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ABSTRACT

We examine structures in which an NP bears a grammatical relation to a
verb, to which it bears no thematic relation. We see several semantic
classes of verbs appearing in such constructions, and a number of different
types of such constructions, but no systematic relation between the
semantic class of the verb and the syntactic type of construction in which
it appears.

To explain mapping between thematic structure and grammatical structure,
we assume the Projection Principle (PP), which states that syntactic
structure must reflect lexical properties (thematic
structure/predicate-subject relations) at all levels. The PP appears to be
violated by structures with non-thematic "objects" coreferential with an
embedded subject, object, or oblique NP (=NP-th). We examine data showing
that although the NP acts as an object, it is not outside of the clause
containing NP-th. It is in an embedded intitial A-bar position, acting as
a predicate subject for the constituent containing NP-th. It acts as an
object of the matrix clause due to government holding between a verb and
complement and certain elements in the complement.

A second aspect of a theory of grammar is licensing of NPs for
interpretation. Elements in A-positions are licenced by Case, an abstract
relation holding between arguments and governors. Given A-bar subject
positions, the domain of Case requirement is not A-positions, but rather,
all positions governed by the PP: subjects and complements. Projection and
Case are intertwined facets of interpretability.

In Chapter 1 we introduce the domain of exploration. In Chapter 2 we
consider "Raising to Object" constructions. Certain English, Hindi,
Icelandic verbs effect sentential Exceptional Case Marking =S/ECM) by



subcategorization for "INFL-Phrase", with government and Case to the ‘
specifier. In Romance, different ECM structures arise with verbs selecting
for a Case assigning head. Hungarian structures support our claims.
"Non-vacuous" ECM in Blackfoot, Fijian, James Bay Cree, Kipsigas, Moroccan
Arabic, Niuean, Standard Arabic, argues for embedded A-bar subjects.

In Chapter 3 we look at non-thematic subjects (NTS). An NP may come to
act as a NIS in one of three ways. Raising to Subject is examined in
English. Kipsigas, and James Bay Cree NTS structures involve operator
movement, as does "Tough Movement" in many languages. We thus divide the
Theta—Criterion into two parts, one holding at all levels and one at LF,
and introduce an licensing device of composed theta chains. Niuean and
Standard Arabic show that NTS structures arise under non-Case assigning
verbs which allow A-bar subjects. Passive ECM verbs in these languages are
identical to Raising to Subject verbs, as they are, in a different way, in
English.

-In Chapter 4, NP complements in Chickasaw, Hungarian, Romanian,
Kinyarwanda, Turkish substantiate our claims, as verbs BCM the A or A-bar
possessor subjects of NPs, (= NP/BECM). The distribution of NP/BECM across
languages argues that Cases exist independently of Case assignment, since
NP/ECM requires the existence of an extra Case, as predicted by the Case
Filter. NP/ECM allows for direct argument possessors, or indirect argument
possessors. We predict that NP/ECM occurs only into object NPs. Several
apparent exceptions actually support our claims.

In Chapter 5 Case and chain theory is presented (Levin & Massam,1984),
accounting for expletive distribution, Case/argument structure relations of
Burzio's(1981) Generalization, and the Nom/Acc,Erg/Abs parameter. The
theory is revised to embrace data of this study, and we define Case
requirements in terms of the Projection Principle.

We close with a typology which emerges from our study.

Thesis Supervisor: Noam Chomsky
Title: Institute Professor
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Overview

A fundamental aspect of a. theory of grammar is the relation between the
thematic argument structure of lexicai items and the grammatical
constituent structure onto which they and their thematic arguments are
mapped. In the theory known as "Government and Binding Theory" (GBT)
outlined in Chomsky(1981,1982,1984,1985), this relation is considered to
consist in the notion of "projection". In this view, verbs, entered in a
lexicon along with information as to their meaning, and some representation
as to which of their arguments are internal and/or external (cf.Williams,
1979, 1980, 198l), are coﬁceived of as projecting a constituent structure,
or "tree", whose structure is in accordance with and is determined by the
lexical thematic properties of the projecting verb (cf.Stowell,1981).

Lexical items are inserted as dictated by the Theta Criterion (see below).

In GBT, this projective structure is considered to be inviolate throughout

- 14 ~
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the derivation. Any changes in the tree which occur through a derivation
must be made through adjunction, or structure preserving rules

(cf .Emonds,1976) . The result of this inviolateness is that at the point of
the derivation where interpretation takes place, the thematic structure of
the lexical item is essentially transparent. (Due to Move Alpha, this
thematic structure may be less than entirely transparent, however, it is
entirely recoverable.)

In the domain of argument/tree-structure relations, as in so many areas
of grammatical study, we find subject/object asymmetries. (We take subject
to refer to the NP dominated by IP (=S), and object to refer to the NP
daminated by VP.) It appears that subject positions may be non-thematic in
a way that object positions appear unable to be. Thus the second sentence
in each pair below is non—existent.l
(1) a. It seems that Lucinda Matlock, at ninety-six, felt she

had lived enough.
b.*That Phlebas is dead was obvious it.
c. It is raining.
d.*Zeus rained it.
e. There entered a man from rightstage.
f.*A man entered there from rightstage. (non-locative sense)
g. Es wurde heute getanzt. (German)
"It become today danced." ("There was dancing today,")

h.*Mozart tanzt es.
"Mozart danced it."

The notion of projection must then be formulated in such a way as to

1. Sentences similar to (lb) are possible, such as "I believe it that he'll
never kiss Lenore.", however these are analyzed as involving extraposition
of a sentential argument, the trace of which is spelled out as it.

- 15 -




allow for this observation. This can be done by associating it with
another observation, namely, that all clauses have subjects. This second
observation if raised to the level of a principle, will guarantee the
existence of subject expletives, given the existence of verbs which have no
external thematic argument. This allows such sentences as (la,c,e,g) to be
generated. In the case of objects however, we want the opposite result.
‘This can be achieved by a comparison of subjects and objects. We observe
that a subject can fulfill two roles in a sentence. It first might be a
thematic argument of the verb (such as agent, experiencer, etc.) and it
second must act as the subject of the clause for purposes of predication.
Rothstein (1983) accounts for the necessity for clausal subjects by
attributing it to the necessity for a predicate to have a subject at LF.
Since objects do not act as subjects, there is no reason for an object
position to be generated, other than to hold an internal argument of a
verb. Thus, if there is no internal thematic argument, there will be no
object.

These ideas are formalized in the Projection Principle of Chomsky(1981)
and the Extended Projection Principle of Chomsky(1982) and of

Rothstein (1983) , given below.2

2. We adopt Rothstein's version of the second part of the Extended
Projection Principle, rather than that of Chomsky(1982) which reads
"Clauses must have subjects”.

- 16 -
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(2) a. The (Extended) Projection Principle
(Chaomsky,1981,1982) (Rothstein,1983)

I Given [...4...B...]
[geeeBoriXons]

whered is an immediate consituent of ¥,

(1) if Pis an immediate constituent of ¥at
L;, and 7 = & , then «theta-marks P in &

(ii) if« selectsfin ¥as a lexical property,
then d selects #in 7at L,

(iii) if« selectsPin 7at L;, then % selects P
in¥at Lj

IT Predicates must have subjects

For the most part we will refer to both parts as the Projection
Principle.

The insight captured in the Projection Principle, especially in the
first clause of the first part, has a history of controversy. This
' controversy is centred on‘the problem of how to analyze structures such as
(3a,b), where we find, not an expletive, but a lexical NP which bears no
thematic relation with the matrix verb, acting as its object.
(3) a. I consider Penelope to be a very patient woman.

b. I believe Barbary to have died of spite.

Works such as Postal (1974) argue that these constructions are best

analyzed as involving raising, whereby the subject of the lower clause is

raised to become the object of the matrix clause. Such an analysis is

- 17 -




incampatible with the Projection Principle, which rules out non=-thematic
objects. Chomsky(1977) presents a different analysis for these
constructions, where the embedded subject is able to act as the object of
the matrix clause since it is in an infinitive clause.3

In later works, the non-raising analysis came to be known as Exceptional
Case Marking (ECM), since it was argued that verbs such as believe, -
consider etc. were exceptionally able to éssign accusative Case to the
subjects of their infinitive complements, and hence these subjects acted
grammatically as if they were objects of this verb. Many linguists,
however, have continued to consider that a Raising to Object rule is
required to describe human language adequately, and have argued so, for
example, Carden, Gordon & Munro(1982) who use raising/BCM data from
languages such as Chickasaw, and Fijian, to show that actual movement must
sometimes be involved in structures where elements embedded within either
sentential or noun-phrasal arguments act as matrix objects.4

It is one of the main tasks of this thesis to examine structures of this

type in a variety of languages within a theory which incorporates the

3. For other early transformational discussions of these constructions see
Lees (1960) , Rosenbaum(1967), Ross(1967), and McCawley(1970). These are
reviewed in Postal(1974).

4. Rochemont (1984) argues that Raising to Object is possible, and the
Projection Principle violatable just in case the raised NP is focused. He
argues further that it is this violation of the Projection Principle which
identifies the structure as one of focus from the point of view of the
language learner.

- 18 -




Projection Principle. This is part of a larger task, which is to consider
in a cross-linguistic way a variety of constructions which share with the
sentences in (3) the property of containing an NP which does not receive a
theta role from a verb but which acts as an argument of this verb. "To act
as an argument of a verb" means to undergo processes which in the unmarked
case are undergone by NPs which receive an external or internal theta role
from the verb. Such processes are reflexivization, passivization,
Wh-movement, etc., depending on the language. In accordance with the
Projection Principle, in the case of subjects, an NP will act, in this
grammatical sense, as a subject of a V'erbj when it is immediately dominated
by the IPi the complement of which is VPj, and when it receives Case from
INFLi. In the case of objects, an NP will act as the object of a Verbj
when it is in a particular configuration with Vérbj, namely that of
government by Vérbj, and more especially, when it receives Case from
V’erbj.5 Our interest is in the determination first of the lexical
properties which a verb must have in order to trigger a syntactic process
which enables a non-thematic NP to come to act as an argument of this verb,
and second to determine what these syntactic processes are, and how they

are constrained.

5. ECM sentences, among other configurations, provide examples of NPs which
are subjects for predication, but which do not act as subjects since they
do not receive Case from INFL, but from a verb. However, no NP appears to
act as a subject if it is not a subject for predication. This further
demonstrates the differences between subjects and objects in this regard.
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The second half of our interest brings us to the first half of the
conjunction of the title. Here, we concern ourselves with how non-thematic
NPs are interpreted. It has been determined that an ingredient essential
for the process of thematic interpretion is Case marking, where Case is a
form of abstract licensing which might be either a relation between a
governor and an argument, or an inherent property of an argument
(cf.Rouveret & Vergnaud, 1980, Chomsky,1980,1981, Stowell,198l1). Case
licensing is seen to be required of all elements which appear in projected
positions, and so we arrive at the relationship between Case and

projection.

1.2 Crucial Notions

Our discussion takes place within the context of GBT, which includes
many notions which we will assume without discussion. In this section, we
will present very cursorily, some of the more essential notions. We will
do this in several cases by simply giving definitions; for discussion, see
Chomsky (1981,1982,1984,1985) and references therein.

The projections of lexical items conforms to X'-theory
(cf.Jackendoff,1977). The version we assume creates XP projections which
have a specifier and complement(s). The maximal projection of a sentence

is CP ("COMP Phrase") which takes a specifier position into which
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Wh-elements may move, a head position, and an IP ("INFL Phrase")
complement. The specifier of IP is the subject of the sentence, with INFL
as the head, and VP as the complement. The question of whether VP has a
specifier is addressed in Chomsky(1985) but is irrelevant to us here.
Sentential structure is shown in (4a). The structure of NPs is assumed to
be, for the most part, as in (4b), although in Chapter 4 other

possibilities will be discussed and, in some cases, adopted.

(4) a. CP b. NP
/ \ / \
SPEC CP SPEC N'
/ N\ / N\
caMp IP N (NP/PP)
/ N\
NP I
/ \
INFL VP
/\
V (NP)

The most central structural concept which we will assume is that of
government. We adopt the definition argued for in Chomsky(1985), without
discussion, although we will see below that for the most part BCM data

support this definition, and we will suggest minor revisions as required.6

6. Another version of government which we will refer to is that of
Chomsky (1981) :

[ governs ¥] in [f...T ...% ... ¥ ...], where

(i) « = Xo

(ii) where ® is a maximal projection, if{b dominates ¥,
then (p dominates «.

(iii) X c-=commands
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(5) a. Government (adapted from Chomsky,1985)

agoverns #iff AC-commands #and there is no 7,
% a barrier for f, such that ¥Yexcludes *.

b. C-command
d c-commands B iff A does not dominate P and every t4
that dominates « daminates £, ¥a maximal projection
(cf.Aoun & Sportiche,1983)

c. Barrier

79 is a barrier for Biff (i) or (ii):

(i) ¥ immediately dominates 5, %a BC for £
(ii) 7is a BC for B, d¢ IP

d. B(locking C(ategory)

¥is a BC for B iff ¥is not L-marked and ¥dominates 2
e. L-Marking

# L-marks Biff« is a lexical category that
theta—governs 5

f. Theta—govern

& theta-governs piff dis a zero level category that
theta -marks 4, and <, f are sisters

g. Proper Government

& properly governs 3 iff £ theta governs or antecedent
governs ﬁ
Hence in: ...'4...[.5... ?...], A will not governﬁ if ¥ is a barrier
for ﬁ Chomsky's goal in formulating the definition above is to integrate
notions of government and bounding, which is the theory of locality

constraints on movement as seen in (6). We will not be overly concerned
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with the finer details of movement constraints, and hence not with the
finer details of the definitions above. The most important aspect of it
for us, is that it allows a governor to govern into the specifier of its
complement. This will be discussed in detail below. Also of importance is
the notion of "minimality".

(6) Minimality Condition (from Chomsky,1985)

Given ...'4...[.0 9/3],

/ does not govern Pif ¥is a projection of Sexcludingf

This means that & serves to protect /3 from government by °(, regardless
of whether 7 is a barrier for #. The intuitive notion here is that if
there is a closer governor than< for an element B, thenot does not govern
ﬁ. The consequence of (6) which is of interest to us is that a verb, while
governing the specifier of its complement (whether this complement is an NP
or a CP), will not govern the complement of its complement.

We further will assume that Subjacency holds as a condition on movement,

and that it is defined as below.7

7. Chomsky defines various types of Subjacency. The one given here is the
one for the locality condition on chain links.
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(7) a. Subjacency Condition
(Adapted from Chomsky,1985) A
If (Jjj 4i+1) is a link of a chain, then i+l

is subjacent to d&

Subjacency

fsis subjacent toLiff there are less than 2
barriers for 8 that exclude A

We also assume the Empty Category Principle.

(8) The Empty Category Principle (Chomsky,1981)

An empty category must be properly governed.

The Case Filter will be much discussed and refined below. Our starting
point is simply the stipulation below. It is initially assumed that Case
is a requirement on theta-chains, for purposes of visibility of theta

roles; this will be revised below.

(9) The Case Filter

*NP-chain, where NP-chain contains a theta-position and has
no Case (NP # PRO).

Two other important notions are the Theta criterion, and the division

between A and A-bar position.
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(10) The Theta Criterion (Chamsky,1981)

Given the structure S,.there i? a set K of chains,
K = {C.}, where C, ={¢"_,...,« ), such that:
1 1 1 n:

(i) if « is an arguTent of S, then there is a C, € K
such that« = « . and a theta role is assigned
to Ci by exactly]one position P.
(ii)if P is a position of S marked with the theta
role R, then there is a Cié ;K to which P
assigns R, and exactly oné 4 3 in c, is an argument.
(11) (Informal Definition)
a. An A-position is a position to which a theta role
might be (but need not be, in a given structure)

assigned.

b. An A-bar position is any other position.

The intuitive idea here is that A-positions are subject and object
positions. We will see, however, that there may be a division between this
intuition and the behaviour of NPs in certain positions, since there are
positions where subjects (for predication) appear, which exhibit some A-bar

characteristic, (and some A-position characteristic) behaviour.

1.3 Outline
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1.3.1 Chapter 2

The thesis is organized as follows. In Chapter 2 we examine ECM
structures. First, we look at English, showing that given the definition
of government above, ECM is not in fact exceptional Case marking. Rather,
the marked nature of so-called ECM structures is due to the
subcategorization of certain verbs for IP complements. We see that our
view that Case can be assigned into any specifier position explains certain
facts of complement distribution with respect to Case Resistance
(Stowell,1981), and we account for the apparent lack of Case assignment to
specifiers by a filter which requires English operators to match the case
of the variable with which they are associated. Other ECM cases similar to
English are considered, in Hindi and Icelandic, and "quirky Case" is
briefly discussed.8 Hungarian examples provide support for our assumption
regarding the general possibility of Case marking into specifiers. We then
examine Romance ECM structures in Italian, French, and Portuguese, showing
them to involve verbs which take complements with a Case assigning feature
in the head position.

The next sections deal with cases of ECM which are not string vacuous,

and which generally permit ECM to non-subjects. We examine first data from

8. Data and information sources for each language discussed are provided as
the language is discussed.
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Fijian and Niuean, showing that in these languages, ECM is non string
vacuous. We propose movement of an NP to a "second Specifier" (SPEC2)
position, dominated by the complement CP. We then consider the possibility
that these constructions require an analysis involving direct Raising to
Object, rather than to SPEC2, as argued for by Carden, Gordon &
Munro(1982). We reject a Raising to Object analysis on the grounds that
ECM movement displays properties with respect to chain and Case theory and
Binding theory which are not consistent with an A-movement analysis of
these structures. We note that the distinction between A and A-bar
position is blurred in these constructions, since the ECM'Q subject
position displays properties of both A and A-bar positions. We decide in
favour of our SPEC2 analysis.

Next, we compare the relation between the ECM'd NP and the theta
position with which it is coindexed, to relations that exist between
Topicalized and Left Dislocated elements and their coindexed theta
position. we look at ECM movement in a variety of languages, such as
Moroccan Arabic, concluding that, the usual situation is that there are
differences between ECM and Topicalization/Left Dislocation structures. We
then propose that BECM verbs in these languages are those which
subcategorize for CP camplements which are predicates, and hence, which
require subjects (cf.Taraldsen,1983, Haik,1985). An NP from within the
clause moves to act as a subject for the clause, in which position it

receives ECM. We examine certain languages such as Blackfoot, which lead
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us to consider that ECM constructions of this type need not necessarily
involve movement. This will require us to allow the base generation of
non-thematic NPs, and to constrain this generation. We will discuss this
further in Chapter 3.

We consider two other alternative analyses. The first involves indirect
movement to object, via SPEC2. This we rule out because it is unecessary,
given our assumptions of government, etc., but we also provide data from
Kipsigas which argues that the possibility of Raising to Object should be
ruled out in principle, in order to explain certain differences between
non-thematic "object" constructions and non-thematic subject constructions
in Kipsigas. The last alternative analysis discussed is that of prolepsis,
involving the base-generation of non-thematic objects which are
coreferential with an embedded argument. We discuss Higgins(198l)
arguments in favour of prolepsis, which we reject for theoretical reasons,
and we present arguments from the literature against prolepsis analyses for
specific languages. Finally, we discuss‘certain constructions in English
which we argue involve BCM movement of the type witnessed in the languages

of this chapter.

1.3.2 Chapter 3

In this chapter we discuss constructions with non-thematic subjects. We
begin by discussing briefly, the well-known cases of Raising to Subject in

English. We then reexamine in more detail the Kipsigas non-thematic
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subject constructions discussed in Chapter 2. We show that they are
different than both ECM movement constructions, and Raising to Subject
constructions. To analyze them, we turn to English Tough constructions,
limiting ourselves to a discussion of the so-called "theta-paradox" of
these constructions. To account for their thematic properties we suggest a
less pure definition of D-structure than that of Chomsky(1981), in which
only the thematic positions are referred to by the Theta Criterion. This
allows us to base generate non-thematic NPs in A-bar and in some subject
positions. The Principle of Full Interpretation requires us to propose the
device of theta chain composition at LF, which allows us to constrain the
distribution of base—generated non-thematic NPs in both ECM and Tough
constructions. Tough predicates are defined as those which consider
embedded A-bar positions to be A-positions for the purpose of theta chain
composition at LF. We then return to Kipsigas, and see that the
non-thematic subject constructions are accounted for by chain composition.
Niuean and Standard Arabic non-thematic subject positions are examined
next. It is seen that they have different properties from those of
Kipsigas, and from English Raising to Subject constructions. The
properties are, however, identical to those of ECM movement constructions,
with the sole difference being that the latter involve Case marking verbs,
whereas the non-thematic subject constructions involve non Case marking
verbs. These data require an analysis of movement from an A to an A-bar to

an A position, and we discuss the way to allow this, without allowing
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ungrammatical constructions in English, French, and other languages. The
crucial factor here is the definition of variable. We conclude that there
are many syntactic ways of producing a non-thematic subject construction,

and that each is triggered by a specific lexical property of a verb.

1.3.3 Chapter 4

In Chapter 4 we turn to cases of BCM into NPs, commonly known as
"Possessor Raising”. Since our definition of government allows verbs to
govern the specifiers of their complements, we expect to find the
phenamenon of NP/ECM, which in fact we do. However, we note that this
phenomenon will be constrained by the fact that the Case Filter will
require the matrix NP to be assigned Case, and so an NP in specifier
position will not be free to receive the Case assigned by a governing verb
in most cases. Only if there is an extra Case available will NP/ECM be
possible. We examine Kinyarwanda, and Tzotzil NP/ECM, showing that in
these languages, verbal complexes may assign multiple Cases, and hence
NP/ECM arises. We discuss in some detail the complexities of these cases
of NP/ECM.

Our theory of government predicts that there will be no NP/ECM to
specifiers of subject NPs, since a subject NP is not properly governed, and
hence constitutes a barrier for an NP in its specifier. Furthermore, in
all cases examined so far, ECM effects have been due to some lexical

property of a verb, in particular, in the case of NP/ECM, of a verbs'
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multiple Case assigning talents. Chickasaw provides a counterexample to
this claim, since it allows NP/ECM to subjects of intransitive verbs, as
well as to objects. We show that in fact it does not counterexemplify our
claims, since NP/ECM does in fact depend on verbal lexical properties, and
involves structures which permit government of the possessor, where the
possessor has moved to a position which is dominated by IP. Our analysis is
based on the theory of Case assignment proposed by Levin & Massam(1984), in
particular their theory of Surface-ergativity. We discuss the claims of
Carden, Gordon & Munro{1982) that Chickasaw provides a strong argument
against the Projection Principle, arguing instead that the Projection
Principle's treatment of subject/object asymmetries allows for structures
in which there is a separation made between the thematic external argument
and the subject for predication, such as those which appear in Chickasaw
NP/ECM structures.

We turn to another type of NP/ECM, that where the BCM'd possessor
receives dative Case, and acts as an indirect, rather than a direct
argument of a verb. Szabolcsi's(1981,1983) account of Hungarian NP/ECM is
presented, and modified to fit into the cross-linguistic picture presented
here. It is seen that in some languages NPs have an AGR node, and a
peripheral position similar to SPEC, which Szabolcsi calls KOMP. NP/ECM is
thus seen to involve, in some languages, the movement of a possessor to a
peripheral position, where it receives BECM. This compares with S/ECM

movement discussed above, as Kinyarwanda and Tzotzil NP/ECM compare with
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IP-subcategorization S/BECM as found in English. We discuss other cases of
dative NP/ECM in Romanian and in Choctaw and Chickasaw.

We turn next to inalienable possessor NP/BCM, which in many languages
presents properties different from those of alienable possessor NP/ECM. We
look at Kinyarwanda and argue that inalienable possessor NPs and NP
arguments of what we call "take-away" verbs, involve dative NP/ECM, similar
to that discussed above for other languages. We discuss also Korean
"take-away" NP/ECM. Some characteristics of Kinyarwanda dative NP/ECM
cause us to question whether NP/ECM is the correct analysis for such
structures, and we examine certain English, French and Warlpiri inalienable
possessor sentences where the possessor appears as a separate NP from its
possessed item, and yet it does not become separated by a syntactic
process. Guéron's(forthcoming) notion of lexical chain formation in
inalienable possession structures is discussed. Our conclusion is that
structures where possessors appear separated in some way from their
possessed, may be derived by syntactic means in one language, and by
lexical or interpretive means in another, and that each case must be judged
separately.

The last language examined in this chapter is Turkish, in which NP/ECM,
S/ECM and inalienable possession are seen to interact in a particularly
interesting way. We have no solution to the Turkish data, but a possible

line of inquiry is sketched out.
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1.3.4 Chapter 5

In the final chapter, a theory of Case and chains is provided which
integrates the findings of the thesis. First, the theory of Case of Levin
& Massam(1984) is outlined, and it is seen to account for the
Ergative/Absolutive//Nominative/Accusative parameter, as well as for
various aspects of argument structure seen in passive and expletive
structures. It also derives Burzio's(198l) Generalization (T<--->A). We
see that Case theory must be revised to account for ECM movement and Tough
movement analyses, and we propose a theory of Case and chains in which each
projected position must appear in a chain, which receives Case, and which
is theta-licensed, either by containing a theta position, or by forming a
camposed chain with a chain which contains a theta position.

The thesis ends with a discussion of the lexical properties which
various verbs may have which allows them to appear in constructions with
non-thematic subjects or "objects". We see that while there are basic
semantic classes of verbs involved in such constructions across languages,
there is no one to one mapping between a semantic class of verbs and a
syntactic means of effecting ECM or a non-thematic subject construction. A
typology is presented, showing the relations between semantic verb class

and syntactic process, in a variety of languages.
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Chapter 2

Exceptional Case Marking: A case of Case to Specifier

2.1 Introduction

2.1.1 Overview of Chapter 2

\

In this chapter we examine the phenomenon of Exceptional Case Marking
(ECM) constructions, which we define as those constructions in which an

element (usually an argument) within an embedded complement clause has come

to act in some way as a verbal argument (usually a direct object) of an

1

immediately higher clause. "In some way" may include as little as being

assigned Case by the higher verb, or it may alternatively include the

ability to undergo "object-referring” rules in the main clause such as

1. Lefebvre and Muysken(1982) analyze Quechua ECM, showing that in this
language it is possible to ECM non-arguments such as adverbs. (On Quechua,
see also Cole and Hermon,1979,1981.) In other languages such as Irish
(Stowell, 1984, McCloskey,1983, 1985 Postal,1985,) and Niuean (Seiter,1980,
and below, this chapter), and Greek (Joseph,1979) the ECM'd entity does not
act as a direct object, but rather, as the object of a preposition.
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reflexivization, Passive, agreement, etc.

The view to be developed here incorporates two connected claims. First,
although we retain the title "ECM", it is considered to be a misnomer, in
that there is nothing in the Case marking itself which is exceptional,
although the effect of this Case marking might be so considered in that
Case is assigned by a verb to a non-sister which does not receive a
theta-role from this verb. This is essentially the view of Chomsky(1981)
and Stowell (1981). However, we will consider ECM to result not from
S'-deletion (as do Chamsky,1981 and Stowell,1981), but rather from the
subcategorization of ECM verbs for IP. In this view, the non-exceptionality
of BCM is due to our adoption of the definition of government of
Chomsky (1985) (See Chapter 1), by which a governor is able to govern into
the specifier of its governed category.2 Since Case is assigned under
government, this view allows verbs taking IP complements to assign Case to
the specifier of IP, which contains the clausal subject. In considering
this government and Case assignment the norm, we must also consider it to
potentially occur in all environments, and not only in case of IP
complements. We show that there is in fact evidence that Case is in

general assigned to sentential specifiers, rather than only in cases more

2. The possibility for this was proposed in Kayne(1984) to account, for the
most part, for different facts.
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3

generally considered to involve ECM™ (cf. Kayne,1984).

The second claim made here, a consequence of the non-exceptionality of
Case marking in BECM structures, is that the cross-linguistic
characterization of ECM (as defined above) is not as a unitary syntactic
process, but rather as an effect (with semantic consequences)4, achieved by
general principles of grammar such as government and Case assignment as
discussed in the previous paragraph, in conjunction with language-specific

subcategorization or selection properties of certain verbs.

Two points should be stressed with respect to the view of ECM outlined
above. First, the notion that identical or similar effects across or
within languages can be the result of any one of a variety of syntactic or
lexical processes or constraints is unique neither to BECM nor to this
thesis. Chomsky(1984) argues that the effect of Passivization results from
the Case Filter (see Chapter 1 (9)) and the general availability of "Move
Alpha" in conjunction with the change in value of a lexical feature [+CA]
(CA=Case Assigner) from [+] to [-]. Furthermore, there are cases commonly
referred to as "Passives", which do not involve this feature change at all,

such as the so-called "impersonal passives" of German and Dutch, or the

3. ECM into NP complements, as opposed to sentential complements, will be
discussed in Chapter 4.

4. The semantic effects of ECM are discussed more in philosophical than in
linguistic work. See for instance, Quine,1956.
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"subjectless" Passives of Polish argued for by Kitagawa(1984) (in Chapter 5
Passivization and Case will be discussed). Also, Huang(1982), in his
discussion of certain properties of Chinese and English presents evidence
that the phenomenon of islandhood (cf.Ross,1967) is another such effect
which results from very different constraints, (some of which in fact apply
at different levels of the grammar). For example, Huang argues that the
impossibility of extraction from adjuncts is due to an S-structure
constraint, "Condition on Extraction Domains" which rules out extraction
from non-properly governed domains, while Subjacency accounts for the

impossibility of extraction from an argument "Wh-island", or a complex NP.

