(D) this opportunity(A)

(ii) a. Mer var gefifl petta taekifaeri (viljandi).

me(D) was given this opportunity^N) (intentionally)

b. Mer gafst petta taekifaeri (*viljandi).

me(D) got this opportunity(N) (intentionally)

As we shall see in the next subsection, ergatives, and not transitives, are

usually the base verbs in ergative pairs. - On the derived Dat-Nom pattern in

cases like (ii), see 6.5.2.
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6.2.4 Ergative pairs and Causative Formation

As mentioned in 6.2.1, Causative Formation crucially involves Add TH. In

other words, it is roughly the reverse of Middle Formation, the latter

involving Eliminte TH or 'decausativization' (at least in Scandiavian and

German). As we have seen, middles are derived from transitives. 'Ergative

pairs' are sometimes assumed to arise in the same manner, i.e. the ergative

verb is sometimes assumed to be derived from the causative/transitive

verb by role-elimination (cf. e.g. Keyser and Roeper 1984, p. 405; Fagan

1988, pp. 193, 199). I do not doubt that some ergative pairs in some

languages arise in this manner (cf. fn. 33 above). However, by briefly

considering several types of ergative pairs in Icelandic in the following, I

shall illustrate that the correlation between ergatives and transitives is

usually the opposite: that is, it usually seems to be due to nonapplication

vs. application of Add TH, and in many cases the 'ergative pole' of ergative

pairs is in fact the direct input to Add TH. If Add TH does not apply,

i.e. if the verb in question enters the syntax as an ergative, syntactic

Promotion or NP-movement takes place.

Three of the types to be discussed below were mentioned already in

6.2.0: -k(k)a-pairs, pairs involving an ergative -na-verb, and strong-weak

pairs. I shall discuss these types in this order, concluding by considering

a fourth type that involves a phonological null-formation. As we shall

see, both the strong-weak alternation and this 'null-alternation' behave

somewhat peculiarly with respect to Case.

First consider -k(k)a-pairs, like the following ones:

(1) a. Eg seinkaai f erainni. cf. sein 'late'

I delayed the journey(D)

b. Feroinni(D) seinkaai.

(2) a. Eg staekkaai gar ainn. cf. st6r 'big'

I enlarged the garden(A)

b. Garaurinn(N) staekkaai.

Four operations seem to be involved in this: First, -k(k)a-suffixing, applying

to certain adjectives. Second, when possible, an obligatory /-umlaut. Third,

an obligatory Verb Formation, applying to the output of -k(k)a-suffixing +

/-umlaut and yielding an ergative verb. Fourth, Add TH, applying to the

ergative verb and yielding a homophonous transitive/causative verb.

Disregarding /-umlaut, I sketch the other three processes in (3)-(5):

(3) </X/A th> -> </X+kka/A th>

(4) </X+kka/A th> -> </X+kka/y th>
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(5) Add TH:

Applies to: a. </X+kka/y th>

b. ...

Usually, (5a) is only optional. If it does not apply to an output of (3)-(4),

the -A^a-verb enters the syntax as an ergative, subsequently promoting

its object to [NP, IP] by NP-movement.

This approach is supported by the fact that some -A^a-verbs cannot

(or cannot usually, at least) be transitive:

(6) a. Billinn var graenn.

the car(N) was green

b. Billinn hefur graenkaa.

the car(N) has become-(more-)green

b. *Maria hefur graenkaa bilinn.

Mary(N) has made-(more-)green the car(A)

Exceptionally, however, (5a) seems to be obligatory:

(7) a. Maria var blia.

Mary(N) was gentle

b. *Maria bliokaoi.

Mary(N) became-(more-)gentle

c. Olafur bliakaai Mariu

Olaf(N) made-(more-)gentle Mary(A)

Strikingly, only those -k(k)a-verbs that cannot be ergative can undergo

Middle -sf-Formation, cf. bli6kast 'become (more) gentle, calm down' vs.

e.g. *staekkast, *graenkast.

Now, consider ergative pairs where the ergative verb is an inchoative

-na-verb:

(8) a. Eg braeai malminn.

I melt the metal(A)

b. Malmurinn braonar.

the metal(N) melts

(9) a. fig hita matinn.

I heat the food(A)

b. Maturinn hitnar.

the food(N) heats
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(10)a. Eg hita henni.

I warm her(D)

b. Henni hitnar.

her(D) warms

'She becomes warm(er).'

(11)a. *Aldurinn stirair hbndina.

the age stiffens the hand(A)

b. Hondin stiranar (mea aldrinum).

the hand(N) stiffens (with the age)

These pairs are more complex than the -k(k)a-pairs. There does not seem

to be any direct relation between -na-verbs and the corresponding transi-

tives. Rather, both verb classes are independently or separately derived,

usually from adjectives. We already saw this for the na-verbs in 6.2.1,

-na-Formation (most commonly) taking, roughly, the form in (12):

(12)a. -na-Formation:

</X/A th> -> </X+na/A th>

b. Verb Formation:

</X+na/A th> -> </X+na/y th>

It seems clear that the corresponding transitives are not derived from the

output of these operations, nor are -na-verbs derived from the transi-

tives. If, for instance, transitive brae6a 'melt' were derived from ergative

br46na 'melt', the derivation would involve a truncation of the -na-suffix,

which is quite implausible, I believe. Conversely, if brd6na were derived

from brae6a, the derivation would involve the /-umlaut, £ -> as (forming

brae6a) and a subsequent 'inverted /-umlaut', as -> i (forming bra6na from

brae6a).

In the light of this, I suggest that the transitive 'counterparts' to

-na-verbs are the output of Causative Verb Formation discussed in 6.2.1,

relating adjectives (in the core cases, at least) and transitives. Recall

that the causative formation involves /-umlaut when possible. In accor-

dance with certain general phonological rules, an 'extra' -j- is sometimes

inserted also. Consider the samples in (13)-(15):

(13)

a.

b.

A (stem)

/svart/

•black'

/lang/

'long'

Tr .V:

sverta

'make black(er),

defame'

lengja

'make longer'

-na-V:

*svartna

11angna
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c.

/kat/

kata

*katna

'happy'

'make happy/

happier'

d.

/tóm/

taema

*tómna

'empty'

'empty'

e.

/full/

fylla

(fullna)

'full'

'fill'

•fulfill'

(H)

A (stem):

Tr . V:

-na-V:

a.

/glaa/

gleaja

glaana

'happy'

'make happy/

'become

happy/

happier'

happier'

b.

/braa-in/

braaa

braSna

'melted'

•melt'

•melt'

c.

/sur /

syra

surna

'sour'

'sour'

'become

sour'

d.

/hly(j)/

hlyja

hlyna

'warm'

'make warm'

'become warm'

e.

/hvit/

hvit(t)a

hvitna

'white'

'make white'

'become

white'

(15)

A (stem):

Tr . V:

-na-V:

a.

/slak/

*slekja

slakna

'slack'

'become

slack'

b.

/bla/

*blaja

blana

'blue'

'become

blue'

c.

/gra/

*graja

grana

'gray'

'become

gray'

d.

/gul/

*gyi(d)a

gulna

'ye1low'

'become

yellow

e.

/brut-in/

*bryta

prutna

'swollen'

'swell'

f.

/stira/

*stiraa

stirana

'stiff

'become

stiff

- The stars in (15) are only meant to indicate that the causative formation

is blocked, not that there are no verbal forms like graeja etc. in the

language (graeja means 'fix')-

As seen by this, both Verb Formations are often blocked by mere idiosyn-

crasy, cf. e.g. gla6na vs. *katna and sverta vs. *gyl(j)a. As we would

expect, the transitives in (13) form a middle -sf-verb (not having any

corresponding -na-verb), whereas the transitives in (14) normally do not.

There are only rare exceptions to this, e.g. gle6ja-gla6na-gle6jast (the

-na-verb then typically having some 'noncentral connotation' or even
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idiomatic reading). Note also that -na-Formation and -sf-Formation do not

combine (transitives like opna 'open', forming opnast, are not formed by

-na-Formation). As far as I know, sofnast 'fall asleep, sleep' is the only

exception to this.

Apart from /-umlaut, Causative Verb Formation, forming the transitives

in (13) and (14), involves the following operations:

(16)a. -a-suffixing:

</X/A th> -> </X+a/A th>

b. Verb Formation:

</X+a/A th> -> </X+a/v th>

c. Add TH

Normally, Add TH applies to the outputs of (16a,b). When it does not,

the result is an ergative verb, cf. (17c) (as compared to (17b)):

(17)a. Baturinn er fullur.

the boat(N) is full

b. Þeir fylla batinn.

they fill the boat(A)

c. Batinn fyllir.

the boat(A) fills

'The boat becomes full (of water).'

In the core cases, then, '-na-pairs' arise from independent application

of the processes in (12) and (16). However, pairs of this sort also arise in

several other ways. First, both Causative Verb Formation and -na-Forma-

tion apply to some nouns. Consider (18):

(18)

N:

Tr.V:

-na-V:

(cf. A:)

a.

hit-1

hita

hitna

(heit)

'heat'

•heat'

'become

hotter'

'hot'

b.

flt-a

fita

f itna

(feit)

•fat'

■fatten'

'become

fatter'

'fat'

c.

svig-i

*sviga

svigna

(-)

'curve'

'curve'

d.

roa-i

(roaa)

roana

(rJóo)

'redness'

'redden

i

'reddish'

e.

stuf-ur

styfa

*stufna

(-)

'stump'

'cut'

Presumably, this does not involve 'Add th'. The fact that nouns can be

used predicatively, like adjectives, indicates that they may select an

optional internal tole.
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In some cases, the transitives and the -na-verbs seem to be derived

from a verbal base:

(19)

Intr.V:

Tr .V:

-na-V:

a.

vaka

vekj a

vakna

'wake'

'wake'

'wake'

b.

Ufa

*lifa

lifna

• live'

'come into being'

c.

sofa

*sofa

sofna

'sleep'

'fall asleep'

Often when the causative formation in (16) is blocked from applying (to

whatever base), either an 'isolated' or a differently derived causative verb

does exist, cf. e.g. transitive svaefa 'lull, put to sleep', cf. (19c), and

sveigja 'curve, bend', cf. (18c). - Vakna and sofna are normally ergative,

but they are exceptional among -na-verbs in optionally being intransitive

unergatives, it seems, cf. 6.4.2. All other -na-verbs seem to be exclusively

ergative.

In addition, there are various cases of nonderived or 'isolated' -na-verbs,

like gli6na 'glide (asunder)', not having any obvious base (nor any transitive

counterpart). Moreover, weak -na-verbs (all -na verbs are weak) sometimes

seem to be formed from an adjectival past participle of a strong transitive

verb. Consider (20):

(20)

Tr.V:

Participle:

-na-V:

(cf. A:)

a.

brJóta

brot-in

brotna

(-)

'break'

b.

rifa

rif-in

rifna

(-)

'tear (apart)'

c.

svlaa

svia-in

sviSna

(-)

'singe, scorch'

d.

biaa

bi5-in

bi&na

(pia)

'soften, melt'

Since the participles (optionally) are adjectives (derived by Eliminate 77/,

cf. 6.4.3.2), this is actually a subpart of the most common instatiation of

-na-formation, applying to adjectivs.

Somewhat surprisingly, though, there are some transitive-ergative-ergative

triples like the following one (where braut is 3p.sg.pret.ind. of brjota):

(21)a. Sjorinn braut batinn i spon.

the sea(N) broke the boat(A) into pieces

b. Batinn(A) braut i spon.

c. Baturinn(N) brotnaai i spon.
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It is not clear how transitive and ergative brj6ta relate to each other:

the ergative might be basic, the transitive being derived by Add TH, but

it is also possible that the ergative is derived from the transitive by

Eliminate TH (cf. fn. 33 above on ergative gefast and bj66ast). We shall

see more cases of phonological null-alternations of this sort in a moment.

It seems clear that they normally involve Add TH, but there are no

straightforward arguments that this extends to brj6ta.

The third type of ergative pairs mentioned in 6.2.0 involves strong-weak

alternations, the strong verb being ergative (cf. Zaenen and Maling 1984):

(22) a. Bokin brann.

the book(N) burned,

b. Þeir brenndu bokina.

they burned the book(A)

(23) a. Glasio rann yfir bor3ia.

the glas(N) slid across the table

b. Hann renndi glasinu yfir boraia.

he slid the glas(D) across the table

(24) a. Baturinn sbkk.

the boat(N) sank

b. I>eir sokktu batnum.

they sank the boat(D)

As in the case of -k(k)a-pairs, there seems to be no doubt that the

ergative verb is basic here. From a historical point of view, at least, the

corresponding weak transitive is derived from the preterite singular stem

of the strong verb, the derivation regularly involving /-umlaut (for those

stem vowels that undergo /-umlaut). Since the preterite singular of the

strong verb is usually derived by some ablaut, the vowel alternations

involved in this can be quite complex. Conversely, the /-umlaut sometimes

levels out the ablaut effects. Consider the small sample in (25) (where the

preterite singular forms are in the first person):

Strong

verb:

Weak

verb:

Inf.

Pret.sg

Inf.

Pret.sg

a.

(risa)

reis ->

reisa

(reisti)

'(a)rise

'raise'

b.

(fljota)

flaut ->

f leyta

(fleytti)

•float'

'float'

c.

(fara)

fór ->

fara

(faerai)

•go'

'move'
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d.

(sitja)

sat ->

set ja

(setti)

•sit'

'put down

e.

(sringa)

sprakk ->

sprengja

(sprengdi)

'explode'

'blow up'

f.

(brenna)

brann ->

brenna

(brenndi)

'burn'

'burn'

g-

(sleppa)

slapp ->

sleppa

(sleppti)

'escape'

'release'

h.

(velta)

valt ->

velta

(velti)

•roll'

'roll'

i.

(sokkva)

sokk ->

sbkkva

(sokkti)

'sink'

'sink'

d-

(stokkva)

stbkk ->

stokkva

(stokkti)

'jump'

'drive away'

Some phonological processes involved in this are not productive any more,

e.g. ng -> nk -> kk seen in sprakk. Thus, it is unclear to what extent

the relations between these doublets are productive or 'alive'. Be that as

it may, the /-umlaut relation clearly indicates that the weak transitives

are derived form the strong ergatives by Add TH, historically or synchro-

nically. - Note that this causative formation is very similar to the causative

formation formulated for adjectival inputs in (16) above, both involving

a-suffixing and /-umlaut plus Add TH. All these operations clearly apply

to various sorts of items.

Finally, some transitives and ergatives enter into a phonological null-alter-

nation of the well-known English type sink-sink. These verbs, discussed

by Zaenen and Maling (1984), are particularly interesting because of their

Case-properties. On the one hand, we find verbs like brj6ta 'break' in

(21), and fylla 'fill' in (17), repeated below:

(17)a. Baturinn er fullur.

the boat(N) is full

b. t>eir fylla batinn.

they fill the boat(A)

c. Batinn fyllir.

the boat(A) fills

'The boat becomes full (of water).'

Here, the transitive assigns the same Case as the ergative, cf. also (21).

The same pattern is illustrated for the dative in (26):
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(26) a. t'eir hvolfa bat num.

they capsize the boat(D)

b. Batnum hvolfir.

the boat(D) capsizes

We already saw many cases of this sort in 6.1.2.3. However, as pointed

out by Zaenen and Maling (1984), there is also another type, involving

transitive Case-assigners and ergative nonassigners of Case. As for the

accusative, this is only what we expect. The resulting Nom-Acc alterna-

tion is, for instance, quite regular for -k(k)a-pairs, cf. (2) above. However,

consider the Dat-Nom alternation in the following examples:

(27) a. Via flugum flugvelinni hatt.

we flew the airoplane(D) high

b. Flugvelin flaug hatt.

the aeroplane(N) flew high

c. *Flugvelinni(D) flaug hatt.

(28) a. Eg bakkaoi bilnum haegt.

I backed the car(D) slowly

b. Billinn bakkaai haegt.

the car(N) backed slowly

c. *Bilnum(D) bakkaoi haegt.

(29) a. Via hringdum bjollunni .

we rang the bell(D)

b. B.lallan hringdi.

the bell(N) rang

c. *BjcUlunni (D) hringdi.

If we were dealing with a middle null-formation, deriving the ergative

from the transitive, this would of course not be problematic, cf. 6.2.3.3.

However, there is evidence that this is not the case. Thus, for instance,

some of the ergatives involved in this can take a purposive control

infinitival, as opposed to all ('truly') middle -sf-verbs, cf. (30):

(30) Bilarnir bokkuau haegt til aa keyra ekki a.

the cars(N) backed slowly for to drive not on

'The cars backed slowly in order not to collide.'

Moreover, we see the same phenomenon for many of the strong-weak

pairs in (22)-(25), cf. (23)-(24) repeated below:
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(23)a. Glasia rann yfir boraia.

the glas(N) slid across the table

b. Hann renndi glasinu yfir boraio.

he slid the glas(D) across the table

(24)a. Baturinn sbkk.

the boat(N) sank,

b. t'eir sokktu batnum.

they sank the boat(D)

Thus, it would seem that Add TH sometimes converts the transitive output

into an assigner of lexical Case.

Even more peculiarly, some ergatives seem to convert structural Case

into lexical Case. As mentioned above, the Nom-Acc alternation in cases

like (2) and (31) is what we expect:

(31)a. Gardurinn er stor.

the garden(N) is big

b. Eg staekkaai gar ainn.

I enlarged the garden(A)

c. Garourinn(N) staekkaai.

On the other hand, the pattern in (17) and (21) is surprising:

(17)a. Baturinn er fullur.

the boat(N) is full

b. Þeir fylla batinn.

they fill the boat(A)

c. Batinn fyllir.

the boat(A) fills

'The boat becomes full (of water).'

(21)a. Sjorinn braut batinn i spon.

the sea(N) broke the boat(A) into pieces

b. Batinn(A) braut i spon.

At first sight, the accusatives in (17b) and (2la) might seem to be purely

structural, like the accusative in (3lb). But if that is the case, the retained

accusatives in (17c) and (2lb) are rather peculiar. As mentioned in 6.2.3.2,

datives and genitives are preserved under passivization, whereas structural

accusatives are not. Thus, all the datives in (23)-(24) and (27)-(29), for

example, are retained in the passive, cf. e.g. (32):
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(32)a.

fig bakkaoi bllnum.

b.

I backed the car(D)

Bilnum var bakkao.

the car(D) was backed

c.

*Billinn var bakkaaur.

the car(N) was backed(N.m.sg)

In contrast, the accusatives in (17b)/(2la) turn up as nominatives in the

passive, just like the accusative in (3lb). Consider (33):

This is what we expect if both transitive staekka and transitive fylla,

brj6ta assign a purely structural Case. But if that is correct, it is a puzzle

that ergative fylla and brj6ta, as opposed to ergative staekka, assign a

lexical (retained) accusative, cf. (17c) and (2lb).

This is rather problematic. On the one hand, it is unappealing to assume

that Add TH sometimes converts nonassigners of Case into assigners of

lexical Case, cf. the Nom-Dat alternation in (23)-(24) and (27)-(29). On

the other hand, it is even more problematic to assume that ergatives like

fylla convert structural accusatives into lexical accusatives.

Is there any alternative approach to these data? Here is a tentative

proposal: Suppose that Icelandic has, roughly, the rule in (34):

(34) Erase idiosyncratic Case

The rule has at least two domains of application. First, it applies to some

ergatives that assign an idiosyncratic dative (whereas thematic dative

always seems to be retained). This leads to the Nom-Dat alternation in

(23)-(24) and (27)-(29). Second, it applies to all idiosyncratic accusatives

in the passive. Consider again the following patterns:

(35) a. Eg staskkaai garainn(A) .

b. Garaurinn(N) staekkaai.

c. Garourinn(N) var staekkaaur.

(36) a. Þeir fylltu batinn(A)

b. Batinn(A) fyllti.

c. Baturinn(N) var fylltur.

(33)a.

Garaurinn var staekkaaur .

the garden(N) was enlarged(N.m.sg)

Baturinn var fylltur/brotinn.

the boat(N) was filled/broken(N.m.sg)

b.

In both cases, the a- and the 6-sentences show the Case pattern we
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would expect if the accusative is structural in (35) but an idiosyncratic

lexical Case in (36). But if that is correct, which it presumably is, the

structural nominative in (36c) is unexpected - unless Icelandic grammar

applies (34) to all idiosyncratic accusatives in the passive.34

This analysis gains support from a peculiar 'gap' in the Icelandic passive.

As mentioned, it never retains accusative, whereas it always preserves

dative and genitive (cf. e.g. Zaenen et al. 1985). If we do not assume

(34), we are thus forced to stipulate that transitive verbs, in contrast

with ergatives, cannot assign idiosyncratic accusative as opposed to

idiosyncratic dative and genitive, which would seem to be rather peculiar.

Apart from that, of course, we would not have any account for the

structural nominative in cases like (36c).

The hypothesis in (34) might have far-reaching consequences. Above all,

it perpahs breaks down the distinction we made between lexical and

syntactic Promotion in 6.2.3. If Icelandic grammar has a rule like (34),

then there is perhaps no reason to block it from applying to middle

-sf-verbs, which in turn would mean that middle Promotion might just as

well be syntactic as lexical. However, recall that ergative -sf-verbs do

retain idiosyncratic dative, cf. (37):

(37)a. Olafi misheppnaaist.