A further aspect of the theory of ECM outlined herein is that it relies
heavily on lexical properties of verbs with respect to subcategorization
and head-selection. This, we feel, is all to the good, since clearly there
is lexical idiosyncracy involved in ECM. Selection for properties of heads
is substantially argued for.5 Subcategorization (in terms of the category
of a verb's complement) as a lexical property is more controversial, in
that it has been argued that it is unnecessary. For instance,

Pesetsky (1982) , working from Grimshaw(1979), argues that the
C(ategory)-selection of verbs can be derived from their Case marking
properties in conjunction with the Case Filter, so that any Case assigning

5. Seg Chomsky (1957,1975). Most clear, are cases involving features such
as animacy, gender, etc. Other cases involve the selection for a tensed or
non-tensed complement -- eg.insist vs. try.
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verb with the appropriate S(emantic)-selection properties may take either
an NP or a S' complement, whereas a non-Case marking verb may only take S'
(or PP) camplements. While such an analysis may account for the
distribution of the categories NP and CP (although there are problems with
this, discussed in Abney,1985), it leaves open the problem of the different
distributions of CP and IP, necessary according to current assumptions to
account for the distribution of PRO and of BCM'd complements, as well as,

in some accounts, for the distribution of gerunds.6

2.1.2 Organization of Chapter 2

This chapter is organized as follows: In Section 2, we present an
analysis of BCM in English. We argue that given the definition of
government presented in (Chapter 1 (5)), and a view of Case marking which
involves government and adjacency, English ECM can be accounted for simply
by specifying that some verbs with clausal complements can subcategorize
for IP. To propose an independant property (such as [+ BCM]), is
redundant. We note that our assumptions predict that Case assignment may
occur to any Specifier, and we show that this leads to an explanation of
certain facts regarding Case Resistance. The fact that this Case
assignment does not show up morphologically is due to a constraint which

6. This was pointed out to me by Kyle Johnson. For discussion of the
properties which must be selected and/or subcategorized, see
Grimshaw(1979) ,Reuland (1983) ,Rizzi (1982) ,Stowell (1981).
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disallows non-Case matching between operators and variables. Other
languages with BCM similar to that of English, such as Hindi and Icelandic,

are briefly discussed.

Hungarian is then discussed as providing evidence that Case can be
assigned to the Specifier of CP as well as to IP (with the expected result
that Case marking is the only way in which the embedded argument behaves as
an argument of the matrix verb). The main difference between English and
Hungarian results from the fact that the latter does not require
Case-realization matching between an operator and its theta-marked trace in

an A-bar chain.

In Section 3 we examine another set of languages that show that Case
assignment to Specifiers is possible. Examining the work of
Kayne (1981,1984) , Rizzi(1981,1982) and Raposo(1984,1985), we present
evidence from French, Italian and Portuguese, that Case assignment occurs
to specifiers. We consider this Case to be assigned to the specifier of
IP, by an element in the COMP which appears under certain verbs which
select for a complement with a complementizer consisting of the feature
[+CA]. We thus account for the distribution of so-called ECM verbs in
these languages, as well as for the differences between English, Icelandic
and Hindi ECM on the one hand, and Italian, French and Portuguese ECM on

the other.

The final section examines cases of BCM which appear to involve

- 39 -




movement, such as those found in, for example, Berber, Fijian, Kipsigas
Malagasy, Moroccan Arabic, Niuean, and Standard Arabic.7 Most of these
languages allow ECM to non-subjects, hence the Theta-Criterion and the
Projection Principle dictate that BCM must indeed involve movement.8 It
has been argued that this movement is to object position. We argue against
a Raising to Object analysis, and in favour of one involving the iexically
determined generation of a complement with an additional specifier
position, into which Case can be assigned.9 The structures are compared to
Topicalization and Left Dislocation structures, and seen to have different

properties, and so we propose to consider the ECM'd NP to be the subject of

7. Sources for data in these languages will be given as they are discussed
below.

8. Malagasy ECM occurs only to subjects, however, it too must be analyzed
as involving movement. In Massam(1984) I argued differently, however data
discovered since then in Randriamsimanana,l1981 involving BECM from tensed
clauses has called for a different analysis. In Massam(1984) I considered
the subject NP to be base generated clause initially in ECM sentences,
instead of clause finally. This exceptional word order was tied to the
occurence of a particle ho which I believed to appear always and only in
BFCM clauses. However, in Randriamasimanana(1981) he shows that the
particle ho appears in clauses other than ECM clauses, and furthermore it
does not always appear in ECM clauses. It appears that BCM may occur to
tensed clauses, and that the subject NP is external to CP in such clauses,
and hence they must involve movement to this position. That ECM movement
is restricted to subjects is due to the fact that in Malagasy all movement
is so restricted. See Keenan(1972,1976,1978), Keenan & Comrie(1977),
Randriamasimanana(198l), and Travis(1980,1984).

9. See Massam(1984) for an earlier version of this analysis, in which
movement was considered to occur to COMP. This analysis posed problems,
pointed out by G. Carden, p.c., in that ECM movement did not behave in all
respects like other cases of movement to COMP such as Topicalization. The
differences will be discussed below.
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a CP predicate. We consider and reject also an indirect raising analysis
and a prolepsis analysis. This discussion will lead us to the topic of

Chapter 3: Tough Movement and Raising to Subject.

2.2 ECM with IP Subcategorization

2.2.1 English Data
Examine the following structures:

(1)a. People expect that Mooty will catch mice.

b. Chandra expects Mooty to catch mice.

c. Corbin expects her to catch mice also.

d. Even Mooty expects herself to catch mice.

e. In short, Mooty is expected to catch mice.
In (1b), in contrast with (la), the thematic subject Mooty of the
infinitival embedded clause is assigned accusative Case. This is seen in
(1c) , where it appears as her, not she. That her is governed by the matrix
verb is evidenced by the fact that the embedded thematic subject can appear
as a reflexive, coindexed with the matrix subject, as in (1d). And that
the accusative Case of her is assigned by the matrix verb expect, (under

government) is evidenced by the fact that her/she can appear as the matrix

subject of a passivized verb as in (le).

There are many other facts relating to constructions such as those
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above. Discussed in detail in Postal (1974), is their interaction with
other operations such as "Complex (heavy) NP Shift", quantifier scope
readings, Gapping, and etc. Postal accounts for these facts by a Raising
to Object analysis, whereby an embedded subject is raised to fill a

subcategorized non-thematic object position in the matrix clause.

2.2.2 ECM analysis

As discussed in Chapter 1, a Raising to Object analysis is not available
in GB theory, due mainly to the Projection Principle (see Chapter 1 (2)),
which rules out non-thematic complement positions. Instead, Exceptional
Case Marking is proposed (Chamsky,198l); an operation whereby the
infinitival sentential complements of certain propositional attitude verbs
(expect, believe, think,...) undergo S'-deletion. Under a phrase
structure schema where S' is a projection of S, S'-deletion will result in
a non-maximal complement, the subject of which will be in a position to be
governed by the matrix verb (where government is defined as in (Chapter
1,Note 5), where® , a governor, governs 13 iff Aand ﬁare in all the same
maximal projections). If Case is assigned under government (with an
adjacency condition also imposed (cf.Stowell,1981)), then the subject of

the embedded clause will be assigned Case by the matrix verb. The tree
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below illustrates.10

(2)
VP

/
\Y%
[+S'—-del] t;

Under the version of X'-theory we are assuming (given in Chapter 1), S' is
not a projection of S, but rather of CQMP, and S in fact is a maximal
projection, IP. Notice now, that the questionable rule of S'-deletion is

unnecessary; since S is a maximal projection, we can simply consider ECM

11

verbs to subcategorize for IP. Since subcategorization for IP eradicates

only one of the two maximal projections which usually intervene between a

10. For a different analysis of English ECM, see Kayne(1984). His work on
ECM will be discussed further below, although not in any detail.

Bouchard (1983) provides a critique of both Chomsky's and Kayne's views on
ECM, and provides a different analysis.

11. Another reason for positing S' deletion was provided by Subjacency
facts. Since the complement clause maximal projection did not act to
prohibit extraction, it was theoretically necessary to delete it. Under
the version of Subjacency outlined in Chapter 1, IP will not act to block
extraction, since it is properly (theta-) governed by the matrix verb,
hence the Subjacency facts are explained. A problem remains, however, as
to why subcategorization for IP is so restricted. It appears to be
subcategorized for only by verbs (unless sentences such as "Pyramus planned
for Thisbe to kiss him" involve a structure: P IP]. The possibility of
IP-subcategorization might be determined by whggher or not infinitival
clauses need to be assigned Case in a particular language, see Section 2.4
on Romance.
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matrix verb and the subject of its complement, under the sisterhood
definition of government, conditions for Case assignment would not be met,
and there would be no explanation for ECM sentences such as those in
(lb-e) . There are two possibilities open to us We can consider ECM verbs
to in fact be exceptional, in that they, and no other verbs, have an
expanded government and Case domain, allowing Case assignment into the
specifier of their camplement. This seems redundant, however, as we must
also specify that these verbs are unusual in that they subcategorize for

IP.

The second possibility is to adopt the notion of government given in

Chapter 1(2), and repeated in part below.12

(3) Chomsky (1985)

a. dgoverns @ iff A c-commands ﬁ and there is no "5, ¥ a
barrier for f#, such that ¥ excludes &
(and there is no "closer" governor)

Under this definition of government, a matrix verb governs its complement,
and also the specifier and the head of this complement. Since the subject
of IP is the specifier of IP, a verb subcategorizing for IP will govern,

13

and hence Case mark this subject. Thus, in this view, BCM consists

12. The definition of “"closer" in this definition of government is provided
in Chapter 1(6).

13. Case marking will always take place, in grammatical instances of IP
subcategorization, since if it did not (i.e. if a [-CA] verb
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simply in subcategorization for IP, and the name "Exceptional Case Marking"
is in fact a misnomer, since there is nothing exceptional about the Case

marking in constructions such as (lb-e). The tree in (4) illustrates.

(4) eeo VP
/ \
v IP ([+CA]=Case Assigner)
[+cal / \ (— =Case Assignment)

AV i

Given the independent motivation discussed in Chomsky (1985) for the
definition of government in (Chapter 1(5)), the second view of ECM is
preferable, since it requires only that we specify the subcategorization
features of ECM verbs, which mﬁst be done in either view. Furthermore,

subcategorization for IP or CP must be specified even independently of ECM,

14

in order to account for the distribution of PRO. However, if we allow

subcategorized for IP), a Case Filter violation would result, since the NP
subject would not receive Case. This subject could not be PRO, of course,
since it is governed by the matrix verb.

14. This is necessary because some verbs taking sentential complements must
be specified to take only the category CP (or NP) as a complement, since
this stipulation accounts for the fact that their infinitival sentential
complements necessarily have a PRO subject. The presence of PRO indicates
that CP, and not IP is the camplement, since otherwise PRO would be
governed, and a sentence such as "Maigret forgot to put down his pipe."
would be ungrammatical. (cf. the ungrammaticality of "*Maigret forgot
Paris to be so foggy.", even though "forget' can appear with NP objects,
and hence is [+CA]—"Maigret forgot this fact.") On the other hand, there
are verbs which take infinitival complements, which never allow PRO
subjects. This is accounted for by considering these verbs to necessarily
appear with IP complements, in which PRO would be governed, hence ruling
out sentences such as "*Lenina believes to be afraid of Mr. Savage.",
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government into specifiers, we claim that any [+CA] verb can assign its
Case to the specifier of its complement. Is this claim justified? The
former view predicts that Case marking to a specifier will occur only under
ECM verbs, and then only when these verbs are IP subcategorizers. This
latter stipulation would be necessary because verbs which can take IP can
also take CP, but when they take CP, to whatever extent they might be
argued to exhibit ECM properties, so might other non-ECM verbs taking CP

complements (See below).

In the following section, I will argue that the claim that any Case
assigning verb may assign Case to its specifier is in fact justified, since
it allows us to explain certain facts of complement distribution and Case

Resistance, and is further substantiated by certain Hungarian structures.

2.2.3 Case Assignment to SPEC: English

2.2.3.1 The Prediction

The view we are arguing for predicts that all verbal Case-assigners can

15

assign Case to the specifier of their complement. We will now examine

although "Lenina believes herself to be afraid of Mr. Savage." is
acceptable.

15. We consider here only verbal governors (Case assigners). Given the
definition of government assumed herein, INFL will not govern (and hence
will not assign Case) into the specifier of a sentential subject, since it
is not a lexical governor (and so subjects are barriers for elements within
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evidence from English which bears out this prediction. We consider here

only cases of sentential complements; NPs will be discussed in Chapter 4.
There are four types of sentential complements to consider.

(5) a. Infinitival IPs
b. Tensed CPs
c. Infinitival CPs
d. Embedded question CPs (tensed and infinitival)

In each of these cases the required configuration might arise, that is,

the configuration in (6).

(6)

In case of (5a), we have the familiar BCM situation where the specifier NP

is the subject of the embedded IP clause and is Case marked by the matrix

them). Prepositions are less clearly non-lexical. However, given the
ungrammaticality of sentences such as "*Who did Emma put her needlework on
the picture of t?", it appears that they do not lexically govern their
complements, since these complements act as barriers for antecedent
government. (Note that the PP itself cannot be considered the barrier
here, since the complement of the P can itself be extracted as in "What did
Emma put her needlework on t?" (see Baltin,1978, and Johnson, o
forthcaming). This view requires the element for to be different than
other prepositions, since it can govern and assign Case into the specifier
of IP in sentences such as "Miss Alma was wishing for the doctor to see
her."
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[+CA] verb.
Let us assume the following:
(7) The specifier of CP is reserved for operators.

(This stipulation is most likely derivable from an LF condition on

interpretation, however, we will not attempt to derive it here.)

Now, in cases of (5b,c,and d) the NP in the specifier of XP can only be
a [+WH] NP (we leave aside for the moment the question of other [+WH]
categories such as PPs). Note that if Case assignment to a (by definition,
governed) specifier position is the norm, we might expect a [+WH] element
in the specifier of CP (henceforth "SPEC" for the specifier of CP, and
"specifier" for all others) to be Case marked by a [+CA] verb just as is

the specifier of IP. We will consider each case in turn.

2.2.3.2 Case Resistance: Tensed Clauses

For (5b)--tensed clauses--Case marking to a specifier containing a trace
of a [+Wh] NP might result in sentences such as (8), which is generally
considered ungrammatical (even given the weak "who/whom" distinction in
Ehglish).16

16. Apparently, some speakers of some British dialects allow sentences such
as (8). This will be returned to below. Coreference will be indicated
either by underlining or by indexing throughout the thesis.
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(8) * [Whom [does Campion think [t[[ t stole the chalice?]]]]]

Such data, at first glance, suggest that it is incorrect to assume that
Case assignment to specifiers is the norm. However, the situation is not
so straightforward. First, it has been argued by Stowell that tensed

clauses are subject to the Case Resistance Principle.17

(9) The Case Resistance Principle (CRP) (Stowell,1981)

Case may not be assigned to a category bearing a
Case-assigning feature.

Stowell observes that [+ Tense] is a Case-assigning feature, generated in
INFL, and moving to COMP, the head of S'. Hence, tensed clauses fall under

(9). In our view, we consider Tense to be a generated feature of COMP, so

17. We adopt the Case Resistance Principle in this thesis, in as much as we
consider English sentences and prepositional phrases to move away from
Case-marked positions. However, it is not clear whether the Case
Resistance Principle holds in all languages. Since the data required to
test it are often quite subtle, and are largely unavailable to me for the
languages discussed in this and in following chapters, I will for the most
part remain agnostic on this point. Also unclear, is whether Stowell s
claim that it is the presence of a "Case Assigning feature" which causes
sentences and PPs to resist Case is correct. The claim becomes
questionable in a framework which considers that NPs with possessor
subjects contain mechanisms to allow internal Case assignment to these
possessors. See Chapter 4 for a discussion of NP-internal Case

assignment. One last point here, is that, while we adopt (some version of)
Stowell's CRP for English, we do not accept his claim that CPs must be in
Case marked chains. Rather we consider that CPs may, but need not receive
Case. See levin & Massam,1984, and Chapter 5 for arguments regarding this.
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that a [« Tense] COMP selects for a [of Tense] IP complement.18

If we accept Stowell's CRP (but see Chapter 5 and note 8 for
discussion), it would seem that in (5b), tensed clause complements, the
specifier of the complement will never be in a position to receive Case
from the verb which selects it, because the adjacency requirement on Case
assignment will never be met. However, there are complicating factors

which we will discuss below.

2.2.3.3 Case Resistance: Infinitival Clauses

We turn now to (5c)--infinitival CP complements. According to Stowell's
Case Resistance Principle, these cases might also be expected never to
allow Case-marking into a specifier. This is because, in his system,
infinitivals ([-Tense]), are also Case Resistant, but in a way different
from tensed clauses. In fact, in Stowell's words: "A number of phenomena
fall into place very nicely if we assume that a governing verb never
assigns Case to a complement position which is occupied at D-structure by a
to-infinitival clause, and that the clause intrinsically satisfies [the

constraint that Theta-roles may only be assigned to A-positions which are

18. A note here on "that-deletion": With Stowell, we consider that the
camplementizer "that" may be deleted only if the trace which results is
properly governed. After Case Resistance movement (adjunction to VP), a CP
is both (structurally) governed by, and coindexed with, the verb, and hence
can be considered to be still properly governed.
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associated with PRO or Case]" (=Stowell's 2.2.15) (Stowell,1981, p.177).%1°

It seems, then, that in the case of infinitivals, as well as tensed
clauses,the ECM effect will never arise. In this case, it is because the
Case which we expect to find in SPEC will never be assigned by a verb.

Here too, however, there are complicating factors, to be discussed below.

2.2.3.4 Non Case Resistance: Wh-Clauses

The third case to be considered is (5d), embedded questions, such as

those in (10).

(10)a. Linda knows [who [ t iced the cake]] coz its all pink.
b. Bill asked [what [the props-master had brought t
to rehearsal]]
c. Phyllis explained [what [ PRO to feed t to the budgies.]]

Here, the issue is somewhat complex. Stowell considers that these clauses

are not Case-resistant, given data such as in (11).

(11)a. Although [who [Jenny gave the doll to t]] amused us...
b. We were talking about [what [Kara should name her doll 1]
c. Tony considers [what [he chooses to eat t]] to be very
important.
d. Dawn explained [who the Sandman is t] to her children.

19. Note here also that an infinitival camplement while perhaps not
Case-marked, is properly governed by a verb, since it is theta-marked by
this verb. 1In Section 2.4 we will claim, following Raposo(1984) that in
certain Romance languages, infinitivals must be Case marked.
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He notes that these sentences contrast with sentences such as the
following:20
(12)a. *Although [that Jenny gave the doll to Harry]
amused us...
b. *We were talking about [that Kara should name her doll
"Lettuce"]
c. *Tony believes [that I read old grammars in my spare
time] to be rather odd.
d. *Dawn explained [that yeast makes bread rise] to her
children.

Stowell attributes the contrasts above to the fact that the CRP is
"sensitive to the categorial status of the element present in CQMP"
(Stowell, 1981, p.393). He considers that the CRP applies to the lexical
head of a phrase, rather than to the phrase itself, and that COMP is the
head of S'. If the elements "that", "e", and "for" in COMP, bear Case
resisting features [+tense], then regular tensed and infinitival clauses
will be resistant to Case. However, he considers that in the interrogative
clauses, the Wh-NP is in the head position of S'. Since NP does not bear
any Case resisting features, the Case assigned to S' can be assigned,
without violation of the CRP. Stowell notes further that this ability to

assign Case to a clause only exists if the element in COMP may bear Case.

Hence, Wh-PPs in COMP do not render a clause non-Case resistant, as in (13)

20. The distributional facts discussed here are for the most part true of
Infinitival complements also, however, we will use only tensed complement
examples.

- 52 -




below.2l

(13)a. *Although [in which book [she met Peter t]]

doesn't affect Harriet... :

b. *Chrisanne was talking about [at which galleries [she'd
had shows t]]

c. *Peter considers [on whose piano [he plays t]] to be of
prime importance. =

d. *Poirot mentioned [with which weapon [the murder had been
committed t]] to the doctor.

While Stowell considers the Wh-word in COMP to act as the head of the
clause, for us, due to the X' schema we are assuming, this cannot be so.
However, his analysis need not be substantially changed if we allow Case to
be assigned to either a Specifier position. or to a head. Case Resistance
takes place only if neither the head or the specifier is able to "receive"

the Case. Thus, Case resistance will never occur if the specifier of a

clause (whether it be IP or CP) is able to receive Case, i.e., is an NP.22

This analysis raises an immediate question, both for Stowell's analysis

21. Wh-words such as "where, "why' etc. act as NPs in this regard, since
they also render a clause non Case resistant, as in: "Gabriel Oak explained
why the corn rick was on fire to Bathsheba." The difference between
"whether" and "if" is explained if we consider "whether" to be in SPEC, and
"if" to be in CQMP.

22. As will be discussed below, this view depends on our claim, introduced
in Note 8, and to be argued for in Chapter 5, that sentences, while able to
be in Case assigned chains, are not required to be in Case assigned chains
(we will consider them to have inherent Case marking). This is because, it
is only if the sentential complement does not itself require the Case which
is assigned by the verb, that this Case is able to be assigned to another
XP, namely the NP in Specifier position. We will see in Chapter 4 that
this has implications for ECM into NP complements.
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and our revision of it. If the Wh-NP in SPEC is able to receive the Case
that is assigned to the complement, why is this Case not able to be
realized on this Wh-NP, as it is on an "ECM'd" NP? In other words, why are

(1l4a-d) not grammatical?

(l4)a. *Walter knew [whom [ t could have delivered

the newspapers]]

b. *Ann was talking about [whom [ t should take over
the bookstore]]

c. *Randy believes [[whom [t has been to Bali] to be an
interesting question]

d. *Doreen explained [whom [t abolished the monasteries]]
to her mother.

There are two possiblé answers to this question. First, we might simply
rule out the possibility of two Cases being assigned to a single chain.
While the notion that chains may only be assigned one Case is usually
invoked to describe properties of A-chains, it might be possible to extend
this to all chains. This solution is conceptually awkward, however, as it
would mean that although Case resistance would not occur, since NPs are not
Case resistant, in fact, Case assignment would be unable to take place.
This in turn raises theoretical problems. In Stowell's theory, (cf.
Chomsky,1981) Case must be assigned to S' (=CP) for its theta role to be
visible. Thus, if Case is not assigned in (14), a Theta-Criterion
violation should result. In the Case theory assumed here (see Chapter 5),
Case assignment is not required for theta visibility of CPs, however, as
will be argued below in Chapter 5, Case assignment is not optional, and

hence the complicated scenario of no resistance and no assignment just
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outlined is impossible.

There is a simpler explanation at hand, however, for the
ungrammaticality of (14). It is, that while Case is assigned to the CP
complement in (14), which does not resist it, due to the presence of the NP
in its Specifier which receives it, the Case is not phonologically

realized, due to a matching effect as below, where English makes the

unmar ked choice.23

(15) In an A-bar chain: (Op, ...t", "1, ..¢1y,

The Case realized on Op must match the Case of t
In the unmarked case, i = 1.

il

We consider this constraint to be quite superficial. This is supported by
the fact that, for some speakers, particularly, it seems, of some British

English dialects, sentences such as (8) are considered marginal or

24

acceptable. Further support, both for the superficial nature of (15) and

23. The correct formulation of this proposal, would be more complicated
than this, since languages (such as Hungarian) which do not select the

unmarked case appear to have other constraints on matching, as will be

discussed below. Also, it might be desirable to incorporate into this

constraint, various "compatibility" statements (i.e. statements as to

which Cases might co-occur in a chain.

24. This was pointed out in Kiss(1985). While the possibility of
hypercorrection must be considered in these cases, it is notable that
"*Whom came." is not a possible sentence, which argues that "whom" is
possible, only if the Wh word has passed through an accusative Case marked
position. Possibly, however, the confusion caused by a longer sentence
Ccreates an environment for hypercorrection which does not exist in the
simpler cases.

- 55




for our claim that Case assignment occurs to specifiers, is found in the
fact that in some languages, Case assignment can be seen to occur to SPEC,
due to the fact that (15) does not hold. (See below for a discussion of

Hungarian in this regard.)
Let us now briefly consider (16).
{16) *Bernicci knows [whom [ t to videotape the sequence]]

Note that in this sentence, (15) might not be expected to rule out Case
realization, since no Case at all is assigned to the variable, and
therefore no Case realization conflict could arise.25 Here, however, there
is an independent reason why the sentence is ungrammatical, namely, that
the variable is not Case marked. Recall (Chapter 1) that we are adopting
the claim of Chomsky(1981) and of Stowell(1981) that NPs in A-positions
must receive Case (or be PRO) in order to receive their theta-roles. (This
will be revised in Chapter 5.) Hence, (16) is ungrammatical due to the
Theta Criterion. (See below for a discussion of Romance languages, which
handle sentences similar to (16) differently). Note that an explanation
such as this is necessary even if we consider ECM verbs to be the only ones
which allow Case assignment into Specifier positions, since (16) contains
an ECM verb. At the very least, it demonstrates that in this view it is

25. We might consider lack of Case not to match with Accusative Case, but
as will be seen below, a consideration of Romance ECM informs us that more
than this needs to be said.
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necessary to consider the [+ECM] verb "know" to be both BECM and an IP

subcategorizer26

2.2.3.5 Case Assignment to traces in SPEC

Stowell's account for the non resistance to Case of embedded Wh-clauses
raises a second question also. This is: Is the presence of a Wh-trace in
SPEC sufficient to render a clause non Case resistant? It would be
predicted that it does, since, in general, traces are able to receive
Case. This means that Case resistance should not rule out Case assignment
to SPEC whenever SPEC is not empty, as was tentatively suggested above.

The data which would determine the correctness of this prediction however,
are indeterminate, for reasons having to do with independent aspects of GB
theory. According to Stowell, there are four types of constructions
relevant to determining Case Resistance. These are those in which a CP
appears in an embedded subject position (from whence it cannot Topicalize),
after a preposition, in the subject position under an ECM verb, and as
object of a verb before another VP level modifier. (cf. egs 11) above) In
order to test for the Case Resistance of CPs with traces in SPEC,
therefore, we must extract from sentences in these positions. The results

26. It also creates complications for a theory of ECM as involving
structures with CP which somehow allow government of the subject position
in that it seems that a verb cannot simultaneously select for WH and effect
ECM to subject position. This strengthens the tie between IP
subcategorization and BECM to subject position.

- 57 -



are ungrammatical.

(17)a.*Who did [although (that) you had met t] bothered
Charlotte she kept guiet.
b.*Which motorcycle were you talking about [ t[(that) Chris
had bought t?]
c.*Which dress did Marilla con51der[[t[(that) Anne wanted t]]
to be ridiculous]
d.*Who did Sherlock mention [t [(that) he had seen t] to Watson?

However, the ungrammaticality of these sentences is not due to the failure
of the CP to resist Case. 1In all cases (a-d), other principles are
violated, as is made clear by the fact that it is impossible to extract
fram NPs as well as CPs in these positions. In (17a), the extraction of a
Wh-phrase fram the sentence under examination violates the constraint
against extracting an element from an adjunct. This constraint also rule
out (18);
(18) *Who did although pictures of t bothered Charlotte,

“Terry bought them.
Similarly, extraction from NPs after (some) prepositions, as well as from
sentences after prepositions, is ungrammatical, thus arguing that the CRP

is not involved in the ungrammaticality of (17b)
(19) *Who was Martin talking about pictures of t?

In (17c) and (17d) also, ungrammaticality also arises if the clause

extracted from is an NP.
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(20) a. *Who did Artie consider pictures of t to be bad?
b. *Who did Paul mention pictures of t to the curator?
There is one last structure to be examined here. In cases of sentential
objects where there is no second argument in the VP, extraposition of the
object is string vacuous. Stowell argues, however that Case resistance

does take place in sentences such as (21).
(21) Chrisanne thinks [(that) Dee bought the painting].

According to our claims above, this Case resistance should be prevented if
the embedded clause contains a trace in SPEC. Unlike in the cases above,
extraction is possible here, but due to the string-vacuousness of

extraposition in such cases, there is no contrast between (20) and (21 ).
(21) Who does Chrisanne think [t [[t bought that painting?]]]

There is some indication however, that Case is assigned to the SPEC of the
CP camplement in (21). As mentioﬁed above, for some speakers, especially,
it seems, British speakers, sentences such as (22) are acceptable, where
the Wh-word appears in the Case of the complement it was extracted from.

This argues that the value for i in (15) above is variable in English.