Olaf(D) mis-lucked

34 Generally, there seems no doubt that idiosyncratic or unpredictable

Case is loosing ground in Icelandic. Thus, there is a strong tendency to replace

genitive objects of verbs with PPs (e.g. bida eftir 'wait for' plus dative instead

of bida plus genitive), and in some cases, old genitives have become obsolete,

cf. (i), where (ia) must be starred in the contemporary language:

(i) a. *Pall minnti Mariu loforosins.

Poul reminded Mary (of) the promise(G)

b. Pall minnti Mariu a loforoio(A).

Idiosyncratic accusative is also on its way out of the language. This is generally

known as bagufallssyki or 'dative sickness', but it involves at least two

tendencies: either the accusative is replaced by the nominative or (more

commonly) the dative (cf. Svavarsdottir 1982, Halldorsson 1982). Consider the

variation in (ii) and (iii), where "%" means 'nonstandard, but common':

(ii) a. Mig(A) langar i koku.

me longs for a cake

t>. 5<Mer(D) langar i koku.

(iii) a. Batinn(A) rak a land.

the boat drifted on shore

b. <Baturinn(N) rak a land.

In (iib), the idiosyncratic accusative seems to have given way to a semantically

predictable dative (the subject being an 'experiencer'). In (iiib), on the other

hand, the ergative verb seems to have been 'reanalyzed' as a nominative

ergative verb, hence as a non-assigner of Case (the subject being a theme). -

Conversely, a handful of nominative ergative verbs, e.g. hlakka 'look forward to.

rejoice', take a dative (or even an accusative) subject in this non-standard

'dialect'.
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b. Honum skjatlaaist.

him(D) was-wrong

'He was wrong.'

Thus, if (34) applies to middle -st-verbs, it has to 'see' that they are

derived by Eliminate TH. In the light of this, I shall stick to my lexical

analysis of middle Promotion.

6.2.5 Summary

We can summarize the most important conclusions and results of this

subchapter as follows:

1. Word formation involves simplex operations. Among these are several

theta operations including at least Add TH, Eliminate TH, Externalize

th and Incorporate TH (6.2.1).

2. All predicative adjectives are ergative. Assigning an external role

is a unique property of verbs (cf. 6.2.2)

3. Middle Formation (in Icelandic and many other languages) involves

Eliminate TH and Externalize th (cf. 6.2.3).

4. Causative Formation involves Add TH. Application vs. nonapplica-

tion of Add TH leads to ergative pairs (cf. 6.2.4).

5. Ergative and passive Promotion is syntactic, hence preserving lexical

Case with only a few exceptions (cf. 6.2.3.3, 6.2.4).

6. Middle Formation is lexical. Accordingly, it never preserves lexical

(D-structure) Case (cf. 6.2.3.2).

Having compared nominative and oblique Promotion and discussed the

different properties of Externalize th and NP-movement, we are in a

position to look more closely into the nature of the Subject Command

Condition, controlling NP-movement in languages like Icelandic. I shall do

so in the next subchapter.
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6.3 NP-movement and jE>a<3-insertion

6.3.0 Introduction

In this subsection, I shall study the interaction of NP-movement and

insertion of expletive or impersonal ba6 'there, it' in Icelandic, as well as

the so-called DEFINITENESS EFFECT upon both these processes. As we

shall see, the Definiteness Effect upon NP-movement is due to the fact

that indefinite or nontopical NPs do not have to move to [NP, IP] in

order to satisfy the Subject Command Condition (SCC), i.e. they have

alternative means to satisfy SCC (or to escape violating it), not available

to definite or topical NPs.

It is necessary that we start out by making proper distinctions between

several types of predicates, above all ergative and impersonal predicates.

As we saw in chapter 5 (5.2.2.2 and 5.3.1), Icelandic has two classes of

verbs and predicates that invariably show up in the default (nonagreeing)

third person singular when finite: (i), oblique ergatives (that do not take

a nominative object), and (ii), verbs and predicates that take a pro subject,

expletive or arbitrary. Because of this, it is customary in Icelandic grammar

to refer to both types as 'impersonal', cf. e.g. Smari (1920, p. 21 ff.),

Einarsson (1945, p. 167 ff.), Thrainsson (1979, chapter 7), Bernodusson

(1982) and Rbgnvaldsson (1982b). However, we obviously want to distinguish

between these types. I shall therefore use the term impersonal to refer

exclusively to verbs and predicates that take a pro subject.

Impersonals and ergatives have another property in common: both predicate

types take a nonlexicalized subject position in D-structure. The obvious

difference between them, however, is that ergatives, as opposed to imper-

sonals, promote a (definite) D-structure object. Impersonals are the only

predicates in Icelandic that always surface with pro in [NP, IP], cf. (1a)

vs. (1b):

(1)a. Rigndi (*paa) mikia i gasr?

rained (it) much yesterday

b. Leiddist *(henni) mikia i gaer?

bored her(D) much yesterday

This is a direct consequence of the different theta structure of imper-

sonals and ergatives. (2) shows the relevant theta structures for the

verbs in (1) (but note that (2) is a simplification, not showing any optional

theta roles, cf. (3) below):

(2)a. </rigna/>

b. </leiaast/ th>

('rain')

('be bored')
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Due to the Subject Command Condition (SCC) in 6.1.4(10), the internal

argument of lei6ast 'be bored' must be promoted. Impersonals, on the

other hand, are predicators that do not take any nuclear argument.

Therefore, they may freely surface with pro in [NP, IP] without violating

SCC.

The basic difference, then, between ergatives and inherently impersonal

predicates is that ergatives take a D-structure object whereas impersonals

never take any (obligatory) nuclear argument. However, some predicates

that are normally impersonal sometimes take an optional nuclear role.

When they do, they are ergative, as we would expect:

(3) Gullinu hafai [t] [[rignt [t]] til jaroar].

the gold(D) had rained to earth

Moreover, impersonals take PP-complements rather freely. Like optionality

of an internal nuclear role, this sometimes leads to an ergative-impersonal

variation for one and the same V (or A):

(4) a. t'aa logaai [e] a kertinu (impersonal).

it flamed on the candle

'The candle flamed.'

b. Kertia [t] logaai [tj. (ergative)

the candle flamed

This is the Ergative-impersonal Alternation mentioned in 6.1.5 and 6.2.2.

A second very typical difference between impersonals and ergatives (and

other 'personal' predicates) regards the behavior of expletive pa6 'it,

there'. Impersonals are the only predicates that always allow 'free' ba6~

insertion into [Spec, CP] (in declaratives and, of course, when [Spec,

CP] is not occupied by a topicalized element). Hence, the difference

between (5c) and (6c):

(5) a. Snjoaai [e] i gaer?

snowed (it) yesterday

b. 1 gaer snjoaai [e].

yesterday snowed (it)

c. Paa snjoaai [e] i gaer.

it snowed yesteday
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(6) a. Leiddist honum i gaer?

bored him yesterday

b. I gaer leiddist honum.

yesterday bored him

'Yesterday, he was bored.'

c. *t'ao leiddist (honum) i gaer.

As we saw in 5.3.1, all Icelandic declaratives that have a pro-subject may

take the impersonal or the expletive ba6 in [Spec, CP].

However, this neat picture is somewhat obscured by the so-called Definite-

ness Effect (cf. Safir 1982b; 1985, p. 91 ff.).35 As in most Romance and

Germanic languages, and as mentioned in 6.1.4, indefinite D-structure

objects seem to be exempted from the Subject Command Condition, that

is, their Promotion is only optional. Accordingly, we get the difference

between (7b) and (8b):

(7) a. Um nottina hafai baturinn [sokkia t ] .

in the night had the boat(N) sunk

b. *Um nottina hafai [e] [sokkia baturinn].

in the night had sunk the boat(N)

(8) a. Um nottina hofau nokkrir batar [sokkio ;t] .

in the night had several boats(N) sunk

b. Um nottina hofou [e] [sokkio nokkrir batar].

in the night had sunk several boats(N)

In many European languages, dummy pronouns are inserted in [NP, IP],

presumably in D-structure. This is, for example, true of English there and

it, French il (cf. e.g. Kayne 1975, Herchensohn 1982, Burzio 1986) and

Mainland Scandinavian det/der). Insertion of these elements in the E(xisten-

tial)/P(resentative) Construction is typically conditioned by indefiniteness

of the 'logical subject', cf. e.g. Safir (1982b, 1985) and Platzack (1983a).

As we saw in 5.3.1, pao differs from there, etc. in being inserted in [Spec,

CP]. Nonetheless, indefiniteness does not only interact with NP-movement

in Icelandic, as shown in (7) and (8), but also with pa6-insertion (cf. e.g.

Thrainsson 1979; Platzack 1983a; Rognvaldsson 1982a, 1984a, 1984b; Maling

1987). t»a6-insertion is basically 'free' under two circumstances: if the

predicate takes a pro subject, cf. (5c), or if it takes an indefinite subject

(no matter whether it is agentive or only 'logical', situated in [NP, IP] or

somewhere else). Compare (9) and (10):

35 'Indefiniteness Effect' would be a more fortunately coined term, 1

find. All the same, I shall use Safir's term here (cf. Safir 1985, p. 91).
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(9) a. *I>ao hafai baturinn sokkia [t] um nottina.

there had the boat(N) sunk in the night

b. *t'ab hafai [e] sokkiö baturinn(N) um nottina.

(10) a. t'aa hafai batur sokkia [t.] um nottina.

there had a boat(N) sunk in the night

b. Pab hafai [e] sokkia batur um nottina.

there had sunk a boat(N) in the night

That is, if the sentence contains a definite subject, promoted ((9a)) or

not ((%)), expletive ba6 is normally totally out (but furthermore, of course,

(9b) violates the Subject Command Condition). As pointed out by Rbgnvalds-

son (1984b), some sentences that are somewhat similar to (9b) are accept-

able under certain rather constraining pragmatic conditions (see 6.3.2.1

below). Nonetheless, there is no doubt whatsoever that (9) and (10)

illustrate the normal situation (cf. also Rognvaldsson 1982a, p. 115). It is

sketched in (11) (for declaratives that do not involve Topicalization):

(11) a. Definite subject: ba6 ungrammatical

b. Indefinite subject or pro: pa6 grammatical

As we shall see in 6.3.2.1, however, the crucial factor involved in this

seems to be topicality rather than formal definiteness (there being an

extensive overlap of the two), but for the moment, this is not important.

As already pointed out by Thrdinsson (1979, p. 477 ff.; see also Platzack

1983a), (11) is even true of sentences with a transitive main verb, cf.

(12) vs. (13). As seen in (12b), the indefintie transitive subject may often

'drift' to the right, like a floating quantifier (cf. Thramsson 1986b):

(12) a. t>aa hefur einhver student etia hakarlinn.

there has some student(N) eaten the shark

'Some student has eaten the shark.'

b. t>aa at [t] hákarlinn einhver student,

there ate the shark some student(N)

'Some student ate the shark.'

(13) a. *J>aa hafa mennirnir etia hakarlinn.

there have the men(N) eaten the shark

b. *Þaa hefur Petur etia hákarlinn.

there has Peter(N) eaten the shark

c. *Þaa hefur hann/hun/bu etia hakarlinn.

there has he/she/you(N) eaten the shark

Moreover, oblique subjects display the Definiteness Effect in much the
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same manner as nominative subjects:

(14) a. Pao hafai premur malfraeaingum kolnaa t^.

there had three linguists(D) got-colder

b. *£'aa hafai mbnnunum kolnaa [tj .

there had the men(D) got-colder

(15) a. Pad hafai prja malfraeainga langaa t heim.

there had three linguists(A) longed home

'Three linguists had wanted to go home.'

b. *t'aa hafai mennina langaa t heim.

there had the men(A) longed home

In cases like (14a) and (15a), as in (10) above, the indefinite logical subject

may also stay in its D-structure position, [NP, VP], the result being the

E/P Construction with pro in [NP, IP] (pro thus corresponding to English

there, Mainland Scandinavian det/der, etc.), cf. (10b) and (16):

(16) t'aa hafai [e] kolnao premur malfraeaingum.

On the other hand, sentences like (10a), (14a) and (15a), with an expletive

in [Spec, CP], the logical subject in [NP, IP], and its trace in [NP, VP],

have no direct counterpart in English and Mainland Scandinavian, cf.

below (nor have sentences like (12), of course, cf. Platzack 1983a).

In order to understand the interaction of ba6-insertion and NP-move-

ment, then, we have to distinguish between four kinds of predicates:

1. Ergative (and passive) predicates with a definite or a topical subject,

derived by obliagory NP-movement

2. Impersonal predicates taking no nuclear argument, hence involving

no NP-movement

3. Predicates with an indefinite subject in [NP, IP], either generated

in situ (middles, transitives and intransitives) or derived by optional

NP-movement (ergatives and passives)

4. Predicates with a nonlexical [NP, IP], i.e. pro (the E/P Construc-

tion) or a trace (middles, transitives (cf. (12b)), and intransitives),

and an indefinite subject 'later' in the sentence

As opposed to the type in 1. all the types in 2.-4. are compatible with

expletive pa6. We may conceive of these pa6-types as being impersonal

constructions in the sense that they involve a predication of some entity
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that is indefinite or 'unknown' (to the addressee, at least). The type in 2.

then, involes inherently impersonal predicates (no nuclear argument),

whereas the types in 3. and 4. are, so to speak, 'depersonalized' by the

indefiniteness or the nontopicality of the subject (no matter whether it is

a subject or an object at D-structure).

The type in 3. is particularly interesting when it involves an ergative

or a passive predicate, hence involving expletive-insertion plus NP-move-

ment. In English and Mainland Scandinavian, insertion of an expletive and

NP-movement exclude each other, [NP, IP] being the target position of

both. Due to its expletive-insertion into [Spec, CP], Icelandic behaves

differently, that is, NP-movement and pa6-insertion are only in a near-

complementary distribution. It is the major goal of the following subsections

to shed some light upon this rather peculiar distribution. As we shall see,

it illustrates that the Definiteness Effect has to be stated separately for

expletive-insertion and NP-movement.

I shall proceed as follows: In 6.3.1, I will briefly demonstrate that the

Subject Command Condition seems to make essentially correct predictions

for the Ergative-Impersonal Alternation exemplified in (4) above. Then, in

6.3.2, I shall describe the Definiteness Effect for pa6-insertion (6.3.2.1)

and NP-movement (6.3.2.2): For pa6-insertion, it involves certain binding

constraints on the (chain-like) relation between pa6 in [Spec, CP] and

[NP, IP], but for NP-movement, it involves almost parallel constraints on

the relation between [NP, IP] and [NP, VP/AP]. I shall conclude (in 6.3.2.3),

by developing an explanation of the Definiteness Effect upon NP-movement

(elaborating upon Safir's (1985) ideas), suggesting that it follows from the

fact that 'indefinite' or nontopical NPs have alternative means to satisfy

the Subject Command Condition not available to topical or 'definite' NPs.

6.3.1 The Ergative-Impersonal Alternation

As we saw in 6.1 and 6.2, all middle verbs and many ergative verbs have

a transitive counterpart. But interestingly, many ergatives (and some

middles) also have an impersonal counterpart, where the argument cor-

responding to the subject of the ergative verb is non-nuclear (with respect

to V/A), embedded in a PP. Consider the ergative verbs in (1) and (2):

(1)a. Roddin haekkaai.

the voice became-louder

b. Hun haekkaai.

she/it became-louder

c. *t>aa haekkaai hun.
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(2) a. Byggingin logaai.

the building flamed

b. Hun logaai.

she/it flamed

c. *£'aa logaai hun.

When ergative verbs like haskka and loga take a nuclear definite argument,

the Subject Command Condition forces Promotion of the argument (with

some exceptions, though, cf. 6.3.2.1). After Promotion, the sentence contains

a definite subject, ba6-insertion therefore being blocked, cf. (1c) and (2c)

and 6.3.2.1. Optionally, however, these verbs are impersonal, i.e. the

argument is a prepositional object. In this case, the situation is exactly

reversed, that is, Promotion is excluded and ba6-insertion applies freely,

cf. (3) and (4):

(3) a. *Haekkaai roddinni /henni i [t]?

became-louder the voice/it in

b. Þaa haekkaai [e] i roddinni/henni.

it became-louder in the voice/it

'The voice became louder.'

(4) a. *Logaai byggingunni /henni i [tl?

flamed the building/it in

b. Paa logaai [e] i byggingunni/henni.

it flamed in the building/it

'The building was flaming.'

The Ergative-Impersonal Alternation in (1)-(2) vs. (3)-(4) is quite common.

Several further examples are given in (5), cf. the /-sentences vs. the

J-sentences:

(5) a1. Kemur betta?

comes this

2. *Þaa kemur betta.

it comes this

3. t'aa kemur [e] aa pessu.

it comes to this

b1. Kingir bjallan/hun?

rings the bell/it

2. *t'aa klingir hun.

3. Paa klingir [e] i henni.

it rings in it
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c1. Hann umlaai.

he murmured

2. *I>ao umlaai hann.

3. Paa umlaai [e] i honum.

it murmured in him

d1. Hann hummaai.

he hummed

2. *£'aa hummaoi hann.

3. t'aa hummaai [e] i honum.

it hummed in him

In all these cases, then, Promotion of definite nuclear arguments of V is

obligatory and blocks ba6-insertion. Conversely, ba6-insertion applies freely

when Promotion does not take place, i.e. when the argument is a preposi-

tional object.

This subject-PP alternation is more common for verbs than for predicative

adjectives. Nontheless, basically the same distribution of NP-movement

and pa6-insertion is seen for predicative adjectives, as illustrated in (6)

(see also 6.2.2):

(6) a. Ibuain /Hun er hly.

the apartment/it(N) is warm

b. *I>ao er [e] hly nun.

it is warm it

c. Pad er [e] hlytt i henni.

it is warm in it

The Ergative-Impersonal Alternation, for example in cases like (6a) vs.

(6c), does not seem to have anything to do with Case assignment. Assigners

of lexical Case behave the same way, cf. (7) and (8) (recall, from 6.2.2,

that some ergatives, like hly- in (6) and (7), may either take a nominative

or a dative subject):

(7) a. Henni var [t] hlytt [t].

her(D) was warm

b. *Paa var [e] hlytt henni.

it was warm her

c. Þaa var [e] hlytt.

it was warm
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(8) a. Henni hafai [t] hlynaa [t].

her had become-warmer

b. *t'aa hafai [e] hlynaa henni.

it had become-warmer her

c. Þaa hafai [e] hlynaa.

it had become-warmer

This is exactly what we expect if Promotion is forced by the Subject

Command Condition and if Promotion of definite arguments blocks ba6-in-

sertion. If, on the other hand, Promotion were forced by the Case Filter,

we would expect (7b) and (8b) to be grammatical (the D-structure objects

being Case-marked in situ and Icelandic being a null-subject language).

Note that the ungrammaticality of these sentences is due to nonapplication

of NP-movement, not to pa6-insertion as such, cf. (9)-( 10):

(9) a. Var henni hlytt [t]?

was her warm

b. *Var [e] hlytt henni?

(10) a. Hafai henni hlynaa [t]?

had her become-warmer

b. *Hafai [e] hlynaa henni?

6.3.2 The Definiteness Effect

6.3.2.1 Topicality and ^ad-insertion

As we saw in 6.3.0, indefiniteness has two interesting effects. First, it

renders NP-movement only optional. Second, it licenses pao-insertion, no

matter whether or not NP-movement takes place. For convenience, I

illustrate this again in (1)-(4). First, consider (1) and (2) (and recall,

once again, that I use V1 sentences when I wish to avoid the masking

effects of Topicalization):

(1) a. Hofðu beir sokkia [t]?

had they sunk

b. *H6fau [e] sokkia peir?

(2) a. *t>aa hofau beir sokkia [t].

b. *t'aa hofau [e] sokkia peir.
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As seen by this, the definite subject must be promoted and ba6-insertion

is impossible. The situation is almost reversed when the subject is in-

definite, cf. (3) and (4):

(3) a. Hofau margir batar sokkia [t]?

had many boats sunk

b. Hofau [e] sokkia margir batar?