(22) Whom does Chrisanne think [t [ t bought that painting]]?
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2.2.3.6 Conclusion

The English data we have examined argue that Case is routinely assigned
to an element in SPEC, since we can explain the fact that embedded
interrogatives, as opposed to non-interrogatives, do not resist Case. When
we examined SPECs with Wh-traces to determine if these also did not resist
Case, we found that extraction is ruled out on independent grounds in
almost all relevant constructions, and where it is not, in the case of
sentential objects, there is some grounds for the claim that there is no
Case resistance here, and that Case is assigned to this SPEC. Hence, it
seems that English BOM can be considered to result fram the fact that
certain verbs can subcategorize for IP, with nothing exceptional about the

Case assignment in BECM.
2.2.4 Other Cases of IP ECM

2.2.4.1 Hindi ECOM

There are many other languages, which, like English, effect BEM by
subcategorization of IP complements. Wali and Joshi (1984) discuss Hindi

and Marathi, arquing that an BCM analysis is empirically superior to one of
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Raising to Object.27 This is because Hindi exhibits quirky Case assignment
(cf .Marantz,1984) . In terms of Chomsky(1984), we can consider that Case
assignment consists of two subparts: Case assignment, and Case
realization. In English, structural Case, (accusative and nominative) is
assigned and realized at S-structure. (This is not the case for inherent
Case, such as genitive, which is assigned at D-structure, and is
theta-related, as will be discussed below in Chapter 4.) In Hindi and
Marathi, however, as Wali & Joshi show, the Case that a verb assigns its
object is assigned at D-structure, but is not realized until S-structure.
Furthermore, certain conditions must hold for it to be realized, since the
Case of the object of a Passive verb cannot be realized in object position,
thus forcing movement, just as in Ehglish.28
(23) (Hindi)
a. Raajne Sunil-ko phatkaaraa.
Raaj Sunil-Acc scolded
"Raaj scolded Sunil." (W&J,2a)
b. Sunil-ko phatkaaraa gayaa

Sunil-Acc scolded Pass
"Sunil was scolded." (W&J,2a2)

27. They also argue against a Control analysis.

28. The numbers after the examples refer to the example numbers of Wali &
Joshi(1984). In Appendix I, glosses are explained for all data.
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(24) (Marathi)
a. Minini Ravi-laa khadsaavla.
Mini Ravi-Acc scolded
"Mini scolded Ravi." (W&J,2b)
b. Ravi-laa khadsaavla gela

Ravi-Acc scolded Pass
"Ravi was scolded." (W&J,2b2)

Wali & Joshi show that the same effect holds of Raising to Subject also,
as shown in the Marathi examples below.
(25) a. Asa dista ki Mini karapt jhaali aahe
it seems that Mini corrupt become Aux
"It seems that Mini has become corrupt." (W&J,3a)
b. Mini karapt jhaaleli diste

"Mini seems to have become corrupt.” (W&J,3a2)

(26) a. Asa dista ki Mini-ni Ravilaa paahyla

it seems that Mini-Erg Ravi-Acc saw

"It seems that Mini saw Ravi." (W&J,3b)

b. Mini-ni Ravi-laa paahylela dista
"Mini seems to have seen Ravi" (W&J,3b2)
In ECM, however, the Case which appears on the ECM'd NP is not that

assigned by the embedded subject, but rather, that assigned by the matrix
object, in both languages. (Note also that the assignment of Case to the

specifier of the camplement appears to undermine Case Resistance, as we

would predict in a language which has Case Resistance.)
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(27) (Hindi)

a

Raaj maantaa hai ki  Sunil bahut karapt hai
Raaj believes that Sunil very corrupt Aux
"Raaj believes that Sunil is very corrupt."” (W&J , 4a)

. Raaj Sunil-koo bahut karapt maantaa hai

Raaj believes Sunil to be corrupt." (W&J,4a2)

(28) (Marathi)

a.

b.

Wali

object

Mini samajte ki  Ravi karapt aahe

Mini considers that Ravi corrupt Aux

"Mini considers that Ravi is corrupt." (W&J,4b)
Mini Ravi-laa karapt samajte

"Mini considers Ravi to be corrupt." (W&J,4b2)

& Joshi show that this is confirmed by the fact that inanimate

NPs which are usually assigned null Case at D structure, must take

an overt object Case if they are subjects embedded under ECM verbs and thus

the inherent animate/inanimate distinction is lost.

(29) (Hindi)

a.

b.

Raaj-ne patthar (*patthar-ko) phekaa
Raaj-Erg stone -Acc threw
"Raaj threw the stone." (W&J,5a)

Raaj patthar-ko (*patthar) bhagwaan maantaa hai
"Raaj stone -Acc god believes
"Raaj believes stone to be a god." (W&J,5a2)

(30) (Marathi)

a.

Minini dagad (*dagadaa-laa) phekla
Mini stone -Acc threw
"Mini threw the stone." (W&J,5b)

Mini dagdaa-laa (*dagad) dev samajte.

Mini stone -Acc god considers
"Mini considers stone to be a god." (W&J,5b2)
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These facts are explained if we consider that verbs in Hindi and Marathi
assign Case at D-structure, and that this Case takes one form if a theta
relation holds between the Case assigning verb and the NP to which the Case
is assigned, and another form if there is not such a relation. At
S-structure, Case is realized in a form depending on the Case assigned,
under conditions including government, and some other condition which
explains why movement is forced in Passive constructions. This second
condition can be described, in the theory of Case to be argued for
throughout this thesis (see also Levin & Massam,1984), as due to the fact
that there are always at least two prerequisites for successful Case
assignment. The first is that a governor be associated with a Case, and
the second is that this governor have the feature [+CA]. In Hindi and
Marathi, then, the Case associated with the verb is assigned at D-structure
regardless of the value of the feature [+CA] for the verb. However, this
Case cannot be realized unless governed by a [+CA] element at S-structure.
Hence, in passive, where the verb is [-CA], movement is forced. The same
situation holds for subjects of infinitives as in the raising examples

above.29

Two other points are of particular interest. An BCM'd NP cannot act as

an antecedent for a reflexive in the embedded clause (these reflexives may

29. Wali & Joshi also provide other arguments for ECM in Hindi and Marathi,
for which we refer the reader to their paper.
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take only subjects as their antecedents). In this, Hindi is unlike
Icelandic, to be discussed below.

(31) a. (Hindi)
Raaj Jitan-ko apanaa sabse baraa dushman maantaa hai
Raaj Jitan-Acc self's greatest enemy believes
"Raaj believes Jitan to be self's (*J) greatest enemy."
(WaJ,7a2)

b. (Marathi)
Mini Ravi-laa swataabaddal udaasin samajte

Mini Ravi-Acc self-about apathetic believes
"Mini believes Ravi to be apathetic to self (*R)." (W&J,7b2)

Also, ECM is impossible to subjects of embedded clauses which are
idiomatic. Hence:

(32) a. (Hindi)
uski roti (*uske roti -koo) paki hui samajho
his bread his bread-Acc cooked consider
"Consider his bread cooked (=goose cooked)" (WsJ,l4da)

b. (Marathi)
tyaaci poli (*tyaacaa poli -laa) pakleli samjaa
his bread his bread-Acc cooked consider
"Consider his bread cooked (=goose cooked)" (W&J,14b)

This ungrammaticality might be due to the fact, that in ECM structures,
the speaker's belief in the existence of the BCM'd NP is entailed, as
exemplified in the following sentences. The effect is strongest with small
clauses as in (33c).

(33) a. The poet believed that fairies were at the bottom of
his garden.
b. The poet believed fairies to be at the bottom of his

garden.
C. Miles considers ghosts beautiful.
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Thus, the English counterparts of the Hindi and Marathi sentences above are
also not entirely acceptable (but see below).

(34) ??I consider his goose to be cooked.

2.2.4.2 Icelandic ECM

Thréinsson(1979) also discusses HCM, in Icelandic, which he argues to be
Raising to Object.30 Of interest here is that in Icelandic, an BCM'd NP
appears with the Case that is assigned to it by the embedded verb if this
Case is inherent, that is, dative or genitive, rather than nominative, as
seen below.

(35) a. Mr 1{kar vié hann
"I (Dat) like him" (T,6.25.1)

b. Vindsins gztir minna hér
"The wind (Gen) feels less here."
(i.e."The wind is less noticeable here.") (T)6.25.2)

(36) a. Maria telur *mig/mér 1fka vif hann
Mary believes me (*Acc/Dat) to like him." (T,6.26.1)

/
‘b. BEg tel *vindinn/vindsins g¢ta minna hdr
I believe the wind (*Acc/Gen) to be less noticeable here."
(T,6.26.2)
This is in contrast to BCM in cases where the Case that the lower verb
would assign is nominative. Here, the ECM'd NP shows up as accusative.

30. We will not argue for an ECM analysis of Icelandic here, but from the
data Thrdinsson provides, it appears that an ECM analysis is not
problematic, given our theoretical assumptions regarding government, Case,
etc.
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/ I4 /
(37) a. Eg tel Mariu vera fifl
"I believe Mary (Acc) to be a fool." (T,6.2.1)

b. formaburinn dleit foreldrana hafa farig heim
"The chairman considered the parents (Acc) to have
gone home." (T,6.2.2)

As with the Hindi and Marathi data, the Icelandic facts above can be
explained by a theory of inherent Case which contains two factors; the
existence of a Case to be assigned, and the ability to assign it. In the
(35) and (36) sentences, the embedded INFL assigns its Case as

D—structure.3l

According to Ihréinsson, Icelandic is unlike Hindi, in that it permits
idioms to be ECM'd (where, Trdinsson states, Eggﬁglég is never used except
as the "object" of gjalda "pay", and smjgshégg is likewise used only in the
idiom of (38b).)

(38) a. Eg tel torfaldgin hafa veri$ goldin
"I believe duty to have been done." (T, 6.32.2a)

b. fb tel smiéshéggi& hafa veri§ reki& & verkib.
"I believe the job to have been finished." (T,6.32.2b)
Contrary to what was said above, Thrdinsson considers that idiom chunks

in English may also be ECM'd. And in fact, the subject of the idioms he

government by the [+CA] matrix verb. Possibly, the embedded subject is
Case marked twice. This Structure is similar to Tzotil structures
involving BCM into NPs which will be discussed in Chapter 4.
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uses can be ECM'd more easily than can goose above. (Thrdinsson judges
such sentences to be acceptable, but I consider the second and third of
them less than entirely so )
(39) a. I believe tabs to have been kept on Pip.

b. ?I believe heed to have been paid to Blind Pew's warning.

€. ?I believe advantage to have been taken of Rebecca.

Icelandic is also unlike Hindi and Marathi in that a subject referring
reflexive in the embedded clause is able to refer to the BCM'd NP, as seen
in (40a) (or, in fact to the matrix subject as in (40b)) . Reciprocals may
refer only to the embedded ECM'Q subject, as in (40c).

(40) a. fﬁ tel Jo’ni hafa rakab *hann. /sigq, .
- I believe John; to have shaved *hiﬂﬁi/himselfi (T,6.5.1)

b. Jdn, telur mig hafa svikié *hann, /sig.
Joh#i, believes me to have betrayéd *him./himself.
! ! (T,6.6.1)

c.*Mennirnir t6ldu mig hata hvor annan
The men believed me to hate each other." (T,6.7.1)

2.3 Case Assignment to SPEC--Hungarian

Supporting our claim that Case marking the specifier of a complement is
an option unexceptionally available to Case assigning verbs are the
Hungarian data brought to light by Julia Horvath, as cited in

Chamsky (1981) . 1In Hungarian, it appears, a Wh-Np may optionally appear
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with the Case which is assigned not by the verb which assigns a theta role
to the position from which it moved, but rather, by a verb which assigns a
theta role to the sentential camplement from which the Wh-element is
extracted. These facts were discussed by Kiss(1985), from whom these data
32

are taken.

(41) a. Kik szeretnéd, ha eljonnének t,...

Who-Nom you-would-like if came
b. Kiket szeretneél, ha eljonneének tr...
Who-Acc ‘you-would-like if came
Kiss makes the following claim.
(42) (=Kiss,11i)
A transitive verb may optionally Case-mark into the CQMP slot
of its sentential object.

As discussed above, we do not consider Hungarian to differ from English,
or other languages with respect to (42). However, in English, the Case
morphologically realized on a Wh-word will always be the Case assigned to
the theta position with which it is associated, that it to the tail of the
A-bar chain. 1In Hungarian, this is not the case. However, as Kiss shows,
the Case realization on the Wh-word is not entirely free. Considering the
Case relationship between a trace and a Wh-word to be one of inheritance,

she states the following:

32. The following two sentences contain parasitic gap adverbial clauses,
which we have omitted here (see (45) below in text). The examples are from
the handout of Kiss(1985) .
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(43) (=Kiss,11i)
If an element of an A-bar chain is both Case-marked by a
Case-assigner and inherits a Case, the more marked one of
the two Cases is realized morphologically. -

This is seen below, where the Case assigned to each trace is marked in

capital letters.33
(44) a. [[*Kik/Kiket [mondtad [t(ACC) [hogy [szeretnel
Who-NOM/Who-ACC  you-said that you-would
~-like[-def]

[t(ACC) ha eljonnének L(NOM)T]I1111]
if came
"Who did you say that you would like it if they came?"

b. Kitdl/*Kit szeretned/1, [ £t (ACC) hogy ajandékot
Who-Abl/Who-Acc you-would-1like that gift-Acc
kapj t (ABL)

you-receive
"Who would you like to receive that gift from?"

Other constraints hold also. For instance, Kiss discusses the fact that
a sentence such as (44) which contains an additional clause containing a

parasitic gap, may not have a nominative Wh-word, but rather, must have one

in the accusative Case.34

33. I have altered the order of the complementizer and the trace from
Kiss(1984) to suit our assumptions regarding phrase structure. This,
according to Kiss (p.c.) does not affect any crucial aspects of Hungarian
syntax.

34. Kiss's paper is in fact on parasitic gaps, and she develops a Case
based theory of their distribution.
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(45) Kiket/*Kik szeretnél/d, ha eljonnének t anélkil,
Who-Acc/Who-Nom you-would-like if came without-it
hogy meghivtal-volna ec
that you-had-invited
It is clear then, that in Hungarian, verbs may assign Case to the
specifiers of their complements. Whether this Case shows up
morphologically on the Wh word which has passed through this specifier is
dependent on other factors, which appear to be independent of the ability

of the verb to assign Case into SPEC.

2.4 Case Assignment to Specifier of IP-Romance

2.4.1 Ttalian and French ECM

In this section we will examine what we consider to be another example
of Case Assignment to the Specifier of IP, with strikingly different
properties fram those examined so far. Here, we do not consider the Case
to be assigned by the matrix verb, but rather by an element (either an
auxiliary verb, or an index) in cavp, although in some cases the origin of
the Case assigned is in fact the matrix verb. 1In spite of these
differences between the EM cases discussed above, and those to be
discussed below, the broad outline is the same: an element in a head

position assigns Case to the specifier of its complement .
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Kayne (1981,1984) and Rizzi(1981,1982) discuss certain constructions in
French and Italian respectively, which they consider to involve Case
assignment into COMP. The basic facts are as follows. French and Italian,
unlike English, Hindi, and Icelandic, etc. do not allow IP complements of
Case assigning verbs, and hence never exhibit BCM in the usual sense.35
(46) a.*Je crois [Jean &tre malade]

"I believe John to be sick."
b.*Mario affermava [questa donna non volerlo sposare] (R,1982, 3b)
"Mario stated this woman not to want to marry him."

In both French and Italian, however, sentences such as those above,

(with matrix verbs such as croire "believe", juger "judge"; and constater
"to determine”; ritenere "believe", and affermare "assert") are permissable
if the subject of the embedded infinitive has been extracted, as below.
(47) a. Qui crois-tu étre malade?

Who do you believe to be sick?

b. Le gargon que je crois &tre malade..
the boy who I believe to be sick...

C. Quante persone ritieni essere in grado di pagare
il riscatto?
"How many people do you believe to be able to pay

35. Such complements are arguably allowed in these languages, since both
exhibit Raising to Subject constructions, which, for Binding theoretic
reasons are generally analyzed as involving IP complements (see Chapter 3).
IP subcategorization in Romance will be discussed further below.
Pearce(1984) presents interesting evidence that Old French allowed overt
subjects inside infinitives, in a way analogously to modern causative
constructions.
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the ransom? (R,1982,3.35a)
d. La donna che Mario affermava non volerlo sposare era

mia sorella.

The woman who M. stated not to want to marry him was

my sister." (R,1982, 3.2b)

Kayne, and Rizzi(1982)(following Kayne) , account for these facts with
analyses in which the matrix verb assigns Case to COMP, thus permitting the
A-bar chain which contains a trace in COMP to satisfy the Case Filter.
Questions arise as to why this is possible only with certain Case assigning

36, how the original trace receives Case (assuming variables must

verbs
receive Case), and why such a phenamenon in this exact form is not
witnessed in English, or in other languages.37 We will answer these
questions below. For us, given that the normal path of Wh-movement is
through SPEC, not COMP, the question arises also as to whether these
structures involve Case marking to SPEC. At first glance this appears to

be the case, however, given further data, to be discussed immediately, this

potential claim becomes weakened.

36. Rizzi considers this due to the fact that other infinitives are
"CQMPless" and hence cannot have elements moved into them,, while Raposo
considers that [% Tense], present in only some COMP positions, is crucial
for movement to caMp,

37. Kayne answers these questions in certain ways which tie together
differences between French and English with respect to prepositional Case
marking. We will depart from his analysis here. 1In fact, our analysis is
in some ways the reverse of Kayne's, as he proposes Case assigning (null)
prepositions in CaMP for English and not French, whereas we pPropose
something similar to this for French and not English.
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2.4.7 TItalian and Portuguese Aux Fronting

In literary Italian, embedded infinitivals may have an overt subject NP
if the sentence contains an aspectual auxiliary or copula which appears
clause initially.

(48) a. Suppongo non esser la situazione suscettibile di ulteriori
miglioramenti
"I suppose not-to-be the situation susceptible of further
improvements." (R,1982,3.6a)

b. Questa commissione ritiene aver loro sempre ottemperato

agli obblighi previsti dalla legge.
"This commission believes to-have-they/them always
fulfulled the legal duties." (R,1982,3.6c)

Rizzi(1982) considers these constructions to involve movement of an
auxiliary to COMP position, where it is able to assign Case to the subject
of the infinitive clause. Raposo(1984,1985) notes that in this respect,
Italian is similar to BEuropean Portuguese (henceforth Portuguese), where

the so called "inflected infinitival™ may appear embedded under certain

epistemic verbs, such as pensar, achar "to think", acreditar "to believe",

and verbs of saying such as dizar "to say", and declarar "to declare", if
the clause contains an auxiliary verb in initial (as opposed to the normal

preverbal) position. The auxiliary verbs include ter "have", poder "may',
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estar a "be (progressive)", ser "be (copula)" etc.38

(49) a. O Manel pensa [terem os amigos levado o livro]
M. thinks to have-infl his friends taken the book away
(R,1985, 33)
b. *O Manel pensa [os amigos terem levado o livro]
(R,1985, 32)
In accounting for these facts, among others to be discussed below, we

consider, (cf.Raposo) that in these Raomance languages, infinitivals are

naminal and hence must be Case marked to satisfy the Case filter.39

In this way, infinitivals are unlike tensed clauses. This is based on
the fact that while tensed clauses may, infinitivals may not appear in a
position subcategorized by a non-Case assigning category such as N or A
without the presence of a pPreposition (the same preposition which occurs

before a NP in these environments) .

39. Although they are nominal, Raposo argues that they have a clausal
structure, seen by the fact that the verb in them can assign Case directly
(i.e.not prepositionally). If there are no VP complements (cf.
Chamsky,1981), then the subject of these clauses must be able to be PRO,
hence CP, and not 1P must be the category.
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(50) a. *O receio [chumbar o exame] VP
"The fear (of) to fail (failing) the exam"

b.*0 receio {os exames]
"The fear (of) exams"

c. O receio gue o rapaz chumbe o exame VP
The fear that the boy fails the exam

d. O receio de chumbar o exame VP

e. O receio de os exames (R,1985,1a,2a 1la,3a,4a)

A similar situation exists in Italian, and in French (cf. Rizzi,1982,
Kayne,1984) . A potential problem for Raposo's view is the fact that
infinitivals in Romance languages may appear after Raising to Subject verbs
such as the Bhglish verb "seem". For example, in Italian:

(51) a. Piero mi sembrava [ essere molto stanco ]
"Piero seemed to me to be very tired." (R,1982,1.131)

However, L. Rizzi points out (p.c.) that certain data lead us to

conclude that verbs such as sembrare can in fact assign Case, although this

Case cannot be assigned to an NP, as is seen by the impossibility of (52).
(52) *It seems his mother to annoy Karel.

Rather, the Case assigned by seem is one which is assigned to APs. This is
seen by the fact that an AP small clause must appear adjacent to seem in

the following sentences.

(53)a. Katy seemed [AP t brave] to Elsie.
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b.*Katy seemed to Elsie [AP t brave )

Given the similarity between the data in (53) and those in (54), we
might conclude that (53b), like (54b) is out due to the violation of the
adjacency principle on Case Assignment.40
(54) a. Kay sent a letter to her lover from Mexico.

b.*Kay sent to her lover a letter from Mexico.

It remains to be said, then, that IP, as well as AP, but not Np, may
accept the Case which is assigned by seem. This rules out (52) and (53)
above, while allowing us to explain the configuration of data in (50)
regarding the distribution of infinitivals in Romance, by maintaining

Raposo's claim that such clauses require Case.

We now have an explanation for the lack of the English type of ECM in
these Romance languages, since if an infinitival requires Case, it will be
impossible for a yerb's Case to be assigned to any other element than the
infinitival itself (and hence to the head of the infinitival-COMP) if a
grammatical sentence is to result.41 An important side-effect of this
view, pointed out by L. Rizzi, is that we would expect Romance verbs to be

40. This depends on Case assignment being obligatory, since only then will i
the AP be required to be adjacent, not, as is usually the case, because it B
requires Case, but rather, because the Case must be assigned to an element,

and it is the only element which can accept this Case.

4l. This idea is due to Luigi Rizzi p.c. See Chapter 4 for a discussion of

how the same facts hold for English (but not several other languages) with
respect to ECM into NpPs.
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able to subcategorize for IP, so long as they are in the Passive form,
since then the embedded subject could move to matrix subject position, as

in (55a), analogously to {55b) .

(55) a. *Mario é‘affermato essere simpatico.

b. Pierce was generally believed to be a kind man.

This is not the case in Italian. as seen above. However, if we remember
that IP may not be freely generated, but rather, must be subcategori zed
for, the data above become more easily explained. While it would be
possible indeed for a verb to subcategorize for IP, while being unable, in
the active form, to exist in a grammatical sentence with such a complement
(due to the Case Filter) it is not necessary that such verbs exist. Hence,
the absence of such verbs in Italian is not troublesome. That our theory
should predict the possibility of such verbs is clear from the following
French data (cf. Rouveret g Vergnaud, 1980 and Dominicy,1979 cited by
Kayne,1984) .

(56) a. ¥Je Suppose Farida étre algérienne.
b. Farida est supposée 8tre algérienne.

The claim that Romance infinitivals require Case, then, appears to

explain the lack of the English type of ECM in Romance. Still to be

explained, however, is the Fomance type of BCM data discussed above.

Raposo, following Rizzi, considers that the auxiliary in (49) moves to
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COMP (an argument for this, given by Rizzi, is that the fronted auxiliary
is in complementary distribution with other COMP elements such as di and se

"if") .42

Rapsoso considers this movement to be required by the Case
Filter, since he considers the AGR element in the inflected infinitive to
be nominal, and hence to require Case independently of the CP in which it
appears. By moving to COMP, it is in the position assigned Case by the
matrix verb, and hence the Case Filter is satisfied. In an infinitive
clause, there is no AGR to require Case. In a tensed clause, the nominal
AGR can be assigned Case by the verbal Tense element which also appears in
INFL (This concept of AGR as naminal and Tense as verbal Raposo attributes

to Reuland,1983). In Italian, Raposo considers that regular infinitivals

also include AGR, which is morphologically null.

2.4.3 The Proposal

In the spirit of Raposo although departing from the letter of his

proposal in order to incorporate the Wh-movement facts of Italian and

43

French discussed above "=, we propose the following view.44

42. Rizzi also claims that elements such as se move into SPEC at LF, in
order to explain facts similar to those noticed by Chung & McCloskey(1983)
here, with respect to the impossibility of extraction of why from clauses
with se.

43. Raposo discusses these, using an analysis similar to Rizzi's.

44. See following chapters, and in particular Chapter 5 for a justification
of this notion that Cases exist independently of a feature of Case
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(57) *can assign Case if and only if:
i) @ has a Case associated with it (for INFL, via AGR)

ii) o contains the feature [+CA] (for INFL, via Tense)

In tensed sentences, (57i) is satisfied by the presence of AGR, and (ii)
by the presence of Tense. In a regular infinitive, there is neither AGR
nor Tense and hence INFL cannot assign Case. In the Portuguese inflected
infinitival, the presence of AGR satisfies (1), but there is no Tense to
satify (ii), and so INFL would be expected not to be able to assign

C‘ase.45

However, if we assume that the COMP position of complements embedded
unéer certain verbs contains a Case assigning potential, that is a feature
[+CA], then, when AGR, and its associated Case, move to COMP, with its
[+CA] feature, the result is an element fully able to assign this Case to
the subject position of the embedded infinitival complement (i.e. to the
specifier of the camplement of COMP). (We will discuss below the
interaction of this with government.) Note that this constitutes an

instance of Case assignment to a Specifier position, here, as in English

assignment.

45. Raposo points out (citing Mateus,et.al.,1983 and Moreira da Silva,1983)
that in Brazilian Portuguese, and a substandard dialect of Buropean
Portuguese, movement of an auxiliary is not required for Case assignment in
the inflected infinitive. For us, this could be explained by a
parameterization regarding the Case and the [+CA] feature in INFL. This
appears to be necessary anyhow, since in same languages either or both of
Agreement and Tense appear to be unnecessary for Case assignment to subject
position.
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e 4
ECM, the Specifier of IP. 6

Let us now consider the three languages. Unlike Portuguese, Italian has
no inflected infinitival. However, as noted above, under certain epistemic
verbs and verbs of saying (essentially the same verbs as in Portuguese),
_infinitivals with lexical subjects are possible provided either fronting of
the auxiliary takes place (in a manner essentially identical to Portuguese)
or Wh-extraction of the subject takes place. In French, only Wh-extraction
can be utilized to "save" such structures.47 Notably, in these
constructions in all three languages, no overt complementizer occurs (nor
may an overt Wh-phrase, or a Wh-operator in Portuguese, according to
Raposo) , Case is somehow assigned to an embedded subject, and the

possibility for the construction is determined by the matrix verb.

What of the sentences like (48) and (49a) but in which the auxiliary is

not fronted (i.e. the normal case in French, and a derivational

46. Raposo argues that under certain verbs (eg.epistemic verbs such as
pensar "to think", but not volitional verbs such as desejar "wish"), COMP
has a Tense feature (regardless of the fact that it is an infinitival)
which allows AGR to move into it. Here, Raposo follows Jakubowicz's(1984)
analysis of subjunctive clauses (See also Johnson,1982 and Picallo,1984).
This might serve to explain why, in our view, these COMP positions are able
to contain a [HA] feature, if this feature is usually associated in INFL
with Tense.This will be the case by definition (See Chapterl(5)) since IP
is stipulated as not a barrier.

47. It is not clear why French should be unable to front auxiliaries, but

presumably, this inability is linked to some other property of French as
opposed to Italian and Portuguese.
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possibility in Italian and Portuguese)? Here, COMP contains a Case
assigning feature, but presumably no Case while AGR, in Italian and
Portuguese, but not, perhaps in French, has a Case associated with it.
However, independently they are unable to assign Case. There is one catch
here. It could be argued, and in fact we do argue, that by virtue of being
under a Case assigning verb COMP can indeed be said to have a Case
associated with it (namely the Case which has been assigned to it by the
matrix verb). However, although in this view COMP contains both a Case,
and a [+CA] feature, these cannot be utilized. The question is then, why

can't we get sentences like (46) and (49b)?

There is a second way in which the properties of COMP may be utilized.
This is by Wh-extraction through SPEC. This possibility depends the

existence of the following rule in Ranance.48
(58) A Specifier and a Head are coindexed.

The existence of this rule, in Raomance, but not in English, accounts for
a variety of facts, such as the Romance requirement that a possessor agree
in gender and number with a possessed noun, and the well-known "que/qui"

phenomenon in French, which allows an element in COMP to properly govern a

48. In regard to COMP/SPEC indexing relations I am grateful for
conversations with Danilo Salamanca (Salamanca,1985) and Luigi Rizzi.
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subject trace, thus avoiding the "that-trace" effect of Ehglish.49

(59) a. sa/*son mére
"her/his Tother"
b. *sa/son pere
"her/his father"
c. *son/*sa/leurs doigts
"his/her/their fingers"
(60) a. L'homme que je crois qui a gagné.
"the man who I believe that has won."

In Pomance, COMP under certain verbs is a Case assigner. It may come to
have a Case associated with it either by movement of an auxiliary (through
INFL, and with AGR) to COMP, or by Case assignment into COMP by a governing
verb., 1In the former situation, COMP will be coindexed with the subject
position by virtue of the coindexation relation which plausibly holds
between AGR and the subject. 1In the latter situation, COMP will be
coindexed with the subject position just in case the element in this

position has been extracted through SPEC, and is thus coindexed with cavp,

via (58).

2.4.4 Interaction with Bmpty Operators

There is one final point to consider. Raposo argues that the inflected
infinitival is impossible in situations where COMP (i.e. SPEC for us,

49. The “"that-trace" effect is that which rules out: "Who did Jude think
(*that) t would teach him?". For discussion see, Chomsky (1981) , Chomsky &
Lasnik (1977), Kayne(1984), Pesetsky(1978,1980), Taraldsen(1978).
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however the results are the same, given whatever version of the Doubly
Filled COMP Filter we assume) is filled with an empty operator. The
examples he uses are Tough Movement examples, which, as argued by
Chamsky (1981) , involve an operator in CQMP (=SPEC) . In these structures,
the subject is PRO, and hence, the inflected infinitival would be
impossible, since AGR would govern PRO.
(61) *essas teorias s30 dif{éeis de memorizar-es/-mos/-em.
"These theories are difficult to memorize-infl infin 2sg/1pl/3pl."
(R,1982,74)

Raposo's discussion of Tough Movement includes a discussion of
" impersonal" and passive constructions, which allow for the inflected
infinitive in Portuguese.

. ~ . ./ . } .
(62) a. essas teorias sao dificeis de se memorizarem.
"Those theories are difficult to be memorized.”
b. essas teorias sdo dif{ceis de serem memorizadas
"Those theories are difficult for (one) to memorize."
(R,1982,80,79)

If the subject of an these embedded infinitival sentences may be
governed, but need not be Case marked, the possibility of such clauses here
is explained for us. Raposo states that such constructions, unlike regular
Tough constructions, may not licence a parasitic gap. He concludes that
they do not involve an operator. If the subject position is empty and
available to be moved into (and subsequently, out of), then these sentences

appear to involve Raising to Subject rather than Tough Movement. This
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would explain the distribution of data. (See Chapter 3 for a discussion of

Tough constructions.)

The above becomes more interesting when we consider data brought to my
attention by Isabelle Haik (p.c.). She observes that in addition to

sentences such as (47a,b), the following French sentences are grammatical.

This is true for Italian also, as seen in (63b).50

(63) a. Je crois étre intelligents tous les gens de cette
classe.

"I believe to be intelligent all the people in this
class."
b. ?Ritengo [poter risolvere il problema ] tutti gli
studenti di questa classe.
"I believe to be able to solve the problem all the
students in this class."
It is at first glance difficult to accomodate this fact in the theories
of Kayne, or Rizzi, or of that proposed here. However, under one view of

Heavy NP shift, these data are explained. Engdahl(198l), notices that

Heavy NP shift licenses parasitic gaps.

(64) John offended t, by not recognizing ec immediately,
his favourite uncle from Cleveland.

Under same current assumptions, parasitic gap structures are licensed by

50. Luigi Rizzi and Isabelle Haik agree (p.c.) that these sentences are
better if the embedded verb is to be, and that they are not as good as the
sentences with Wh-movement discussed above.
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the presence of an operator binding the real gap (t above), where there is
some locality constraint on the relation between either the real gap, or
its operator, and a second operator binding the parasitic gap. (See
Ehgdahl,1981,1983 Taraldsen,1981, Chomsky,1982, Pesetsky,1982, and
references therein.) 1In (64){ the shifted NP could act instead of an
operator, to bind the real gap. However, it is possible that Heavy NP
Shift at least can involve the presence of an operator in the SPEC position
of the clause fram which the NP is shifted. Thus, in the structure (63)
above, there can be posited an operator (or the trace of an operator if the
shifted NP is moved to adjoin to a category in the matrix clause) in the
SPEC position of the embedded clause. The presence of this operator then,
is sufficient to allow the Case assigning feature and the Case present in
the embedded COMP position to assign Case to the subject position of the
embedded clause, since here, as in the instances of Wh-movement above, the
embedded COMP position will be coindexed with the embedded subject

position.

2.4.5 Conclusion

We have tied the possibility for sentences such as (47), (48), and (49a)
to the subcategorization of certain verbs for camplementizers with [+CA]
features in COMP. Thus, it is clear that such phenomena will not generally
exist. However, it is not entirely clear that they do not exist in

English, since BECM structures such as (69a) could conceivably have two
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possible derivations such as shown in (65b,c). That some verbs in English
appear to subcategorize for [+CA] CQOMPs is seen by the grammatical
structure (66a) (vs (66b)), noticed by Kayne(1984). Notice that this
Inglish sentence is also permitted in the shifted structure pointed out by
Isabelle Haik.

(65) a. Who did Grant believe to be the culprit?

b. who did Grant believe [CP t p t to be the culprit]]
c. who did Grant believe [3p T t&'be the culprit]]
(66) Bredon, who I assure you to be the best add man in town...
b.*I assure you Bredon to be the best add man in town.
c. I assure you to be the best add man in town, that strange
fellow who examines the iron staircase so carefully
each morning.

2.5 Non-String-Vacuous ECM

2.5.1 Introduction

There is a group of languages, which unlike all of the languages
discussed above, clearly require syntactic displacement of a (non-Wh) NP in
ECM constructions. These are those in which the ECM'd NP appears in a
position distinct from its original theta position, and which generally
allow ECM of non-subject NPs. Some such languages are, Berber, Blackfoot,

Fijian, Greek, Ilokano, James Bay Cree, Kipsigas, Malagasy, Moroccan
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51

Arabic, Niuean, Quechua, Standard Arabic and Zacapoaxtla Nahuat™", and they

have been used to argue that an BCM analysis, as opposed to one involving
Raising to Object, is inadequate to explain the facts, and that therefore
the first clause of the Projection Principle (Chapter 1(2)) is incorrect.
While most of the work referred to here (such as for Fijian, Gordon,1980,
for Niuean, Seiter,1980 etc.) argues for a Raising to Object analysis,
without discussion of the Projection Principle, in Carden, Gordon and
Munro(1982) it is explicitly argued that the Projection Principle should
not be maintained in the face of, for example, the Fijian data. They
concede that analyses consistent with the PP are possible, but argue that

they are more camplex than a Raising to Object analysis. In this section I

51. Sources of data for most of these languages will be identified below in
the text. Not all of the languages mentioned here will be discussed in any
detail in this thesis. Of those which we will not discuss in detail: For
an analysis essentially campatible with the assumptions in this thesis, for
Quechua, see Lefebvre and Muysken(1982). In other frameworks: Ingria(198l)
and Joseph (1978) discuss Greek. Higgins(198l) discusses Zacapoaxtla
Nahuat, and Keenan(1976,1978) Keenan & Comrie(1977)
Randriamasimanana(1981), and Travis(1980,1984) discuss Malagasy.
Salih(1985) cites Ilokano data from Gerdts(1980) which, on first glance,
appears to be ECM with movement of the type discussed here. ECM of this
type needn't necessarily be permitted to non-subjects, since there are
independant restrictions in different languages as to which elements
(subjects, objects, prepositional phrases, adverbs, etc.) may be fronted
and hence receive ECM. In Malagasy, for instance, it is the case that only
subjects may be moved regardless of the "rule" involved. In many other
cases it is likely that samewhat superficial constraints such as
Case-matching, are responsible for the restrictions. Also, in French there
are constructions similar to those discussed in this section (see
Taraldsen, 1983, and Haik,1985), but in which the BCM'd element must be the
subject of the embedded clause. (See below for a discussion of these
constructions)
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propose an ECM analysis of these constructions and examine their properties
in some detail. Arguments are presented that show that within GB theory, a
Raising to Object analysis cannot be maintained for Fijian even
independently of the Projection Principle, since the properties of these
constructions are distinct from those characteristic of raising (whether
directly or indirectly) to an A-position. We will also consider, and
reject, an analysis in which the BECM'd NP is base-generated in a
non-thematic object position and related to an embedded argument in some
way ("Prolepsis"). Data is presented from Kipsigas which suggest that a
Raising to Object analysis should be ruled out in principle. Finally, the
main camplications of my analysis necessarily exist in a Raising to Object

analysis also.

2.5.2 Fijian and Niuean Data

2.5.2.1 General Data

Before looking at HCM structures in Fijian, and Niuean we present some
of the background on these languages. The Fijian data and information
comes primarily from Gordon(1980), and the Niuean primarily from
Seiter (1980) .°2

52. Data from Gordon(1980) is indicated by "G" followed by the example
number in her paper. I wish to thank her, and also Guy Carden, for helpful
conversations. While almost all of the data cited are from her paper, I
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Bauan Fijian is a dialect of the Austronesian language of Fijian spoken

53

in Fiji. The basic word order is VOS, as seen in (67).

(67) sa mokuta na tamata gaga na nona meca (h p.6)
Emph smote art man strong art his enemy
"His enemy smote the strong man."

There is extraposition of sentential and heavy objects as seen in (68).

(68) a. e vinakata ko Timaima [me lako na tagane]
3s want prop-art T. sub-3s go art man
"Timaima wants that the man go.” (G, 56a)

(prop=proper/sub=subordinator)

b. era a raica na gone [na nona boto damudamu na
3pl pst see art child art his boat red art
tagane balavu]
man tall
"The children saw the tall man's red boat." (G 3)

Fijian is a null subject language (see Rizzi, 1982 for discussion of the

also benefited from correspondance and/or conversations with Paul Geraghty,
Frank Lichtenburk, Andrew Pawley, and Samu Topou. "Ch" refers to
Chambers(1936). As well as from Seiter(1980), (="S", followed by chapter
and example number), the Niuean data is drawn from McEwen(1970) (="M",
followed by page number). See also Seiter(1979,1983). Other sources are
given as referred to. Much of my work on Niuean has been done jointly with
J. Levin, and I thank her. In many cases I, and not the source cited, am
responsible for certain particulars of the layout of the examples including
brackets, traces, and etc. Unless otherwise noted, the orthograpy is that
of the source. Gloss abbreviations are explained in Appendix I.

53. P. Geraghty (p.c.) notes that "Bauan" is used with two senses, first
to indicate a particular dialect, spoken on Bau, and second to indicate
what he dubs "old high Fijian", a sort of standard dialect most completely
represented in the Fijian Bible.
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null-subject phenamenon) as seen in (69), where only preverbal agreement
markers are overt.
(69) e a tagi (pro) (G,9)

3s pst cry

"He cried."

Niuean is a Polynesian language spoken on the island of Niue. The basic
word order is VSO (strict) as exemplified in (70a & b)

(70) a. Mitaki lahi [a Niué)
good very Abs Niue
"Niue is very nice." (S,1.72.4)
b. Ne kai [he pusi ia] [e moal
Pst eat Erg cat that Abs chicken.
"That cat ate the chicken." (5,1.73.a)

Niuean exhibits "Surface ergativity", that is, subjects of intransitive
clauses, and objects of transitive clauses act as a class for the purposes
of morphological Case marking, although for syntactic and semantic purposes
the more familiar classification of subjects (of transitive or intransitive

clauses) vs. objects is maintained.54

The Surface-ergative Case marking
schema is shown in (7la), and contrasted with the more familiar
Nominative/Accusative schema. Surface-ergativity is exemplified in (70a &

b) , where in (70a), Niue, an intransitive subject, is in absolutive Case,

54. See Levin & Massam(1984) and Chapter 5 for a more thorough discussion

of surface-ergative Case marking. See also Marantz(1984) in particular for
discussion of "deep" ergativity.
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as is moa "chicken", a transitive object, in (70b), while pusi "cat", a

transitive subject, in (70b) is in the ergative Case.55

(71) Case-marking in Nominative/Accusative,
Ergative/Absolutive Languages

Structural position N/A E/A
a. NP/S of transitive Verb NOM ERG
b. NP/S of intransitive Verb NOM ABS
c. NP/VP (of transitive Verb) ACC ABS

2.5.2.2 ECM Data

The operation which we are calling BECM, (arguing for the appropriateness

of this name below), occurs in Fijian with many verbs, and in Niuean with

very few.56

55. Niuean Absolutive and Ergative Case markers are as follows (from
Seiter (1980) :Absolutive— e (Cammon), a (Proper/Pronoun). Ergative-- he
(Common) , e (Proper/Pronoun). Middle--ke he (Common), ki (Proper/Pronoun) .

56. It is interesting to note that in Niuean, the absolutive ECM verbs are
essentially causative verbs. This underscores the point made throughout
this thesis, that while there appear to be classes of verbs (such as
"tough" verbs, epistemic verbs, propositional attitude verbs, and causative
verbs) which cross-linguistically tend to develop grammatical function
relations with non-thematically marked NPs, the syntactic devices used to
effect these relations vary from language to language and from verb to
verb.
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(72) a. Fijian ECM verbs
diva "wish", kila "think, know", lewa "decide",
namaka "expect, hope" K vakatitigataka "doubt",
vinakata "want wish" .. (Gordon)

b. Niuean ECM verbs

toka "let", fakaata "permit", (absolutive)
manako "want, desire", loto "want, like" ("middle")
(Seiter)

The Fijian verbs in (72) appear with tensed clausal complements with

either ni or me complementizers. (There is no infinitive, as such, in

Fijian.)>’
(73) a. e vinakata ko Timaima [me lako na tagane]
3s want prop-art Timaima sub-3s go art man
"Timaima wants the man to go." (G,56a)
b. au kila pro [ni vinakatai iko ko Timaima)
1s think sub-3s want-prop you prop-art Timaima

"I think that Timaima likes you." (G,59a)

The Niuean verbs in (72) appear with subjunctive clausal complements

57. It appears that ni is the unmarked complementizer, while me is
essentially subjunctive (Milner,1956). Churchward(reprint 1973) states
that ni is "temporal or explanatory" (p.23) while me is "imperative,
prospective or resultant" (p.24). However, Milner states that it is
difficult to predict which subordinator should be used. Gordon states that
which camplementizer is used is idiosyncratic, i.e. lexically determined
and that for some verbs, either may be used, with a different meaning for
the verb associated with each one. There are other embedding particles
also. Agreement markers in embedded clauses appear on the complementizer.

Tense particles (a "past" and na "future") may appear before the verbal
base (Milner,1956).
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with a E_e__camplementizer.58

(74) a. To nakai toka e au [ke kai he pusi e iga]
Fut not let Erg I Sbj eat Erg cat Abs fish
"I won't let the cat eat the fish." (S,3.76a)

b. Manako a ia [ke momohe e na tamal
want abs he Sbj sleep-P1 Abs pair child
"He wants the two children to sleep." (S,3.75a)

Alternatively, the verbs in (72) can appear in structures where an
embedded subject or object appears before the embedded clause, and behaves
as an argument of the matrix verb. (Fijian also allows indirect objects,
possessors, and obliques to be ECM'd as will be seen below). In Fijian

this fronted subject or object appears before the matrix subject.

(75) Fijian ECM
a. [ECM to subject]
e vinakata [na tagane] ko Timaima [me lako t]
3s want art man prop-art Timaima sub-3s go
"Timaima wants the man to go." (G, 56b)

58. It is not clear whether the constraint on movement from tensed clauses
is due to subjacency or Binding Theory.It might be that in this language, a
tensed CP always constitutes a barrier. This is unexpected, and appears
not to be the case in other languages discussed, where ECM is possible into
tensed clauses. This situation is reminiscent of the Tensed S Condition,
except that here it applies to A-bar movement. To anticipate -- Below we
will see that HCM-movement does appear to obey the Binding Theory, if the
relevant governing category can be the higher of the two CPs if the CP is
[-tense] and the lower one if the CP is [+tense]. This seems not
unreasonable, given a modular approach to Binding Theory, such as proposed
by Pica(forthcoming). However the fact that an embedded fronted topic is
not ECM'd, even if under a [+CA] verb, and the fact that similar
constraints apply on ECM movement in languages where there is in fact, no
movement, argue that Binding Theory is not relevant here. See 2.2.5.2
below.
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b. [ECM to object]

au kilai [iko] pro [ni vinakata t ko Timaimal
1s think-prop you sub -3s want prop art Timaima
"I think Timaima likes you." (G,59b)

(76) Nivean HCM>°
a. [ECM to subject (Absolutive)]
To nakai toka e au [e pusi] [ke kai t e ika]
fut not let Erg I Abs cat Sbj eat =~ Abs fish
"I won't let the cat eat the fish." (S,3.77.a)

b. [ECM to object (Absolutive)]
To nakai toka e au [e ika] [ke kai he pusi t]
Fut not let Erg I Abs fish Sbj eat Erg cat
"I won't let the fish be eaten by the cat." (S, 3.78a)

c. [ECM to subject (Middle))
Manako a ia [ke he na tama] [ke momohe  t]
want abs he Mid pair child Sbj sleep-Pl
"He wants the two children to sleep." (S, 75b)

d. [BECM to object (Middle)]
Ne manako a mautolu [ke he ku11] [ke lagomatai e
Pst want Abs we-P1-Ex to dog  Sbj help Erg

59. There are two types of HCM in Niuean. The first, involving causative
verbs (see Note above), is uncamplicated, in that it involves transitive
verbs which assign ergative Case to their subjects, and absolutive Case to
either the sentential object, or to their ECM'd object. The second
involves the Case marking associated with some perception, emotion and
psychological state verbs such as onoono "look", and ita "angry" which are
"intransitive" in that they assign absolutive Case to ' their subjects, and
the so-called "middle" Case to their objects (Chung,1978 and Seiter,1980).
ECM verbs of this type, such as manako "want" may take as a middle object
either a clause (as in 74) or an ECM'd object (as in 76). Middle Case is
oblique or prepositional, in that a middle object is unable to undergo
rules such as Raising to Subject or ECM movement (Seiter,1980). (See
Chapter 3 for a discussion of Niuean Raising to Subject.), and they act as
obliques with respect to gap/pronoun strategies for questioning, clefting,
etc. Thus, middle Case is like "of-insertion" (see Chomsky,1984, and
Chapter 4) in that it inserts a preposition, although it is unlike the
genitive "of" Case in that it is not "inherent", i.e. theta-related, since
it can be assigned to non-thematic ECM'd arguments. We will discuss some
structures like this in English, in the final section of this chapter.

- 95 -




Iemani'E]
Lemani
"We wanted the dog to be helped by Lemani." (S,78b)

It is clear that the phenamenon distinguishing the sentences in (75) and
(76) from those in (73) and (74) , unlike BCM in English, is not
string-vacuous. Ironically, it is the Projection Principle itself (in
conjunction with the Theta-Criterion) that tells us that movement must be
involved in (75) and (76).60 To take (76b) as an example Since the NP ika
"fish" in (76b) receives its theta-role from the verb kai "eat" it must be

generated in object position, and hence must have moved from this position

by "Move Alpha".

The question arises, however, as to whether the movement (76) and (75)
is to object position, as argued for by Gordon and by Seiter. On first
examination, their arguments are convincing. In Fjian, for example, the
word order [V'NPi NPj S'] where NPi is in the canonical position of a
matrix object, suggests that NPi has become a matrix object, since it
appears to have moved entirely out of its own clause. Furthermore, the
matrix verb appears with "proper/pronoun" agreement if the fronted element
is a proper noun or a pronoun. (See (75b) above, and also below) And
finally, according to Gordon, the fronted element can be passivized to
become the subject of the matrix clause. (This will be discussed further

60. We will see below that in some cases of this type of ECM, movement is
not necessarily involved, but rather base-generation of an NP in the
initial position, which is coindexed with a theta position NP.
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in Chapters 3 and 5 below).61

Seiter's arguments for a Raising to Object analysis in Niuean involve
the fact that the fronted element appears with absolutive Case (i.e.
object of a transitive verb) or middle Case (i.e. object of an
"intransitive" verb, see Note above). even though it may have originated
in an ergative (i.e. subject of a transitive verb) or absolutive (object
of a transitive verb) position. This change in Case is seen by comparing

(74a) with (76b).

Both Gordon and Seiter present as an argument for a Raising to Object
analysis, the fact that the fronted argument is eligible to undergo further
raisings, if embedded under the appropriate verb (and in Niuean, if not
raised to middle). In the Fijian example below, Bale the thematic indirect
object of the lowest clause (where it is resumed by vua "for her"), acts as
the direct object of the highest clause. That it has passed through an
intermediate pbsition which is governed (and Case marked) by the

intermediate verb vinakata "want" is determined by the fact that no other

6l. Andrew Pawley, (p.c.) and Paul Geraghty (p.c.) state that native
speakers which they have consulted, do not allow Passivization of an ECM'4
element. (In fact, Geraghty and Pawley state that even the HM sentences
without passivization are in same cases unacceptable.) Samu Topou,
consulted by myself, also found the Passive sentence ungrammatical. We
will consider this to be a "dialect" split, although when the Passivization
cases are discussed in more detail below (see especially Chapters 3 & 5),
the Fijian data will be subordinated to more clear cut cases of
ECM-plus-Passivization such as in Standard Arabic.
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NP can front to be ECM'd by vinakata. (The Fijian cases of ECM with

pronouns appearing in the theta position will be more fully discussed

below.)
(77) Fijian
e a nuitaki Bale ko Wati me'u t
3s pst expect-prop Bale prop art Wati sub 1ls want
vinakata mo volia vua na motoka
sub-2s buy for-her art car

"Wati expected that I would want you to buy a car
for Bale." (G,77d)

Within GB theory, the first objection to the analyses of Gordon and
Seiter rises from the Projection Principle, which rules out non-thematic
complements. However, since there is nothing to be gained by the
maintenance of empirically inadequate principles, we must consider the
possibility that the Projection Principle is simply incorrect in this
regard, and that non-thematic camplement positions must be allowed if full

62 However, in the following

empirical coverage is to be attained.
sections, we will see that this move would be unjustified, since, even
leaving aside the question of the Projection Principle, there are several

indications that the fronted NPs in structures such as those above are not,

and must not be, in the matrix object position.

62. In cases of small clauses, Schein(1982) has argued that the Projection
Principle is unnecessary. (See also Williams,1983.) We will not discuss
small clauses here, but will argue that for BHCM, the Projection Principle
should be maintained as a principle.
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2.5.3 ECM--The Analysis

2.5.3.1 The Structure

For a Fijian sentence such as (75a), we propose the following

structure.

(78)
Cp3

/ \
cavMp IP

/ \
I' NP
/ \ ~~Timaima
INFL VP

/ N\
V(ECM) CP2

/ \
vinakata SPEC2 CP1l
(want) / \

na taganei / \
(man) coMp TP

lako
(g0)

There are two essential parts to the analysis, with a third in the case
of Fijian. First we propose that the clauses embedded under ECM verbs

include an additional specifier position (SPEC2). This position is an
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A-bar position, since no theta-role is ever assigned to it.63 An NP

appearing in SPEC2 will be (by definition) governed by the matrix verb, and
hence will be Case marked by this verb if it is [+CA]. Third, in Fijian,
extraposition of the lowest CPl projection over the matrix subject takes

place, as shown above.

The government and Case marking of the specifier position falls under
the definition of government and the conditions for Case marking outlined
in Chapter 1 and hence need not be discussed further here (but see below
for a discussion of the differences between these, and essentially
identical structures of embedded Topicalization in Niuean). Other aspects
of the analysis, however, must be further discussed. We will discuss them
after we have argued that there are problems for a Raising to Object

analysis. First, a note on Niuean word order.

2.5.3.2 A Note on Niuean Word Order

The major problem with Niuean BCM, among other languages, is not in fact
a problem with ECM at all, but rather is subsumed under the more general
problem of VSO languages. This problem consists in the fact that VsO
languages do not exhibit a VP at surface structure, although they do

exhibit processes which are best defined in terms of asymmetry of

63. In similar structures in French, however, the "SPEC2" position acts as
an A-position, see below in text.
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government between subjects and objects or in terms of c-command, such as

pronominal coreference, constraints and cross-over effects.

It should be noted that the ECM analysis proposed for Fijian holds for
Niuean regardless of our theory of VSO word order, since, however the verb
is determined to govern and assign Case to its non-adjacent object, it can
be supposed to govern and assign Case to its non adjacent ECM'd NP in the

same way. However, we will briefly discuss the topic here.64

For our discussion of Niuean, we will assume the theory of Sproat(1985)
for VSO languages. Sproat, in discussing Welsh and Arabic considers
D-structure representations to be configurational (SVWO) with the
S-structure (VS0) order resulting from the obligatory movement of INFL to
an S-adjoined position, followed by movement of the verb, in order that
cliticization may occur between tense, agreement and the verb. The
movement of INFL is triggered by a rightwards directionality setting for
govermment and Case assignment for all categories, including INFL, in these
languages; a claim which is consistent with the fact that in these
languages rightwards government and Case assignment is exhibited also in

nominals, prepositional phrases, etc.

Under these assumptions we can see that Niuean BCM, is identical to that
of Fijian except for the following distinctions. In Niuean, the clause

64. See Chung(1983), Sproat(1985), McCloskeY(1983).
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into which BOM occurs, is necessarily a ke-clause, that is, non-tensed (as
was discussed above). And in Niuean, extraposition does not take place (at
least not so as to effect a variation in the word order). In this regard,

Nivean is like English, Icelandic, Hindi and Ramance.

2.5.4 Objections to Direct Raising to Object

2.5.4.1 Raising to Cbject vs. ECM

The main difference beween the analysis proposed in Section 2.5.3.1 and
an analysis of Raising to Object is that the former involves movement to an
A-bar position (although, as will be discussed below, this position
patterns with A-positions in some respects, in that it must form a chain

65 The two types of

which requires Case) and the latter to an A-position.
movement exhibit different properties. An examination of the
characteristics of ECM fronting shows that in some respects, it must be

considered as movement to an A-bar position, not to A-position, thus

supporting our analysis, and arguing against a Raising to Object analysis.

65. As will be discussed below, similar movements in French are arqued to
act as movements to A-positions, see Haik (1985).
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2.5.4.2 Case and Chain Theory

One central distinction between A and A-bar movement, is that the former
is triggered by necessity due to the Case Filter. This has led to the
characterization of A-movement as "Movement as a Last Resort"
(Chamsky,1984) . It has been stated formally as a condition on A-chains, in
the chain theories of Chomsky(1981), Rizzi(1982b), and Brody(1983), and in
Levin & Massam(1984), generally as a condition that the head of a chain
must be Case-marked, and that there may be only once Case in an A-chain.
This latter has been developed by Rizzi (1982b) and Brody(1983) into a Chain
location algorithm. Following Chomsky(1984) we will refer to this as the

"Chain Condition" (See Chapter 5 for a more extensive discussion).

On the other hand, variables, or A-bar bound traces are necessarily Case
marked. This has been put forward at various times, and in various ways.
For instance, following Chomsky(198l), we could attribute this necessity to
the Theta-Criterion in the following way. If the Case Filter is to be
subsumed under the Theta-Criterion (cf.Chomsky,1981, Stowell,1981, and
Levin & Massam,1984, and Chapter 5), then all theta-marked NPs must receive
Case in order to be visible for the Theta Criterion. Since a variable

trace is always the head of its A-chain, it must be Case marked to satisfy
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the 'Iheta—criterion.66

In the BCM examples, it is clear that the original position of the
fronted NP is Case marked. There are three things which tell us this,
involving Surface-ergativity, agreement, and the appearance of pronouns in

the original theta position in same cases.

Niuean, as shown above, is a surface-ergative Case marking language. In
a theory of Case marking such as that developed by Levin & Massam(1984), in
such languages, Ergative Case is assigned to a subject, if and only if
Absolutive Case has been assigned (to the object). (See also Chapter 5.)
Thus, in a construction where an object has been fronted, leaving a trace,
we can determine whether this trace receives Case by examining the Case of
the subject of the clause. In cases of ECM fronting, the subject of the
clause appears in Ergative Case (he pusi in (79b)), therefore demonstrating
that the trace of the BCM'd NP (e ika in (79b)) has received Absolutive

Case.

66. This might be problematic in the case of thematic PPs, the traces of
which conceivably do not receive Case in sentences such as "To whom did Amy
give the pickled lime t?". Perhaps here the trace "inherits" from the PP
with which it is coindexed, the property of bearing inherent Case. For the
relation between CP arguments and Case, see Chapter 5.
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(79) a. To nakai toka e au [ke kai he pusi e ika]
fut not let Erg I Sbj eat Erg cat Abs fish
"I won't let the cat eat the fish." (S,3.76a)
b. To n3kai toka e au [[e ika] [ke kai he pusi t]]
fut not let Erg I Abs fish Sbj eat Erg cat
"I won't let the fish be eaten by the cat." (S,3.78a)

A second argument that the trace left behind in BECM fronting is Case
marked is that in structures in Niuean when a subject is fronted, agreement
(for number) still appears on the embedded verb. Agreement between subject
and verb appears in most languages just in case Case is assigned to the
subject by INFL.

(80) a. to nakai toka e au [a koe [ke mohe t e timeni]]
Fut not let Erg I Abs you-sng Sbj sleep Abs floor
"I won't let you (sng) sleep on the floor." (S, 3.86a)
b. To nakai toka e au [[a mutolu] [ke momche t e timeni]])
fut not let Erg I Abs you-pl Sbj sleep-P1 Abs floor
"I won't let you(pl) sleep on the floor." (S, 3.86b)

The fact that the theta-position to which the BCM'd NP is related is a
Case marked position is perhaps most clear in the cases where an overt
lexical pronoun appears in the theta-position. Since the pronoun is
lexical, it must fall under the Case Filter (See Chapter 1(9) and Chapter
5), and hence must receive Case. For this reason, given the Chain
Condition above, pronouns do not appear in the tail position of A-chains.
We have seen some Fijian HCM examples with (resumptive) pronouns. Further

examples are provided here, with ECM to an indirect object, oblique,

possessor, and object (in which the pronoun is optional: compare (81d) with
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(75b)) .

(81) a. [ECM to Indirect Object)
au gadreva na koro levu ni ko a lako kina.
1s wish art town big sub 2s pst go to-it
"I wish you had gone to the city." (G,72)

b. [ECM to Oblique]
e vinakati Tevita ko Bale me'u lako kaya.
3s want prop Tevita prop-art Bale sub-ls go  with-him
"Bale wants me to go with Tevita." (G,73)

c. [ECM to Possessor]
au namaki Bale ni damudamu na nona boto.
1ls expect-prop Bale sub-3s red art her boat
"I expect Bale's boat to be red.," (G,74)

d. [ECM to Object]

e a vinakata na tagane ko Mere me'u  mokuti koya
3s pst want art man prop-art Mere sub-ls hit-prop him

"Mary wanted me to hit the man." (G,78)

In some languages, the data are sometimes at least superficially
ambiguous as to whether a Case marked trace or an empty pronoun appears in
the theta-position of an BCM'd NP. Such languages are Kipsigas, a
Nilo-Saharic language, and Blackfoot, both to be discussed further below.
Since these languages are null subject and null-object languages {(with
agreement markers on the verb), the distinction is difficult to make.
However, it is clear that in either case, the presence of agreement on the
lower verb indicates that Case has been assigned to the theta-position
coindexed with the HEOM'd NP. In the Kipsigas example which follows, the
underlined object agreement clitic is all that appears in the lowest (and,

for that matter, in the highest) clause. This agreement clitic agrees with
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the underlined ec (=empty category) which could be interpreted as a
null-object EEg_which is coreferential with the (shown) pro in SPEC2, or as
a trace, A-bar bound by the (shown) pro moved to SPECZ2.
(82) mCc -0:n .Mu:sa [wi [kO -tIl-an _KIglanat §i]]

want 1s.Cbj Musa(S) 3s.8Sub-cut-1s.0bj Kiplangat

"Musa wants that Kiplangat cut me.” (J&O,12b)

The evidence given above to show that the theta-position coindexed with
an BCM'4d NP is a Case marked position argues against an analysis in which
the BEM'd NP is considered to be in an A-position (that is, against a
Raising to Object analysis), and in favour of the SPEC2 analysis for ECM

presented above.