(4) a. Paa hofau margir batar sokkia [t].

there had many boats sunk

b. Þaa hofau [e] sokkia margir batar.

there had sunk many boats

This, as well as the Ergative-Impersonal Alternation, indicates that the

relevant (initial) generalizations are as follows:

(5) If [NP, IP] does not contain an argument in

D-structure, then NP-movement is:

a. obligatory for a definite [NP, VP/AP]

b. optional for an indefinite [NP, VP/AP]

c. ungrammatical for [NP, PP]

(6) If [NP, IP] does not contain a definite argument

in S-structure (i.e. if it contains nonreferential

pro or an indefinite subject), then ba6-insertion

is licensed

If we consider both NP-movement and ba6-insertion simultaneously, we

can also describe their near-complementary distribution (in declaratives)

in the following sketchy manner:

(7) a. Definite [NP, VP/AP]:

- obligatory NP-movement

- ungrammatical ba6-insertion

b. Indefinte [NP, VP/AP]:

- optional NP-movement

- free ba6-insertion

c. [NP, PP] (or no argument):

- ungrammatical NP-movement

- free ba6-insertion

As we shall see more clearly, the major reason for these peculiar distri-

butional facts is that (in)definiteness or (non)topicality interacts separately

with both NP-movement and ba6-insertion. Let us start out by considering

G
e
n
e
ra

te
d
 f

o
r 

a
n
o
n
y
m

o
u
s 

o
n
 2

0
1

5
-0

1
-0

5
 1

6
:3

2
 G

M
T
  
/ 

 h
tt

p
:/

/h
d

l.
h
a
n
d
le

.n
e
t/

2
0

2
7

/m
d
p
.3

9
0

1
5

0
1

6
9

9
7

3
9

0
C

re
a
ti

v
e
 C

o
m

m
o
n
s 

A
tt

ri
b

u
ti

o
n
  

/ 
 h

tt
p

:/
/w

w
w

.h
a
th

it
ru

st
.o

rg
/a

cc
e
ss

_u
se

#
cc

-b
y
-4

.0



294

Promotion, theta-selection and Case

the Definiteness Effect with respect to pa6-insertion, returning to the

effects of (in)definiteness upon NP-movement in 6.3.2.2. In the following

discussion, I shall use the traditional term 'subject' for D-structure objects

of ergatives, even when they are clearly not promoted to [NP, IP] by

NP-movement. This might seem to be a rather unfortunate decision.

However, as we shall see in 6.3.2.3, these arguments link to the subject

position, i.e. they are members of the same chain as [NP, IP].

The licensing of ba6, informally accounted for in (6), indicates that

nonreferential pro and indefinite NPs have something crucial in common.

Or, conversely, they lack some crucial property of (normal) definite NPs.

It is not easy to identify the property in question. Thus, it is not formal

definiteness, [+def]. This is seen by the fact, demonstrated by Rognvalds-

son (1984b), that the E/P Construction sometimes allows a definite subject.

Some examples of this are given below (cf. Rognvaldsson 1984b, p. 365):

(8)a. t>ao festist [e] vist rutan a leiainni norour.

there got-stuck say the bus on the way north

'The bus got stuck on they way north, they say.'

b. Pab skin [e] alltaf blessuo solin.

there shines always the blessed sun

c. Pab er [e] kominn naunginn sem bu hittir.

there is come the guy who you met

'The guy you met is here.'

Rognvaldsson does not discuss this for predicative adjectives, but as we

would expect under our ergative analysis of these, roughly the same kind

of data is found for them as for ergative verbs:36

36 Note however that the corresponding sentences with an indefinite

logical subject are always ungrammatical, cf. (i):

(i) *Pao er kaldur ofn.

there is a cold radiator

For reasons into which I shall not go here, the adjective is obligatorily

understood as being attributive here, that is, (i) is out for the same reason as

(ti):

(ii) *Kaldur ofn er.

a cold radiator is

- both violating 'predication-semantics', cf. Milsark (1977). Presumably, this is

also the case in sentences like (iii), discussed by Platzack (1983a, p. 93) and

Maling (1987, appendix):

(iii) a. *Pao er maour laeknir.

there is a man doctor

b . *Maour er lseknir .

a man is a doctor

Contrary to what Maling (ibid) claims, Icelandic is not markedly different from

e.g. English and Swedish in this respect.
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(9)a. I>ao er [e] Cap ohrein skyrtan min].

there is dirty the shirt my

'My shirt is dirty.'

b. Pad er [e] [ap kaldur ofninn].

there is cold the radiator

'The radiator is cold.'

As argued by Rognvaldsson (ibid), definite subjects in ba6-sentences are

heavily constrained. First, it must be the case that the subject has only

one possible referent in the situation: this is reflected by the definite

article. Thus, for instance, the bus talked about in (8a) can only be one

particular bus, namely 'the bus that goes north' (Rognvaldsson 1984b, p.

366). Similarly, the guy in (8c) must be 'the guy you met (on some oc-

casion)'. This is, of course, clear from the context, i.e. from the PP in

(8a) and the relative clause in (8c). If this background information is

lacking, the definite logical subjects are unacceptable. Compare (10) to

(8c):

(10) *Þaa er kominn naunginn.

there is come the guy

The necessary background information is sometimes deducible from prag-

matic context only, cf. the sentences in (9) (that are only felicitious

under certain rather special pragmatic conditions into which I shall not

go here).

Second, Rognvaldsson argues, definite as well as indefinite subjects in

t>a6-sentences must convey some new information, i.e. they must not have

been recently mentioned in discourse (nor be entirely given or presup-

posed in the discourse situation, as e.g. the personal pronouns usually

are). Consider (11) and (12):

(11) a. Q: Hvao kom fyrir?

what came for

'What happened?'

b. A: Þaa festist rutan a leiainni noraur.

it got-stuck the bus on the way north

(12) a. Q: Festist rutan a leiainni norour?

got-stuck the bus on the way north

b. A1: Ja, rutan festist a leiainni noraur.

yes the bus got-stuck on the way north

c. A2: ?*Ja, paa festist rutan a leiainni norour.

The answer in (12b) is only natural if the question in (12a) is an echo-
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question, but it shows that non-pronominalization of definite subjects in

answers is sometimes felicitious. Since this is the case, the non-pronomin-

alization of the subject in (12c) is probably not responsible for the

unacceptability of the sentence (nor is the definiteness of the subject, cf.

(1ib)). Rather, all subjects in ba6-sentences, definite or indefinite, must

be informationally 'heavy' or nontopical. Hence, the acceptability of (1ib)

as compared to (12c).

Nontopical NPs are canonically indefinite, but under the condition that

they can have only one possible referent, they may or must be formally

definite in Icelandic. Thus, there is no one-to-one matching of topicality

and formal definiteness in the language.37 Since, however, there is an

extensive overlap of the two, I shall sometimes use the terms 'indefinite'

and 'definite' instead of the more appropriate 'nontopical' and 'topical'.

Expletive ba6, then, is licensed in basically two types of cases: when

the sentence contains a nontopical subject (canonically indefinite), and

when the sentence has a nonreferential pro subject. Now, nonreferential

pro, of course, is always nontopical. Thus, it seems that (13) is true:

(13) I*a6 is licensed if the sentence

does not contain a topical subject

The Definiteness Effect, then, is actually a 'topicality effect', at least

with respect to pa6-insertion. If we look at the matter from a functional

point of view, this is not surprising. [Spec, CP] is the target position for

Subject-Topicalization as well as for ba6-insertion. Therefore, it is rather

natural that the entirely nontopical pa6 is excluded in the presence of a

topical subject, the subject being a 'more prominent candidate' for the

topic position. However, if there were nothing more to this, we would

expect pa6 to give way to topical objects too. As seen in (14), it does

not (cf. also Maling 1987):

(14) Pao at hann einhver student,

there ate it(A) some student(N)

'Some student ate it.'

37 The major difference between English and Icelandic with respect to

topicality and definiteness seems to be that definite NPs cannot be understood

as being nontopical in English (with the exception of generic NPs). Conversely,

indefinite NPs can be understood as being topical in Icelandic in some cases

where they cannot in English, cf. (i):

(i) Bondi gekk lit.

farmer walked out

'The farmer/Our farmer walked out.'

(In this particular example, though, the indefiniteness is a rather marked

stylistic device, typical of narrations.) It should be stressed, however, that the

relationship between definiteness and topicality is normally the same in

Icelandic as in English.
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Since this is the case, licensing of ba6 must have something to do with

the relation between [NP, IP] and ba6 in [Spec, CP]. Furthermore, we

would of course like to have some more formal or at least more specific

account for the licensing of ba6. This is not an easy task, but here is a

proposal:

Topical NPs seem to be referential in another sense than nontopical

NPs. Consider (15) and (16):

(15) The men were attacked by a young lion.

(16) A young lion is not likely to attack man.

The generic subject in (16) is nonreferential; even definite generic NPs

are nonreferential, of course. In (15), on the other hand, a young lion is

referential in the sense that it refers to a specific 'object' in a specific

situation (to use the terminology of situation semantics). Nevertheless, it

clearly has another type of reference than does the topical definite subject

in (17) (cf. also Safir 1985, p. 168 ff.):

(17) The young lion attacked the men.

Canonically, a topical NP is coreferential with another NP in preceding

discourse, whereas nontopical NPs are not. Indeed, the 'most prototypical'

type of topical N(P)s, personal pronouns, may be conceived of as lexicali-

zations of various bundles of theta phi-features that link to reference or

referential indices, cf. 5.4. It thus seems promising to make a distinction

between topical and nontopical arguments in terms of referential indices.

No doubt, there are various ways to formalize this intuition. One way to

do so is to assume that topical NPs have a special type of referential

index, say a 'coreferential index'. Tentatively, I shall take the somewhat

more radical standpoint in (18):

(18) All and only topical NPs have a referential index

If this is correct, we have to distinguish between referential indices and

identity indices, left behind by Move alpha (the assumption being that

movement of even nonreferential NPs always leaves behind a coindexed

trace, the identity of the antecedent and the trace being 'read off from

the index). I shall designate all and only referential indices by a star

("i*", etc.). - Note that by making this distinction, I am by no means

rejecting Safir's (1985, p. 16 ff.) 'Unity of Indexing Hypothesis'; following

Safir, I take it that all subtheories, e.g. Binding Theory and Theta Theory,

operate with the same set of indices.

On these provisions, we can state the following filter on ba6-insertion:
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( 19) The t>a6-:f:i.:Lter:

*ba6, pa6 = [Specj, CP], if [NPj., IP]

In other words, expletive ba6 is always illicit if [NP, IP] bears a referential

index. Conversely, pa6-insertion may apply if [NP, IP] is [NPi. IP], i.e. if

it bears only a mere identity index. Obviously, we would like to have

some principled explanation why this is the case. Here is a tentative

proposal:

Taraldsen (1986b) analyzes expletives in [Spec, CP] as nonoperators.

Suppose, instead, that [Spec, CP] is an obligatory operator position, as

suggested in 5.2.4. If that is correct, pa6 is a semantically empty operator,

at least in the sense that it has no theta-features (consider also Chomsky

1982, p. 31). Compare (20) and (21):

(20) Voru [e] oft margar mys i baakerinu.

were often many mice in the bathtub

'There were often many mice in the bathtub.'

(21) Pad voru [e] oft margar mys i baakerinu.

there were

'There were often many mice in the bathtub.'

This suggests that ba6 is, so to speak, a lexicalization of a 'presentative'

operator that may stay empty (as in (20)). However, vacuous quantifica-

tion is usually taken to be nonexistent in natural language (as opposed to

artificial 'languages'), cf. e.g. May (1985), Taraldsen (1986b, p. 152),

Chomsky (1986a, p. 98 f.). A potential problem with this assumption is

that it seems to presuppose that sentence adverbs and some other adverbial

operators in [Spec, CP] somehow 'bind' whole sentences.38 Be that as it

38 Consider also Narrative Inversion (NI), i.e. Vl declaratives with a

topical subject, cf. (i):

(i) Taldi harm vera drauga i eldhusinu.

believed he be ghosts in the kitchen

'He believed that there were ghosts in the kitchen.'

Sentences of this sort normally have the same reading as corresponding

sentences with a 'consequence-adverb' or a 'continuity-adverb' in [Spec, CP],

most typically bvi 'thus', pa 'then', nu 'now' (these adverbs are often 'adverbial

dummies' of a sort). Thus, it is tempting to assume that NI involves a null-ope-

rator in [Spec, CP]. If that is correct, the operator 'binds' or takes scope over

the whole sentence, like overt adverbial operators in [Spec, CP]. Note also that

the 'wh-system' has an operator of this kind, namely Icelandic hvort, English

whether, etc. Possibly, sentential operators of this sort really do bind sentences

in the formal sense that they are coindexed with sentences (the quantification

thus not being vacuous). But if that is the case, the coindexing in question is

clearly of a different nature than assignment of referential indices (and the

same is, of course, true of the often assumed coindexing of Agr and [NP, IP] in

finite sentences). - It is not obvious how 'free indexing' should be constrained

so as not to become entirely vacuous of content.
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may, suppose that pa6, being an operator, must bind [NP, IP], i.e. bear an

index that is nondistinct from the index of [NP, IP]. On the natural

assumption that all referential indices are necessarily distinct from all

mere identity indices, it then follows that expletive ba6 is ruled out if

[NP, IP] bears a referential index.

If ba6 must enter into a chain-like relation with [NP, IP], then it seems

clear that both members of the relation must bear compatible indices.

However, formulating a specific pa6-filter implies that the Definiteness

Effect upon pa6-insertion is due to a language specific property of Icelan-

dic. This is probably incorrect or at least misleading. The distinction I

made between topical and nontopical NPs opens up a possibility to account

for the phenomenon in terms of a general principle of UG, viz. Principle

C of the Binding Theory (cf. Chomsky 1981, p. 188):

(22) An R-expression is free

Suppose that only topical or referentially indexed NPs count as 'R(eferen-

tial)-expressions' with respect to the Binding Theory (for similar conside-

rations, see Safir (1985) and Reuland (1985)). If that is correct, Principle

C should be reformulated as shown in (23):

(23) [NPj.] is free

- which means that the Binding Theory has no bearing on 'indefinite' or

nontopical NPs. The pa6-filter now follows from Principle C (on the

provision that pa6 must bind [NP, IP]): If pa6 binds a topical or a referen-

tially indexed NP in [NP, IP], we inevitably end up with a violation of

Principle C, whereas there is nothing that blocks it from binding a non-

topical NP.

There is various evidence that the generalization expressed by the

pa6-filter is empirically true. Thus, as we have seen, impersonal pa6-sen-

tences may contain a lexical subject as long as the subject is nontopical,

even when it bears an external role:

(24) Paa hefur einhver [stolia bokinni].

there has somebody stolen the book

•Somebody has stolen the book.'

In the same manner, ba6-insertion is grammatical in sentences like (25):

(25) Eaa hafa margir [daia [t]] i styrjoldum.

there have many died in wars

'Many people have died in wars.'
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- that is, when [NP, IP] is filled by NP-movement of a nontopical D-struc-

ture object of an ergative. In passing, note that the chain (or 'chain-like

relation') [frad, margir, r] in (25) is a typical crossover chain (cf. 5.2.5).

Presumably, we do not end up with a crossover violation because of the

semantic emptiness of ba6 and the absence of a referential index in [NP,

IP], but I shall not pursue this.

Further evidence that ba6-insertion is blocked by a referential index or

topicality of [NP, IP], and neither by its lexicalization nor by its theta-

role, comes from examples like (26)-(28); recall from 5.2.4 that "O" denotes

a null-operator in [Spec, CP] (and "[e]" a nonlexicalized subject, i.e. pro):

(26)a. [0] Hefur [t] aldrei talaa um petta.

has never talked about this

'(S)he has never talked about this.'

b. *Pa.b hefur [e] aldrei talaa um petta.

'There has ((s)he) never talked about this.'

(27)a. (Pall daai Onnu og) [0] elskaai [t] Mariu.

Paul adored Ann and loved Mary

b. *(Pall daai Onnu og) baa elskaai [e] Mariu

'Paul adored Ann and (*there) loved Mary.'

(28) Paa verbur [e] aa tala um petta.

it must to talk about this

'Someone (/We, etc.) must talk about this.'

In all these cases, [NP, IP] is nonlexical but bears an external role.

However, expletive pa6 is grammatical in only the Impersonal Modal

Construction in (28). It seems clear that the reason is that [NP, IP] is

arbitrary in (28). That is, the reason why ba6 is grammatical in (28), as

opposed to (26)-(27), is that [NP, IP] contains no referential index in

(28).

6.3.2.2 Topicality and NP-movement

Now, let us look more closely at the interaction of (in)definiteness and

NP-movement. As we have seen, definite D-structure objects of ergative

Vs and As must normally move to [NP, IP], whereas movement of indefinites

is only optional. However, consider again cases like (1) and (2):
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(1) Paa er [e] [kominn naunginn sem bu hittir].

there is come the guy who you met

'The guy you met is here.'

t>ao er [e] [ohrein skyrtan min].

there is dirty the shirt my

'My shirt is dirty.'

Pat er [e] [kaldur ofninn].

there is cold the radiator

'The radiator is cold.'

In spite of their definiteness, the subjects in these sentences are nontopic-

al, as we discussed above. As seen, they do not move to [NP, IP].39 Thus,

not only pa6-insertion but also NP-movement is sensitive to (non)topicality

rather than (in)definiteness. This is the reason why we get the peculiar

near- or half-complementary distribution of pao-insertion and NP-movement:

(3) a. [NPi*, VP/AP] : NP-movement enforced, *pa6

b. [NPi( VP/AP] :NP-movement free, pa6 free

If obligatory NP-movement takes place, ba6-insertion always leads to a

violation of the pa6-filter in 6.3.2.1(19) (i.e. of Principle C). Hence, for

instance, the complementary distribution of pa6 and NP-movement in the

Ergative-Impersonal Alternation, discussed in 6.3.1.

Indefinite nontopical NPs have a very high degree of positional freedom

in Icelandic (cf. Rbgnvaldsson 1982a, 1984b; Thramsson 1986b, 1986c), in

particular when they contain lexical quantifiers like einhver 'some, some-

body', margir 'many', etc. Consider (4) and (5):

(4) a. ??t'aa hefur bok stundum [veria t. a borainu].

there has a book sometimes been on the table

b. ?*Paa hefur stundum bok [veria t a borainu].

c. Paa hefur stundum [veria bok a borainu].

d. ?Paa hefur stundum [[veria t a borainu] bok].

'There has sometimes been a book on the table.'

(2)a.

b.

39 In fact, corresponding sentences with a raised NP are ungrammatical:

(i)a. Pad er [ohrein skyrtan min].

there is dirty shirt my

b. *Pao er skyrtan min [ohrein [t]].

That is, NP-movement is normally optional for nontopical indefinite NPs but

excluded for nontopical definite NPs. Perhaps, sentences like (ib) are processed

as violations of Principle C 'before the processor realizes' that the formally

definite NP is nontopical.
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(5)a. Þaa hefur einhver bok stundum

[veria ;t á boroinu].

b. Þaa hefur stundum einhver bok

[veria t á borainu].

c. Þaa hefur stundum

[veria einhver bok á borainu].

d. Þaa hefur stundum

[[veria t á borainu] einhver bok].

'There has sometimes been some book on the table.'

As seen in (5), indefinite subjects that are moved have three canonical

landing sites: the [NP, IP] position, a QP position, adjoined to the left of

VP (cf. 4.3), and an adjunct position to the right of VP. The relevant

structures of (5b) and (5d) are shown in (6) and (7):

Obviously, both adjunction processes should be kept strictly apart from

NP-movement (cf. Chomsky 1986b).

Rightwards shift of indefinite or informationally 'heavy' NPs is of course

a well-know process, albeit rather poorly understood. When it applies to

subjects, as in (5d)/(7), we may refer to it as HEAVY SUBJECT SHIFT

(HSS). It applies extremely freely in Icelandic, even to subjects of transi-

tives, cf. (8d):
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(8)a. Pab hafa einhverjir bofar kannski [stolia pessu].

there have some gangsters perhaps stolen this

b. t'aa hafa ;t kannski einhverjir bofar stolia pessu.

c. *Pab hafa t kannski stolia einhverjir bofar pessu.

d. I>ao hafa t kannski stolia pessu einhverjir bofar.

As we would expect, heavy subjects of transitives differ from heavy

subjects of ergatives (i.e. in the canonical E/P Construction) in not being

able to occur VP-internally, cf. (8c) (see also the discussion in Rogn-

valdsson 1982a, 1983; Thrainsson 1986b). That is, heavy nominatives must,

of course, not end up in a V-Case domain. In (8b) and (8d), on the other

hand, the subject is adjoined to VP (as in (6) and (7)). In our approach,

Infl-Case may percolate to both adjunct positions. However, since neither

position c-commands [NP, IP], I take it that HSS of at least transitive

subjects is a PF-process, applying after all Case assignment (thus following

Rbgnvaldsson 1983, p. 25; for a different position, see Platzack 1987a, p.

391). An interesting alternative, which I shall not explore here, is that

traces of nontopical NPs are like lexical nontopical NPs in being exempted

from the Binding Principles.

In sum, then, the formulation of the pa6-filter in 6.3.2.1(19) seems to

make correct predictions about the blocking effects of obligatory NP-move-

ment (i.e. of referentially indexed NPs in [NP, IP]) on pa6-insertion. As

yet, however, I have not developed an explicit enough explanation of the

fact that the Subject Command Condition only forces movement of NPs

that bear a referential index. I shall discuss this problem in the next

subsection.

6.3.2.3 Topicality and chain-formation

The best known approach to the Definiteness Effect upon NP-movement is

that of Safir (1982b, 1985). Deviating only minimally from Chomsky (1981)

(by subsuming super scripting under indexing), Safir assumes that logical

subjects inherit nominative Case by virtue of being coindexed with a

nominative Case position. See also Borer (1986) and Platzack (1983a) (who

adapts Safir's ideas to Icelandic, Swedish, and German). In a somewhat

simplified form, the basic assumptions of this approach are the following

(in the Feature Percolation Theory of Case, of course, (1c) can and should

be dispensed with):
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(1) a. Indexing is free (except that a trace

must bear the same index as its antecedent)

b. Names must be free (where a 'name' is

a definite NP that is not an anaphor)

c. Coindexing of thematically non-distinct NPs

transmits Case

As far as I can see, this makes, roughly, the correct predictions for

languages like English and Mainland Scandianvian (that insert expletives

into [NP, IP] and have no lexical Case). Compare (2) and (3):

(2) There was an old man crossing the street.

(3) *There was Paul crossing the street.

In the standard theory, both logical subjects are in a non-Case position.

Through coindexing with the nominative there, however, an old man in

(2) inherits the nominative. Due to (1b) (a somewhat modified version of

Principle C of the Binding Theory), on the other hand, Paul in (3) must

not be bound by there, hence being incapable of inheriting its Case.-

Binding of definite NPs, then, but not of indefinite NPs, violates Principle

C: indefinite NPs, as opposed to definite NPs, are invisible to the binding

principles at S-structure (Safir 1985, p. 132 ff.). Accordingly, indefinite

NPs can be bound at S-structure (thereby inheriting Case) without violating

Principle C (or (1b)).

This 'binding part' of Safir's theory is quite appealing; I shall return to

(a somewhat different version of) it in a moment. On the other hand,

Icelandic demonstrates rather clearly that the 'Case inheritance part'

cannot be on the right track (see also Reuland 1985, on English, German,

and Dutch). Most important, oblique subjects behave much the same as

nominative subjects with respect to the Definiteness Effect, as mentioned

in 6.3.0. Compare the nominatives in (4)-(5) to the accusatives and the

datives in (6)-(9) (the same distributional facts are found in the passive,

cf. 6.4.1):

Nominatives:

(4) a. *Hbfau [e] sokkia batarnir?

had sunk the boats(N)

b. Hofau batarnir sokkia [t]?

"Did the boats sink?"
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(5)a. Httfau [e] sokkia einhverjir batar?

had sunk some boats(N)

"Did there sink any/some boats?"

b. Hofau einhverjir batar sokkia [t]?

Accusatives:

(6)a.

*Hafai

had

b.

Haf a1

(7)a.

Haf ai

had

b.

Haf ai

Datives:

(8)a.

*Hafai

had

b.

Hafai

drifted the boats(A)

drifted some boats(A)

capsized the boats(D)

(9)a. Hafai [e] hvolft einhverjum batum?

had capsized some boats(D)

b. Hafai einhverjum batum hvolft [t]?

Obviously, it is not a very appealing solution to assume that the accusative

in (7a) and the dative in (9a) must be coindexed with [NP, IP] in order

to be able to inherit the structural nominative of the latter. If this were

the the case, we would not only have to assume the problematic Double-

Case Approach of Belletti (1988), discussed in 6.1.6; we would also be

forced to assume that Infl-Case is capable of penetrating the domain of a

lexical governor that is a Case assigner. Rejecting this, I contend that

the Definiteness Effect upon NP-movement, like NP-movement itself, has

nothing to do with Case assignment.

In spite of this, Safir (1982b, 1985) seems to be right that nonraised

logical subjects must be coindexed with [NP, IP], thus forming a chain

with [NP, IP] (see also Reuland 1985).40 As predicted by the Feature

Percolation Theory of Case, however, the 'purpose' of the chain-formation

is not to save the nonraised NP from violating the Case Filter. Rather,

its 'purpose' is to save the structure from violating the Subject Command

Condition (SCC) in 6.1.4(10), repeated below:

40 However, this is presumably not the case in languages that do not

apply NP-movement. For a discussion, see 6.5.3.
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(10) *IP if [NP, IP] is nonargumental and

[VP/AP, IP] includes a nuclear argument of V/A

The notion 'inclusion' is crucial. Recall, from 6.1.4, that a includes b iff a

dominates all segments of b. Therefore, VP/AP does not include [NP,

VP/AP] if the latter is coindexed with a position external to VP/AP (i.e.

VP/AP does not dominate all segments of the chain so formed).

Suppose that assignment of identity indices, as opposed to referential

indices, is basically free - a natural enough assumption. If that is correct,

the structures in the a-sentences in (5), (7), and (9), can be saved from

violating SCC by coindexing the nonraised logical subjects with pro in

[NP, IP], as shown below for (9a):

(9)a. Hafai [e]i [hvolft [einhverjum batum]i]?

had capsized any boats

However, this way out is only available for 'indefinite' or nontopical NPs:

if topical or referentially indexed NPs are bound (by pro or whatever),

we end up with a violation of Principle C as formulated in 6.3.2.1(23),

repeated below:

(11) [NPi*] is free

Moreover, it is not possible to coindex noreferential pro with a topical

NP: by necessity, these elements bear incompatible indices (a mere identity

index vs. a referential index), i.e. they cannot be members of the same

chain. - When the subject is raised to [NP, IP], these problems are

resolved, as shown in (12) for (8) above:

(12) a. *Haf3i [e]i [hvolft [batunumJi.]?

had capsized the boats(D)

b. Hafai [batunum]i. [hvolft [t]i*]?

The same considerations apply to languages like English, French, and

Mainalnd Scandinavian, the only difference being that these languages

insert a lexical expletive into [NP, IP]. Let "ex" stand for "an (external)

expletive", whether or not lexicalized. What we are dealing with, then, is

the following four relations between the external and the internal argument

positions:

(13) a. *[exi, NPi*]: a nonmoved topical NP

b. [NPi*, ti*]: a moved topical NP

c. [exj, NPj]; a nonmoved nontopical NP

d. [NPi, ti]: a moved nontopical NP
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The relations in (13b-d) are well-formed chains. Involving incompatible

indices, (13a) is not a chain. Accordingly, the nonmoved NP violates SCC

(being included by [VP/AP, IP]), and the only possible way to save the

structure is to apply NP-movement, yielding the well-formed (13b).

Strikingly, this applies in much the same way in languages with and

without lexical Case, e.g. in Icelandic and English. This is not surprising

if NP-movement and the Definiteness Effect upon it are independent of

Case assignment.41

6.4 The Passive

Over the last few years, the Icelandic passive has been extensively studied

in the generative literature. See for instance Zaenen et al. (1985) and the

references cited there; for a useful descriptive overview, see also Fri5jons-

son (1987). I shall therefore primarily be concerned with the theoretical

implications of the passive, largely basing my conclusions on more descrip-

tive works of others. The aim of the section is mainly threefold. First

(6.4.1), I wish to demonstrate that passive NP-movement is only a subcase

of ergative NP-movement, i.e. it is forced by the Subject Command Condi-

tion, not by defective Case-marking. Second (6.4.2), I will argue that the

domain of the Icelandic (verbal) passive is precisely that of verbs that

select an external role, the reason being that Passive Formation necessarily

involves assignment of an external role to the participle suffix (i.e. it

crucially involves the theta operation Incorporate 77/). An important

consequence of this is that Passive Formation serves as a test on the

Promotion Hypothesis: ergative verbs and other verbs that do not select

an external role should not passivize. Finally, in 6.4.3, I shall demonstrate

that Passive Formation and Adjectival Participle Formation are word

formation processes and discuss the differences between the two as well

as their common properties.

Nonetheless, it is clear that ergatives are like passives (see 6.4.1) in

never assigning purely structural accusative Case (as discussed in 6.1.4), not

even when their D-structure objects remain nonraised:

(i)a. Hofflu [e]j [horfiB [einhverjir batar]j]?

had disappeared any/some(N) boats(N)

b. *H6fou [e]j [horfifl [einhverja(A) bata(A)]i]?

This indicates that it is impossible to assign structural accusative unless

structural nominative is also assigned within the minimal IP of the accusative,

as claimed by Yip et al. (1987), in a rather different framework. That is, it

indicates that something like the Accusative Filter, suggested in 6.1.4, must be

assumed. See further 6.5.2-3.
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6.4.1 Passives as derived ergatives and impersonate

The Icelandic passive morphology is basically of the same type as the

English passive morphology. It involves the copula, either the stative vera

'be' or the futuritive/progressive ver6a 'be(come), will be', plus a participle

of the passivized main verb. Having lexical Case, however, Icelandic displays

Case and agreement facts in the passive that are not found in languages

like English and Mainland Scandinavian, as we would expect.

In fact, the Icelandic passive is, so to speak, an almost exact copy of

the ergative/impersonal system of active verbs in the language. Thus, as

we have nominative ergative verbs, oblique ergative verbs and impersonal

verbs, we have NOMINATIVE PASSIVES, OBLIQUE PASSIVES and IMPER-

SONAL PASSIVES. This is illustrated in (1)-(3), where the a-sentences are

in the active voice, the 6-sentences showing the corresponding passive:

(1) a. Via kusum ba.

we elected them(A)

b. peir voru kosnir. (nom. passive)

m.pl.N 3pl m.pl.N

they were elected

(2) a1. Pall bauo ykkur.

Paul invited you(pl.D)

2. Ykkur var boaia. (obl. passive)

pl.D 3sg n.sg.N/A

'You were invited.'

b1. Pall saknafii ykkar.

Paul missed you(pl.G)

2. Ykkar var saknaa (obl. passive)

pl.G 3sg n.sg.N/A

'You were missed.'

(3)a. Pall song hatt.

Paul sang loudly

b. Paa var [e] sungia hatt. (imp. passive)

3sg n.sg.N/A

it/there was sung loudly

This illustrates several facts, most of which we have already seen: First,

with repsect to preservation of lexical Case, passives behave much the

same as active ergatives (on some discrepancies, however, see 6.2.3.3).

Second, passive sentences show basically the same agreement properties as

active sentences, cf. 5.5.2.1: In the presence of a nominative subject, we

get agreement on the finite verb and predicative adjectives/passives; note,
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in particular, that the agreeing passive participle shows up in the nomina-

tive, which renders it rather suspicious that participles should 'absorb'

structural accusative.42 Third, Passive Formation always involves some

sort of a suppression of an external role, cf. (3b).

For us, the most interesting property of Icelandic passives is that they

are capable of assigning lexical datives and genitives to the object position,

NP-movement of the object nonetheless being obligatory. Consider (4):

(4) a1. Var per boaia [t_] i veisluna?

was you(D) invited in the party

'Were you invited to the party?'

2. *Var [e] boaia per i veisluna?

b1 . Var pin saknaa [t_]?

was you(G) missed

2 *Var [e] saknao bin?

Like active ergatives in the language, then, passives illustrate that NP-

movement in general is forced by the Subject Command Condition, not

by defective Case-marking.

The passive also displays the Definiteness Effect in precisely the same

manner as active sentences, both with respect to ba6-insertion and NP-

movement (no matter whether the subject is nominative or oblique):

(5) a. t>aa var [e] [boaia mbrgum gestum].

there was invited many guests(D)

'There were many guests invited.'

b. Þaa var morgum gestum [boaia t.].

(6) a. *t'aa var [e] [boaia gestunum] .

there was invited the guests(D)

b. *I>aa var gestunum [boaiö t] .

42 Agreeing participles do not simply bear the default realization of

Case or [ + C], nominative. That their Case is really a percolating Case is seen

by the fact that they turn up in the accusative in Exceptional Case Marking

structures, cf. (i) and (ii):

(i) Eg taldi [nana hafa verio kosna].

A f.sg.A

I believed her have been elected

(il) Hun var talin [hafa verio kosln].

N f.8g.N f.sg.N

she was believed have been elected

I am indebted to Kirsti Koch Christensen (personal communication) for bringing

up the issue.
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(7) I>aa var [e] boaia til veislu.

there was invited to a party

'People were invited to a party.'

Sentences like (5a), of course, illustrate rather clearly that passive par-

ticiples are like ergatives in being capable of assigning lexical Case to

the object position.

Finally, many passives display the Ergative-Impersonal Alternation,

discussed for active ergatives in 6.3.1. This is exemplified in (8) and (9)

for the synonymous bi6a + Gen and bl&a eftir + Dat 'wait for':

(8) a. Hafai pin veria [beaia t]?

had you(G) been waited(-for)

b1. *Hafai [e] veria [beaia [bin]]?

2. *Eaa hafai [e] veria [beaia [pin]].

(9) a. *Hafai per veria [beaia [eftir t]]?

had you(D) been waited for

b1. Hafai [e] veria [beaia [eftir per]]?

2. Paa hafai [e] veria [beaia [eftir per]].

(For some speakers, though, sentences like (8b2) are acceptable, cf. 6.5.3.)

In short, personal passives, nominative or oblique, 'copy' the syntax of

ergatives, and impersonal passives 'copy' the syntax of inherently imper-

sonal predicates, i.e. passives are derived ergatives and impersonals. Thus,

they do not display any special behavior with respect to NP-movement

and related phenomena, e.g. Case assignment and Case 'absorption' (with

the exception of lexical accusatives, cf. 6.2.3.3), long distance agreement,

and the Definiteness Effect. What is special about verbal passives is the

fate of the external role of the corresponding actives. I shall discuss this,

among other things, in the following sections.

6.4.2 The domain of Passive Formation

As we have seen, intransitive verbs may passivize in Icelandic, the result

being the (extremely common) impersonal passive. Consider the active-

passive pairs in (1) and (2). Note that impersonal passives of 'bare verbs'

often have a rather low degree of acceptability (cf. Friojonsson 1987, p.

79); the VP is preferably 'expanded' in some way, cf. the parentheses in

(1):
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(Da.

Eg for.

I left

Paa var [e] faria (snemma) .

it was left early

'Peple/We, etc. left (early).'

I>aa var [e] komia (til min) .

it was come to me

'Somebody came (to (see) me).'

t'aa var [e] lesia (og lesia).

it was read and read

b.

Eg kom.

I came

c.

Eg las.

I read

(2)a1 .

Eg baroi aa dyrum.

I knocked on doors

b1 .

2.

Pad var [e] baria aa dyrum.

it was knocked on doors

Eg talaai via Jon.

I talked with John

2.

Pa.b var [e] talaa via Jon.

it was talked with John

As seen by this, optionally transitive verbs like lesa 'read' and berja

'knock, hit' may be impersonally passivized as long as the passive contains

no nuclear (definite or topical) argument of the verb. Moreover, motion

verbs like fara 'go, leave' and koma 'come, arrive' passivize, cf. further

below.

Of course, however, it is by no means the case that all Icelandic verbs

can passivize. Chomsky (1981, p. 126) suggests that "passive morphology

can only appear with verbs that assign (or participate in assigning) a

theta-role to the subject in the active form." Similar observations are

frequently seen in more recent GB literature (see e.g. Jaeggli 1986b, p.

593; cf. also Afarli 1988). Chomsky's proposal is somewhat imprecise since

it does not apply to ergatives and middles (i.e. they cannot passivize even

though they assign (an internal) theta role to their S-structure subjects),

but it is basically on the right track. Passive Formation crucially involves

an incorporation of an external role: Incorporate TH (cf. 6.2.1). As we

shall see in the next subsection, this actually seems to involve an assign-

ment of the external role to the past participle suffix in the passive

morphology (cf. Jaeggli 1986b).

Now, since Wasow (1977), it is customary to talk about 'syntactic passives'

vs. 'lexical passives' or 'unpassives' (see, for instance, Chomsky 1981, e.g.

pp. 54 f. and 117 ff.). What this terminology is meant to reflect is that

past participles typically have either adjectival properties or verbal

properties, cf. the difference between the sentences in (3) (the same kind

of data is found in Icelandic and other Scandinavian languages):
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(3) a. The window was unbroken (*by John),

b. The window was broken by John.

'Lexical passives' like -broken in (3a) undergo processes that are typical

of adjectives, e.g. u/i-prefixing, i.e. they are, simply, adjectives. In (3b),

on the other hand, the participle is verbal or [+V]. Being inflected for

gender, number and Case, verbal participles in Icelandic, at least, must

also be [ + N]. This might seem to be rather suspicious, but as we shall

see, this dual categorial status of verbal participles is reflected in their

theta properties. Note also that Holmberg's (1986) system for syntactic or

categorial features (cf. 2.2) enables us to make a minimal categorial

distinction between adjectival and verbal participles that seems to be

essentially correct (whereas this is a problem in other approaches, e.g.

Jaeggli 1986b and Levin and Rappaport 1986). Being adjectives, hence

non-verbal or, rather, 'deverbal', the former are [%V, + N], whereas the

latter are [+V.+N].

Given our ergative analysis of predicative adjectives, we would not be

surprised to learn that sentences like (3a) involve syntactic NP-movement,

just like sentences of the type (3b). As we shall see in the next subsection,

however, this is not the case. That is, Adjectival Participle Formation is

like Middle Formation in involving lexical promotion or Externalize th (in

contrast with Passive Formation), cf. Williams (1981, 1982). Thus, sentences

containing verbal or passive participles are 'syntactic passives' in the

sense that they involve syntactic NP-movement, whereas sentences that

contain adjectival participles are not. However, using this terminology

about the verbal participle itself is rather unfortunate. It implies that the

formation of verbal participles is syntactic, as opposed to the formation

of 'lexical passives'. But this, I find, is highly implausible.43 Therefore, I

take it that past participle formation is always lexical (cf. Bresnan 1978).

Bresnan (e.g. 1982) argues that the formation of all past participles is due

to only one Word Formation Rule. As argued by Wasow (1977) and Williams

(1981, 1982), however, this seems to be incorrect, that is, we have to

distinguish between Passive Formation and Adjectival Participle Formation,

as we shall see more clearly in the next subsection.

Passive Formation crucially involves two lexical operations:

(4) a. [+V.-N] -> [+V.+N]

b. Incorporate TU_

See further 6.4.3. In languages that have impersonal passives, Incorporate

43 Partly by very much the same standards as those applied by Chomsky

in 'Remarks on Nominalization' (Chomsky 1970) against syntactic dervivations of

'derived nominals'. - Passive participles are derived nominals in a sense, as we

shall see.
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TH applies to intransitives as well as transitives:

(5) Incorporate TH:

Applies to:

a.

b.

TH </X/[+v,+N]>

TH </X/[+v,+N] th>

TH </X/[+V,+N] th th>

c.

For the moment, I put aside the notorious problem what, exactly, the

form of /X/ is, but see 6.4.3.

NP-movement or object Promotion is quite independent of Incorporate

TH (see also Hoekstra 1984, e.g. p. 225). The only correlation between the

two is that the outputs of (5b,c) enter into syntactic structures that are

among the inputs to ergative NP-movement (whereas the outputs of (5a)

enter the syntax as impersonals). - As is well known (cf. e.g. Zaenen et

al. 1985, Jaeggli 1986b), there are certain restrictions as to which of the

internal arguments of ditransitives is raised by NP-movement, Icelandic

and other Scandinavian languages, however, being much more permissive

in this respect than English, for instance. I shall not go into this here.

In languages that do not have any impersonal passives, Incorporate TH

is, for some reasons, blocked from applying to intransitives. This is, for

example, true of English - on the assumption that 'pseudopassives' involve

reanalysis of intransitive verbs and prepositions (V+P), yielding transitives

(tv V + P], cf. e.g. Riemsdijk 1978, Hornstein and Weinberg 1981, Stowell

It would, of course, be rather nice if we could deduce this difference

between English and Icelandic from some more general or fundamental

difference between the languages. Jaeggli (1986b, p. 595 ff.) discusses this

problem with respect to German and Dutch, which also have impersonal

passives, as is well known (cf. e.g. Comrie 1977). He suggests that the

difference between English and German/Dutch is due to different Case

assignment properties of intransitive verbs in these languages. Under the

assumption that past participles must absorb or be assigned verbal Case,

only those verbs that do assign Case can passivize. Jaeggli therefore

suggests that German and Dutch intransitive verbs are Case assigners

whereas English intransitives are not.

I must admit that I do not find this approach attractive.44 First, it is

entirely stipulative. Second, there is empirical evidence against it in

English, e.g. sentences like / have come a long way. (cf. 4.1). Third, we

would obviously like to maintain the Head Principle of Case, suggested in

4.1, as a universal principle (the implication then being that intransitives

are potential Case assigners in all languages). Fourth, Icelandic (and many

1982a).

44 For certain reasons, into which I shall not go here, Jaeggli (1986b, p.

597) suggests that Mainland Scandinavian has yet another Case system than

English and Germ an/Dutch.
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other morphological case languages) offers rather clear evidence that past

participles of accusative-assigning verbs do not 'absorb' the accusative.

Rather, being non-assigners of Case in the passive (as forced by the

Chain-Visibility Constraint), they receive percolating Infl-Case, as we saw

in 5.5.2.1.

It seems more promising to relate the option of impersonal passivization

to the null-subject option. However, if this is on the right track, the

relation in question is clearly not direct or intrinsic. This is, for example,

seen by the fact that the mainland Scandinavian languages have imper-

sonal passives, cf. the Swedish (6) as compared to the English (7):

(6) Det dansades hela natten.

it was-danced the whole night

(7) *It/There was danced the whole night.

Conversely, Italian and Spanish have no impersonal passives, cf. 5.3.1.