2.5.4.3 Binding Theory

The second argument against a Raising to Object analysis, is the fact
that it violates Binding Theory A which holds of A-traces. This will
always be true, since the governing category for an object will always be
its own clause, as will the governing category for a subject of a tensed

clause. This is given by the following condition and definition.®’

67. Chomsky(1984) presents a rather different version of Binding Theory.
Since the subtle aspects of Binding are not our concern here, we use the
version of Chomsky(1981).
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(83) Binding Theory A (Chamsky,1981)
a) Anaphors must be bound in their governing category

b) Governing Category
o 1s a governing category for ﬁ if and only if is the
minimal category containing 5, a governor of 2, and
a SUBJECT accessible toﬂ.

As with the Projection Principle, however, we should consider the
possibility that the definition of Governing Category is incorrectly
formulated, and should be reformulated to allow Raising to Object from
tensed clauses and from object position in same languages. In this way, we
could allow A-movement out of a tensed clause and from object by
considering the Governing Category of an NP in Fijian, Niuean, etc. to be
the next clause up from the usual one. Even aside from the difficulty of
devising such a definition, and isolating the parameters involved in

differentiating English and Fijian, there is a problem with this.

The problem is that Binding Condition A, as given above, holds in Fijian

in cases of Raising to Subject.68

Hence, we must retain (83) as is, in
order to account for the fact that Raising to Subject may not occur out of

tensed clauses, nor from object position.

68. Moyne & Carden(1974) and Quy Carden p.c. points out that there are
languages in which Raising to Subject appears to violate the Binding
Theory, such as Persian, where subjects of tensed clauses can be raised
(but not objects).
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(84) a) Passive: era, a raic-i t;, na tagane, (G,8)
1" pst see-Pass art man
"The men were seen"

b) RtoS: ko. rawa [ni wvukei au Ei ] pro.

2s* possible sub help-prop me
"You can help me." (G,41)

c) RtoS: *ko. a sega [ni'u mokuta/mokuti Ei prol iﬁi
(from 2st pst not sub 1ls hit/hit-prop you
3j) "I didn't hit you." (G,52)

d) RtoS: *aui a sega [ni a mokuti iko Ei] pro;
(from 1s™ pst not sub pst hit prop you
[+tns]) "I didn't hit you." (G8448Db)

It should be mentioned that the [-tense] feature of the embedded clause
in (84c) is not straighforward. Gordon states that the tense morpheme may
appear either on the matrix or the embedded clause in cases of Raising to
Subject, but not on both. We take this to mean that only the matrix clause
is tensed, and that this tense may be realized on any verb within its
scope. Secondly, Gordon notes that agreement morphemes may appear on both
higher and lower verbs when an NP is Raised to Subject with the verb dodonu
"right", and must appear on both upper and lower verb if the sentence is in
the past tense. Dodonu is also unusual among Raising to Subject verbs in

that it alone takes the me- camplementizer.

Since Fijian exhibits Raising to Subject (a rule of A-movement which is
campatible with the Projection Principle), and since this rule obeys the
Binding Theory, it would be difficult to explain why a second putative rule

of A-movement such as Raising to Object does not also obey this
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constraint. This disobedience, however, is unproblematic in a theory of
BECM fronting such as that proposed herein since movement to A-bar positions

is not subject to the Binding Theory.

In our analysis of movement to SPEC2, an interesting result obtains.
First, since SPEC2 is an A-bar position, as argued for above, with respect
to Case theory (and see below and Chapter 5), we do not expect that Binding
Theory should hold of the relation between an NP in this position and its
trace. And yet, given the data, and our analysis, it appears that the
Binding Theory is not violated in an instance of ECM movement, if we
consider CP and not IP to constitute the governing category. It is not
clear, however, whether it must hold. (In the following sections we will
discuss further the problem of the locality conditions which hold betweeen
an ECM'd NP and its coindexed theta position.) Since, as we discuss below,
the SPEC2 position is ambiguous in several respects as to whether it is an
A-position or an A-bar position, it is not inconceivable that the Binding
Theory would hold of movement to this position. We will leave the question

open to same extent.

It is interesting to note that there are in fact what look like
exceptions to the Binding Theory for ECM movement, if it is said to hold of

this movement. Consider the following.

- 110 -



(85) a.

vP
/ \
ECM V ca2"!
/ \
expect SPEC2 CP
/ / N\
you, SPEC1 C'
a1 ® / \
caMp IP

b. e. namaki [iko, [ ni'u. sega [ni [mokuta t,] t.] pro.] pro.]
33 expect-prop you sub-14 not  sub hit k™ 3 J !
"He expects me not to hit you." (G, 76b)

In (85a),the lowest NPk can move across an intervening clause to SPEC2
of the highest CP (Movement A) just in case the higher verb is an BMing
verb (as marked), and the middle verb is, as in (85a), a Raising to Subject
verb, (or a Control verb). Movement A is exemplified in (85.b), where
Movement B (Raising to Subject) has also taken place. That Movement to
Subject need not take place in order for BCM movement to cross the

intervening clause, is seen in (86a), while (86b) shows an example with an
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intermediate Control verb.69

(86) a. e. namaki [ iko, [ ni sega [ni ['u. mokuta tk]
33 expect-prop you  sub not sub-1s- hit
pro.] pro.l proi]
"Hejexpecgs me fiot to hit you." (G, 24b)
[the‘ELEQ is an expletive.]
b. keimami, a namaki [ iko [ me rere [ ni
Ipl lpst expect-prop you sub afraid sub
[ vukea] PRO.] ko Mere.] proi]
help prop—grt Mary
"We expect Mary to be afraid to help you." (G, 25c)

Note that Binding Theory Condition A appears not to be a constraint on
the relation between the trace of NPk in (85) and its antecedent in SPEC2
(iko/"you" in (85)). 'The Governing Category for NPk in (85) is the lowest
sentence, but NP, is not bound in this category, although the sentence is
good. In (85) the trace is correctly (since the sentence is acceptable)

bound in a damain which include an extra clause.

It is not clear, however, given the situations in which an extra
intermediate clause is permitted between an ECM'd NP and theta bosition
with which it is coindexed, that the Binding Theory does not hold here.
This is because, it is notable that the allowable intermediate clauses
contain Raising to Subject and Control verbs. These verbs are noted
cross-linguistically for creating transparent damains for Binding Theory
and other constraints, so that in Italian, for example, a clitic may be

69. These examples are taken from a handout and not the ms of Gordon(1980).
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coindexed with a position two clauses away if the intermediate clause
contains certain verbs of the class of verbs which include Raising to
Subject verbs and Control verbs such as potere "be able to", sembrare
"seem", dovere "have to", volere "want", caminciare "begin", continuare
"continue", etc. although nommally the presence of this intermediate
clause renders the clause ungrammatical. (cf.Rizzi,1978,1982, Burzio, 1981,
Manzini, 1983, on the theory of Restructuring.)
(87) a. Credo che Gianni la presentera a Francesco

"I believe that Gianni will introduce her to Franceso."

b.*La credo che Gianni presentera a Francesco. \
(Rizzi,1978,6a,b)

(88) a. Gianni ha dovuto parlargli personalmente
"Gianni has had to speak with him personally."

b. Gianni gli ha dovuto parlare personalmente.
(Rizzi,1978,12a,b)

(89) Lo voglio leggere
It I want to read. (Burzio,6.l.1la)
For the Italian examples it has been proposed (see references above)
that Restructuring verbs form complex verbs with the verbs which follow

them. such an analysis seems feasible for Fijian also.70

These results are interesting. Note that within our framework, a

70. Quy Carden (p.c.) points out that it would be interesting to see if
dodonu behaves in the way outlined above with respect to "clause union"
phenomena, since it has several different characteristics from other
Raising to Subject verbs, as noted above.
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Raising to (bject analysis would require the relationship between the ECM'd
NP and its coindexed theta position to obey the Binding Theory, while at
the same time, by its very nature, it would render such obedience
impossible, given the data under discussion. Conversely, our Movement to
SPEC2 analysis would not necessarily require the Binding Theory to be
obeyed, since, as we have seen, it does not act in all ways at least, as
movement to an A-position. And yet, given our analysis in conjunction with
the data, it appears entirely possible that the Binding Theory is obeyed by
Movement to SPEC2. We will see below that there is ambiguity with respect
to the A/A-bar characteristics of SPEC2, which would explain the fact that

movement to an A-bar position appears to obey the Binding Theory.

We will see cases below, however, which arguably do not involve movement
of an NP to SPEC2, but rather the base-generation of an NP in this
position, which is coindexed with a pronoun (usually) in a theta position.
We will see that the same locality constraint appears to apply here,
although it would be unlikely to be due to the Binding Theory, since the
category in the theta position is pronaminal, not anaphoric, and in same
cases, can even be an r-expression. Thus, it appears that even if the
Binding Theory does hold of ECM movement, it alone cannot explain the
locality constraints in ECM structures, which appear to be like subjacency,
but which exist even in cases of no movement. We return to this issue

below.
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It seems clear then that we cannot consider the movement in ECM
structures in languages like Fijian and Niuean to involve direct movement
to an object A-position. However, there is one possibility to maintain a
Raising to Object analysis which we have hot yet discussed and that is to
consider ECM movement to be a two-step process, with first movement to an
A-bar SPEC2 position, and then a movement from this position to object. We
will argue against this in a later section. We will now turn to a more

detailed discussion of the SPEC2 analysis.
2.5.5 ECM Movement vs Topicalization and Left Dislocation

2.5.5.1 A-bar/A Relations

While the structures under discussion involve movement to some sort of
S-initial A-bar position, the exact nature of this movement and position
remains to be discussed. In particular, is there a difference between the
position occupied by, or the movement of, an ECM'd element and those of a
Topicalized or Left-Dislocated element? 1In most cases of ECM movement, the
answer appears to be yes. Let us clarify the possibilities for
A-bar/A-position NP relations. First, it is possible for an operator to

move to SPEC, and to have a coindexing relation with an NP in a position
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adjoined to CP. This is exemplified in Niuean pricalization.7l

(90) a. [CP NP, [ﬁi [coty...00)

b. Ti fakalata a 1ia ko ia ni ne maldlo
then think Abs he Pred him Emph Nft strong
"So he thi95s (it's) him that's the strong one."
(S,2.105a)

c. Ko e lupo kava haau, ne inu e Sione
Pred Abs bottle beer your Pst drink Erg Sione
"Your bottle of beer, Sione drank." (S,2.74b)
Second, it is possible for an NP to move and adjoin to IP, (possibly

successively), as in English Topicalization (cf. Baltin,1978).

(91) a. ...[IP NPi [ IP... [IP ts [IP

b. I know that Gill, Sally thinks Adrian likes

...ti...]]

c. Pascal, the angels sing about.

Third, it is possible for an NP to be base generated in a position
adjoined to CP, and to be coindexed with an NP (pronoun) in an A-position.
This is seen in Niuean Left Dislocation. (Note: the pronoun in (92c) is

not the resumptive pronoun ai as in (97) below (Topicalization), but rather

71. In some languages, including Niuean, Topicalization involves resumptive
pronouns in oblique positions. In this case, the operator might be
generated in SPEC, or the resumptive pronoun might be considered a
spell-out of the trace.

72. I have changed the gloss here to emphasize that this is not like a

cleft sentence, involving an further level of embedding, but is rather,
equivalent to an English topicalized sentence.
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is a personal pronoun.)

(92) a. NP.

[CP i [CP [IP....pronouni...J]

b. Ko e tagata ia ne pakia, kitia nakai e koe a ia?
Pred Abs man that Nft injured see Q Erg you Abs him
"That injured man, did you see him?" (S5,2.77b)

c. Ko e fifine ia, to ahi atu ki a ia.

Pred Abs woman that Fut visit Dir2 to Pers her
"As for that woman, we'll go visit her." (S, 2.78b)

A second instance of this type of relation is possible, but with

adjunction to IP, as in Moroccan Arabic Left Dislocation (from Wager,1983

—- see below in text for discussion).

(93) a. [IP NPi [IP....pronouni...]]
b. gallihum belli na%at, ma Yadig ysufha
said(3sgm)-to-3pl that Nazat Neg Fut-Neg 3sgm-see-3sgf
Yedda

tamorrow (W,3.64b)
"He told them that Najat he wasn't going to see her tomorrow."

-c. Muhend, rezfat lemra elli kayb?dih
Mohand returned-3sgf the-woman that Cont-3sgm-loves
"Mohand, the woman that he loves returned." (W,3.13a)
Also possible is direct movement of an NP to an adjoined position, CP.
This should be possible, since no constraints on movement are violated,

since, assuming May(forthcoming) (and cf. Chomsky,1985), we consider that

when a CP node dominates another of the same type, the two together
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constitute a single category.73 This, then, would be an option for
movement in cases of single clause Topicalization in Niuean, such as in

(90) above.

The question now is, which of the above types of movement, if any, does
ECM movement correspond to? In all cases, it appears to involve the direct
movement of , or base generation of an NP to/in an A-bar position hanging
fram CP. We will discuss now some differences that appear between ECM
movement and Topicalization or Left Dislocation in various languages. (We
will use "Topicalization" to refer to a movement involving an operator as
outlined above, since in the languages under discussion, Topicalization

appears to involve adjunction to CP.)

In Fijian, it appears there is no operator involved in ECM movement,

unlike in Topicalization, as is seen by the several distinctions between

73. For Chomsky(1985) and May(forthcoming) the two nodes constitute one in
cases of adjunction. We do not consider SPEC2 to be an adjoined position,
since it is a subject, however, we assume that the two CPs constitute a
single category. This might allow us to circumvent the problem raised by
our structures for an observation of Kyle Johnson's regarding adjunction.
He notes that if a we adjoin to a node XP, where XP is a complement, then
the theta relation between XP and its theta role assigner will be

obscured. This rules out adjunction to arguments. We allow an ECM verb to
assign a theta role to a CP, which is a predicate and hence takes a
subject, but we do not consider the higher CP which dominates the subject
and the theta marked CP to obscure the theta relations. Possibly, since
both CPs are there at D-structure (i.e. ours is not a case of adjunction),
if they consitute a single category, then the theta role is assigned to the
category CP at D-structure, and at every level, thus a violation is
avoided.
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the operation of "Move Alpha" which characterizes Topicalization, and that

which characterizes BECM fronting. And in Niuean also, Topicalization

differs from ECM movement.

There is evidence in Moroccan Arabic, and Niuean that ECM is not the
same as embedded Left Dislocation in these languages. By "left
Dislocation", we mean an operation whereby an NP is generated in an A-bar
position which hangs from IP or CP (depending on the language), and is
coindexed with a pronoun in an A-position. In Berber, on the other hand,
there appears to be no ECM movement as distinct from Left Dislocation. We
will review the evidence for a distinction to be made in most languages
between Topicalization or Left Dislocation and what we are calling the ECM

relation or ECM movement.

2.5.5.2 Topicalization and ECM Movement

First, we note that Fijian ECM movement differs from Topicalization in
several ways, as discussed by Gordon. Gordon states that it is possible to
Topicalize fram a clause which has had an NP "raised to object" from it.
Hence, it appears that ECM movement does not prohibit operator extraction.
However, it is not possible to "raise to object" fram a clause which has
had an NP "raised to object" from it, as seen below in (94), arguing that
ECM movement does prohibit ECM movement. An alternative interpretation of

this last point is that ECM movement is bounded, while Topicalization
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(movement through SPEC) is not.

(94) *¢ a nuitaki Balei ko Wati me'u vinakati
3s pst expect-prop Bale prop-art Wati sub-ls want-prop
iko. mo volia vua. na motoka t.

yoquub—zs buy for-Ber art car
"Wati expected me to want you to buy Bale a car." (G,77e)

These characterizing traits fall in with the traditional notion of the
distinction between movement to COMP (=SPEC) (Wh movement) and NP-movement
to A-positions. On first glance, this might lead us to an analysis of
Raising to Object, however, we will see below that ECM movement is unlike
NP movement with respect to Case and Chain theory. It appears then that
ECM movement is a sort of hybrid, with characteristics of both Wh and NP
movement. We can account for its properties by the movement posited above,
which will be further analyzed below. That is, ECM movement is movement to
an A-bar position (thus accounting for some of its characteristics, to be
discussed below), but at the same time, it is movement of an NP, and not of
an operator. If, as we claimed in Section 2.2, SPEC is limited to
operators, then ECM movement (of an NP) cannot be movement to SPEC, but
rather, movement to a second specifier position. This also accounts for
the property of ECM movement mentioned above, namely that it does not

create islands for Wh-movement.

Gordon discusses another distinction between Topicalization and "Raising

to Object", which involves movement from conjuncts. She states that
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Topicalization is possible from a position in one of a pair of conjuncts,
only if the parallel position in the other conjunct is coreferential and
also Topicalized. This is not the case with ECM movement.
(95)a. au a vinakati [Timoci [mo [ [mokuta t] ka

1s pst want-prop Timothy sub-2s hit and

[cageti Tevita] ]

kick-prop David

"I want you to hit Timothy and kick David." (G, 75b)

b. au a vinakati [Tevita [mo [[mokuti Timoci] ka

1ls pst want-prop David sub2s hit-prop Timothy and

[cageta t]]

kick

"I want you to hit Timothy and kick David." (G, 75c)

Topicalization obeys the "Across the Board" constraint of Williams(1978)
in that it is possible to Topicalize an object of one conjunct only if
there is a parallel empty object in the other conjunct. On the other hand,
ECM movement does not obey this constraint, since it is possible to BECM the
object of one VP conjunct and not the object of the other.74 This
difference in behaviour is explainable if we consider that the "Across the
Board" constraint applies only to operator movement, and that NPs are not
operators (see Chapter 3). This is in the spirit of Pesetsky (1982) who
argues that the "Across the Board" constraint applies only to A-bar bound

elements. Since ECM movement is to an A-bar position, we narrow his

74. Frantz(1978) reports that this is possible in Blackfoot ECM. See also
below.
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restriction here. The restriction accounts for the following contrast.75

(96) a. Oliver seems to have been laughed at and to have run away.
b.*Who was laughed at and ran away?
c. Who was laughed at and teased?

ECM movement in Niuean differs from Topicalization in this language in
that the former, according to Seiter, unlike the latter, is restricted to
subjects and objects. (Topicalization involves a resumptive pronoun in
oblique positions.)

(97) a. Ko e motu ia, ne pehe a Tale kua lali ke
Pred Abs island that Pst say Abs Tale Perf try Sbj
nofo ai

live there
"That island Tale said he tried to live on." (S,2.75b)

Data from Kipsigas (Jake & Odden,1979) shows that ECM movement is
bounded. 1In this, it is different than Raising to Subject, which is not so
constrained. Kipsigas ECM will be discussed in more detail below, and
Kipsigas Raising to Subject (which we will argue to involve operator

movement) will be discussed in Chapter 3.

75. This possible explanation for the Fijian data is due to a conversation
with G. Goodall.
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‘7 N s N 7 T A
(98) a.*0 -mOc -i:n [kO-yay Mu:sa [kO-tIl-In KIplapat]]
1ls want 2s 3s make Musa(S) 3s cut 2s Kiplangat
"I want that Musa make Kiplangat cut you." (J&O,18a)
b. a wly [kO-tEstd [a -mds KIplapat]]
1ls hard 3- continue 1ls beat Kiplangat
"It is hard for me to continue beating Kiplangat." (J&O,43b)

2.5.5.3 Left Dislocation and ECM Movement

Evidence from other languages informs us that ECM movement is not
necessarily the same as Left Dislocation in embedded contexts in these

languages.

A general distinction between ECM movement, and Left Dislocation, is
that the former is subject to locality constraints (see below) whereas the
latter is not. This will be discussed further in Section (2-5.6.2). A
possibility here would be to force ECM movement to involve actual movement
(and thus to be subject to Subjacency), whereas Left Dislocation would
involve coindexing. A problem for a "necessarily movement" analysis would
be how to rule out the possibility of the base generation of a Left
Dislocated NP under an ECM verb (in a language where it would appear to the
left of the complementizer), which is coindexed with an NP which then could
conceivably be indefinitely far away from it, as is possible in Left
Dislocation. We will see below that this is permitted in Berber, and will

rule it out in other cases below.

Wager (1983) discusses constructions in Moroccan Arabic, within the
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framework of Lexical Functional Grammar, which she considers to involve

"Prolepsis" (See section 2.5.8 below for a discussion of a prolepsis

6

analysis of BCM structures.).7 Prolepsis is an analysis of non-thematic

object constructions in which these objects are considered to be
base-generated in object position and licensed by coindexation with an
embedded thematic pronoun. We will consider these Moroccan Arabic

sentences (as (99)) to involve ECM.77

(99)a. tsennitu yEi men leblad
waited for-lsg-3sg 3sgm-come from the-village
"I waited for him to came from the village." (W, 3.36c)

b. b¥itu yddiwh lleblad
want-1sg-3sgm 3pl-take-3sgm to-the-village
"I want (him) for them to take him to the village." (W, 3.37a)
c. xeftu yttlagaw miah
feared-1sg-3sgm 3pl-meet with-3sg
"I feared (him) they'd meet him." (W 3.38f)
d. sebtu Yat mmu
found-1sg-3sgm came-3sgf mother-3sgm
"I found (him) his mother had come." (W,3.39b)

Wager points out that there are differences between Left Dislocation in
Moroccan and what we are considering to be ECM movement. For instance, ECM
movement is permitted only in certain embedded contexts, i.e. under
76. I am grateful to Mohamed Guerssel for discussing these data with me.
77. Wager's arguments against an BCM type of analysis are due to the fact
that BCM movement is different from Left Dislocation, as discussed below

and in Section (2.5.8.4). Numbers after the examples refer to chapter and
example number.

- 124 -



s b A e i e

certain matrix verbs. Verbs such as fhem "understand", ndem "regret" nker
"deny" sekk "doubt", do not allow ECM movement, although they do take

sentential complements. In the case of the latter three verbs, this may be
due to the fact that they are not Case assigners, if we take the fact that
they do not take NP objects (M. Guerssel, p.c.) to indicate that they do
not assign Case. This, at least, argues that an ECM moved NP requires

Case, which indicates that the process is not the same as Left Dislocation,

since here the dislocated NP does not require Case.78

(100) a. *fhemtu belli pyadi ygufuh Yedda
understood-1sg-3sgm that Fut 3pl-see-3sgm tomorrow
"I understand (him) that they are going to see him
tomorrow." (W, 3.66b)
b.*ndemtu elli méa
regretted-lsg-3sgm that went (3sgm)
"I regretted (him) that he left." (W,3.67b)
Furthermore, the position of a Left Dislocated NP is different than the
position of an ECM'd NP. In the example below we see that while ECM

movement is impossible, embedded left Dislocation is all right.

78. We mention here only some of the differences which Wager notes between
Left Dislocation and ECM movement, here. Others will be discussed below in
Section (2.5.8.4).
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(101) a.*gallihum nazat belli ma 7Tadi§ y&ufha
said(3sgm)-to-3pl Nazat that Neg Fut-Neg 3sgm-see-3sgf
Yedda
tommorrow.
"He told them Najat that he wasn't going to see her
tomorrow." (W, 3.64a)

b. gallihum belli nazat, ma adis ysufha
said(3sgm)-to-3pl that Nazat Neg Fut-Neg 3sgm-see-3sgf
edda
tommorrow.

"He told them Najat that he wasn't going to see her
tomorrow." (W, 3.64b)

There is another distinction between Left Dislocation and ECM movement,
found in Niuean, which raises questions about our notion of government. We
showed above that in Niuean, ECM occurs only with ke-clauses
(subjunctives). Seiter shows that Left Dislocation is possible in tensed
clauses embedded under verbs of cognition, speaking, etc.(as in (102))79
Note that in Niuean, unlike Moroccan Arabic, Left Dislocated items appear
to the left of the complementizer. This means that while the dislocated
- element is in a position to receive ECM, according to our definition of

government, since the matrix verb is a Case marking verb (with an ergative

subject) , it does not receive Case from the matrix verb.

79. Seiter refers to the structure in this example as Topicalization rather
than Left Dislocation, but we consider the former to involve gaps or
resumptive pronouns and the latter personal pronouns in the theta

position. Using these definitions, Niuean has both Left Dislocation and
Topicalization. Seiter refers to both of these operations as
"Topicalization".
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(102) a. Kua tupu hake he loto haaku ke iloa
Perf grow up in heart my Sbj know
[[ko lautolu oti hah& he poko nei], ko e © mai
Pred they all Pred in room this Pres come,Pl
oti ni i Nive a lautolu].
all Emph fram Niue Abs they
"It has just occurred to me that everyone in this room
comes from Niue." (S,2.106)

It seems from this that a verb cannot govern across a node if this node
is tensed. That this is not universally the case can be seen from the fact
that in Moroccan Arabic, as seen above, Berber, and other languages, ECM
occurs to an element fronted in a tensed clause, as well as from the

Hungarian and English data discussed above, where a verb governs into the

Specifier position of a tensed clause.

In Niuean, then, a tensed clause appears to act as a barrier for
government, even though the clause is theta-governed and possibly Case

marked.80

Also in Niuean, ECM movement differs from Left Dislocation in that the
latter, but not the former involves a pronoun in the theta position. ECM
movement on the other hand, involves an empty category. In this way ECM

movement is like Topicalization in Niuean, however, in other ways it is

80. K. Hale suggests (p.c.) that it might be the case that in all
languages there is a Tense domain barrier, but that languages might differ
as to whether this is CP or IP. Thus, in Niuean, tensed CPs are barriers,
while in languages such as Berber and Fijian, where BCM occurs across
tensed CPs, the Tense barrier would be IP.
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not, as Topicalization is possible from oblique positions from which BECM

movement is not possible.

Underscoring the strength of our claim that in the languages discussed
here, ECM movement is distinct from other the movements associated with
processes such as Topicalization and Left Dislocation is the fact that
there appear to be some languages in which this is not the case.

Guerssel (1978) and Shlonsky (1985) discuss Left Dislocation and Clefting in
Berber, showing the former to involve the base generation of an NP in a

1 (See also

position external to (adjoined to) CP. (=S' for Guerssel).8
Guerssel,1984) This is seen in (103b) ((103a) shows a simple Berber
declarative.) That this NP is base generated and not moved is seen by the
fact that the relation between it and the NP with which it is coindexed can
be arbitrarily long, and, as seen in (103c), it does not obey island
constraints. That the dislocated NP is external to CP is seen by the fact
that in an embedded context, the Left Dislocated NP appears to the left of
the complementizer is, seen in (103d)
(103) a. issudm Mihend Tifa i taddart.

he-kissed Mohamed Tifa in house

"Mohamed kissed Tifa in the house." (G,1)

b. Muhend issudm Tifa i taddart

Mohamed he-kissed Tifa in house
Mohamed he kissed Tifa in the house. (G,1la)

8l. I am grateful to M. Guersell for his help with Berber. The examples
are taken from Guerssel(1978) (=G) and Shlonsky(1985) (=S).
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c. litub ssen-x uryaz din-t -y -uri -n
book know-lsm man who-it-3ms-wrote-imp
"The book, I know the man who wrote it." (S,5c)
d. Ssenx Tifa is tt issudem Muhend
I know Tifa that her he-kissed Mohamed
"I know that Tifa, Mohamed kissed." (G,2b)

Shlonsky argues that in an embedded context, a Left Dislocated NP is
ECM'd by the matrix verb, which therefore must be said to govern into the
CP-adjoined position. This ECM is seen below in (104). In (104a) we see a
simple sentence. In (104b), an operator coreferential with tabratt
"letter" is at D-structure in a Left Dislocated position in the embedded
clause. It then undergoes extraction from this (lower) CP adjoined
position to a SPEC position containing a "that". This process is
clefting. The pronoun in SPEC must be in the dative Case, as seen by the
contrast in grammaticality between (104b) and (104c). Since the Case of
the embedded theta position associated with tabratt is accusative, and
since sll "hear" assigns dative Case, as seen in (104d)) it appears that
the clefted operator received dative BCM in the position adjoined to CP in
the lower clause.

(104) a. sl1 -x is 'y =uzn M tabratt gher Fas
heard-lms that 3ms-sent M letter to Fas
"I heard that M sent a letter to Fez." (S,24a)
b.*tabratt ay sl1 -x is =-tty =-uzn M gher Fas
letter that heard-lms that-it 3ms-sent M to Fas

"It is the letter, that I heard that M sent it to Fez."
(S,24b)
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c. tabratt a -mu sll -x is =-tty -uzn M gher Fas
letter that-Dat heard-lms that-it 3ms-sent M to Fas
"I heard that M sent a letter to Fez." (S,24c)

d. sll-x  *(i) Muhend
saw-lms Dat Muhend
"I heard Mahend." (S,25a,b)

Since in Berber it appears that there is no ECM movement distinct from
Left Dislocation, we expect none of the constraints on BECM movement
discussed above to hold. This is indeed the case. In Berber, there are no
locality constraints on Left Dislocation, and there are likewise no
locality constraints on "ECM movement".