Unfortunately, I have not been able to come up with any satisfactory

solution of this problem. As for the Germanic languages, however, here is

a simple initial proposal:

Impersonal passives enter the syntax roughly in the form (8):

(8) </X/[+V,+n]>

TH

- where the external role of the corresponding intransitive has been

incorporated. Accordingly, the external role cannot be assigned to [NP,

IP] in the syntax. If nothing further happens, a null-subject sentence

surfaces. Presumably, this is what we get in Icelandic (but on German and

Dutch, see 6.5.3). In non-null-subject languages, on the other hand, this

is excluded. However, the difference between English and Mainland Scan-

dinavian follows if (8) is compatible with expletive-insertion in Mainland

Scandinavian as opposed to English: There is excluded on the natural

assumption that it must always be coindexed with an argument. Suppose

that the rudimentary generalizations in (9) hold true of English expletive

it and expletive Mainland Scandinavian det:45

(9) a. lt_ is inserted iff there is no external role

in the logical structure

b. Det is inserted iff [NP, IP] is a non-theta

position

45 Note that there is no external role in English 'Extraposition' struc-

tures like It is nice to swim, if adjectives cannot assign an external role, as

suggested in 6.2.2.
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If this is on the right track, we have an account for the difference

between Mainland Scandinavian and English with respect to impersonal

passivization.

On the other hand, I see no obvious account for the absence of impersonal

passives in Italian and Spanish. I shall leave the problem in this rather

unsatisfactory state. What matters for our purposes is the fact that we

can use Icelandic Passive Formation as a test on our analysis of active

verbs in the language. Since it crucially involves Incorporate TH (or

'incorporate a role'), it applies to all and only those verbs that select an

external role. It follows that (D/)NcI-verbs, ergatives, middles, impersonals

and auxiliaries/modals should never passivize. Below, I shall illistrate that

this is borne out in details.

First, impersonal verbs and predicates never passivize. Consider the

active sentences in (10):

(10)a. t>aa rigndi [e] mikia.

it rained much

b. t>ao kolnaoi [e].

it cooled

c. t>aa logaai [e] a kertinu.

it flamed on the candle

'The candle flamed.'

As seen in (11), there are no corresponding passives:

(11) a. *t'aa var [e] rignt mikia.

there/it was rained much

b. *t'aa var [e] kolnaa.

c. *t>aa var [e] logaa a kertinu.

Second (D/)NcI verbs like vir6ast 'seem' do not passivize (recall, from

6.2.3.1, that (D/)NcI -sf-verbs are not middles). This is illustrated in

(12)-(15). From now on, I shall not gloss the expletive pa6 in impersonal

passives:

(12) a. Paa virtist [e] [[e] vera kalt].

it seemed be cold

b. *t>aa var [e] virst [[e] vera kalt].

was seemed be cold]

(13) a. Barnia virtist [t] [[t] vera gafaa].

the child seemed be intelligent

b. *t'aa var [e] virst [barnia vera gafaa].

was seemed the child be intelligent
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c. *Barnia var [t] virst [[t] vera gafaa].

d. *Paa var barn(ia) virst [[t] vera gafaa].

child(the)

(14) a. Barnia pdtti [t] [[t] vera erfitt].

the child felt be troublesome

'People found the child troublesome.'

b. *Pad var [e] pott [barnia vera erfitt].

was felt the child be troublesome

c. *Barnia var [t] pott [[t] vera erfitt].

d. *t'aa var barn( ia) pott [[t] vera erfitt].

(15) a. Mer fannst [t] [barnia vera gafaa].

me found the child be intelligent

b. *Þaa var [e] fundist (m6r) [barnia vera ...].

was found (me) the cild be

c. *Barnia var [t] fundist (mer) [[t] vera ...].

d. *Paa var [e] barn(ia) fundist (mer) [[t] ...].

Cases like (13) and (14) show particularly clearly that we must distinguish

between Passive Formation or Incorporate TH and NP-movement. As seen

in (13a) and (14a) (cf. also 3.4.2.2), there is, of course, nothing wrong

with NP-movement as such in the Ncl-construction. What is not possible

is passivization of Ncl-verbs, the reason presumably being that they do

not select any external role to be incorporated by Incorporate TH.

Third, ergative verbs do not passivize (on motion verbs, see below).

Consider the active/passive pairs in (16)-(17):

(16) a. Mig langar i is.

me longs for icecream

'I would like to have an icecream.'

b. *t'aa var [e] langaa i is.

was longed for icecream

(17) a. Mer leia vel.

me felt well

b. *t>aa var [e] liaia vel.

was felt well

As we would expect, nominative ergative verbs behave the same way:46

46 The 'string' in (21b), of course, is grammatical if bad is referential,

i.e. a D-structure object of transitive staskka 'enlarge':

(i) tafl var [t] stskkao [t].
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Margir menn

many people(N)

*t>aa var [e] daia

was died

dou 1 striainu.

died in the war

i striainu.

in the war

(19)a. Pall blanaai af braeai.

Paul(N) went-blue of anger

b. *I>aa var [e] blanaa af braeai.

was gone-blue of anger

(20)a. Pall rann a isnum.

Paul(N) slid on the ice

b. *t'aa var [e] runnia a isnum.

was slid on the ice

(21 )a. Garaurinn staekkaoi.

the garden(N) enlarged

b. *t>aa var [e] staekkaa.

was enlarged

As is well known, it seems to be universally true that ergatives cannot

passivize (cf. e.g. Perlmutter 1978; Perlmutter and Postal 1984, p. 91 ff.;

Hoekstra 1984; Burzio 1981, 1986; Jaeggli 1986b); this, of course, follows

directly if Passive Formation always involves Incorporate TH.

Fourth, -sf-middles never passivize:

(22)a. Dyrnar opnuaust.

the door opened

b. *Pa3 var [e] opnast.

(23)a. Uria tapaaist.

the watch got-lost

b. *t'aa var [e] tapast.

Recall, from 6.2.3. that Middle Formation crucially involves Eliminate TH

(plus externalize th). Accordingly, middles are exempted from Incorporate

TH. As we would expect, on the other hand, non-middle -sf-verbs that

take an external role (cf. 6.2.3.1) do passivize:
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(24)a. £'eir heilsuaust alltaf i kirkjunni.

they greeted each other always in the church

'They always greeted each other in the church.'

b. t>a.b var [e] alltaf heilsast i kirkjunni.

was always greeted in the church

'People always greeted (each other) in the church.'

(25)a. Maria krafoist peninganna.

Mary demanded the money(G)

b. Peninganna var krafist.

the money(G) was demanded

(26) a. fig vonaaist til [aa pu naeair prof inu] .

I hoped for that you pass the exam

b. Pa.b var [e] vonast til [aa pu naeair prof inu] .

was hoped for that you pass the exam

'People hoped that you would pass the exam.'

In addition, -asf-verbs, derived from nouns (cf. 6.2.3.1) passivize, of course:

(27) a. Peir djdfluaust allan daginn.

they 'deviled' all the day

'They behaved/worked like the devil all day.'

b. t'aa var [e] djoflast allan daginn.

Fifth, as we discussed in 3.2.2.3, auxiliaries and modals never passivize.

Consider some examples with intransitive main verbs:

(28) a. Eg hef hringt til Islands.

I have telephoned to Iceland

b. *t'ad er [e] haft hringt til Islands.

is had telephoned to Iceland

(29) a. Pall mun tala um polmynd.

Paul will talk about passive

'Paul is going to talk about the passive.'

b. *t'aa er [e] munaa(?) tala um polmynd.

(30)a. Maria kann aa synda.

Mary knows to swim

'Mary knows how to swim.'

b. *t'aa er [e] kunnaa aa synda.

is known to swim
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(31) a. t'u matt syngja.

you may sing

b. *t'aa er [e] matt syngja.

is allowed sing

The ungrammaticality of these impersonal passives has nothing to do with

the deficient morphology of some auxiliaries and modals: all the under-

lined forms above, except munao in (29b), are perfectly grammatical after

the perfective auxiliary hafa 'have' in active sentences like (32):

(32) Maria hefur aldrei kunnaa aa synda.

Mary has never known to swim

'Mary has never known how to swim.'

Now, note the interesting fact that the passives in (28)-(31) are not

ungrammatical because the sentences as such, or their VPs, cannot 'pas-

sivize'. The main verbs may passivize:

(33) a. t>aa hefur [e] veria hringt til Islands.

has been telephoned to Iceland

'We(etc) have telephoned to Iceland.'

b. *Paa er [e] haft hringt til islands. (= (28b))

(34) a. Þaa mun [e] ver(a)a talaa um polmynd.

will be talked about passive

'Passive will be discussed.'

b. *t>aa er [e] munaa(?) tala um polmynd. (= (29b))

As far as I can see, we have no account for this if Passive Formation is

syntactic and applies to whole VPs or sentences. In a lexical approach to

Passive Formation, on the other hand, the explanation of this is quite

simple: Auxiliaries and modals cannot passivize because they do not select

an external role to be incorporated by Incorporate TH (see also 3.2.2 and

Thralnsson 1986b, p. 248), but this does not block them from making up a

VP with a main verb that selects an external role, hence being able to

passivize. As seen in (35), this extends to sentences that contain a transi-

tive main verb:

(35) a. Eg hef lesia bokina.

I have read the book.

b. *Bókin er hofa lesin.

the book is had read

c. Bokin hefur veria lesin.

the book has been read
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Now consider the fact that motion verbs like fara 'go, leave' and koma

'come, arrive' enter rather freely into impersonal passives, as shown in

(1) above. This extends to other verbs of volitional (or intentional/con-

scious) transition. Consider the verb sofna. Most normally, it means

involitional 'fall asleep', but it may also mean volitional 'go to sleep'. In

this second meaning, it may passivize (as pointed out by Fri&jonsson 1987,

p. 11 f.):

(36) Pab var [e] alltaf sofnao snemma.

was always gone-to-sleep early

- whereas, as we have seen, verbs of involuntary transition cannot:

(37) *t>aa var [e] alltaf blanaa i framan.

was always gone-blue in the face

As mentioned in 6.2.4, sofna and vakna 'wake' seem to be the only -na-

verbs that can either be intransitive or ergative, all other -na-verbs

exclusively being ergative.

The same distinction is also found for 'durative' or 'situative' verbs like

sofa 'sleep', sitja 'sit', etc. When they are interpreted in such a way that

the described situation is understood as being volitional, they may passivize,

but when the situation is involitional, they cannot. Compare the following

sentences:

(38) a. Via satum a golfinu allt kvoldia.

we sat on the floor all evening

b. Þaa var [e] setia a golfinu allt kvoldia.

was sat on the floor all evening

(39) a. Via satum i gildru allt kvoldia.

we sat in a trap all evening

b. *Þaa var [e] setia i gildru allt kvoldia.

Now, verbs of transition are usually taken to be ergative in recent

generative liturature (cf. e.g. Hoekstra 1984, p. 177 f.). The same would

seem to be true of situation verbs (both these verb classes being 'event

verbs' in Jackendoff's (1983, 1987) approach). However, recall that it

seems to be universally true that ergative verbs do not passivize. If that

is correct, those Icelandic verbs of transition and situation that passivize

cannot be ergative, which in turn suggests that e.g. sitja selects an

external role in (38) but an internal role in (39). This freedom in theta

selection may seem to be rather curious. All the same, I believe that this

is the correct conclusion. When the event described by the verbs in
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question is volitional, they select an external role, but when it is not

volitional, they select an internal role. Thus, e.g. fara 'go, leave' has two

theta-grids:

- and the same is true of sofna, vakna, sitja, koma, etc.47 When these

verbs take an external role, they are subject to Passive Formation, but

when the take an internal role, they can undergo Adjectival Participle

Formation, cf. 6.4.3. - Essentially the same approach is pursued in Afarli

(1988) (and for a parallel approach to other verb classes, see Levin and

Rappaport 1986).

The influence of Jackendoff (above all 1972 and 1976) on current ideas

about the 'theta-module' is still significant. According to Jackendoff's

analysis, subjects of verbs like £o are themes. On purely intuitive grounds,

however, this seem rather unnatural and suspicious when the event de-

scribed involves volition or conscious intention of the subject - and the

passivization facts just reviewed support this suspicion of ours quite

strongly. In his more recent works on thematic structure, Jackendoff

(1983, 1985, 1987) recognizes the inappropriateness of analyzing volitional

subjects of event verbs as mere themes. Therefore, he proposes that these

subjects are both themes and agents, thus bearing two theta roles (related

to two distinct role tiers, cf. Jackendoff 1987, p. 395 and the references

cited there). This does not only require a rather radical revision of the

Theta-Criterion (as advocated by Jackendoff); it is also entirely unnecessary

for the semantic anlysis of event verbs, as we shall see in a moment.

I would like to suggest that there is an inherent relation between agen-

tivity and patienthood: agents necessarily act upon patients, that is, there

is no agent without a patient. Hence, volitional subjects of event verbs

are not agents. What, then, do these subjects 'do'? Unlike involitional

subjects of the same verbs, they perform some act (without, however,

performing it on 'somebody else'). Let us therefore refer to the theta

role in question as PERFORMER and to the subjects that bear it as

PERFORMATIVE subjects. All agentive subjects are, of course, performa-

tive (whereas the reverse is not true). This suggests that there are

hierarchical relations between theta-roles (cf. for instance Hellan 1986).

Thus, agents may be defined in terms of performers and patients:

(41) An agent is a perfomer that acts upon a patient

In terms of theta-grids, all external roles are performers; of these, in

(40)

fara: a.

b.

<V

TH <V>

th>

47 Moreover, aspectuals display a somewhat similar selection optionality,

as we saw in 3.2.2.
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turn, external roles of lexical entries that also select one or more internal

roles are agents. As we have seen, however, there are many diadic ergative

verbs that promote one of their two internal roles, i.e. not nearly all

verbs that are 'transitive' in traditional terms take an agentive subject.

Does the performer of a volitional event verb also bear a theme role?

For the purposes of Theta Theory, it does not, I believe. Of course, it is

clear that a person that is running, for example, is not only acting

intentionally. He or she is also moving. But this is pragmatically entailed

and has nothing to do with linguistic structure, as far as I can see.

On the basis of these observations, I now revise the External Role

Principle in 6.1.2.2(6) slightly, as follows:

(42)a. The external role is performative (and internal

roles are non-performative)

b. The external role links to [NP, IP] (when

[NP, IP] contains an argument in D-structure)

If (42) is correct, we have an account for the domain of Passive Formation

in Icelandic: it applies to all and only those verbs that take an external

role.48 This is what we expect if it crucially involves Incorporate TH.

Therefore, as we have seen, Passive Formation serves as a test on our

analysis of active verbs in Icelandic, most importantly ergatives and

middles: these verb classes do not passivize because they do not take any

external role to be incorporated.

6.4.3 Supines and past participles

Consider again the domain of Incorporate TH (cf. 6.4.2(5)):

48 In this connection, note also that mt- 'by' phrases are usually

ungrammatical or infelicitious in impersonal passives. Compare (i) and (ii):

(i) Jon var bar inn (af Olafi).

John was hit (by Olaf)

(ii) a. Pa8 var [e] dansao (*?af ollu folkinu i borpinu).

was danced by all the people in the village

b. Pao var [e] lesio (*af ollum a kvoldin).

was read by everybody in the evenings.

As far as I know, roughly the same facts are found in other Scandinavian

languages, but not in German. It thus seems to be the case that passive

'by-phrases' in the Scandinavian languages must relate to an (incorporated)

agentive role (cf. Jaeggli 1986b on role assignment to passive by-phrases), and

not merely to a performative role. In this respect, they differ from German and

English, it seems.
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( 1) Incorporate TH:

Applies to: TH </X/[+v,+n] (th) (th)>

What is 7X/'? I left this question open in 6.4.2. Thereby, I also left it

open how Passive Formation relates to two other participle formations,

Adjectival Participle Formation and Supine Formation or Perfect Formation.

This is a much debated matter in the generative literature (cf. e.g. Bresnan

1978, 1982; Williams 1981, 1982; Hoekstra 1984; Levin and Rappaport 1986;

etc.). In the following, I shall try to shed some light on this notorious

problem. Most linguists seem to assume that both adjectival and verbal

participles have infinitives as a base. As we shall see, however, it seems

more promising to assume that both participle types have supines or

perfects as a base, supines, in turn, having infinitives as a base.

6.4.3.1 Supines

Many European languages have two perfective auxiliaries, corresponding,

roughly, to English have and be. Following Platzack (1987c), I call them

HAVE and BE. Their distribution is a diagnostic of ergativity in the

languages in question: ergatives take BE, other verbs HAVE. This is for

instance the case in French and Italian (Burzio 1981, 1986, p. 53 ff.; Rizzi

1982, chapter 1; Vikner 1988; Vikner and Sprouse 1988), Dutch (Hoekstra

1984, pp. 176 ff., 265 ff.), and Danish (Platzack 1987c; Vikner 1988; Vikner

and Sprouse 1988). The situation is rather similar in German, albeit slightly

more complicated (cf. Haider 1984b; Abraham 1985a, 1985b; Vikner 1988;

Vikner and Sprouse 1988). On the other hand, English, Spanish, Swedish,

and Norwegian (cf. Platzack 1987c; Afarli 1988; Vikner 1988; Vikner and

Sprouse 1988) have only one perfective auxiliary, HAVE. Icelandic takes a

somewhat peculiar intermediate position here. As we shall see at the end

of this subsection, it has some cases of BE. All the same, HAVE (Icelandic

hafa) is the general perfective auxiliary in the language. With the exception

of only three auxiliaries, namely hafa itself (as opposed to the main verb

hafa 'have'), munu 'will', and skulu 'shall' (cf. Thrainsson 1986b), all

verbs in the language may combine with hafa to form a 'perfect tense'.

Consider (1) and (2). (1) contains main verbs that select an external role,

whereas the main verbs in (2) either select no nuclear role or only an

internal role:

(1)a. Pall hefur lesia bokina.

Paul has read the book(A)
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b. Ólafur hafur haft ykkur aa fíflum.

Olaf has had you(pl.A) for fools

'Olaf has made fools out of you.'

c. Maria hefur ekki hringt.

Mary has not telephoned

(2) a. Þaa hefur r_ignt.

it has rained

b. Mér hefur aldrei virst [Ólafur vera gáfaaur].

me has never seemed Olaf be intelligent

'Olaf has never seemed intelligent to me.'

c. Báturinn hefur sennilega sokkia.

the boat has probably sunk

d. Mig hefur oft vantaa peninga.

me has often lacked money

e. Mér hefur aldrei liaia illa,

me has never felt badly

f. Glugginn hefur opnast.

the window has opened

g. Blaaia hefur gulnao.

the paper has gone-yellow

h. Jón hefur kannski viljaa koma.

John has perhaps wanted come

i. Mér hefur stundum veria kalt.

me has sometimes been freezing

The underlined main verb forms are supines. There seems no doubt that

supines are purely verbal (see also Bresnan (1982, p. 20) on 'Perfect

Formation' in English). Thus, they always display precisely the same

theta-selection and Case assignment as the corresponding finite (and

infinite) verb forms:

(3) a. Pétur kyssti pig.

Peter kissed you(A)

b. Pétur hafai kysst pig.

Peter had kissed you(A)

(4) a. Pétur gleymdi pér.

Peter forgot you(D)

b. Pétur hafai gleymt pér.

Peter had forgotten you(D)
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(5) a. Petur saknaai pin.

Peter missed you(G)

b. Petur hafai saknaa bin.

Peter had missed you

(6) a. Mig langaai i kaffi.

me(A) longed for coffee

b. Mig hafai langaa i kaffi.

me(A) had longed for coffee

- etc. etc. The same is, of course, true of e.g. English supines. Thus, it

seems clear that Supine Formation is only a phonological process, that is,

it neither involves categorial nor theta operations:

(7) Add /part/:

Applies to: (TH) </X/[+v,_n] (th) (th)>

The outputs of (7) are as shown in (8):

(8) (TH) </X+part/[+v,-N] (th) (th)>

The corresponding traditional Word Formation Rule would take the form

shown in (9) (where I disregard the theta structure):

(9) /X/v -> /X+part/v

Supines always show up in an invariable form that is homophonous with

the neuter singular nominative/accusative of the corresponding passive

and adjectival past participles. Consider (10) and (11):

(10) a. Eg hef lesia bokina.

I have read the book

b. Via hofum lesia baekurnar.

we have read the books

(11) a. Blaaia var lesia.

n.sg.N/A n.sg.N/A

the paper was read

b. Baekurnar voru lesnar.

f.pl.N f.pl.N

the books were read

In (10), the supine is an assigner of Case. As we have seen, Case assigning

passive participles always show up in the default neuter singular nomina-
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tive/accusative:

(12)a. Paa var [booia morgum gestum].

3sg n.sg.N/A D D

was invited many guests

'There were many guests invited.'

b. t'aa var [saknaa nokkurra malf raeainga] .

3sg n.sg.N/A G G

was missed several linguists

'Several linguists were missed.'

On the other hand, passive participles and supines that are nonassigners

of Case behave quite differently with respect to agreement:

(13) Olafur var barinn.

m.sg.N m.sg.N

Olaf was beaten

(14) Olafur hafai baria aa dyrum.

m.sg.N n.sg.N/A

Olaf had knocked at doors

We may schematize this as follows:

(15)a. Passive participles:

1: Case assigners: n.sg.N/A

2: Nonassigners of Case: subject-agreement

b. Supines:

1: Case assigners: "n.sg.N/A"

2: Nonassigners of Case: "n.sg.N/A"

Plausibly, the reason for this difference between supines and passive

participles is that the latter are nominal, [ + V.+N], whereas supines are

purely verbal, [+V.-N]. It follows that supines do not have any phi-fea-

tures, while passive participles do. Hence, the invariable form of supines

as opposed to passive participles (and hence, also, the quotation marks in

(15b), cf. below).

The variation in (15a), in turn, is due to Case assignment vs. nonas-

signment of Case, as we saw in 5.5.2.1. When the participle is a nonas-

signer of Case, it does not protect its 'VP', Infl-Case and the gender and

number of the subject thus being free to percolate to the nominal par-

ticiple. Conversely, when the participle is a Case assigner, it protects its
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'VP' from external phi-features, thus blocking agreement with the subject.49

However, being nominal, it is assigned default values for the phi-features

in PF and LF, cf. 5.4 and 5.5.2.1. Not surprisingly, the default markings,

n.sg.N/A, do not alter the basic form of the participle suffix, Case assig-

ning passive participles thus always showing up in the same form as the

supine. This, however, is only a language specific property of Icelandic.

In Swedish, supines and neuter singular participles normally have different

forms (as pointed out by Platzack 1987c). Compare the Swedish (16) and

the Icelandic (17):

(16)a. Brevet blev skrivet.

n.sg n.sg

the letter was written

b. Jag har skrivit brevet.

I have written the letter

(17)a. Brefia var skrifaa.

n.sg.N/A n.sg.N/A

b. Eg hef skrifaa brefia.

Now, consider the fact that many languages that make use of perfective

BE with ergative main verbs display nominal inflection on the main verb

participle, cf. the Italian (18) (taken from Vikner 1988):

(18) Marie e venuta.

Mary is come(f.sg)

In cases of this sort, the main verb cannot be a purely verbal supine,

[ + V,-N]. Rather, inflecting for nominal features, it must be a [+N] par-

ticiple. However, participles of this sort are often taken to be a verbal

category also, which would mean that they are [+V.-4-N], like passive

participles. The alternative analysis is to assume that they are adjectival,

[%V,+N]. The latter option seems more plausible to me, but I shall not

pursue the matter here.50

"It is not obvious that the maximal projections of past participles are

VPs, hence the quotation marks.

50 As shown by Thrainsson (1986c) and Fridjonsson (1987), participles in

the Icelandic BE-construction, to be discussed directly, have many adjectival

properties. For instance, they undergo 6- 'un' prefixing quite freely, like most

nonderived adjectives:

(i) Jon er ofarinn.

John is ungone

Usually, this is rather bad in passives, for example impersonal passives of

potentially intransitive verbs like fara:
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In spite of its general application of HAVE as a perfective auxiliary,

Icelandic has many cases like (18), cf. (19):

(19) a. Maria er komin.

Mary is come(f.sg.N)

b. Petur er farinn.

Peter is gone(m.sg.N)

Thus, there are minimal pairs like the following:

(20) a. peir hafa faria til pyskalands.

they have gone(Sup) to Germany

'They have (sometime) traveled to Germany.'

b. Peir eru farnir til Pyskalands.

they are gone(m.pl.N) to Germany

'They are (now) gone to Germany.'

The aspectual differences between the two readings are typical of minimal

pairs of this sort. Compare (20) to the German (21):

(21) Sie sind (manchmal) nach Deutschland gefahren.

they are (sometimes) to Germany gone

The prominent reading of (21) is that of (20b), but if it contains a fre-

quency adverb, it has roughly the same aspectual reading as (20a). In

Icelandic, on the other hand, there are heavy constraints on frequency

adverbs in sentences with perfective BE, cf. (22):

(ii) Pa8 verflur (*6)fari8 a morgun.

it will-be (un)gone tomorrow

Here, the prefixing is probably out for all speakers. However, if passive

sentences contain 'aspectual material' like certain modals and sentence adverbs,

the prefixing is often not this sharply ungrammatical. Some speakers even find

sentences like (iii) quite acceptable; the acceptability judgement is mine:

(iii) ??!'ao er ennba ofario til Reykjavikur.

it is still ungone to Reykjavik

'We(/You, etc.) have not gone to R. as yet.'/

'We (etc.) still have to go to R.'

For me, the Impersonal Modal Construction in (iv) is much preferable:

(iv) Pa8 a ennba eftir a8 fara til Reykjavikur.

it has still after to go to Reykjavik

'We(/You, etc.) have not gone to R. as yet.'/

'We (etc.) still have to go to R.'

- As far as I know, ergative BE-participles in languages like Italian do not

display any clear nominal properties apart from gender and number inflection.
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(22)a. t'eir hafa stundum faria til Pyskalands.

they have sometimes fone to Germany

b. t'eir eru (*stundum) farnir til Pyskalands.

HAVE, then, is compatible with ergative as well as impersonal, transitive,

and intransitive verbs in Icelandic. BE, on the other hand is only com-

patible with ergatives. Since motion verbs like fara and koma are either

intransitive or ergative, as we saw in 6.4.2, they are compatible with both

HAVE and the impersonal passive (cf. 6.4.2), on the one hand, and this

ergative BE-construction on the other hand.

In fact, however, the ergative BE-construction is rather heavily con-

strained in Icelandic as compared to languages like Italian and German.

Most imporant, BE is only compatible with nominative-taking ergatives,

cf. (23)-(24) vs. (25)-(26):

(23) a. Laufin hOfou fallia.

the leaves had fallen

n.pl.N Sup

b. Laufin voru fallin.

the leaves were fallen

n.pl.N n.pl.N

(24) a. Bloain hofau gulnaa.

the papers had become-yellow(ish)

n.pl.N Sup

b. Bloain voru gulnua.

the papers were become-yellow(ish)

n.pl.N n.pl.N

(25) a. Mig hafai hungraa.

me had hungered

b. *Mig var hungraa.

(26) a. Mer hafai liaia vel.

me had felt well

b. *Mer var liaia vel.

In passing, note that there is an aspectual difference between HAVE and

BE in cases like (23) and (24), the former being selected for processes

but the latter for ('resultative') states.

(25) and (26) illustrate the behavior of all oblique-taking ergative verbs

in Icelandic with respect to HAVE/BE selection (cf. also Vikner and Sprouse
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1988, p. 45 f.).5i - I shall not go into further details of the BE-construc-

tion in Icelandic here, but for some interesting comments, see, for example,

Thramsson (1986c), Fri&jonsson (1987), and Vikner and Sprouse (1988).

6.4.3.2 Past Participles

The following facts hold true of Icelandic past participles and supines:

1. All verbs that have a passive participle have a supine, whereas the

opposite is not true. That is, the set of passive participles is a

proper subset of the set of supines.

2. The set of adjectival participles is also a proper subset of the set

of supines.

3. However, the set of adjectival participles and the set of passive

participles are not identical.

4. The default neuter singular nominative/accusative of all past par-

ticiples, passive or adjectival, is homophonous with the corresponding

supine.

5. Corresponding passive and adjectival participles always display

precisely the same inflection (for gender, number and Case).

Apart from inflection, English supines and participles show the same

51 Interestingly, impersonal verbs behave similarly:

(i) a. Pa.6 rigndi [e] .

it rained

b. Pao hafoi/*var [e] rignt.

it had /*was rained

- and so do impersonal predicates involving the copula and an adjective:

(ii) a. I'ao var [e] kalt.

it was cold

b. Pao hafoi/*var [e] verio kalt.

it had /*was been cold

German, on the other hand, distinguishes between verbs like regnen 'rain'

(selecting haben) and predicates like kalt seln 'be cold' (selcting sein):

(iii) a. Es hatte/*war geregnet.

it had /*was rained

b. Es war/*hatte kalt gewesen.

it was/*had cold been
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behavior.

First, consider the inflectional sameness of passives and 'unpassives',

illustrated in (1) and (2) below:

(1)a. Jon var oft (ó)hraddur via Olaf.

N m.sg.N

John was often (un)afraid of Olaf

b. Maria var oft (o)hraedd via Olaf.

N f.sg.N

Mary was often (un)afraid of Olaf

c. t>eir voru oft (o)hraeddir via Olaf.

m.N m.pl.N

they were often (un)afraid of Olaf

(2)a. Jon var oft (*ó)hrasddur af Olafi.

John was often (*un)frightened by Olaf

b. Maria var oft (*ó)hraedd af Olafi.

c. t>eir voru oft (*ó)hraeddir af Olafi.

We have an account for this if the participle suffix is [+N] in both

participle types and if the inflectional rules applying to the participles

'see' only the suffix. That is, the participle types only differ with respect

to the [V] feature ([%V] vs. [+V]). See further below.

Thus, this inflectional sameness does not necessarily indicate that there

is a direct relation between passives and 'unpassives', say a rule that

converts verbal participles into adjectives, in the spirit of Bresnan (1982;

see also Levin and Rappaport 1986, p. 646). Note also that if Bresnan's

approach is to be maintained, then it is necessary to come up with some

nonstipulative explanation of the fact that ergative verbs form adjectival

participles rather freely, whereas they cannot possibly form a passive

participle, as we saw in 6.4.2. Consider the following examples (see also

Thrainsson 1986c, p. 42 ff.):

(3) a. Laufin (*ó)fellu.

the leaves (*un)fell

b. Laufin voru (o)fallin (*af vindinum).

were (un)fallen (*by the wind)

(4) a. Petur (*ó)dó i striainu.

Peter (Mun)died in the war

b. Petur var (o)dainn (*af hermanninum).

was '(un)died' (*by the soldier)

'Peter was (still not) dead.'
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(5) a. Maria (*ó)hvarf.

Mary (*un)disappeared

b. Maria var (o)horfin.

was (un)disappeared

(6) a. Myndin (*ó)gulnaai.

the painting (*un)became-yellow(ish)

b. Myndin var (ó)gulnua (*af malaranum).

was (un)become-yellow (*by the painter)

In cases of this sort, there is no overt verbal participle to feed Bresnan's

rule (1982, p. 23) of Participle-Adjective Conversion. As we shall see

directly, however, this is probably not fatal for Bresnan's approach.

Our goal, then, is threefold: First, we want to account for the close

relationship between supines, on the one hand, and both participle types

on the other hand. Second, we wish to explain the correlations we find

between the participle types. Third, however, we also want to account for

the discrepancies between the two. I believe we can achieve all this by

assuming that participle formation takes supines as inputs, the outputs of

participle formation, in turn, being inputs to an adjective formation. That

is, we are dealing with three processes: Supine Formation, Passive Forma-

tion and Adjectival Participle Formation, Passive Formation applying to

the outputs of Supine Formation and Adjectival Participle Formation

applying to the outputs of Passive Formation (the latter relation being as

in Bresnan's approach).

As we saw in the last subsection, Supine Formation renders (7):

(7) (TH) </X+part/[+v.-N] (th) (th)>

Both Passive Formation and Adjectival Participle Formation crucially

involve categorial operations. Passive Formation nominalizes (7), that is,

it involves (8):

(8) [+V.-N] -> [+V.+N]

Applies to: (TH) </X+part/[+y,-N] ("th) (th)>

- thus, rendering (9):

(9) (TH) </X+part/[+V.+N] (th) (th)>

Adjectival Participle Formation, in turn, involves 'adjectivization' or [-h V, -+-N]

-> [%V,+N] = A, that is, it deverbalizes (9), rendering (10):

(10)

(TH) </X+part/[%V,+N] (th) (th)>
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Subsequently, both (9) and (10) are subject to certain theta operations.

However, at least some of these operations seem to be forced by general

principles. To the extent they are, they are not involved in the participle

formations as such.

Consider this for the external role of the adjectival output in (10). In

6.2.2, we suggested that assigning an external role is a unique property of

verbs, i.e. of [+V] categories. If that is correct, the optional external role

in (10) must not be present when the participle enters the syntax. In case

the base verb is ergative, this is of course observed. But in case it is

transitive, the external role must be eliminated by Eliminate TH, like the

external role of middle verbs, cf. 6.2.3.2. Thus, Eliminte TH has at least

the domain of (1la.b):

(11) Eliminate TH:

Applies to: a. TH </X+st/v (th)>

b. TH </X+part/A (th) (th)>

As we would expect, then, Adjectival Participle Formation applies to

transitives as well as (many) ergatives, cf. (12):

(12)a. Glugginn var ennpa obrotinn i gaer.

the window was still unbroken yesterday

b. Laufin voru ennpa ofallin i gaer.

the leaves were still unfallen yesterday

However, adjectival past participles also have some well-known properties

that do not follow from general principles in any ovbious manner. Thus,

intransitives and impersonals cannot form an adjectival participle, cf. the

ungrammaticality of *untelephoned and *unsnowed and their Icelandic

cognates *6hringdur and *6snj6a6ur. This follows if adjectival participles

must promote an internal role, but why, in turn, that is the case is unclear.

That is, it is unclear why there are impersonal passives but no impersonal

'unpassives'. This does not seem to have anything to do with the adjectival

status of 'unpassives', cf. sentences like It is cold, with an impersonal

nonderived predicative adjective.

It is standardly assumed that all and only those verbs that take a direct

object that is a theme can form an adjectival past participle (cf. Anderson

1977, Williams 1981, Bresnan 1982). However, the validity of this assumption

seems rather questionable. Ajectival Participle Formation crucially applies

to verbs that take some internal role, cf. Dryer (1985) and Levin and

Rappaport (1986). The subsequent Promotion of the internal role seems to
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be lexical, Externalize th, as argued by Williams (1981, p. 93 ff.). After

application of Eliminate TH to transitives (and [+V.+N] -> [%V,-t-N] = A),

they meet the structural conditions on the Promotion, like adjectival

participles of ergatives:

(13) </X+part/A th (th)>

- Externalize th yielding (14):

(14) th </X+part/A (th)>

Thus, (the whole process of) Adjectival Participle Formation of transitives

involves the same theta operations as Middle Formation, cf. 6.2.3.2.

The strongest evidence that Adjectival Participle Formation in Icelandic

involves lexical Promotion rather than syntactic NP-movement comes from

the Case assignment properties of a class of transitive Nom-Dat verbs,

pointed out by Thramsson (1986c, p. 44 f.) and Fri&jonsson (1987, p. 71).

The verbs in question form adjectival as well as passive participles and

include the items in (15), among others:52

(15)

bj ó5a

dreifa

gleyma

loka

utskufa

tapa

laesa

'invi te'

• distribute'

'forget'

'close'

'expel'

'loose'

• lock'

ljuka upp 'open up'

breyta

eyfta

ljuga

stela

tyna

glata

spilla

kasta burt

'change'

'eliminate'

'lie'

'steal'

'loose'

'loose'

'spoil'

'throw away'

When these verbs are passivized, they always preserve the dative, like all

other 'dative verbs' in Icelandic. Hence (16):

(16)a. Jon baua honum.

John(N) invited him(D)

b. Honum var boaia (af Joni).

him(D) was invited (by John)

As discussed in 6.2.3.3, this is what we expect if passive Promotion always

involves syntactic NP-movement in Icelandic, that is, Promotion after

D-structure assignment of lexical Case. Now, consider the interesting fact,

52 Outside the domain of this verb-class, Adjectival Participle Formation

of Nom-Dat (and Nom-Gen) verbs is heavily constrained, but what, exactly, the

constraining conditions are is unclear to me.
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pointed out by Thrdinsson (1986c, p. 44 f.) and Friojonsson (1987, p. 79

f.). that when these Nom-Dat verbs form an adjectival participle, the

participle takes a nominative subject.5^ Furthermore, the participle agrees

with the nominative subject, whereas it does not agree with the dative

subject, as we would expect. Consider the following pairs:

(17) a. Honum var boaia (af Mariu).

D n.sg.N/A

him was inivited (by Mary)

b. Hann var (ó)boainn ( *af Mariu)

N m.sg.N

he was (un)invited

(18) a. Honum var spillt (af foreldrunum).

D n.sg.N/A

him was spoiled (by the parents)

b. Hann var (o)spilltur (*af foreldrunum).

N m.sg.N

(19)a. Dyrunum var laest (af logreglunni).

f.pl.D 3sg n.sg.N/A

the doors was locked (by the police)

'The door was locked (by the police).'

b. Dyrnar voru (o)laestar (*af logreglunni).

f.pl.N 3pl f.pl.N

This is what we expect if Adjectival Participle Formation involves Extern-

alize th, like Middle Formation but unlike Passive Formation. Thus, Icelan-

53 Note that the last two items in (15) above are particle verbs. For

many particle verbs, my description that adjectival and verbal past participles

are always homophonous is not entirely correct: Adjectival Participle Formation

of the verbs in question involves obligatory prefixing of the particle, whereas

the prefixing is, at best, only optional in the corresponding passives. This is

shown for ljuka Upp 'open (up)' in (i) and (ii):

(i) Glugganum var lokio upp/?upplokio.

the window(D) was opened up/up-opened

'The window was opened (by someone)'.

(ii) a. Glugginn var (o)upplokinn.

the window(N) was (un)up-opened

b. *Glugginn(N) var (o)lokinn upp.

The Particle Preposing + Prefixing applies to nominals that are derived from

verbs. Thus, we seem to have the same phenomenon in nouns like innkeyrsla

'gateway', cf. keyra inn 'drive in(to)', and even uppastunga 'proposal', cf.

stinga upp a 'propose' (where we have 'double' Particle Preposing + Prefixing).

For some comments on this rather unusal process, see Worbs (1987, pp. 38 ff.,

44). It is quite productive but its exact properties have never been worked out.

Note that the 'optically similar' Particle Prefixing in 0V languages like

German does, of course, not involve any preposing of the particle.
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die Case facts offer interesting evidence in favor of Williams' (1981,

1982) approach to Adjectival Participle Formation and Passive Formation

(with respect to the dichotomy NP-movement vs. externalization). However,

we should probably not exclude the possibility that some languages derive

sentences with adjectival past participles and middles by syntactic NP-

movement (cf. 6.2.3.3 on English middles). As far as I can see, this is not

blocked by any principle.

Levin and Rappaport (1986, p. 645 ff.) argue against Williams' exter-

nalization analysis of adjectival participles, and suggest, basically, that

Bresnan's (1982) simple rule of Participle-Adjective Conversion should be

maintained. As we have seen, Participle-Adjective Conversion (or Adjectival

Participle Formation) as such can be maintained, i.e. we do not have to

assume two unrelated participle formations. Nonetheless, this is clearly

only the first chapter of the story: the outputs of Adjectival Participle

Formation (in (10) above) undergo theta operations which passive participles

are not subject to, namely obligatory Eliminate TH (in case TH 'is there')

plus Externalize th. - In passing, note also that Levin and Rappaport's

abandoning of Externalize th forces them to assume that theta role

assignment or linking is subject to quite different rules in sentences with

adjectival vs. verbal predicates: Predicative adjectives link nonagentive

theta-roles to the [NP, IP] position because of "general properties of

adjectives", Levin and Rappaport suggest (1986, p. 646) - without specifying

these 'general properties'.

Levin and Rappaport's (1986) account for the 'fate' of the external role

in 'unpassives' of transitive verbs is also rather misleading. They (1986, p.

646) assume that "the suppression of the external theta-role of the base

verb ... follow[s] from the fact that the adjectival passive participle is

created from the verbal passive participle." But this is plainly wrong. The

fate of the external role in the two participle types is quite different. It

is only 'suppressed', as it were, under Passive Formation, whereas it is

totally eliminated in adjectival past participles (when it is indeed present

at all in the input). Consider the ambiguous (20):

(20) Glugginn var brotinn.

the window was broken

Clearly, the crucial difference between the passive and the 'unpassive'

readings of minimal 'pairs' of this kind is that the external role of the

base verb is, somehow, 'implied' in the passive reading but totally absent

in the 'unpassive' reading. Consider (21):

(21) a. Glugginn var (*ó)brotinn af Mariu.

the window was (*un)broken by Mary

b. Glugginn var obrotinn (*af Mariu).
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This indicates that adjectival participles (like middles in Icelandic and

many other languages) are subject to Eliminate TH, whereas passive

participles are subject to Incorporate TH. In passives, then, the external

role 'is there' somewhere. But where is it?