(105)
zri-x  Muhend is-ti irjit-x ec; is -t t
saw-1lms Muhend that=him dream-1lms that him 3fs
issudm Tifa eci
kissed Tifa
"I saw Mihend that as for him, I dreamt that Tifa
kissed him." (S,2la)

Both Left Dislocation and "BECM movement" utilize the same resumptive
pronoun strategy; -pronouns in all positions except subject, which is
null). And "BCM movement" is not restricted to occur only under certain

verbs. It seems, then, that in Berber, there is no ECM movement, although

there is BECM.

We conclude then that there are essentially three possibilities for
A-bar/A-position relations between non-Wh elements. First, is the
straightforward case of Left Dislocation involving the base-generation of

an NP in an A-bar position (from IP or CP, depending on the language) which
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is coindexed with an NP (pronoun) in an A-position. Characteristically,

this relation is unbounded and not subject to island constraints.

Second, there is the possibility of operator movement, involving the
movement of an operator from SPEC to SPEC, and coindexing this operator
finally with an NP in an A-bar position, immediately adjacent to it
(hanging from CP). Characteristically this movement is unbounded, but

subject to Wh-island constraints.

A third type involves straightforward movement to, or base generation in
a position dominated by CP, and sister to CP. This appears to be what ECM
involves, —- an NP in an A-bar position (hanging from CP), which is
coindexed with a trace (or a pronoun) in an A-position. The problem is:
What rules out the possibility of unbounded movement up to the point of the
BECM'd position, or base generation of an NP in this position, with an
unbounded coindexing relation between this NP and a pronoun? That is, why
is not either of (l06a) or (106b) a possible derivation for the
ungrammatical Kipsigas sentence (106c) (repeated from above), as it would

be for a corresponding Berber sentence?

(106) a. [ ...BMV [ NP, [ope-lop £y [op «--fy-ee 11111

be  [eBOMV [op NP, [opee-[ep

~ ~ . \
c. * -mbc -i:n [kO-yAy Mi:sd [kO-tIl-fn Kiplanat]]

1ls want 2s 3s make Musa(S) 3s cut 2s Kiplangat
"I want that Musa make Kiplangat cut you." (J&O,18a)

...pronouni...]]]]
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Another way of phrasing the question is: Why can not ECM movement
involve either of the first two types of A-bar relations: involving an
operator, or long-distance coindexing (as it does in Berber). That is,

essentially,--why is BCM movement not unbounded?

To say that ECM movement is not unbounded is not quite correct, since it
is possible to move successive cyclically, from SPEC2 to SPEC2 as seen in
Kipsigas below.

A NN T G NN/ N s
(107) a. O -mCc -i:n [ kO-yay -In KIplapat [kO-tIl-In Mu:sa]]

1ls want 2s 3s make 2s Kiplangat 3s cut 2s Musa

"I want that Kiplangat make that Musa cut you." (J&O,16cC)

Thus, it appears that two things must be said. First, that BECM
relation, whether derived by movement, as in Niuean, or base generation and

82 and second, that there are

coindexation, is in some way bounded,
differences between the ECM relation between an ECM'd NP and the theta
position with which it is coindexed, and one which exists between a Topic

and its coindexed theta position, or a Left Dislocated item and its

coindexed theta position.

2.5.6 ECM Relations

82. We saw some counterexamples to this, namely movement across Raising to
Subject or Control verbs in Fijian.
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2.5.6.1 French "avoir" Constructions

The nature of the ECM'd NP in SPEC2 may be found in Haik's(1985), and
Taraldsen's(1983) , discussions of French. Taraldsen considers sentences
such as (108a) and Haik considers sentences such as (108a) and (108b).
(108) a. Marie a vu Pierre qui sortait du cinéma.

Marie saw Pierre who left the cinema.
"Marie saw Pierre leaving the cinema."
b. Marie a sa fille qui fait la vaiselle.
Marie has her daugher who does the dishes.
"Marie has her daughter doing the dishes." (H, p.c.)
(Haik, considers the (a) sentence to involve a thematic object,

(Pierre), with control of an embedded PRO.83) For the (b) structures, we

consider the complement to be "sa fille qui fait la vaiselle". Sa fille

receives Case from the verb avoir. The structure appears to involve a
relative clause type of structure, however, both authors argue that que

does not act as an operator. Furthermore, the fronting of the NP sa fille

is strictly local.

(109) *Marie a sa fille qui Jean sait que lave la vaiselle."

Marie has her daughter who Jean knows that {she) washes
the dishes.

83. Taraldsen's analysis for the (a) sentence is like the analysis of the

(b) sentence discussed here, and in Haik (1985). Perception verbs will be
discussed further in 2.5.8.
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Taraldsen and Haik consider the structure under the main verb to be a
small clause, with the lower CP acting as a predicate, predicated of its
subject, the NP in the specifier position of the CP, (sa fille in (108b).
Indeed, the structure proposed is that of a small clause (cf.
Stowell,1981).

(110) a.
X{ b.X=N I consider Ms. Honey a true revolutionary.

/
NP XP c.X=A Oliver considered Fagin cruel.

Thus, a verb such as avoir may take as an argument a CP which is a
proposition (see (11l1)), or, alternatively, a CP which is a predicate, and
which consequently must be predicated of a subject (as 108b), and so, an NP
must appear in the subject of this CP.

(111) Jean a que sa fille est malade.
John has that his daughter is sick
(in answer to a question "What's wrong with John?")

This analysis carries over to the ECM cases which we have been
discussing. One interesting difference is that in French, Taraldsen and
Haik argue, the subjegt position acts like an A-position, in that movement
to it is subject to the Binding Theory, and hence is possible only from
subject position. We saw above that the BCM'd NP does not act in all ways
as if in an A-position in Fijian and Niuean, since, we claim, the ECM'd NP
does not form an A-chain with its theta position, and hence is not subject

to various conditions on A-chains. (Note that in French also, there appear
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to be two Cases in the "chain" (Jean, sa) or (Marie, sa).) This becomes
less problematic when we realize that the subject position of this CP small
clause is not a position to which a theta role is ever assigned, and hence
aligns with A-bar positions, and yet, it is a subject position, which
enters into predication. It would seem then there is some ambiguity in the
nature of this position, which we can call a "quasi A-position", and it is
reasonable to consider that this ambiguity might be reflected in such
cross-linguistic variation as we find here. In addition many aspects of
the behaviour of ECM'd NPs are explained in terms of the ambiguity of the

position in which they appear.

2.5.6.2 The SPEC2/Theta-NP Relation

We consider SPEC2 a base-generated position, rather than a position of
adjunction through movement, since it functions as the subject of CP. We
consider the Extended Projection Principle, to require all subject and
camplement positions to be present at all levels. In this way, the ECM
position differs from the position of Topicalized elements, since the
latter are derived by adjunction rather than base-generation in accordance

with the Projection Principle. (This will be developed in Chapter 5.)

ECM'd NPs differ from Left Dislocated ones in most languages, as we saw
above. The main points here are that there are locality constraints on the

relation between an ECM'd NP and its coindexed pronoun, which do not exist
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between a Left Dislocated NP and its coindexed pronoun. This locality
condition would be explained by a theory in which BCM structures
necessarily require movement, whereas Left Dislocated structures do not,
since for the most part the locality condition is the same as Subjacency

84

which is generally considered a constraint on movement. However, it

appears that in some cases, a movement analysis is not what is indicated.
In many cases, a pronoun appears in the theta position.
(112) (Fijian)

au gadreva na koro levu ni ko a lako Kkina

1s wish art town big Sub 2s pst go to-it
"I wish you had gone to the city," (G,72)

85 in other cases a

While this might be considered a spell-out of a trace,
full NP appears in the theta position, as in Nandi, a Nilo-Saharic language
discussed by Creider (1979).%°
(113) (Nandi) _ . a
amdcé kipe:t koké:r (kipe:t) ka:t
I-want Kibet (acc) 3-see  Kibet(nom) house (acc)
"I want Kibet to see the house." (C,93)

This too might be considered a spell-out of a trace. In Blackfoot,
however, Frantz(1978,1979) gives examples where it would seem that movement
84. See Chomsky(1981,1984,1985) but also Rizzi(1982b).

85. The data required to determine the nature of the "resumptive" pronoun
is in most cases not available to me. (See Sells,1984 for a detailed

discussion of resumptive pronouns.)

86. I am grateful to David Odden for bringing Creider's work to my
attention.
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has not taken place at all. Frantz(1978) gives Blackfoot examples which
would appear to argue against a movement analysis for BCM in this language
at least, since the ECM'd element may be a subpart of a plural pronoun, as
in (114) or an understood part of an directional element such as "towards
the speaker". Thus, in (115) below, the ECM'd NP is the first person which
appears in the embedded clause as an element of the directional morpheme
meaning "towards the speaker".87
(114) kits-iksstak-k-a noxkowa &xk-a'po'taki-o'si

2-want-SL~-3 my-son-3 might-work-12(conj)

"My son wants (you) that we(mel and you2) work."

(F,1978,32)

- 7 .
(115) a. iksstaa-wa n-oxko-wa m-axks ~ipooxsap-aapiksist-a

want-3 my-son-3 3-might-Iward-throw-SH-conj
-xsi omi pokon-i
ball-4

"My son wants to throw the ball to/at me." (F,61978,47)

. £ 7 / . e . . )
b. nits-iksstak-k-a n-oxko-wa m-axks -ipooxsap-aapiksist-a
1-want-g;ransl-SL—3 my-son-3 3-might-Iward-throw-SH-con]
-xsi omi pokon-i

ball-4
"My son wants (me) to throw the ball to/at me."
(F,1978,48)

There are also Blackfoot examples where movement does not appear to have

taken place in that the ECM'd NP is still in its original position.

(116) (Blackfoot)
a. Nits-iikstaa m-aahks-oyi-hsi noko's-iksi iinai
I-want (intrans) 3-might-eat-sub my:kid-pl banana(s)
"I want my kids to eat bananas. (F,1979,5)

87. I am grateful to Don Frantz for correspondance regarding Blackfoot.
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b. Nits-iikstata-yi m-aahks-oyi-hsi noko's-iksi
I-want (trans)-dir-obj-3pl 3-might-eat-sub my:kid-pl
iinai
banana(s)
"I want my kids to eat bananas. (F,1979,9)
Here, in a non-movement analysis, we could consider an empty element to

be base generated in SPEC, but it is difficult to conceive of a movement

analysis which would account for these data, as Frantz points out.

Given a number of complicating factors in Blackfoot--principally, that
it appears to be, in the sense of Hale(1983), a "non-configurational"
language--it is possible that it does not exemplify ECM in the sense
discussed here. The cases where no movement seems to be involved, might be
analyzed as involving the generation of an empty NP in SPEC2 which is
coindexed to an NP in an embedded clause, and where no violation of
Condition C (r-expressions must be free) occurs due to some aspect of
non-configurationality. This analysis would be consistent with the ECM
analysis proposed in this thesis. An alternative however, might be that
there may be free agreement (and Case assignment?) of a verb with (almost)
any "embedded" NP. ("almost" because Frantz(1978) states that for at least
some speakers an ECM'd NP cannot be coindexed only with an embedded
possessor.) Frantz(1979) shows that the one overt lexical NP in an ECM
sentence may show up in a number of positions, so that in (116/117),
noko's-iksi "my kids" can show up sentence initially, as in (117a), or

mid-sentence as in (11l6b) above. In addition, the lexical NP may be
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topicalized in which case it is null in both matrix and embedded clauses,
and shows up initially, with comma intonation between it and the rest of

the clause, as in (117b). Aawa Frantz glosses as PRO, describing it as an

88

enclitic pronoun. Last. he considers that it may have "ambivalent"

status, as in (ll7c).89

(117)
a. Noko's-iksi nits-iikstata-yi
my:kid-pl I-want(trans)-dir obj 3pl
m-aahks-oyi-hs-aawa iinai
3-might-eat-sub-PRO (3pl) banana(s)
"I want my kids to eat bananas. (F,1979,7)

b. Noko's-iksi , nits-iikstata-y-aawa
my:kid-pl I-want(trans)-dir-obj-3pl-PRO(3pl)
m-aahks-oyi-hs iinai
3-might-eat-sub-PRO (3pl) banana(s)

"I want my kids to eat bananas. (F,1979,8)

c. Nits-iikstata-yi noko's-iks m-aahks-oyi-hsi
I-want (trans)-dir-obj-3pl my:kid-pl 3-might-eat-sub
iinai
banana (s)

"I want my kids to eat bananas. (F,1979,6)

It is difficult to surmise what the difference is between the structure
where the element glossed as PRO appears and where it does not. We can

speculate that PRO is similar to the controlled element in English control

88. Frantz refers the reader to Fox and Frantz(1979). It is interesting
that the same element, and the same array of facts as described here, hold
of Control type sentences also in Blackfoot, as shown in Frantz(1979).

89. In Frantz(1978) he states that there are no independant diagnostics for
objecthood or subjecthood here.
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structures, except with more freedom of occurance. On the basis of the
theory outlined above, we can further speculate that (116b) involves the
base generation of an empty NP in SPEC2, which is coindexed with an
embedded theta-marked lexical NP, while (117c) involves the base generation
of a lexical NP in SPEC2 which is coindexed with a pronoun in the embedded
clause. (117a), on the other hand, might involve a lexical NP in SPEC2,
which has scrambled in the matrix clause, and which is coindexed with a
downstairs PRO, while (117b) might involve a focussed element, which is
coindexed with two PRO elements, one in SPEC2 and one in the embedded theta

position.

To some extent, the same type of data appear in James Bay Cree also, as
discussed by James(1979,1984) and by Shrofel(1977).90 It appears that in
this language, any verb which takes a sentential complement can be an ECM
verb if it is marked with a transitive suffix. This leads us to suspect
that James Bay Cree BCM might be like that in Berber, as discussed above.
(118) a. nikiske:lima:w e:Ki:wa:pamak ca:n

I know-TransAnim-1-3sg that-I-saw John
"I know that it was John that I saw." (J,p.c.)

b. nikiske:lima:w Ca.n amasinahkikanilliw mitisonahtikohk
I-know-TransAnim-1-3sg John his-book on the table
e:te:htaste:1ik
that it is

"I know that it's John whose book is on the table."(J,p.c.)

90. I am grateful to Debby James for correspondance regarding James Bay
Cree.
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Non-configurational languages with ECM are theoretically interesting,
since in many theories of non-configurationality, (cf.Hale,1983,
Kiss,forthcaming) the theta-role of an NP is determined by some form of
coindexation with the theta-role assigner. Thus, if a verb takes a
sentential (theta) argument, it should not be free to coindex with an NP to
which it does not assign a theta role, as this would then (necessarily) be
ungrammatical, since the embedded verb and its other arguments (which are
not coindexed with the matrix verb) would receive no interpretation. It is
possible that multiple coindexations are permitted, or that sentential
arguments are lexically entered into a configuration, although NP arguments
are not.91 Interestingly, it appears to be the case that in these
languages ECM "movement" obeys the same constraints, (eg. in Blackfoot, it
must be local) and contrasts with other rules in the same way as in the
other languages discussed here. For this reason, I assume that at same
level of abstraction ECM in these languages is the same as the other
languages discussed here. It appears that the correct analysis for ECM in
such languages is tied to a formulation of the "configurationality
parameter", and since a full discussion of this is beyond the scope of this

work, we will not discuss the issue further here.

91. This idea would be strengthened if there was no agreement on the verb
which could represent a sentential object, i.e. if there was no pronoun
which could represent a sentence. However, D.Frantz (p.c.) informs me
that this is not the case in Blackfoot. Thus it is possible to say a
sentence which would translate as: "I know it."
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Even if we wanted to consider cases of BCM to necessarily involve
movement, it is not clear how it would be possible to force the ECM'd NP to
have moved. In terms of Chomsky(198l) this could be done by the
Theta-Criterion, which disallows the base-generation of NPs in
A-positions. The ECM position is not an A-position in all ways, but it
might be considered to fall under the Theta Criterion by virtue of its
being a subject. However, we will present data in the following chapter
that argues that the Theta Criterion is too strong, and that we do want to
allow the base generation of NPs in non-thematic subject positions provided
interpretation is possible at LF. This last is the determining factor.
After all, the essential difference between a Left Dislocated NP and an
ECM'd subject lies in the fact that a lLeft Dislocated NP does not enter
into interpretation at LF in the same way as positions which are present by
virtue of the Projection Principle. How this is formally determined at LF

is not entirely clear but the facts are intuitively clear.

Consider that positions which are projected must be interpreted
according to theta licensing, whereas positions which are not, are
interpreted in some other way. The division will thus be between subjects
and complements, vs all other positions. Further, there are two ways of
receiving theta licensing. The first is by being in an A-chain which
includes a theta position. The second is by a form of what we might call
theta interpretation chain camposition by analogy with chain composition

proposals which have been made for so called parasitic gap structures which
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were first discussed by Taraldsen(198l) and BEngdahl(1983) such as (119).
(See Chomsky (1985) regarding chain composition.)92

(119) This is a construction that she loathes t [ Op [without
ever having worked on pg]

(120) Chain Composition (Chomsky,1985)
If [C] = (4i,...,¥n) is the chain of the real gap, and
[C]' = (fl,...,ﬁm) is the chain of the parasitic gap, the
the "camposed chain" ([C], [C]') = (#i,...,%n, FL,..., ©m)
is the chain associated with the parasitic gap construction
and yields its interpretation.

We propose that a chain which includes no theta position can be licensed
by virtue of a type of chain composition, whereby it associates with a
chain which does contain a theta position, by coindexing. This chain
composition differs from the chain camposition discussed by Chomsky (1985)
in that the latter takes place at S-structure, whereas ECM chain
camposition appears to take place at LF for purposes of theta licensing of

projected subject positions. We explore this idea below, and further in

Chapter 3.

It has been argued that certain locality constraints must hold in
parasitic gap constructions such as (119) between the chain containing the
trace, and the chain containing the parasitic gap. (cf. Aoun &

Clark,1985, Chomsky,1985, Johnson, forthcoming.)

92. The similarity between conditions for ECM licensing and parasitic gap
licensing was pointed out to me by Kyle Johnson.
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Chomsky (1985) and Johnson(forthcoming), suggest that the head of the
parasitic gap chain must be antecedent governed by (subjacent to) the tail
of the chain containing the trace.93 The chain composition between the two
chains in such structures is for purposes of reference, and not for
theta-identification, since each chain receives an independant theta role
in such structures. In BECM structures, on the other hand, the relationship
is one of theta-identification of the BCM'd NP. And yet the locality
conditions on ECM structures appear to be essentially the same as those for
chain composition in parasitic gap structures. Judging by the ECM data
under discussion, the theta position must be antecedent governed by the
tail of the chain which requires theta association. There is a constraint

on the theta-licensing chain camposition, however, which does not hold of

chain composition in parasitic gap constructions.

Recall that we questioned why it is not possible to ECM move from a more
deeply embedded position of Topicalization, Left Dislocation or
Wh-movement. Movement from these positions would have the effect of making
the ECM relation an unbounded one, which it appears not to be. If we
consider that the position in which an NP is ECM'd, (which is, as stated
above, a subject position with respect to predication), then the

generalization appears to be that an ECM'd NP cannot be related to a

93. The correct conditions on chain composition for parasitic gaps are
camplex and remain undetermined. See the references above for discussion.
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"genuine" A-bar position. It appears, then that theta-association can take
place only between a subject and an A-chain, where antecedent government
holds between the two. This rules out "long-distance" ECM relations such
as in (l2la) and (121b).
(121) a. [CP NPi [CP [IP NP [VP \Y [CP Opi [""ti""]]]]]]

b. [CP NP, [ Op; [eoeety-..1]]

We can thus state the theta-licensing chain composition constraints
informally as follows.
(122) A chain Cl without a theta position can be theta licensed,

by LF chain camposition with an A-chain C2, where the tail
of Cl antecedent governs the head of an A-chain C2.

2.5.6.3 Extraposition of CP in Fijian

We turn now to the extraposition in Fijian of the lower CP (to sentence
final position, as seen in (75,77,78,81b), rather than the CP immediately
dominating it. This raises some questions. First we note that this
movement violates the A/A theory of Chomsky(1964), which states that if
conditions for a rule are met by two nodes, where one node dominates the
other the rule will apply to the topmost of the two nodes. This can be
accounted for, if we consider the A/A to be overridden by Case Theory

requirements. However, this raises further questions.

The view above presupposes that the ECM'd NP requires direct Case

marking. However, it is not entirely clear that this should be the case,
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since it is in an A-bar chain which receives independent Case in the
original theta position. This too, though, is due to the ambiguous status
of this position. Since it is not in an A-position, it does not form an
A-chain with the theta position. And since it is the subject of a
predicate, it can be said to require Case, in the same way as an argument,
for purposes of Visibility at LF. In most cases, Visibility is required for
the satisfaction of the Theta-Criterion. Here, however, it appears to be
required for predication also. Since both are forms of licensing, in terms
of the Principle of Full Interpretation, this is not an unnatural

requirement.

Other points are to be discussed with respect to the extraposition of
the predicate CP, which separates the subject and predicate. While such
movement is unusual, it is not without precedent. For instance, in English
ECM, the ECM'd NP may be separated from the rest of its clause by an adverb
at the matrix clause level. This is true in small clauses also.

(123) a. Derrick considers Elena, without a doubt,
to be a great gardener.

b. Dean declared Emily, to his credit, the most
beautiful woman in the world.

Furthermore, relative clauses may be separated from their heads.
(124) A donkey arrived, who held a glum view of the world.

In both of these cases, the separation must be made where it is, due to

- 146 -




the Case Filter. Elena, Emily and a donkey need Case, and so may not be

extraposed with the rest of the clause they are in.

Also concerning the extraposition of CP, there is a problem of
C-command, since once the lower CP has extraposed, the fronted NP no longer
C—commands its trace, which has moved with the CP that contains it. There
are two possibilities here. It is possible that the extraposition takes
place after S-structure, i.e. in the PF (phonological) part of the
grammar.94 Alternatively, these structures fall under the "Reconstruction
Effect", which includes a number of structures in which it appears that the
Binding Theory holds, either to a pre-movement structure, or to a structure
where the moved element has been replaced in its D-structure position at LF
(cf. van Riemsdijk and Williams 1981, Barss,1984, Szabolsci,1985a).

These examples are taken from the handout of Rochemont (1985).
(125) a. Which picture of himself did John put on the mantel?
b.*Satisfied with John's work ui(he) will never be.

c.*Tell him that Mary is leaving though she may.
d. This picture of himself is difficult for John to look at.

Various proposals have been made to account for data such as that given
above, and we will not discuss them here. Rather, we will note that the
problem posed by our analysis above with respect to binding of traces is

94. It is difficult to determine the feasibility of this view with the data
available. However, note that such a view would necessitate that the Case
Filter hold at PF, since otherwise, the ECM'd NP would be able to extrapose
with the rest of the clause.
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part of a larger and more general problem referred to as reconstruction.
Finally, we note, as did Carden, Gordon, & Munro(1982), that this problem
exists for a Raising to Object analysis of Fijian ECM, as well as for our

SPEC2 analysis.

2.5.6.4 ECM Analysis--Conclusion

The analysis proposed above can account for the arguments provided by
Gordon for a Raising to Object analysis. The word order is explained by
fronting and extraposition. The agreement between the verb and the fronted
NP, shown again below is accounted for by defining agreement not on

"objecthood" but rather, on Case assignment.95

(126) a. ko a tukuni Mere ni'u a mokuta t. (G, 69c)
2s pst say-prop Mere sub-ls pst hit
"You said I hit Mary."

b. ko a tukuna ni'u a mokuti Mere. (G. 69c)
2s pst say sub-1s pst hit-prop Mere
"You said I hit Mary."
(127) Fijian Agreement: A verb agrees in Properness with a lexical

NP it assigns Case to (where pronouns and
Proper names are [+Proper]).

The successive raisings can be accounted for also by a SPEC2 to SPEC2

movement, similar to COMP to COMP movement.

95. Pawley(1984) argues that "proper agreement" is in fact a 3rd person
agreement marker.
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Gordon's final argument concerns Passivization of the fronted NP. She
provides elicited data such as in (128).
(128) a. au a tukuni ni'u a mokuti Mere (G,70)

ls pst say-Pass sub-ls pst hit-prop Mere
"I was said to have hit Mary."

b. era a vinakati na gone me mokuta ko Mere. (G)96

3pl pst want-Pass art child sub hit prop -art Mere
"The children are wanted for Mary to hit."

While this data is controversial in that not all speakers accept such
sentences (see Note above), but also see comments on Standard Arabic and
Niuean below), it is clear that Passivization of the fronted NP would not
violate conditions on movement such as Subjacency, nor conditions on
representations such as Binding Theory A. These constructions do raise
questions regarding chains, and so-called "improper movement" (i.e.
movement between A and A-bar positions) and the status of variables (A-bar
bound traces) as r-expressions, for the cases of ECM which do involve
movement, such as Niuean, and some Fijian sentences such as (128)-- (the
original trace in a sentence such as (128) is A-bound by the matrix subject
position which should result in ungrammaticality according to Binding
Theory C, which states that r-expressions, which includes variables, must

be A-free). We will address these questions in Chapter 3 and 5.

96. This example is taken from the handout, and not the ms. of
Gordon (1980)
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It seems then, that there is an analysis available to us to explain the
Fijian data, which is consistent with the Projection Principle. We will

now examine some other possible analyses.

2.5.7 Objections to Indirect Raising to Obect

2.5.7.1 The Two-Step Analysis

Since, as we have seen, the ECM'd NP acts as an object, and since, as we
have also seen, the trace it binds acts in same ways as a A-bar bound
trace, a proponent of a Raising to Object analysis might want to argue for
a two-step analysis, in which the NP moves first to an A-bar position, thus
A-bar binding its trace, and then subsequently moves to object position,

thus behaving as an object. This two-step analysis is schematized below.

(129)
VP
/ \
V@ CP
NP.
1 STECI cp
t

OGur first objection to this analysis would be that it violates the
Projection Principle, but we are testing the empirical adequacy of this
principle, and so cannot appeal to it. Even so, there are arguments

against the analysis in (129). The first is simply that it involves an
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unnecessary step. Since, as we have seen, there is evidence for government
and Case-assignment into the specifier position of a complement, the first
movement in (129) alone will achieve the ECM effect. Also, the movement
from the A-bar position to the object position might be considered to
involve "improper movement" (but see Chapter 3 and 5). In addition, there
is an empiriéal argument against the two-step analysis, which shows that we
don't want there to be a possibility for any position other than the one
A-bar, SPEC2 position to be involved in BCM, and therefore that the
Projection Principle should be maintained, in order to rule out this

possibility.

2.5.7.2 Kipsigas Data

The argument involves Kipsigas, an African (Nilo-Saharic) language.97

Kipsigas is a null-subject, and null-object language in the sense that only
subject and object agreement morphemes (clitics on the verb) appear in case
the subject and object are pronominal. The word order is either VOS or
VSO, and there is a special subject marking tone (S), which appears on the

subject unless it has been moved to the left of the verb by

97. The data here is exclusively from Jake & Odden(1979), as indicated in
parentheses after each example. I have also benefited from reading

Creider (1979) on Nandi, a language closely related to Kipsigas. I wish to
thank David Odden for helpful correspondance, and Guy Carden for originally
informing me of the relevance of Kipsigas to my work.
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Topicalization. These points are illustrated in (130) below.98

(130) a. katIl Ma: sa KIplagat / katll KIplaqat Mu: sa
cut M. K. (S) (S)
"Kiplangat cut Musa." (J&O,5.d)

b. ka  -tIl-an
pst 3s cut 1lsg,obj
"He cut me." (J&0, 3)

c. (prlcallzatlon of Subject)
KIplaqat kG- ka- th pe.ndO
K. top-past-cut meat
"Kiplangat cut the meat." (J&O,6a)

There are many ECM verbs in Kipsigas, some of which are shown in (131).

(131) Kipsigas HCM Verbs
-mac "want", -yay "make", -ri:p "watch"...(Jake & Odden)

It appears that the basic structure of Kipsigas is like that proposed for

Hungarian by Kiss(forthcaming), that is: Verb initial, with both subject

and object properly governed by the verb, and with free word order for

subject and object, unless the object is a clause, when it seems always to
occur finally. We assume scrambling to be a process of adjunction (cf.

Ross,1967, Saito,1985 and references therein).

The verbs in (131) take complements with an initial agreement marker

98. I use capital vowels in place of Jake and Odden's 2, {(, &, and V.

- 152 -



from the embedded series, and an optional camplementizer, ole 2

/7 A N, N 7 s NN\
(132) mOce Mi:sa [kO-lapat KIplanat]
wants M. (S) 3s run K. (S)
"Musa wants that Kiplangat run." (J&O,7.a)

In Kipsigas, like Niuean and Fijian, ECM involves a displaced NP, and it
can occur to either subject or object (and certain indirect objects such as
benefactives and instrumental, which are not prepositional). Example (133)
shows ECM to subject and to object. Note there is agreement on both the
lower and the higher verb, if the BCM'd NP is non-third person, as in
(133c), and that the ECM'd NP, if coreferential with the subject, is
reflexivized. Note also that in Kipsigas, it is possible for only the CP,
(as in Fijian) or the entire clause, including SPEC2 to appear sentence
finally. This is accounted for if Kipsigas‘is a flat-structure language,

which does not require adjacency for Case assignment.