Basically following Jaeggli (1986b), I suggest that it is assigned to the

participle suffix. Tentatively, I also assume that morphemes below the

level of the word are different from syntactic categories (V, N, P, A,

etc.) in possibly being specified for only one syntactic feature. If that is

correct, the suffix of participles perhaps carries the [ + N] feature exclusi-

vely, the (deverbal vs. verbal) stem carrying only [%V] and [ + V] in adjec-

tival and passive participles, respectively (this differs from Jaeggli's

approach). Recall also that verbs seem to be unique in being able to

assign an external role. Therefore, let us assume that the verbal stem in

passives ([+V]), as opposed to the 'deverbal' stem in 'unpassives' ([%V]),

assigns the external role to the [ + N] participle suffix. This suggests the

structures in (22) for e.g. verbal and adjectival barin 'beaten' (for a

different analysis, see Jaeggli 1986b, p. 600):

(22) a. barin b. barin

bar in bar in

C+V] [+N] [*V] [+N]

Passives, then, have the form (23) when they enter the syntax, whereas

'unpassives' enter the syntax in the 'middle' form (24):

(23) </X+part/[+v,+N] (th) (th)>

[TH]

(24) th </X+part/A (th)>

Jaeggli (1986b. p. 592) takes it that there is no nonstipulative way to

account for the obligatoriness of the 'theta role absorption' (Incorporate

TH) of passives. However, note that the verbal stem in structures like

(22a) is a sister to the participle suffix, hence 'directly theta-marking'

the suffix in the sense of Chomsky (1986b, p. 13 f.). Moreover, it is

lexical, i.e. it L-marks the suffix (where 'L-marking' is direct theta-mark-

ing by a lexical category). Thus, if Chomsky (1986b, p. 14) is right that

L-marking is obligatory, it follows that theta-marking of the suffix is

obligatory (in case the stem does 'preserve' an external role, i.e. is [ + V]).

This means, in turn, that the external role cannot be assigned to the
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[NP, IP] position, which is of course the desirable result.54

The different fate of the external role in passive and adjectival past

participles, then, follows from general principles. Being nonverbal, adjectival

participles cannot assign an external role, the external role thus being

eliminatied. Being verbal, passive participles obligatorily assign the external

role to the participle suffix.

6.4.3.3 Summary

I summarize the major results of my study of supines and participles as

follows:

1. Supine Formation involves only participle-suffixing.

2. Passive Formation involves nominalization of supines, [+V.-N] ->

[+V. + N]. Due to the obligatoriness of L-marking, the resultant passive

participle undergoes Incorporate TH - if it is not converted into an

adjective.

3. Adjectival Participle Formation involves 'adjectivization' of passive

participles, [+V.+N] -> [%V,+N] = A. If the base verb selects an

external role, the external role must be eliminated, adjectives and

other nonverbal categories being unable to assign an external role.

4. In languages like Icelandic and English, passives are subject to

syntactic NP-movement of internal arguments (that 'are there'),

whereas 'unpassives' are subject to lexical Promotion of an (obliga-

tory) internal argument. This difference between passives and

'unpassives' does not seem to follow from any general principles.

I leave 4. unexplained. In this respect, my analysis is unsatisfactory, like

other approaches I know of.

->4 Note that this approach presupposes that bound morphemes may, at

least exceptionally, qualify as 'lexical heads' with respect to theta role

assignment. This suggests that participles actually branch in the syntax and not

only in the lexicon. Note also that the verbal stem and the suffix in passive

participles do not assign a compositional internal role to the D-structure object

in a passive sentence. If theta role assignment or linking, as opposed to theta

selection, takes place in the syntax, we may assume that the internal role is

assigned under sisterhood of a [+V] feature and an object NP, as in active

sentences. Like the [-N] feature of active verbs, then, the [+N] feature of

passive participles is not a role assigner.
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6.4.4 Conclusion

In this section, I have illustrated that past participles, in a sense, 'copy'

the syntax of active non-transitive verbs: Passive participles enter the

syntax as derived ergatives or impersonals, whereas adjectival participles

display much the same properties and behavior as middles. Thus, participles

render rather deceisive support to my analysis of active verbs in Icelandic

as well as to my approach to word formation and the mechanism of

NP-movement. Most important:

1. Oblique passives, like oblique ergatives, display that NP-movement

of topical or 'definite' NPs is not forced by defective Case-marking.

Rather, it is forced by the Subject Command Condition.

2. As we would expect, participles that are non-assigners of Case

receive percolating Infl-Case, i.e. they do not 'absorb' accusative

Case any more than ergative non-assigners of Case: The defective

structural Case-marking of these items (Burzio's generalization) is

forced by the Chain-Visibility Constraint, requiring that all members

of a chain be Case-identical.

3. Passives display precisely the same Definiteness Effect as actives,

both with respect to ba6-insertion and NP-movement. In the same

manner as for actives, the Definiteness Effect upon passive NP-move-

ment follows from the Subject Command Condition and general

conditions on chain-formation and binding.

4. Icelandic passivization is a reliable test on presence vs. absence of

an external role. Thus, it constitutes a rather forceful argument in

favor of my analysis of ergatives, middles, (D/)NcI-verbs, and

auxiliaries/modals as being verbs that do not select an external

role (all these verb classes being unable to passivize).

5. The 'atomic' approach to word formation, sketched in 6.2.1, has

enabled us to account coherently for Supine Formation, Passive

Formation and Adjectival Participle Formation, as well as for the

complex interaction of the lexical operations involved in these

processes and syntactic operations, most importantly NP-movement,

Case assignment and long distance phi-feature agreement.

6. Comparison of passive and adjectival past participles illustrates

that we have to distinguish between lexical and syntactic Promotion,

that is, between Externalize th and NP-movement. In addition,

comparison of the two participle types illustrates that both Eliminate
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TH and Incorporate TH are possible theta operations in word

formation.

6.5 Some residual problems

The phenomena that relate to and affect Promotion are both numerous

and complex. In the preceding study, I have tried to account for many of

these phonomena, but naturally, I cannot go into the details of all the

relevant data. Among the residual problems, I find the following ones

most interesting and challenging:

1. The derivation of the Icelandic Present Participle Construction

2. Case assignment and agreement in the Double Object Construction

and in passives of ditransitives

3. The absence of NP-movement in German and Dutch

Below, I shall only illustrate very briefly some of the reasons why these

phenomena are interesting in the context of my theory of Promotion,

leaving a detailed analysis to future research.

6.5.1 The Present Participle Construction

I have mentioned the Icelandic Present Participle Construction (PrPC) a

couple of times. Roughly the same construction is known as a charac-

terstic trait of Hittite and Old Scandinavian. It is also found in Modern

Faroese (cf. Lockwood 1955, p. 139 f.) and some modern West-Norwegian

dialects, but to my knowledge, it was first treated in Modern Icelandic

syntax by Fri&jonsson (1982). The present participles involved in it usually

translate as adjectives derived by -aWe-suffixing to verbs in English

{readable, drinkable, etc. cf. Williams 1981) and seem to have roughly the

same theta-properties as the latter; in other constructions, Icelandic

present participles normally translate as present participles in English.

As noted by Fri&jonsson (1982), PrPC has interesting properties in common

with the (much more common and central) passive. First, as we saw in

5.3.1, we have an impersonal PrPC as well as impersonal passives. Consider

the active (1), and the passive and the PrPC in (2):

(1) Via hlogum ekki ao pessu.

we laughed not at this
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(2) a. Þaa var ekki hlegia aa pessu.

was not laughed at this

b. ÞaÖ er ekki hlasjandi aa pessu.

is not 'laughing' at this

'It is not possible to laugh/One should not

laugh at this.'

Second, personal PrPCs show much the same Case preservation properties

as personal passives. Consider the following active-passive-PrPC triples:

(3) a. Via drukkum ekki mjolkina.

we drank not the milk(A)

b. Mjolkin var ekki drukkin.

the milk(N) was not drunk

c. Mjolkin var ekki drekkandi.

the milk(N) was not 'drinking'

'The milk was not drinkable.'

(4) a. Via buaum ekki Ólafi.

we invited not Olaf(D)

b. Ólafi var ekki boaia.

Olaf(D) was not invited

c. Ólafi var ekki bjooandi.

Olaf(D) was not 'inviting'

'Olaf was not invitable.'

(5) a. Vi& freistuaum pess ekki.

we tried it(G) not

b. Þess var ekki freistaa.

it(G) was not tried

c. Þess var ekki freistandi.

it(G) was not 'trying'/'tryable'

Moreover, PrPCs and passives of ditransitives display the same Case

patterns, cf. (6):

(6) a. Via bjoaum mönnum petta ekki.

we offer people(D) this(A) not

'We do not offer this to people.'

b. Þetta er ekki boaia mönnum.

this(N) is not offered people(D)

c. Þetta er ekki mönnum bjooandi.

this(N) is not people(D) 'offering'

'This is not offerable to people.'
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With respect to Case and NP-movement, then, passives and PrPCs are

very much alike. However, there are also striking differences between the

constructions. First, PrPC is clearly a rather marked construction as

compared to the passive; it is subject to certain semantic constraints

(into which I shall not go here), that are ineffective in the passive. More

important, the present participle in the PrPC has some adjectival properties,

not shared by passive past participles. Most notably, it often undergoes

6- 'un' prefixing (and is thus reminiscent of corresponding English -able—

adjectives):

(7) a. Mjolkin(N) er odrekkandi.

'The milk is undrinkable.'

b. Olafi(D) er objooandi.

'Olaf is uninvitable.'

O-prefixing to present participles of this sort is more constrained than

to basic adjectives and adjectival past participles. All the same, the present

participles are reminiscent of adjectival past participles here, and not of

passive participles. In the light of this, it is interesting that adjectival

past participles have quite different Case properties, as we saw in 6.4.3.2.

Compare (8) below to (7b):

(8) Olafur(N) var oboainn.

'Olaf was uninvited.'

These present participles, then, seem to take a position 'between' passive

and adjectival past participles, as it were. When it comes to theta-prop-

erties, however, they are somewhat similar to English middles like (9)

(and, of course, to the corresponding English -ao/e-adjectives):

(9) Politicians bribe easily.

- cf. (10):

(10) a. Via mutuaum politikusum.

we bribed politicians(D)

b. Politikusum er vel mutandi.

politicians(D) is quite 'bribing'

'Politicians are quite bribable.'

Like English middles (cf. 6.2.3.3), Icelandic PrPC-sentences usually have

some adverb (but unlike English middles, PrPC most typically involves the

sentence negation, the negation often being 'substituted' by 6-prefixing).

Moreover, PrPC is similar to the English middle construction in usually
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having a generic reading and involving an arbitrary 'suppressed' external

role, the difference being that PrPC also has a possibility reading (like

the correpsonding English -af>/e-construction discussed in Williams 1981).

In other words, we can paraphrase the reading of (10b) as in (11):

(11) It is quite possible [PRO to bribe politicians].

- where PRO is arbitrary. As in English middles (cf. 6.2.3.3), the 'syntac-

tically absent' but 'semantically present' external role of the base verb in

PrPC is rather troublesome. For ease of reference, we might call the

present participles of the Icelandic PrPC 'middle present participles',

thus distinguishing them from other present participles in the language,

for example 'active present participles', as in (12):

(12) Politikusarnir voru syngjandi.

the politicians(N) were singing

However, 'middle present participles' and Icelandic middle -sf-verbs are

clearly 'middle' in somewhat different senses since the latter do not

involve any 'semantically present' external role, cf. 6.2.3.3. Moreover,

PrPC preserves lexical Case, i.e. it involves NP-movement, whereas middle-

sf-verbs involve Externalize th.

I shall not go into further details of PrPC here, but from these scattered

observations, it should be clear that it constitutes an interesting paradigm

to compare to the paradigms of the more central Promotion constructions

I have been dealing with.

6.5.2 Some comments on the Double Object Construction

The Double Object Construction (DOC) poses several problems that I shall

have to leave unresolved, for the most part. The most interesting of

these problems is the plain fact that ditransitives seem to assign two

Cases. Consider the well-known Dat-Acc pattern in (1):

(1) Olafur sagöi mer pessa sogu.

Olaf(N) told me(D) this(A) story(A)

The straightforward analysis of VPs of this sort might seem to be the

traditional (2):
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(2)

V

[+c]

[+C/D]

- where V percolates the lexical dative (a predictable goal-Case) to the

indirect object and the structural accusative to the direct object.

(Nom-)Dat-Acc is by far the most common Case pattern in the Icelandic

DOC. As most clearly illustrated by Yip et al. (1987, p. 227 ff.), however,

it exhibits several other Case patterns (see also e.g. Holmberg 1985b). The

possibilities are listed in (3):55

(3)a. Dat - Acc, e.g. segja 'say, tell', gefa 'give'

b. Acc - Dat, e.g. leyna 'conceal'

c. Acc - Gen, e.g. krefja 'demand'

d. Dat - Dat, e.g. lofa 'promise'

e. Dat - Gen, e.g. 6ska 'wish'

(4) contains examples that illustrate (3b-e):

(4)a. Pall leyndi mig sannleikanum.

N AD

Paul concealed me the truth

'Paul concealed the truth from me.'

55 The verb kosta 'cost', showing the unique pattern (Nom-)Acc-Acc (cf.

Yip et al. 1987, p. 227 ff.), is ergative, cf. (i):

(i) a. Slysið kostaoi mix heilsuna.

the accident(N) costed me(A) the health(A)

b. *Eg var kostaour heilsan/heilsuna.

I(N) was costed the health(N/A)

- i.e. it is a 'triple object verb', in a sense. On the other hand, kosta in the

sense 'pay (something) for (somebody)' is monotransitive, cf. (ii):

(ii) a. Olafur kostaði drenginn i skola.

Olaf(N) paid-for the boy(A) in school

b. Drengurinn var kostaour i skola.

the boy(N) was paid-for in school

'School was paid for the boy.'
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b. Pall krafai mig greiaslu.

N AG

Paul demanded me payment

'Paul demanded that I would pay him.'

c. Pall lofaai mer peningum.

N D D

Paul promised me money

d. Pall oskaai mer gaefu.

N D G

Paul wished me luck

DOC constitutes a much discussed challenge to Kayne's (1984) 'Binary

Branching Theorem' (cf. e.g. Holmberg 1986). But more interestingly for

us, structures like (2) also violate our Feature Percolation Theory of

Case. In 4.1(16), I suggested the intuitively appealing 'Case-transport

hypothesis', repeated in (5):

(5) No category can transport more than one [+C]

(2) obviously violates this. Recall also (from e.g. 4.3 and 5.5.2.2) that (5)

explains Case Protection, hence blocking of long distance agreement in

cases like (6):

(6) a. Honum var kalt.

him was freezing

D n.sg.N/A

b. Honum var boaia.

him was invited

D n.sg.N/A

c. Eg_ taldi [hana vera gafaaa].

I believed her be intelligent

N f.sg.A

- as compared to cases like (7):

(7)a. Hann var kaldur.

he was cool/cold

N m.sg.N

b. Hann var oboainn.

he was uninvited

N m.sg.N

c. Hun var talin [[t] vera gafuo].

she was belived be intelligent

N (f.sg.N) f.sg.N
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If structures like (2) were possible, it would be entirely unclear why

long distance agreement is blocked in (6), i.e. we would then expect the

maximal projections of the assigners of the non-nominatives in (6) to be

able to transport both percolating Infl-Case (plus number and gender of

the subject) and the non-nominatives, the result being sentences like (8):

(8) *Honura var kaldur.

him was freezing

D m.sg.N

Since this is impossible, I take it that the 'Case-transport hypothesis'

should be maintained, the 'simple' analysis in (2) thus being on the wrong

track.

One way to resolve at least some of the problems raised by DOC is to

assume a syntactic restructuring process that inserts an empty preposition

that inherits one of the Case features of the distransitive (cf. also Kayne

1984, Holmberg 1986, and my approach in 6.2.2 to 'transitive' adjectives).

The restructuring would turn structures like (2):

(2)

V

C+c]

[+C/D]

into structures like (9):

(9) VP.

[+C] P NP

C+C/D]

sagai e

told (to)

mer

me

(D)

NP

/ \

N

pessa sogu

this story

(A) (A)

- where V percolates only the structural accusative. For the Acc-Dat VP

in (4a), the restructuring process yields (10):
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( 10)

leyndi mig

concealed me

(A)

sannleikanum

the truth

(D)

Similarly, for instance, it gives (11) for the Dat-Dat VP in (4c):

(11) _VP_

lofaai

promised

peningum

money

(D)

This analysis, then, has some clear advantages. However, it also involves

some problems, for instance the following one: As we have seen, NP-move-

ment cannot strand an overt preposition in Icelandic (cf. Maling and

Zaenen 1985). Consider (12):

(12) a. Var [e] talaa via Olaf?

was talked with Olaf(A)

b1. *Var Olaf talaa via [t]?

A n.sg.N/A

2. *Var Olafur talaaur via [t]?

N m.sg.N

Since this is the case, the natural assumption would seem to be that it

is also impossible to strand empty prepositions. As illustrated in (13) and

(14) (where 'p' denotes an empty preposition), this is not borne out:

(13) a. Olafur sagai [p mer] pessa sogu.

Olaf told me this story

N D A A

b. Mer var soga [p tj pessi saga,

me was told this story

'I was told this story.'
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(14)a. Olafur leyndi (mig) [p sannleikanum].

Olaf concealed (me) the truth

N (A) D

b. Sannleikanum var leynt [p t_].

the truth was concealed

One way to interpret this, is to say that empty prepositions are invisible

at the level of NP-movement, or, alternatively, that they move along with

their Case assignees. But clearly, the straightforward interpretation is

that they are simply nonexistent, i.e. that data like (13)-(14) constitute a

counterargument against the empty preposition analysis of DOC.

Passives of Icelandic ditransitives, like (13b) and (14b), have many highly

interesting properties (studied by e.g. Bernodusson 1982, Holmberg 1985b,

Zaenen et al. 1985, and Yip et al. 1987). For example, the accusative of

Dat-Acc VPs either turns up as a nominative subject or as nominative

object in the passive (as first shown by Bernodusson 1982), and enters

into an agreement relation with both the finite verb and the passive

participle. Consider (15), where the nominative NP is an object:

(15)a. Okkur var sbga pessi saga.

us was told this story

D 3sg f.sg.N f.sg.N f.sg.N

'We were told this story.'

b. Mer voru sagoar pessar sogur.

me were told these stories

D 3pl f.pl.N f.pl.N f.pl.N

'I was told these stories.'

I take it that nominatives that enter into an agreement relation with the

finite verb are always an instantiation of Infl-Case (cf. also e.g. Borer

1986; but for a different view, see Taraldsen 1985). If that is correct,

both the participle and the object must be in the Case domain of Infl in

(15). Moreover, the gender/number agreement of the participle with the

object shows that the noun head of the object percolates its gender and

number features to the participle, in much the same way, it seems, as N

heads of NPs percolate their number and gender to attributive adjectives,

cf. my approach to NP-internal agreement in 4.2.

How are the nominatives in (15) Case-marked? Clearly not by Case

inheritance through coindexation with the dative subjects! Rather, they

are free to receive percolating Infl-Case, because the participles do not

assign structural Case (i.e. do not protect their maximal projections). But

that, in turn, raises the question why the participles are unable to assign

structural accusative. We have an answer if Icelandic grammar (or even

UG) has the Accusative Filter suggested in 6.1.4, blocking assignment of
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structural accusative unless structural nominative is also assigned (within

the minimal IP of the accusative). Accordingly (as pointed out by Yip et

al. 1987), there are both Dat-Nom ergatives and passives but no instances

of the pattern Dat-Acc (unless there is also a nominative in the clause,

as in the case of (Nom-)Dat-Acc ditransitives). Consdier (16):56

(16) *Okkur var sagt pessa sogu.

us was told this story

D (n.sg.N/A) A A

I shall not discuss DOC any further here. In the core cases, at least,

the problems raised by it seem to be 'technically soluble' in our general

framework. But it remains to be seen whether the technical solutions

called for are empirically and theoretically feasible.

6.5.3 Subjecthood variation in Germanic

In Knowledge of Language, Chomsky (1986a) conceives of movement as a

'last resort'.57 As we have seen, the defective Case-marking explanation

of NP-movement cannot be maintained. Nonetheless, it is a 'last-resort-ex-

planation' of the ideal type: NP-movement takes place iff the involved NP

fails to be assigned Case in situ (and if its movement does not violate

any independent principles). The defective Case-marking explanation, then,

admits only one type of interaction of NP-movement and Case-marking:

56 Note, however, that (18) is much 'better' than (i):

(i) **Okkur var sagt [t] bessi saga.

us was told this story

D n.sg.N/A N N

- where the participle is uninflected and the object nominative. In fact, some

speakers accept sentences like (18) (whereas (i) is out for all speakers, as far

as I know). These speakers seem to constitute a subset of the speakers who

accept sentences like (ii) (cf. 6.5.3):

(ii) £Pa6 var bario mig.

it was beaten me(A)

'1 was beaten.'

- instead of the standard (iii):

(iii) Eg var bar inn.

I(N) was beaten

57 But note that if the idea is to be successfully pursued, then we have

to understand the notion 'last resort' rather broadly. Thus, it is clear that

Topicalization is not a 'last resort' in a narrow syntactic or structural sense

(whereas it may very well be if we take syntactico-semantic factors into account).
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(1) [-C] in [NP, VP/AP] : Movement enforced

However, the conceptual system has three other inherently logical pos-

sibilities (for 'NP-movement constructions'):

(2) [-C] in [NP, VP/AP] : Movement not enforced

(3) [+C] in [NP, VP/AP] : Movement enforced

(4) [+C] in [NP, VP/AP] : Movement not enforced

(2) is, of course, categorically excluded by the Case Filter since it always

results in a non-Case-marked overt NP. On the other hand, both (3) and

(4) are exemplified in Germanic languages: Icelandic clearly displays the

situation in (3) (and so does Faroese, cf. the facts described in Platzack

1987a), whereas German (and perhaps Dutch) exemplifies the situation in

(4) , as we shall see directly.58 Since Case probably percolates in the same

manner in English and Mainland Scandinavian as in Icelandic ([NP, VP/AP]

thus always being a Case-position), it is not clear that (1) is at all found

in the Germanic languages. If the Percolation Principle of Case is a

universal, it is in fact nonexistent in natural language.

German has various constructions with oblique arguments that are super-

ficially very similar to Icelandic sentences with oblique subjects. Consider

(5) -(7):

58 According to the description in Zaenen et al. (1985, fn. 1), Faroese

might seem to differ from both Icelandic and German with respect to NP-move-

ment and Case-marking. They cite the pattern in (i) (from Lockwood 1955, p.

103) as if it were a rule:

(i) a. Teir fagnaou Depilsmonnum vael.

they received the depilsmen(D) well

b. Depilsmenn voru vael fagnaoir.

the depilsmen(N) were well received(pl.N)

However, Lockwood (1955, p. 103) says explicitly that "the dative generally

remains in Faroese in the passive construction" (like in Icelandic and German)

and gives the following example:

(ii) Henni var givin bokin.

her(D) was given the book

About examples like (ib), Lockwood (ibid) also says "this is not a true passive",

i.e. the participle is an adjectival one (cf. further Lockwood 1955, p. 134).

Adjectival Participle Formation seems to involve Externalize th in Faroese as

in Icelandic. Thus, the alternation in the Faroese (iii) (cf. Lockwood 1955, p.

103) is precisely the same as seen for Icelandic 'dative-verbs' that form both a

passive and an adjectival participle (cf. 6.4.3.2):

(iii) a. Henni var (*6)booio.

her was (un)invited

b. Hon var (o)booin.

she was (un)invited

G
e
n
e
ra

te
d
 f

o
r 

a
n
o
n
y
m

o
u
s 

o
n
 2

0
1

5
-0

1
-0

5
 1

6
:3

3
 G

M
T
  
/ 

 h
tt

p
:/

/h
d

l.
h
a
n
d
le

.n
e
t/

2
0

2
7

/m
d
p
.3

9
0

1
5

0
1

6
9

9
7

3
9

0
C

re
a
ti

v
e
 C

o
m

m
o
n
s 

A
tt

ri
b

u
ti

o
n
  

/ 
 h

tt
p

:/
/w

w
w

.h
a
th

it
ru

st
.o

rg
/a

cc
e
ss

_u
se

#
cc

-b
y
-4

.0



6.5 Some residual problems

351

(5) a. Mir gefallt das nicht.

b. Mer fellur baa ekki.

me(D) falls it(N) not

'I don't like it.'

(6) a. Mir ist kalt / libel,

b. Mer er kalt / illt.

me is cold / nauseated

'I am freezing / nauseated.'

(7) a. Mir wurde geholfen.

b. Mer var hjalpaa.

me was helped

In spite of these striking similarities, the oblique arguments have a rather

different status in the languages: they are topicalized S-structure objects

in German, and clearly not S-structure subjects, cf. e.g. Cole et al. (1980)

and Zaenen et al. (1985, p. 476 ff.). Thus, they usually fail to pass 'sub-

jecthood tests' like the ones listed in 6.1.1. Consider, for instance, the

following differences between German and Icelandic (these are only two

of many contrasts pointing in the same direction):

(8)a1 .

Es ist

dir kalt.

it is

you freezing

2.

Ist es

dir kalt?

b1 .

*Þao er

per kalt.

it is

you freezing

2.

*Er paa

per kalt?

(9)a.

Mir war

ubel und *(ich) konnte nicht lachen.

D

N

me was

ill and (I) could not laugh

b.

Mer var

illt og (eg) gat ekki hlegia.

D

N

me was

ill and (I) could not laugh

'I was nauseated and unable to laugh.'

As for Dutch, Koster (1986, 1987) points out that NP-movement seems

to be only optional. Consider the Dutch sentences in (10) and (11) (taken

from Koster 1986, p. 7):

(German)

(Icelandic)

(German)

(Icelandic)

(German)

(Icelandic)

(10)a. ... dat hem het boek gegeven werd.

that him the book(N) given was

b. ... dat het boek(N) hem t^ gegeven werd.
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(11) a. ... dat haar rampen overkwamen.

that her disasters(N) over-came

'... that disasters happened to her.'

b. ... dat rampen(N) haar ;t overkwamen.

Similar data are also found in German (cf. e.g. Grewendorf 1986):

(12) a. ... dap ihm das Buch gegeben wurde.

that him(D) the book(N) given was

b. ... dap das Buch(N) ihm(D) t gegeben wurde.

It is unclear, however, whether the NP-movement analysis in the 6-senten-

ces is on the right track. Haider and Rindler-Schjerve (1988) argue that

German is nonconfigurational to the extent that it has no fixed Case

positions and illustate this by (13) and (14) below; all the orders in (14)

are grammatical (albeit not pragmatically equivalent):

(13) dap eine hiesige Firma die Mbbel

that a local company the furniture

Nom Acc

meinem Onkel zugestellt hat.

my uncle delivered has

Dat

'that a local company has delivered

the furniture to my uncle.'

(14)a.

dap

Nom

Acc

Dat

b.

dap

Nom

Dat

Acc

c.

dap

Acc

Nom

Dat

d.

dap

Acc

Dat

Nom

e.

dap

Dat

Nom

Acc

f.

dap

Dat

Acc

Nom

zugestellt hat. (= (13))

zugestellt hat.

zugestellt hat.

zugestellt hat.

zugestellt hat.

zugestellt hat.

However, German word order is not nearly as free as this description

implies. There is no doubt whatsoever that Dat-Acc is the unmarked order

in the language: datives must always precede accusatives if the dative is

a pronoun or if the accusative is indefinite (cf. e.g. Webelhuth 1986).

Moreover. Nom-Dat-Acc is the only possible order if all the arguments

are pronominal, as illustrated in (15):
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(15)a. dap er mir den gegeben hat.

that he(N) me(D) it(A) given has

b. *dap er den mir ...

c. *dap mir er den ...

d. *dap mir den er ...

e. *dap den er mir ...

f. *dap den mir er ...

In addition, Nom-Dat and Nom-Acc are unmarked for monotransitives,

whereas Dat-Nora is the unmarked order for ergatives, as in Icelandic

(cf. Webelhuth 1986, p. 774). For a further discussion of word order in

the 'middle field' of the German sentence, see, for instance, Abraham

(1986b).

In spite of all this, it seems likely that the variation in (12) is due to

some sort of an NP-permutation or alternative base orders rather than to

absence vs. presence of NP-movement. Indeed, German probably has no

NP-movement at all (cf. e.g. Ebert 1975, Harbert 1977, and Haider and

Rindler-Schjerve 1988). If that is the case, the nominative in German

sentences like (16b) below is assigned VP-internally (cf. e.g. Webelhuth

1986, Haider and Rindler-Schjerve 1988; see also Reuland 1985 on Dutch):

(16)a. dap Paul ihn geschlagen hat.

that Paul(N) him(A) beaten has

b. dap e_r geschlagen wurde.

that he(N) beaten was

German poses partly the same problem to the standard approach to

NP-movement as do Icelandic and Faroese: all these languages illustrate

that the [NP, VP] position in sentences with an ergative or a passive

main verb is a position of either lexical or nominative Case (structural

accusative being the only Case that is excluded from this position).

However, in Icelandic and Faroese, lexically Case-marked (topical) NPs

are subject to obligatory NP-movement, whereas they are not in German.

In a series of works, Hubert Haider (e.g. Haider 1986b, 1987, 1988, Haider

and Rindler-Schjerve 1988) claims that German is exempted from EPP, i.e.

has no [NP, IP] position. If that is correct, nominatives are presumably

adjoined to VP, usually to the left of it (but to the right of it for ergative

Dat-Nom verbs). Thus, it lies near at hand to analyze the IP in (17) as

shown in (18):

(17) dap sie mir den Brief geschrieben hat.

that she me the letter written has

N D A
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(18)

sie e mir den Brief geschrieben v hat

N DA

- where nominative Infl-Case freely percolates to the subject. The passive

in (19) below, then, has the structure (20):

(19) dap mir der Brief geschrieben wurde,

that me the letter written was

D N

(20)

mir

D

der Brief geschrieben v

N

wurde

- where the nominative is also in the Case-domain of Infi.

This line of reasoning seems to be rather promising, but I have to leave

it to future research to decide whether it can be maintained. Let me just

point out that assignment of structural accusative is excluded in German,

as in Icelandic, unless structural nominative is also assigned (the Accusative

Filter), i.e. we get Dat-Nom passives and ergatives but no instances of

Dat-Acc, cf. (21):

(21) *dap mir den Brief geschrieben wurde.

D A

Abraham (1986a, p. 5 ff.) gives several (nonstandard) German examples

like the following two:59

59 My German informants tell me that all sentences like (21) and (22) are

totally out in their grammar. Presumably, dialectal or at least geographical

variation is involved (all my informants coming from Northern-Germany).
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(22) &Es wird jetzt gerade Lyrikgedichte vorgelesen.

it is now right lyrical poems read (aloud)

'Right now, lyrical poems are being read aloud.'

(23) *Es wird ihn Jetzt gefeiert.

it is him(A) now celebrated

'He is being celebrated now.'

Abraham argues that these examples illustrate that passive morphology

may assign structural accusative Case. It is not clear, though, what status

these data have. Similar examples are often heard in nonstandard Icelandic,

cf. (24):60

(24) %Pa.b var kosia hana i gaer.

was elected her yesterday

n.sg.N/A A

Note, however, that sentences of this kind always have an uninflected

'participle', i.e. they are probably anomalous in having a supine instead of

a passive participle. As far as I know, inflected participles are totally out

for all speakers in cases of this sort:

(25) a. **£'aa var kosin hana.

was elected her

f.sg.N A

b. **£'aa var kosna hana.

was elected her

f.sg.A A

Since passive participles (and predicative adjectives) do not inflect in

60 Interestingly, sentences of this sort are much better if the verb is a

reflexive one:

(i) a. Bornin leika ser allan daginn.

the children play self all the day

'The children are playing all day.'

b. ?t'ao var leikio ser allan daginn.

was played self all the day

(ii) a. Folkio baoaoi sig a laugardogum.

the people bathed self on Saturdays

'The people took a bath on Saturdays.'

b. ??t'ao var baoao sig a laugardogum.

was bathed self on Saturdays

Reflexive verbs thus tend to behave like intransitive verbs with respect to

passivization and bad-insertion. Consider the analysis of French reflexive verbs

as intransitive verbs in Rouveret and Vergnaud (1980. p. 140 ff.) and in

Grimshaw (1982).
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German, they are formally indistinguishable from supines, but it seems

most likely to me that sentences like (22) and (23) are of the same

anomalous character as the Icelandic (24). If that is correct, they have

no bearing on the 'Case assignment power' of passive participles. - None-

theless, cases of this sort are of course rather interesting. At first sight,

(24) seems to violate the Subject Command Condition. However, this is

probably not the case. Since the 'participle' is a [ + V.-N] supine here, it

cannot bear the 'suppressed' external role, i.e. it is exempted from Incor-

porate TH, like other supines. Therefore, the sentence is probably like

the Impersonal Modal Construction (cf. 5.3.1 and 6.1.5) in involving an

arbitrary subject pro. It is exemplified in (26):

(26) Pab verour [e] aa kjosa hana.

it must (N) to elect her(A)

'Someone has (/We have, etc.) to elect her.'

- where pro is nominative and bears the external role. As for the German

(22) and (23), on the other hand, it is unclear whether the nominative

and the external role are borne by es or by a null-NP in a VP-adjoined

'subject position'.

If the analysis in (18) and (20) is on the right track, the dichotomy

between German (and perhaps Dutch also) and English/Romance/Scan-

dinavian with respect to NP-movement and subjecthood has nothing to do

with Case assignment. That is, it should be possible to assign nominative

into VP in all Germanic languages (in fact, in all languages) as long as

the VP is not protected by a Case assigner. As we have seen, there is

extensive evidence that this is correct, cf. (27), for instance:

(27)a.

b.

t>aa hofou

there had

*Pa.b hafai

there had

[e] veria

been

[e] veria

been

skrifaöar

written

skrifua

written

sbgur.

stories(N)

sagan.

the story(N)

As seen in (27a), there is nothing wrong with VP-internal nominatives in

Icelandic (nor is there in other Scandinavian languages or English). What

is wrong with the sentence in (27b), therefore, is not the VP-internal

nominative, but the fact that the sentence violates the Subject Command

Condition (SCC), topical or 'definite' object NPs being unable to form a

chain with [NP, IP], i.e. unable to escape an SCC violation by other means

than NP-movement, cf. 6.3.2.3. It thus seems to be the case that SCC,

forcing NP-movement in, for instance, Scandinavian, English, and Romance,

is ineffective in German (and perhaps Dutch), German (and perhaps Dutch)

therefore having no NP-movment. This is not surprising if German is

exempted from the Extended Projection Principle, that is, has no specific
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subject position, [NP, IP], as claimed by Haider (1987, 1988) and Heider

and Rindler-Schjerve (1988). If Haider is right, SCC has no domain of

application in German: SCC crucially constrains the relation between [NP,

IP] and other argument positions.61

6.6 Summary

In this chapter, I have discussed and analyzed Promotion at considerable

length. The major achievements of the chapter can be summarized as

follows:

1. All nonagentive and other nonperformative subjects (NPs in the

[NP, IP] position) are derived by Promotion, either syntactic NP-

movement or lexical Externalize th. NP-movement normally preserves

inherent or lexical Case, whereas Externalize th never does (since

it 'bleeds' assignment of lexical or D-structure Case).

2. NP-movement, oblique or nominative, is not forced by defective

Case-marking, but by the Subject Command Condition, requiring

that nuclear arguments of V/A be coindexed with [NP, IP] or

commanded by an argument in [NP, IP].

3. Ergative verbs and other predicators (passives, adjectives, etc.)

that do not select an external role are not inherent nonassigners

of Case. The only Case their D-structure objects must not receive

is structural accusative. This is forced by the Chain-Visibility

Constraint (requiring that all members of a chain be Case-identical)

and the Accusative Filter (filtering out structural accusative unless

structural nominative is also assigned).

61 Note that German displays a much weaker Definiteness Effect than

English and the Scandinavian languages (cf. e.g. Askedal 1982, Platzack 1983a).

In so far as it does have DE (cf. e.g. Safir 1985, p. 104 ff., Belletti 1988, p.

14), it follows from the present analysis that definiteness or topicality only

has effects upon es- 'there, it' insertion, and, of course, not upon NP-movement

(German not having any NP-movment). Consider the following grammaticality

judgements of my informants:

(i)a. Es hat mir ein alter Herr geholfen.

there has me(D) an old man(N) helped

b. Es hat mir der Peter geholfen.

the Peter

c. Es hat mir ER DA geholfen.

he there

d. *Es hat mir er geholfen.
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4. 'Indefinite' or nontopical NPs are exempted from obligatory NP-

movement because they have means to satisfy (or escape violating)

the Subject Command Condition by coindexing with [NP, IP] without

violating the Binding Principles and general conditions on chain-

formation (cf. also Safir 1985). In contrast with general beliefs, this

has nothing to do with (nominative) Case assignment to the nonraised

'indefinite' NP (as seen by the fact that obliques display much the

same Definiteness Effect as nominatives in Icelandic).

5. Verbal passives are lexically derived ergatives and impersonals

(and adjectival passives are lexically derived middles). Therefore,

verbal passives behave much the same with respect to NP-movement

and Case assignment as nonderived ergatives and impersonals.

6. The Subject Command Condition, controlling NP-movement, has no

domain of application in languages that are exempted from the

Extended Projection Principle. This probably explains some striking

differences between German and Scandinavinan/English with respect

to NP-movement and subjecthood.
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7. Concluding remarks

In this work, I have studied verbal syntax and Case in Icelandic in some

detail. Three major topics were dealt with: Sentence structure and Case

(chapters 1-4), nonlexical NPs and Case (chapter 5), and Promotion, theta

structure, and Case (chapter 6). The most important achievements of this

inquiry into the nature of Case and Case assignment are the following:

- Nominative Case is an Infl-Case in Icelandic, whereas it is a Comp-

Case in the mainland Scandinavian languages. Accordingly, Icelandic, as

opposed to Mainland Scandinavian, applies verb movement to Infl, in

order for Infl to be capable of assigning nominative Case.

- Government and m-command should be kept strictly apart. Government

is a sisterhood relation of a head and its complement (controlling direct

theta-marking).

- Structural Case is an inherent feature of the X-bar system, i.e. struc-

tural Case is a head-feature of zero-level heads (in the sense of X-bar

Theory). Moreover, lexical or inherent Case is mapped onto zero-level

heads in D-structure. Like other head-features, Case percolates within the

m-command domain of the head (in so far as this domain is unprotected

by other Case assigners).

- There is no absolute Minimality Condition. A zero-level head acts as a

barrier or a protecting head with respect to Case assignment iff the head

itself percolates or assigns Case. It follows that Case assignment cannot

be accounted for in terms of (nonrelativized) government.

- All traces (of Case-marked antecedents) are Case-marked. Due to the

Chain-Visibility Constraint, a trace and its antecedent are always Case-

identical: Chains bear (no more than) one Case, assigned to two positions.

The resulatant Case-identity of the positions involved renders the Chain

structurally visible.

- Like many Asian languages, all Germanic languages are null-topic

languages. In at least the Germanic languages, null-topics seem to be

nonlexical operators in [Spec, CP], binding a variable in an A-position.

The nonlexical chains involved in this bear Case.

- There is no independent Null-Subject Parameter in Universal Grammar.

Rather, the difference between so-called null-subject languages and non-

null-subject languages is due to a parametrization of the Case Filter. In

non-null-subject languages, the Case Filter involves a Case ban on non-

lexical NPs that are non-traces, whereas there is no such ban in null-

subject languages. Accordingly, pro/PRO may occur in positions of obliga-

tory Case in null-subject languages only. - Moreover, there are no lexical
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Concluding remarks

nulls in UG, pro/PRO therefore being nonlexical argument positions that

are identified or assigned theta features by interpretive means (these

interpretive procedures sometimes involving either partial or complete

theta feature inheritance through coindexing).

- There are no combinatory Word Formation Rules in the usual sense.

Rather, word formation involves successive application of simplex lexical

operations: thata operations, categorial operations, and phonological

operations.

- All past participles are lexical in the sense that they are formed in

the lexicon. Nonetheless, passive sentences are derived by syntactic NP-

movement, whereas adjectival past participles are derived by lexical

promotion (the theta operation 'Externalize a role'). - Passive past par-

ticiples are lexically derived ergatives.

- Ergative lexical items, for example passives, are capable of assigning

lexical Case, as opposed to structural accusative Case.

- NP-movement is independent of Case assignment, i.e. it is not forced

by 'defective Case-marking'. Instead, it is forced by a general condition

on the relation between [NP, IP] and other argument positions, the Subject

Command Condition. It requires that nuclear arguments of verbs and

predicative adjectives either be commanded by an argument in [NP, IP] or

be coindexed with [NP, IP]. It follows that NP-movement behaves much

the same in languages that have lexical Case, like Icelandic, and languages

that have only structural Case, like Mainland Scandinavian and English.

Moreover, this predicts that languages that are exempted from the Extended

Projection Principle, i.e. have no [NP, IP] position, do not apply NP-

movement. German seems to be such a language.

Many of the fascinating Icelandic facts that have lead me to these

conclusions involve long distance agreement of Case and other phi-features,

for instance Subject-Predicate Agreement. These facts may seem rather

exotic. Cross-linguistically, however, they are everything but unusual.

With the exception of Icelandic and Faroese, Germanic and Romance

languages have joined in a strange 'conspiracy' not to show predicative

Case (on passive participles and predicative adjectives). Romance languages

do have Subject-Predicate Agreement for gender and number, but having

morphological case for only pronouns, they render predicative Case invisible

(and roughly the same is true of the mainland Scandinavian languages).

Conversely, German has morphological case for nouns and adjectives, but

is 'abnormal' in having no Subject-Predicate Agreement. Most other Indo-
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European morphological case languages, modern or old, are or were basically

like Icelandic with respect to long distance phi-feature agreement, it

seems. This includes, for instance, Latin, Ancient Greek, all Old Germanic

languages, and Russian (some of these languages, however, exhibit compli-

cations that are not found in Icelandic). It seems rather trivial and obvious

that universal Case Theory should account for 'visible' Case in these

languages, as well as in languages like English and Romance.

However, perhaps the most striking conclusion of this work is how

similar the mechanism of Case assignment is in English and Icelandic,

after all. Proponents of formal syntactic theory are often accused of

drawing far too general conclusions from a far too narrow base. To a

certain degree, this criticism is justified, but much too often, it is merely

conservative and ignorant. In this work, I hope to have shown that Case

in a fairly rich morphological case and lexical Case language like Icelandic

is controlled by the same structural principles as Case in 'impoverished'

Case languages like English, Mainland Scandinavian, and Romance.
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