~ - \ NN hY Va
(133) a. mbce Mi:sa Kiplanat [KO-lipat t]
wants M (S) K. 3s-run
(note:Musa and KIplanat can be in either order)
"Musa wants Kiplangat to run." (J&O, 7.b)
[ECM TO SUBJECT]
/N NN - N N G
b. mCce Mu:sa pe:ndO [kO tIl KIplanat t]
wants M. (S) meat 3s cut K. (S)
(note:Musa and pe:ndO can be in either order)
"Musa wants the meat to be cut by Kiplangat." (J&O,1l.b)

99. The embedded series markers are: a "1ls", i "2s", kO 3, kE "1p", and O
"2p". According to Jake & Odden(1979) the complementizer's appearance
depends on the nature of the higher verb, and "it's presence or absence
does not affect the application of the raising rules." (J&O,p.134).
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[ECM TO OBJECT]

P Pl Ny \ 7 7

c. mOcO:n Mu:sa [a -lapat t)
wants-1sg.Cbj M. 1s.Sub-run
"Musa wants me to run." (J&0O, 8b)
7 7N\ \ avs

d. O -mOkcIni—kE [a -lapat t]
1s.Sub want reflex 1s.Sub run

"I want myself to run." (J&O,9b)

ECM movement in Kipsigas obeys the boundedness constraints on ECM
movement discussed above. Thus, the relation between the BCM'd NP and its
theta position may not cross an intervening clause. This relation is,

however, able to exist between two SPEC2 positions. An example of this

appears in (134).

-~ 7 I \ \ I Id NN\
(134) a. O -mCc -i:n (kO -yay -In KIplanat
ls.-want-2s,0bj 3s.-make-2s,0bj Kiplangat(S)
AN N /7
t [kO -t fn  Miish t 1]
3s.-cut-2s,0bj Musa

"I want that Kiplangat make that Musa cut you."
(J&0O,16.c)

NOTE: (134) is ungrammatical without the object agreement
In on yay "make"

That (134) involves relations as in (135a) rather than as in (135b) is
determined by the fact that (134) is ungrammatical without the object
agreement In on the intervening verb yay. That is, "you", the thematic
object of the lowest clause, may not be related to the NP which acts as the
object of the highest clause without being similarly related to the (null)

NP which acts as the object of the intermediate verb.
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(135) r i N
a. Vo o lep [pV lep [p W
b. Vv [ .oV [ [IP NP

ce, 'V cp ,

‘v
There is one major difference between Fijian and Kipsigas, however, and
that is that in Kipsigas, Movement to Subject is pqssible from object
position, as well as BCM movement. (Recall that Fijian Raising to Subject

is like English)..00

In (136) we see that panyE:k, "meats", the thematic
object of tIl "cut", acts as the subject of tEsta "continue". (We will
discuss Movement to Subject in Kipsigas in more detail in the next chapter,
and here will simply note that it does not in fact involve a chain
including the subject NP, and traces down to the theta position, but
rather, is more like English Tough Movement, involving operator movement
into SPEC, and coindexing with a lexical subject.)
(136) ka -thsta panyE:k (kO  tIl Mi:sa t)

past-continue meats(S) 3s.Sub-cut Musa

"Musa continued to cut the meats" (J&0,32.c)

Non-thematic subject constructions in.Kipsigas differ from ECM
constructions, however, in a number of ways. One crucial difference is
that in the former it is not necessary (though it is possible) for the
highest subject NP to be related to an NP acting as subject of an
intermediate clause. We saw above that this is required in the case of ECM

100. Niuean Movement to Subject will be discussed in Chapter 3.
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movement, due to the locality condition discussed above.

(137) a. (succe551ve ralslng)

k <E: -tEsta pro [1 -nycuu ec
past 25 .Sub- contlnue 2s.Sub-necessary
[1. -tfi t panyE k ec]]

2s.Sub-cut  meats

"It continued to be necessary for you to cut the meats."
("You continued to be necessary to cut the meats")

(J&0, 37c)

b. (long-dlstance)

7
k “a: -tEsta pro [kd -nyOlu
past 1s. Sub-continue 3 :Sub-necessary
[kO' -mas -&n KIplanat (ec

3s.Sub-beat-1s.0bj Kiplangat (S)

"It continued for it to be necessary for Kiplangat
to beat me."

("I continued for it to be necessary for Kiplangat
to beat.") (J&0,43a)

In (137a) we see that "you" (pro) appears as subject of the highest
clause. It is coindexed also with the (null) NP appearing in subject
position of the intermediate clause, as we see by the fact that the
intermediate verb exhibits 2nd person singular agreement. In (137b), it
also acts as subject of the highest clause, but in this case it is not
coreferential with the subject of the intermediate clause, as we can see by
the fact that the intermediate verb exhibits 3rd person singular (unmarked)
agreement. Hence, in this clause, the subject ec is interpreted as an
expletive. For the mament, let us assume (it will be argued for in Chapter

3) that the relation between the most deeply embedded theta-position and

the matrix subject shown in (137) is like ECM movement in so far as it
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moves first to an A-bar position. (We will refine this in Chapter 3,
showing that, unlike BCM movement, Kipsigas Movement to Subject involves
the movement of an empty operator successively from SPEC to SPEC--as
opposed to SPEC2-- and that the empty operator is coindexed with the theta
position NP, and with the highest subject NP, similarly to English "Tough
Movement".) This is necessary, since this relation does not obey Binding
Theory, and it leaves a Case marked trace. Under this assumption the
differences between the non--thematic subject constructions and the BCM
constructions are explained. The former can be of the form of (138a) or
(138b) , where the connected lines show coreferential relations.

(138)

a. [[ ...vo.NP...[ X I eeVoNPLL [ X[ 00 VONP...]1]1]]1
| 1 Ll .

b. [ VNE[ X[ ...V..expletive..[ X [ ...V..NP...]]1]1]

Under our analysis of ECM movement, note that the relation (138b) would
be, as desired, impossible for ECM, that is, ECM cannot "skip" a clause.
This is because there is no object position that a NP can be in, other than
the SPEC2 position itself. While the relation between NPs and operators in
a non-thematic subject construction has the option of being from SPEC to
SPEC or fram SPEC to (intermediate) subject to SPEC to matrix subject, ECM
movement has only the former option (with SPEC replaced by SPEC2 in this
case). And by taking this option (the only one), it is forced to act as

the object of the intermediate clause, since by being in SPEC2 position, it
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is, by definition, governed and Case-marked by the intermediate verb.

The Kipsigas facts then, involving differences between "Raising to
Subject" and BECM constructions, argue that a two-step analysis for BCM
movement should be ruled out in principle. Since the Projection Principle

would rule out this option, these data argue in favour of this Principle.

We have used Movement to Subject constructions in Kipsigas to argue in
favour of a principle ruling out non-thematic complement position. We have
not, however, analyzed these constructions in any detail. This will be

undertaken in the next chapter.

2.5.8 ijeétions to "Prolepsis™

2.5.8.1 Introduction

There is one final possible alternative to our BCM analysis which must
be discussed. This is an analysis in which we consider the constructions
to involve the base-generation of an NP in a (non-thematic) object
position, with an obligatory coreferential relation between such an NP and
some argument of the lower clause. This analysis would involve the
postulation of a process distinct from Raising, and fram ECM movement,
which would bear some resemblance to (although it would also be distinct
from) the phenamenon of Control. Following tradition, we will call this

process Prolepsis.
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This move gains some initial support from the fact that in many
languages, as we have seen above BCM movement does not in fact necessarily
involve movement, but possibly a relationship between a base-generated NP
and a pronoun. It will be recalled that Fijian BCM to non-subjects and
non-objects involves a pronoun in the theta position, and that Kipsigas
examples are ambiguous between a pronoun and a A-bar trace analysis. The
relevant data is repeated below.

(139) Fijian

a. au gadreva na koro levu, ni ko a lako kina..

1s wish ~ art town bi§ sub 2s pst go _ to-it
"I wish you had gone to the city." (G,72)

[ECM to INDIRECT OBJECT]

b. e wvinakati 'Itevitai ko Bale me'u lako kayai.
3s want-prop T. prop-art B. sub-1ls go with-him
"Bale wants me to go with Tevita." (G,73)

[ECM to GBLIQUE]

C. au namaki Balei ni damudamu na nona, boto.
1s expect-prop B sub-3s red art her ~ boat
"I expect Bale's boat to be red." (G, 74)

[ECM to POSSESSOR]

d. e a vinakata na taganei ko Mere me'u mokuti koya.
3s pst want art man prop-art M.sub-1s hit-prop fim
"Mary wanted me to hit the man." (G, 78)

[ECM to BJECT]

(140) Kipsigas . . N v PN
mOc -O:n Miisa pro [KO - tIl-an KIplanat ec]
want-1s.0bj Musa(S) 3s.Sub-cut-1s.obj Kiplanat
"Musa wants that Kiplangat cut me" (J&012b)
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We are claiming that the base-generated NP in these pronoun cases is in
a SPEC2 position (and that in other cases, the NP moves to this position).
However , we might ask if it could be the case that it is in object
position. Such an analysis would not raise problems for Binding Theory
{since no anaphors are involved) nor for Case theory (since no chain is
involved). Nor need it cause problems for the Kipsigas data discussed
above, since we might simply impose a locality constraint on the Prolepsis
relation to account for the fact that it may not cross a clause, and may
not exist between an NP and an operator. There are, however, other
problems with this analysis. One of the main ones is that in some BECM
cases, we clearly do want to posit movement, and we have already seen that
this movement cannot be to object position. Thus, we would have to now
consider what we are calling "ECM" in Fijian to sometimes involve movement
to SPEC2, with government and Case marking of this position, and sometimes
"Prolepsis", with a base-generated NP in a non-thematic object position.
Also, we would need to posit one operation involving movement-in Niuean,
and another which does not involve movement, in Blackfoot. Since the two

types of constructions are very similar, this seems undesirable.

2.5.8.2 Higgins'(1981) Prolepsis Analysis

Higgins(198l) argues in a thought-provoking manner for a prolepsis
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. . 101
analysis for certain constructions 1n Zacapoaxtla Nahuat.

The constructions analyzed as proleptic are given below, where the (a)
sentences involve prolepsis and the (b) sentences do not. Higgins does not

provide a gloss for the morpheme ke, but he refers to it as a

"subordinator" in the text (Higgins,1981,p.77).102

(141) a. nimickaki (ke) tiwa:lah
ls-2s-hear-Pres 2s—came-Pret
"I hear that you came." (H,10)

b. nikaki (ke) tiwa:lah
ls-3s-hear-Pres 2s-come-Pret (H,4)

(142) a. niki:nitak kihekohkeh tahto:skeh mehika :noh
1ls-3p-see-Pret 3-3s-try-Pret-P 3-speak-Fut-P Nahuat.
"I saw them trying to speak Nahuat." (H,12)

b. nikitak kihekohkeh tahto:skeh mehika:noh
1ls-3s-see-Pret 3-3s-try-Pret-P 3-speak-Fut-P Nahuat.
"I saw them trying to speak MNahuat." (H,7)

Higgins considers however, that prolepsis does not involve an obligatory

coindexing relation between the matrix object and an embedded argument.

101. Higgins also discusses constructions with what he calls "a form of
samething resembling topicalization" in the lower clause
(Higgins,1981,p.69). Unfortunately, he is unable to determine from his
data if the fronted NP acts in any way as an argument of the matrix verb.
Since the verb does not agree with the fronted NP, it would appear that the
structures involve embedded topicalization or Left Dislocation without ECM,
and it would be interesting to see, if the fronted NPs are governed by the
verb, why ECM is prohibited. BAn example structure is: "nikayik i:n ta;kah
(ke) wa:lahkeh/ls-3s-hear-Pret man-Pl (that) 3-come-Pret-P "I heard that
the men came".

102. Higgins gives Spanish and English translations for the Zacapoaxtla
Nahuat sentences, but I provide only the English ones.
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Rather, he thinks that:

"The most general analysis of prolepsis...need invoke no
transformational rule and need impose no coreferentiality
requirment. Indeed to take either path would surely be to
take the path of error. The verb is allowed to take an
object noun phrase in addition to the complement clause,
and the interest of the construction shifts to the guestion
of what semantic relationships that object contracts with
the verb. Achieving proleptic constructions merely requires
the addition of NP to the subcategorization frame, perhaps
by a lexical redundancy rule keyed to some semantic
classification." (Higgins,1981,p.73)

As Higgins suggests, possible English examples of prolepsis might be
sentences like those following.

(143) a. Catherine saw the nuns doing yoga.
b. Barbara heard Geoffrey and Avril singing.

For Higgins, the issue of prolepsis is not entwined with the notion of
the Projection Principle. Thus, for him, non-thematic objects may be
generated. At issue is whether the relation between the object and an
argument of the lower clause is mandatory. Here, we hold the Projection
Princple. Thus, to the extent that it is required that Catherine actually
saw the nuns in (143a) we can agree that the sentence (143a) might be said
to involve prolepsis, rather than BCM. However, as Higgins points out, it

is not entirely clear that such sentences must involve such a direct

relation between the verb and the so-called proleptic object.

Consider the following. It appears that there is an argument in favour

of a prolepsis analysis for the Zacapoaxtla Nahuat constructions in that
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the proleptic argument must satisfy selectional restrictions of the matrix
verb. Hence:

(144) a. nikayik ke noho:n ko:meh akih mahtakti
1s-3s-hear-Pret that pot 3-hold-Pres-P ten
li:troh ka:da se:
litre each one
"I heard that each of those pots holds ten litres."

(H,22)
b. *niki:nkayik ke noho:n ko:meh akih mahtakti
ls-3p-hear-Pret that pot 3-hold-Pres-P ten

li:troh ka:da se:
litre each one
"I heard that each of those pots holds ten litres."

(H,23)
c.*niki:nkayik noho:n ko:meh ke akih mahtakti
ls-3p~hear-Pret that pot 3-hold-Pres-P ten

li:troh ka:da se:
litre each one
"I heard that each of those pots holds ten litres."

(H,24)
d. niki:nkayik noho:n ta:kah ke tahtohkeh mehika:noh
ls-3p-hear-Pret that man-P 3-speak-Pret-P Nahuat

"I heard those men talking Nahuat." (H,25)

Higgins quotes his informant as saying that (144b,c) are ungrammatical
because pots cannot speak, and as giving (144d) as a sensible sentence.
From this it appears that the verb "hear" requires its object to be a
noise, or an (agent?) object capable of making a noise. To the extent
that this is true, then, the verb appears to require an NP object, and to
take also a sentential object, both of which signify noise in some way.
However, Higgins wonders if it is entirely true that it would be necessary

for the pots to speak in order for the sentences (144b,c) to be acceptable,
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since, with respect to the BEnglish example above, he notes, following
Dretske (1969) and Gee(1975), that it is possible to hear sameone start an
engine without hearing the person at all, and to see someone doing
samething without seeing the person at all. This is seen below, where in
the first sentence the agent of start is simply assumed to be George by the
speaker, and in the second, the speaker has merely seen the equipment and
other signs of painting, and no actual human beings. The third sentence
speaks for itself, as does the more natural reading for (d).
(145) a. I heard George start up the chainsaw.

b. I saw them painting Building 20 this morning.

c. I could smell my neighbours cooking their dinner.

d. I saw him crash the Hiey.

Higgins speculates that the same observations may hold in Zacapoaxtla

Nahuat proleptic constructions. It would be interesting to know if (146)

is grammatical in Zacapoaxtla Nahuat.

(146) I heard the pots being smashed/falling/spilling over...

It is difficult to determine in such cases what the correct analysis
should be, since, given our assumptions, it depends on whether or not the
"proleptic" NP is receiving a theta role. If Higgins' informant is correct
for Zacapoaxtla Nahuat, then it would appear that an analysis is called for
in which the object NP is indeed an object of the verb, since the verb
appears to make demands as to what this object can be. In this case,
Higgins' analysis of prolepsis seems essentially correct to me, although

for him, the issues are different, since he does not consider that a
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proleptic analysis depends on correct determination of thematic role
assignment.103 Qur views of these structures differs in another way also.
Proleptic structures in my view would be those in which a verb takes an NP
object (to which it assigns a theta role) and a second sentential object
(to which it also assigns a theta role) where the first object enters into
a relationship with an argument of the second object. Higgins considers
this relation not to be grammatically mandatory. From his words quoted
above, and directly below, it would appear that the relationship comes
about due, in same way, to the relationship the proleptic object has with
the verb. He states: "It is part of the very meaning of the construction
that a relationship should hold between the entity denoted by the proleptic
object and what is denoted by the following clause." (Higgins,1981,p.83)
But we must ask see how this could be, if indeed the verb assigns no
independent theta role. 2nd if it does not do so, then an BCM analysis is
possible, and would be enforced in a theory with the Projection Principle.
It is difficult to determine the validity of the claim that no relationship
need hold in Zacapoaxtla Nahuat, however, in the English perception clause
sentences, it appears not to be true. Consider the following clauses.
(147) a. I saw Paige [ PRO dye same wool in the garden]

b.*I saw Palge [that she dyed same wool in the garden]
c.*I saw Wynne [ that the ballerina kissed her]

103. Higgins also rejects Frantz's(1978) copying rule for Blackfoot.
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In the English prolepsis cases, if this is what they are, what is
required seems not to be a simple case of coindexing for semantic reasons.
The coindexation must in fact be with an embedded subject PRO. This is
grammatically forced by the fact that see takes an NP and an infinitive
clause. Thus, the requirement of coindexation is grammaticalized and it
appears that English cases of prolepsis are simply object control verbs,

which is different than prolepsis is generally considered to be.

The question is, whether Control is a desirable analysis. The verb try
in English also can take only an infinitive clause, and thus it too is a
mandatory Control verb. However, the ungrammatical sentence in (148b),
which has grammatical counterparts in many languages, is understandable.
This is not true of a sentence like (148c,d,e).

(148) a. Verner tried [ PRO to hawk the tin painting ]
b.*Eugene tried [for the brains in black butter to turn
out to be delicious/that the b.i.b.b. would be delicious.

c.*Candy saw the refried beans that Paul was having dinner.
d.*Artie heard the choir that the chants had only three notes.

It appears then, that if the NP acting as an object is determined to
receive a theta role from the matrix verb, then these sentences could be
analyzed as proleptic, which means that there must be a coreferential
relation between it and an argument of the embedded clause. (This would
not be true of the verb try, for instance.) The fact that the
coreferentiality is always between the matrix object and the lower subject

is then an accident of syntax, that is, of the fact that the verbs in
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question subcategorize for an infinitival clause.

The other possibility, which is more in accord with my intuitions, is
that the object of these verbs is simply a clause, and that the so-called
proleptic object does not receive a theta role from the verb, although it
does receive BECM. This means that perception verbs such as see, hear,
smell, etc. may take NP objects, tensed clausal objects, or IP
infinitivals. In the latter case, the verbs display ECM, and the fact
that, for instance, with the verb see, the embedded subject is usually seen
is due to the fact that when the event determined by the clause is seen, it
is normally the case (though not always, and not necessarily) that the
participants in the event are also seen. (I restrict my attention here to
the cases of see which actually involve visual reception.)

(149) a. Ada saw the steelworkers.
b. CQuchulainn could see that the lady wore a dress of many colours.
c. He saw the sword bring(ing) blood from the wind.
(150) a. I heard the crows from my window.
b. When Carl hears that the children are playing outside, he
doesn't worry about them.
c. Sylvie heard Bruno talk(ing) to the flowers.
(151) a. From miles away you can smell her perfume.

b. I can smell that there's fish chowder in the office.
c. On Main Street you can smell the factory make(ing) cookies.

This is supported by the fact that idioms may appear in these

constructions.
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(152) a. One could hear the shit hitting the fan in the next room.
b. I saw the roof fall in on my sweetest dreams.
c. We used to see the fur fly when the phone bill came due.
In this case, an BCM analysis is desirable. Whatever the facts are with
respect to the putative theta role, it is unnecessary to consider that

there is a non-thematic object in any of these constructions.104

For the most part, the authors of the works on the languages discussed
in this chapter argue against a prolepsis analysis on the grounds that (i)
there is no theta role assigned to the matrix "object" and therefore, it
should not be base generated, but rather moved or copied into the matrix
object position, and (ii), the relation between the matrix "object" and the
embedded argument is unlike other mandatory coreference relations such as
Control. In Higgins' examples from Zacapoaxtla Nahuat, neither of these
points is clear. In English, in at least same of the constructions
discussed, the first point appears to be true, and the second not true.
There are, however, other constructions with required coreference relationé
in English in which both (i) and (ii) hold. These will be discussed
shortly.

104. Higgins cites Warnock(1965) as noting that it is possible to see a man
mowing the lawn, when one has seen the man, but not seen that that is what
he is doing. This example would seem to argue that "I saw the man mowing
the lawn." 1is structurally ambiguous between a sentential camplement, and
an NP complement with a secondary predication. This example then, would be
similar to the well-known examples such as "Bugs ate the carrots raw.". We
will not discuss these examples here, although clearly they are relevant to
the problems which we have touched on. See Williams(1975,1980,1983).
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2.5.8.3 Gordon(1980) & Seiter (1980) against Prolepsis

Gordon and Seiter, in their discussions of Fijian and Niuean
respectively, consider such an analysis, although they do not term it
Prolepsis. In each of these works, the analysis is rejected. We will

review some of their arguments.

Gordon notes that there are several differences between structures with
what we are calling a proleptic NP, and those with a thematic NP which
happens to be coreferential with an embedded argument. Her arguments are
connected to the point made above, namely, that movement must be posited in

some cases.

First, in cases where a thematic argument is coreferential with an

embedded object, according to Gordon, it is impossible for the embedded

105

object to be null. Hence, (152a) is ungrammatical, while (152b), a case

of ECM, is acceptable.

(153) a. e a kerei au ko Mere
3s pst ask-prop me prop-Art Mary
[me vukea au/*0 ko Bale]

sub-3s help-prop me/0 prop-Art Bale
"Mary asked me (to have) Bale help me." (G,58a,b)

b. au kilai [iko] (pro) [ni vinakata t ko

105. This is unless the embedded object is 3ps, the normal form of which is
null.
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1ls think-prop you sub-3s want prop-art
Timaima. ]

T.

"I think Timaima likes you." (G, 59b)

Secondly, a reflexive object in Fijian, cannot be null, although 3rd
person object pronouns are normally so. Thus, in (154a), involving a
thematic matrix object with a coreferential embedded subject and a
reflexive embedded object, the embedded reflexive object must be
phonologically present (koya), and may not be null. 1In (154b), however,
where the BCM'd NP is coreferential with the embedded subject awnd the
embedded object is reflexive, the embedded reflexive object can be

null.106

(154) a. au a kerei koya [me vukea 0 ko Bale]

1s pst ask-prop her  sub-3s help prop-Art Bale

"I asked Bale to help *herself (G, 65b)

b. au vinakati koya [me vukea 0 ko Mere]
1s want prop her sub-3s help prop-Art Mere
"I want Mary to help herself." (G,66b)
This distribution of koya is explained under the assumption that in

these sentences, movement has taken place. It is not clear how a rule of
Prolepsis could be formulated so as to allow a null pronoun in a position

where it is otherwise disallowed. It is likewise unclear how such a rule

could allow a reflexive to be null, just in case it is coreferential with a

106. It is not clear from the data available to me whether the reflexive
object must be null.
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matrix non-thematic element.

Another distinction between thematic and non-thematic "objects",
appearing in many languages, is that non-thematic "objects" are not able to
be anaphoric to the matrix subject. This is seen in the following examples
from Blackfoot.

. » ‘. I A} .
(155) a. nits-iksstaa n-axks-oy-ssi
l-want l-might-eat-conj

"] want to eat (that I eat)." (F,1978,13)

7 - -
b.*nits-iksstat-oxsi naxkoy'ssi
l-want (trans)-reflex to eat(that I eat) (F,1978,16)

(156) a. kit-ssksiniixpa kit-gh-waakskitsstaa-xsi
2-know 2-neg-fut-win-conj
"You know you won't win." (F,1978,18)
b.*kit-ssksino-oxsi kit-sa-waakskitsstaa-xsi
2-know (TransAnim)-reflex 2-neg-fut-win-conj
"You know you won't win." (F,1978,15)

If the non-thematic "objects" are considered in fact not to be
subcategorized by the verb (i.e. not to be objects at all) then the
impossibility of reflexivization in these cases follows if reflexive is
defined as a rule which is lexical, as it seems to be in these languages,
in as much as reflexive relations between NPs are signalled by affixes on
the verb, and such relations are impossible unless both the antecedent and
the anaphor are arguments of the verb on which the reflexive morphology
appears. But this fact causes problems for an analysis which considers the

ability to take a non-thematic object as a subcategorization property of a

particular verb, since it is not clear how a verb's subcategorization for
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an object is to be kept distinct from its assigning a theta role to this

object for the purposes of reflexivization,

Seiter, in his argument against Prolepsis, which he calls "R-Equi",
points out that this rule would be a version of "Bqui-NP Deletion" (or
Control, in GB terms), but that it would differ from BEgui in several ways.
While Bgui may only apply to embedded subjects in Niuean, "R-Byui" would
apply to an embedded subject or object, but could not apply to other
arguments.107 A second difference is that while the subject of an Fgui

verb may or may not be coreferential with an embedded NP, a "raised object"

must be coreferential with some embedded NP (subject or object).

Seiter's main objections to R-Equi, however, are based on the fact that
in Niuean, Movement to Subject is identical to BCM Movement, and in the
case of Movement to Subject, he can provide data showing serious problems
with R-Equi. We will argue in the following chapter that Niuean Movement
to Subject involves movement to SPEC2, with subsequent movement to the
matrix subject position. This could not involve a relation like prolepsis,
since it is possible to move to subject idiom chunks. (This is not
possible in Bgui cases, of course.) And finally, it is possible to have an

107. It is not completely clear why a language such as Quechua (Lefebvre
and Muysken,1982) allows ECM to all types of embedded NPs and even to
non-NPs such as adverbs, while Fijian allows it to all types of embedded
NPs, and Niuean, on the other hand allows it only to subjects and direct
objects. Since languages vary so much on this point, the variation is
likely due to language-specific restrictions on Case-campatibility.
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overt element which is coreferential rather than a PRO in a controlled
position, just in case this element is an A-binder of a reflexive. This is
not the case in Movement to Subject sentences. (See 3.4 for further
discussion of Niuean Movement to Subject.)
(157) a. Kua kamata tei e tau matahui ke oeli e lautolu

Perf begin Perf Abs Pl knee Sbj oil Erg they

"They've begun to get a little drunk." (S,3.66)

("oil the knees" = "get drunk")
(158) a. Kua amaamananaki e na tama ke fe -tohitohi-aki

Perf hope Abs pair boy Sbj Rcpr-write -Rcpr

hololoa (a laua)

frequently Abs they,Du

"The two boys are hoping to write to each other frequently"

(S,3.67b)

b. Liga ai maeke e fifine ke 1logona e ia a ia (nI}

likely not possible Abs woman Sbj hear Erg she Abs her Rfl
"The woman couldn't hear herself." (S, 71b)

2.5.8.4 Non-Prolepsis in Moroccan Arabic

Wager (1983) rejects an BCM type of analysis (where she considers the
movement might be analogous to Left Dislocation), in favour of Prolepsis.
Her reasons for doing so largely concern the fact that BCM Movement could
not be considered identical to Left Dislocation, since, as we discussed
above, an BCM'd NP is in a position to the left of a complementizer, and a
left Dislocated one is in a position to the right of a complementizer.
This does not worry us, however, as we are not considering ECM movement to

be necessarily the same as any other type of movement in a given language,

as discussed above.
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Furthermore, Wager argues, a Right Dislocated NP may not be an anaphor,
and may be an independent pronoun, whereas the reverse situation holds for

an ECM'd NP.

(159) a. *rasi ma freft fin masi
myself Neg know-1sg where going(m)
"Myself, I don't know where I'm going." (W,3.57a)

. . v .
b. ma Zreft rasi fin masi

Neg know-1sg myself where going(m)
"I don't know (myself) where I'm going." (W,3.57b)

(160) a. hiyya, seftha

her saw-1sg-3sgf

"Her, I saw her." (W,3.16a)

b.*Seft  hewwa ma b?a$ yhder m fahum
saw-1sg him Neg want (3sgm)-Neg 3sgm-speak with-3pl
"I saw him he doesn't want to speak with them." (W,62b)
The ungrammaticality of (157a) can be explained by Binding Theory, since

the anaphor is not bound. In (157b) the anaphor is bound, by the matrix
subject. (This is not the case for Wager, since she assumes a different

8 This also

definition of govermment from the one assumed hex:ein.)10
explains the ungrammaticality of (16la). as compared with (161b). (16la)
must be construed with the non-emphatic meaning of herself to be

ungrammatical.)

108. Wager also discusses an interesting aspect of Moroccan binding, namely
that total overlap of reference is not required for the anaphor/antecedent
relation, so that, for instance, the word for I can act as antecedent for
the word for we. -
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(161) a. *Herself., Lily. doesn't undertand her (self) ..
b. Lilyi, Blith understood heri all too well. *!

Wager considers that the fact that an independent pronoun cannot appear
in an ECM'd position is due to its being an object position, since
independent pronouns also cannot appear in object positions, nor in fact in
any A-position. It may appear in its emphatic sense as an A-bar NP
coindexed with a clitic, or as a Left Dislocated NP coindexed with a
clitic, as in (158a), where they "do not have the emphatic meaning; they
are simply NPs which have received prominence in the sentence, as are all
dislocated NPs." (Wager,1983 p.1l13). However, the contrast between (158a)
and (158b) can also be explained in that in the case of the emphatic NPs
which are grammatical, they are generated in an A-bar position which
receives no theta interpretation, however, in the case of ECM'd pronouns,
they act as subjects of predication, and thus assume a grammatical
function. Hence the generalization regarding independent pronouns can be

that they may not be in a position which is theta interpreted.

Wager also points out that not any verb may be an BCM verb, which would
be expected if ECM verbs are as defined above, that is, verbs which
subcategorize for a CP, and select for a predicate rather than a
proposition. Thus, the ungrammaticality of the sentence below is explained

without a Prolepsis analysis.
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(162)*gallihum nazat belli ma Jadis
said(3sgm)-to-3pl Nazat that Neg Fut-Neg

ysufha Yedda
3sgm-see-3sgf tomorrow

"He told them Najat that he wasn't going to see her
tomorrow." (W, 3.64a)

Wager's discussion of what she considers to be prolepsis show that it
must be a form of ECM in a theory which incorporates the Projection
Principle. She states that the string below is ambiguous as to whether or
not the physical person was actually perceived.

(163) seftha dexlat leddar

saw-1sg-3sgf entered-3sgf to-the-house
"I saw her that she went into the house." (W,6.44)

However, she states that the clause is disambiguated by intonation as
follows, where (164a) takes a thematic object, and (164b) does not. (164b)

is thus synonymous with (164c), except states Wager, that the "object" in

(164b) receives prominence.

v
(led)a. seftha dexlat leddar

saw-lsg-3sgf entered-3sgf to-the-house
"I saw her go into the house." (W,6.44a)

b. seftha dexlat leddar

saw-1sg-3sgf entered-3sgf to-the-house
"I saw her go into the house." (W,6.44b)

c. Seft  belli dexlat leddar
saw-lsg that entered-3sgf to-the-house
"I saw that she went into the house." (W, 6.45)

Coreferentiality is necessary (for whatever reason), as it is in

English, and presumably Zacapoaxtla Nahuat.
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(165) Mubendi, ddawh,/*. lsefur
Mohand? took-3p1d3sgm to-Sefrou
"Mohand, they took him to Sefrou." (W, 6.46b)

She contrasts this with other verbs.

(166) galtiliyya belli hedru mgaha./. 1lbarh
said=3sgf-to-1sg that spoke-3pl with-ﬁsaf yesterday
"She told me that they spoke with her yesterday." (W,48a)

She too considers that:

"[the] presence and meaning of the matrix verb impose a
special connection between the dislocated NP and the
complement sentence, but one which is also limited by
these same two factors. With the M[atrix] O[bject]
Dislocation structures, the dislocated NP is put in a
position of praminence in the sentence, and, depending
on the meaning of the matrix verb, this foregrounding
entails certain expectations of the relationship between
the person or entity denoted by the matrix object and
the event described in the camplement clause."
(Wager,1983.p.136)

Wager notes that the proleptic NP need not be the semantic object of

perception or cognition. Thus, (167) are possible sentences, and contain

no contradiction.

(167) a. dxelt leddar w  Seftu ma
entered-1sg to-the-house and saw-1sg-3sg Neg
kayn§

being there-Neg
"] went into the house and saw (him) that he wasn't
there." (W,6.51a)

b. m&it 1daru w lgitu ma
went=-lsg to-house-3sgm and found-1sg-3sg Neg
kayns

being there-Neg
"I went to the house and found (him) that he wasn't
there." (W,6.51b)
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c. ma kanefrfus gal, walakin fref tu
Neg Cont-lsg-know-3sgm-Neg at all but know-1sg-3sgm
as adi ygululik

what Fut P l-say-to-3sgm
"I don't know him at all, but I know (him) what they're
going to tell him." (W,6.73)

Likewise, (168) is possible if "it meant that every time his mother came
from the village he did a particular thing...and the speaker knew this and
saw him in that particular state. What is important in this sentence is
that the state of the person is what is seen, not the person himself."
(emphasis in original) (Wager,1983,p.138)

v
(168) 2seftu %at mu men leblad
saw-1sg-3sgm came-3sgf mother-3sgm from the-village
"I saw (him) that his mother came from the village." (W,6.52)

Furthermore, verbs which cannot appear with only an NP object, such as
the verbs meaning "fear", hope, think (see (169)) may appear in these
constructions, as seen in (167) below.

(169) *xeft Muhend

feared-1sg Mohand
"I feared Mohand."

Wager gives two pieces of evidence which suggest that the matrix object
in these constructions might indeed receive a theta role in some cases.
First, she notes that the dislocated object of the verbs b¥a "want" and

tsenna "wait" is presumed to have same power over the event in the embedded

clause, so that (170a) is unnacceptable, although (170b) is fine.
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(170) a.*b¥itu teftes mmu
want-1sg-3sgm 3sgf-sneeze mother-3sgm
"I want (him) for his mother to sneeze." (W,6.49a)

b. b7it mmu teftes
want-1sg mother-3sgm 3sgf-sneeze
"I want his mother to sneeze." (W,6.49b)

It is not clear whether the object in this example really is thematic,
in which case it differs from the examples given above, which clearly are
not, or whether the constraints leading to the ungrammaticality of (170)
can be attributed to non-thematic "overlay" constraints which are imposed
on an ECM'd NP. As mentioned above, we do not claim that there is no

difference in meaning between a sentence with and without BCM, but rather,

that these differences are not thematic.

A second set of data which might suggest that the object in these
constructions is in fact thematic, is that idiom chunks may not appear in
the dislocated position, according to Wager.

(171) *Creftha tartlih
know-1sg-3sgf 3sgf-flew-to-3sgm
"I know her she flew to him."
("she flew to him" = "he got angry") (W,6.53e)

However, Wager points out that idiom chunks cannot be left Dislocated
either, and that non-specific items are subject to the same constraints
with respect to both Left Dislocation and ECM movement. She attributes the

constraint to the fact that both ECM movement and Left Dislocation place

praminence on an item.
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For the most part, then, it appears that no theta role is assigned to
the NPs in question. Wager also argues that there is no vague "aboutness"
theta role assigned by the verb in these constructions, since such a theta
role would be inappropriate in the following examples. ("Aboutness" is

discussed further below.)

(172) tsennitu y¥i men leblad
waited-for-l1sg-3sgm 3sgm-came from the-village
"I waited for him to come from the village." (W,6.36cC)
b. xaftu y‘iebha felklam

feared-3sgf-3sgm 3sgm-defeat-3sgf in-the-words
"She feared him that he would defeat her with words."
(W,6.36f)
Qur conclusion here is that, since there is no theta role assigned to
the "proleptic" NP, it is not necessary to consider this NP an object of
the verb, in the sense of it being a sister to the verb, and hence, no need

for a proleptic analysis. Rather, we propose the ECM analysis put forward

in earlier sections of this chapter.

2.5.8.5 "Verb-of-NP-that-S" in English

Higgins gives examples (some from Shearin,1910) of what he calls
prolepsis fram Biblical English.

(173) And God saw the light, that it was good.(Genesis 1.4)

He notes that passivization is possible in these cases.
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(174) a. Then shall the prophet be known that the Lord
hath truly sent him. (Jeremiah 28.9)
b. Now if Christ be preached that he rose from the dead.
(1 Corinthians 15.12)

More recent examples can be found in Jespersen (1961 reprint).109

(175) a. The fear of being swallowed up made me
that I never slept in quiet.
(from Defoe,R.96, in Jespersen,p.297)
b. He also desired me that I would not take any more servants.
(id Rox 62, in Jespersen, p.298)

These examples are samewhat different than the English ones involving
perception verbs in that the role of the "object" is a form of vague
"aboutness". Although such sentences are not entirely acceptable in modern
English, there are other very similar examples which are, namely "of-NP"
cases such as below, with verbs such as "know" and "read" etc.

(176) a. I know of Mrs. Dalloway that the light gave her
headaches.
b. I read of Carroll that he was painfully shy.
c. I've heard of him that he didn't realize he was
oppressed.

These objects of of contrast with the objects of the perception verbs in

109. Interestingly, these examples all more or less require coreference
with the embedded subject, (to the extent that I have intuitions about
them) rather than any embedded NP, as in the examples below. This is in
accord with Wager's(1983) observations about the Moroccan Arabic verb for
"want", (see (168) above). Jesperson gives one example with "make" with
non-subject coreference, of a much earlier date: "the sclaundre of his
diffame Made hem that they him hatede therfore" Caxton R 107 in
Jespersen,p.297).
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Inglish in that they can be coreferential with an NP in any position of the
embedded clause, and not just the downstairs subject, as seen in the first

example above, contrasted with (177a), and that they can never be the only

object.

(177) a. I saw Piers plowing the fields.
b. I saw Piers. '
c. I've heard of the Wife of Bath that she had a gap
between her front teeth.
d.*I've heard of the Wife of Bath.(other than in the
sense that I know of her
existence through my hearing faculty)
. I know of Bertilac that his wife was seductive.

e
f. I know of him. (other than in the sense
that I know of his

existence)

There has been much puzzling as to what the theta role might be of the
object of of in these constructions. Intuitions are not very helpful,
since the role of these objects is so indeterminate. It is possible that
there is, as suggested and rejected by Wager for Moroccan Arabic, an
"aboutness" role. It does seem, however, on the level of intuition, that
it should not be as difficult to pin down the role of a thematic NP as it
is to pin down this one. This leads us to speculate that the of object
receives no theta role at all in the sentences above, but rather that it is
licensed simply through coreference with an NP in the clausal object of the
verb. This in turn leads us again to the Projection Principle, and to the
notion of non-thematic proleptic arguments. We have argued that in
languages such as Moroccan Arabic, an ECM analysis can account for the

sentences which contain a non-thematic "object". 1Is this so in the case of
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of arguments?

Some of the data which have been considered to involve Raising to
(bject/Prolepsis/ECM in various languages at times has had an "aboutness"
reading attributed to it. Thus, D. James (p.c.) states that the James Bay
Cree ECM sentences given above have a sort of special focus on the ECM'Q
NP. An example follows.

(178) nikiske:lima:w e:ki:wa:pamak can
I-know -TransAnim-1-3sg that I saw John
"I know that it was John I saw."

James thinks that these sentences might be comparable to the English
sentences with of-NP clauses, except that the NP in question is acting like
a direct object of the verb, rather than of a preposition. James comments
that it is not clear what the thematic status is of the ECM'd NP in the
James Bay Cree sentences, but that it is likewise not clear what the status
is of the of-NP in English. It is usually assumed that the of-NP has

independent thematic status. However, this is not a necessary assumption.

We note first that an BCM analysis, (which involves the base generation
or movement of an NP in/to a subject SPEC2 position, which receives Case
-but no theta role- from a matrix verb), can account for the vague "extra
meaning" which the of-NP has in the sentences under discussion. This is
because, as is noted in much of the literature on this subject, ECM
(especially of the non-string vacuous type) places focus and attention on

the BCM'd NP. Furthermore, as subject of the predicate it acquires an
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overlay sense of topic even as can an expletive subject.

We note that the of-NPs contrast with true about-NPs. in the following
sentences in that they are not acceptable with NP arguments in which there
is no pronoun with which they are associated. This reinforces our claim
that they do not receive a theta role.

(179) a. I know a thing or two about that gquy.
b.*I know a thing or two of him.
C. About him, I could tell you things that would make your skin crawl.
d.*Of him, I could tell you things that would make your skin crawl.

We are thus claiming that an Of-NP may appear in a non-thematic SPEC2

position under certain verbs, such as know, read, hear, etc. What of the

Case it receives? We note that these constructions might be considered
similar to the Niuean ones discussed above, where the BCM Case is
prepositional. In Niuean, whether an BCM'd NP receives Absolutive or
Middle Case is determined by the ECM verb. This might be the case in
English, since, in some cases, such as those discussed earlier in the
chapter, an ECM'd NP receives Accusative Case. In other cases, it might be
assigned Case with for. With these verbs, as is seen in (b) , the verb
assigns a "for" Case to an NP object too.
(180) a. Dora hoped for Davy to leave.
b. Charlie hoped for the crown of Scotland.

However, in the case of Accusative vs "of" Case, the same verb is able

to assign both. The question is therefore: Why is (18la) not grammatical

with of, and (18lb) not grammatical withaccusative?
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(181) a. I believe (*of) Paolo to be a good mathematician.
b. I believe *(of) Paolo that he's a good mathematician.

We might consider the ungrammaticality of (182a) to be due to the
constraint noticed by Koster (1978) and Stowell(198l), that prepositions may
not appear in subject positions. This is problematic for us since in our
analysis we view a dislocated BCM'd NP to be in subject position. It
appears that the constraint on PPs should be phrased to exclude them from

A-subjects. We leave this question open.

Finally, we note that there is a subjacency constraint on the relation
between the of-NP and the NP with which it is coindexed, as we predict
there would be.

(182) a.*I read of him that Mary knew that he was unhappy.
b.*I heard of Huntingbush that Chris believed that he was real.
c.*I knew of him that Mary thought that his mother had died.

Kyle Johnson points out that these sentences improve if the bottommost

that is deleted, and that this is reminiscent of the that-trace effect,

which is attributed to the lack of antecedent government in Chomsky (class

lectures,1985) (and cf Chamsky,1985).
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Chapter 3

Non-Thematic Subjects

3.1 Introduction

In the previous chapter, we discussed the phenomenon of non arguments
acting grammatically in ways parallel to objects, or internal arguments.
In this chapter, we will discuss a similar phenomenon- that of
non-arguments acting grammatically in ways parallel to subjects, or
external arguments. We will see that there are several ways in which an NP
may come to act a subject. First, due to the formulation of the Projection
Principle, it is possible for an NP to simply raise to subject, in a way in
which it is not possible for an NP to raise to object. This movement is
pure A-movement, that is, movement from a non-Case marked position to a
Case marked position, subject to Subjacency and the Binding Theory. This
type of movement is seen in English Raising to Subject, to be discussed in
Section 2, as well as in languages such as Fijian (see previous chapter)

and many other languages.
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In Section 3, we look at non-thematic subject constructions in
Kipsigas. Since non-thematic subjects can be coreferential with subjects
or objects of embedded tensed complement clauses, they cannot be analyzed
as Raising to Subject constructions. We argue that they involve operator
movement and a process of chain composition similar (with certain
differences) to that discussed in the previous chapter, and that this
process is found in English Tough constructions also. Our analyses cause
us to revise the Theta Criterion of Chomsky(198l) and to divide it into two

parts, one holding at all levels, and one only at LF.

In Section 4 we examine Niuean non-thematic subject constructions, and
see that they have different properties than both English raising
structures, and Kipsigas and English Tough structures. We analyze these
sentences as involving BECM movement, as defined in the previous chapter,
with a subsequent movement to subject position, possible due to the
ambiguous status of SPEC2 as an A/A-bar position. An identical derivation
is proposed for Fijian, Kipsigas, and Standard Arabic Passive ECM
constructions. This raises questions about Case theory and Chain theory

which will be returned to in Chapter 5.

3.2 Non-thematic Subjects via Raising
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While the Projection Principle rules out non-thematic objects (i.e.
sisters of V), and requires thematic objects to be present at all levels,
it does not rule out non-thematic subjects (i.e. sisters of I'), nor does
it require thematic subjects to be present However, the Extended
Projection Principle (Chomsky,1981 and Rothstein,1983) does require that
every predicate have a structural subject, for purposes of predication at
LF. The result of the Extended Projection Principle is the possibility of
non-thematic subject positions in clauses with verbs with no external
argument (See Williams,1979,1980,1981 and Travis & Williams,1982 regarding
external and internal arguments). This in turn results in the possibility
of movement of NPs into éubject position. The situation here is the
opposite of that for internal argument positions, since these may never be
non-thematic, due to the Projection Principle. Given these theoretical
considerations, structures such as (1), can be derived via the process of

"Raising to Subject“.l

(1) a. Turco seems to have been kept in a cage.
b. Prospero appears to be an autocratic father.
c. That flea is likely to bite Donne and his friend.
Verbs such as "seem", "appear", etc. are considered to have a lexical

entry with a single propositional argument, which appears as an internal

argument at D-structure.

1. For more detailed discussions of Raising constructions, see M.
Anderson(1979,1983) and Chomsky (1985).

- 188 -



(2) [IP [VP seems [CP(that) Turco was Kept in a cage]l]

The structure above is rendered grammatical by the insertion of the
expletive element it, which is coindexed with the internal argument (see

Chapter 5).
(3) [It [seems [ (that) Turco was kept in a cagel]]

There is another possibility for verbs such as seem however, which is
that they appear with an internal argument which is an IP, rather than a

CP.
(4) [IP [VP seems [IP Turco to have been kept in a cage]

Here, the Case Filter rules out "it-insertion" as a possible derivation,
since the embedded subject does not receive Case in its clause. However,
as with Passive objects, it is possible for the NP in question to receive
Case by Movement to Subject position, as in (1). If the embedded
complement is IP this movement results in a well-formed chain, since it
does not violate subjacency, nor does the relation between the raised NP

and its trace violate the Binding Theory.
(5) [ Turco [seems [t to have been kept in a cage]]]

In other languages, we find non-thematic subject constructions with
different characteristics than the well-known English Raising to Subject

constructions. We turn to these now.
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3.3 Non-thematic Subjects via "Tough-Movement"

3.3.1 Kipsigas Non-thematic Subjects

In the previous chapter we introduced the Kipsigas non-thematic subject
constructions. It was noted that non—tﬁematic subjects as well as ECM'J

objects may be coreferential with embedded objects as well as subjects.

This is seen below.2
\ 7/ N N \ /7 ~ V4
(6) a.ka -tEsta panyE:k [kO tIl Mau:sa t]
past-continue meats(S) 3s.Sub-cut Musa
"Musa continued to cut the meats" (J&0,32.c)

N P A \
b. nyOlu kwO:ndO [ kO  -mas Ma:sa)
necessary woman(S) 3s.sub beat Musa
"It is necessary for the woman to beat Musa." (J&0, 33a)

In order to explain the fact that the relation between the non-thematic
subject and the theta position with which it is coindexed does not obey the
Binding Theory, nor the condition which disallows Case marked theta
positions in A-chains, we tentatively suggested that this relation, like

the one created by ECM movement, involved a movement of a thematic NP to

(or the generation of a non-thematic NP in) an A-bar position such as

2. See notes in Chapter 2 for information on Kipsigas data sources.
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SPEC2, as shown below.

(7) NPi...[eci [...eci...]]

While it is clear that sentences such as (7) do not involve Raising to
Subject, as defined in the previous section, it is also true that there are

problems with a movement to SPEC2 analysis.

The observation leading to this conclusion is that ECM movement is

possible from a clause from which Movement to Subject has also occurred.3

(8 i  -nydld (k8 -mac -4n  Kiplanat
2s-necessary, 3s -want-1s Kiplangat (S)
[a- mas-In]] )

1s -beat-2s 1]
"Tt is necessary that Kiplangat want that I beat you"
(J&0, 45Db)

This structure shows that ECM movement can not be to the same A-bar
position which Movement to Subject uses, since it is reasonable to assume

that an ECM'd NP "fills" SPEC2 in such a way that it is not available for

3. We will use the term "Movement to Subject" to identify the structures
under discussion, that is, the structures in which a non-thematic NP acts
as a subject of a verb, and is coindexed with an embedded thematic NP
position. We do not, however, commit ourselves to the claim that this
construction involves actual movement into the non-thematic subject
position, indeed, it will become clear that we consider this NP to be
base-generated in the subject position. Furthermore, it is not entirely
clear whether any movement at all takes place in these constructions,
since, as pointed out in the previous chapter, it is possible that they do
not involve any movement at all, and that the construction involves the
coindexing of a base-generated pronoun with an empty operator which is base
generated in SPEC, and with a non-thematic subject NP.
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other elements. This is supported by the fact that ECM is not possible

twice from a clause in any of the languages examined.4

We are left to determine which intermediate position is utilized in
Movement to Subject. There are two possibilities: an additional SPEC,
(SPEC3) , which would appear (since ECM movement in most languages must be
to a position adjacent to the verb for Case reasons) between SPEC2 (when it

is present) and the operator position SPEC1; or in the operator position

SPECL.
) a- M- loppey  [gpres €85 lgppey [+---28y---]
O Wi« loppcy  lspmcy &85 [----€C;---]

There are several reasons for considering Movement to Subject to involve
movement into SPEC1 (as in (9b), the position for wh-operators. First, we
have claimed above that BECM verbs in languages such as Kipsigas, Fijian,
Niuean, (also Blackfoot, James Bay Cree, et al.) are those which
subcategorize for a complement which takes a second SPEC position. This is

necessary in order to explain the fact that, at least in some languages,

4. There is one language that counterexemplifies the claim that ECM
movement may only occur once from a clause, which is Quechua, discussed in
Lefebvre and Muysken (1982) (see also Cole & Hermon,1979,1981). This may be
due to the fact that Quechua, exceptionally, allows structural Case to be
assigned to any number of NPs (or other categories). In most cases, a
single Case may be assigned only to one NP, unless certain other conditions
hold. This will be discussed in Chapter 4.
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not all [+CA] verbs are able to effect BCM. (That is, not any complement
clause may take a SPEC2 position.) The result of this subcategorization
view combined with the Subjacency constraint on BCM movement, is that ECM
movement may take place only from a clause which is immediately embedded
under a clause containing an ECM verb (i.e. a verb which subcategorizes
for a complement which takes a second SPEC). Note that this does not
disallow subsequent ECM movement, it simply enforces a two-step derivation
with ECM movement applied twice, in sentences such as (10). This
enforcement is desired since agreement is obligatory on the intermediate

verb.

7 7 7 N \ 7 Id . N
(10) a. 'O -mOc -i:n [kO ~yay -In KIplanat t
an

ls.-want-2s,0bj 3s.-make-2s,0bj Kiplangat (S)
(K0 ~tD) 4n  MiieA t 1]
3s.-cut-2s,0bj Musa
"I want that Kiplangat make that Musa cut you."
(J&0O,16.c)
NOTE: (10) is ungrammatical without the object agreement
In on yay "make"

This situation does not obtain in the case of Movement to Subject, which
is unbounded. Thus it is possible to move an NP to subject out of a clause
which is not subordinate to a clause containing a Movement to Subject verb,
across this intervening clause to become subject of the clause dominating

the intervening clause, as in (1la) , although it may also move successively

as in (llb).
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(11) a. (long-dlstance)

k -a: -tEsta [kO —nyOlu
past-1s. Sub—contlnue pro_ 3.Sub-necessary
[kO -mds -4n KIplanat (t
3s.Sub-beat-1s.0bj Kiplangat (S) (J&0,43.a)
"It continued for it to be necessary for Kiplangat
to beat me."
b. (successive ralslng) N A~
k  -E: ~tEstd pro [i:  -nyOla t
past 2s. Sub-continge 2s.Sub-necessary
[1 -tI1 t panyE k1]

2s.Sub-cut meats
"It continued to be necessary for you to cut the meats." (J&0,37.c)
If Movement to Subject were considered to involve a movement to a SPEC3

position, there would be a contradiction between ECM movement and Movement
to Subject with respect to what constraints are necessary on the
possibility of generation of clauses containing extra SPEC positions. On
the one hand, ECM movement tells us this generation must be lexically
governed (in the traditional sense), whereas Movement to Subject tells us
that the generation may occur in any clause. Given that there is already
freedom of generation of SPECl position, necessary to allow the possibility
of extraction of Wh-elements from clauses (which is generally allowed,
subject to other constraints), we have a ready solution to the
contradiction, which is to consider that Movement to Subject is movement

through SPEC1.

An apparent objection to this analysis is that Movement to subject is

possible twice from the same clause in Kipsigas.
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”~ AN . _\ N '
12) i =y [@  -nydld [ir -tTlén ¢ &)
2s.Sub-hard 1s.Sub-necessary 2s.Sub-cut-1s.0bj
"It is hard for it to be necessary for you to cut me"
("You are hard for I am necesssary that you cut me")
(J&0O, 44a)

Thus it appears that Movement to Subject does not obey Subjacency, i.e.
it is possible to move from what should be a Wh-island.5 However, the
strength of this objection depends on the general obedience to Subjacency
by Wh-movement in this language. The available data on this point are not
extensive for Kipsigas.6 However, data from Nandi (Creider,1979), a very
closely related language suggest that Wh-movement is not generally
constrained by Subjacency in Kipsigas, since such is the case in Nandi. 1In

Nandi, Creider notes, it is possible to relativize an NP which is within a

relative clause.7

5. Alternatively, these examples could be considered to obey Subjacency,
with the stipulation that Kipsigas allows two elements in SPEC.

6. I am grateful to D. Odden, for reviewing his field notes for me on this
point.

7. Creider also gives an example of relativization from an embedded
question, however, in this case the embedded question involves an in situ
question word, and hence is not expected to create a Wh-island. Questions
are formed either in situ or by fronting by clefting, where the Wh word is
the predicate, and the rest of the sentence, a relative clause. Creider
also notes that extraction is possible from a conjoined structure.
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(13) Nandi L, - . \
ni ko cE:pyQ:sf:t ne A:nken ci:tA
this (acc) woman (acc)/rel (acc) I know person(acc)
ne ki:kA:c? kIta:pé:t

rel(acc) Past give book (acc)
"This is the woman that I know the person that gave a book to

her/ she gave a book to."

It seems then, that Movement to Subject shares its general
characteristics with Wh-movement. There remain problems. How is it
possible for a non-Wh lexical NP to move into SPEC, which we have reserved
(see Chapter 2) for operators? Aand secondly, even if this were possible,
how is it that the NP moved to (or generated in) the operator position is
able to move from this position to subject position in sentences such as

(11) , (12) etc?

This type of movement--from A-bar to A positions--has been termed
"improper movement", and has been ruled out by the consideration of
variables (locally SPEC1 bound) as r-expressions, and hence subject to
Condition C of the Binding Theory, as below (where "movement chain"
subsumes A and A-bar chains, and is not equivalent to "chain" as defined in

chapter 5 and assumed here).8

(14) Binding Theory Condition C
An r-expression must be free (in the domain of the head of
its movement chain).

8. This ve;sion of Condition C also rules out "strong crossover" cases such
as: "Who did she show the garden to Dickon?". This will be discussed
below.
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Furthermore, such movement violates the condition on A-chains, since in
the improper movement configuration, a chain headed by an A-position, has

as its tail, a (Case marked) trace or resumptive pronoun.

The major problem with considering Kipsigas Movement to Subject to
involve movement from SPEC to subject position comes from the fact that in
allowing such movement we must take care not to also allow "improper
movement" in other cases, such as in French ECM sentences, and English
sentences such as (15).

(15)a. *[ Qui [ t était cru [t [ t @tre malade]]]]
Who was believed to be sick?
b. *[Who [ t was said [t [ t had peeled that log]]?
C. *Mary seems [ t [ t lived in Shetland]

d. *Rum seems [ t [ that [ Jim was asked for 11l

Rather than attempting to devise two versions of Condition C, and two
versions of the chain conditions, (one for English, French, and other
languages, and one to allow Kipsigas constructions such as (11) or (12)),
let us consider an alternative analysis of Kipsigas Movement to Subject.
In doing so, we will turn to constructions which bear a resemblance to
Kipsigas Movement to Subject constructions, namely English "Tough"
constructions. We note that, among the Movement to Subject verbs in
Kipsigas, James Bay Cree, and Blackfoot, among other languages which

exhibit structures like the Kipsigas examples above, are the verbs
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difficult and easy.’

(16) a. wly [ kO-tIl Mi:sa pe:ndO ]
hard 3s cut Musa(S) meat
"It is hard for Musa to cut the meat." (J&O,28a)

AN /NNy
b. wlUy pe:ndO [ kO-tIl Mu:sa ]
hard meat (S) 3s cut Masa(S)
"The meat is hard for Musa to cut."(J&),28b)

N N ~ 7 [ A} i
d. rOisi [ kO-tl Mi:sh panyE:k ]
easy 3s cut Musa(S) meat(pl) (J&O,32b)
"It is easy for Musa to cut the meats.”
NN N N N ' N
b. rOisi panyE:k [ kKO-tI1l Mu:sa ]
easy meat(pl)(S) 3s cut Masa(S) (J&O,32b)
"The meats are easy for Musa to cut."

(17) James Bay CreelO
a. alime:li-ht-a:kwan kih¥%i milowe:li-m- ak me:ri
hard TI II(+0) sub. like TA 1-3 Mary
"It is hard for me to like Mary." (J,2)

b. alime:li-ht-a:kosi-w me:ri kih&i milowe:li-m -ak
hard TI AI 3 Mary sub like TA 1-3
"Mary is hard for me to like."™ (J,5)

(18) Blackfoot! »

a. Iksikkinisi-wa [koko'siksi ot-aahk-anists-iksimsstaahsi
easy(inan)-3s your:kids 3-might-manner-think:subord
[kit-aahk-sspinn-oki-hsi]]
2-might-lift-2:1-subord
"It's easy for your kids to think that you might lift me.”

9. In Blackfoot, only the verb for easy acts as a Tough verb. Epistemic
type verbs act as ECM verbs, as will be discussed further below. As
discussed in Chapter 2, Blackfoot and James Bay Cree are complicated by
their nonconfigurational character.

10. These examples are from James(1979).

11. These examples are from Frantz(1980).
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(F,19)

b. Nits-jkkinissi [kgko'siksi ot-aghkanistsiksimsstaahsi
l-easy(anim)
[kitaahksspinnokihsi]]]
"I'm easy for your kids to think that you might lift me
(F,20)

3.3.2 English Tough Movement

(19) a. The people united are hard to defeat.
b. Bad poems are easy to write.

Tough sentences such as those above, are interesting constructions which
come with a host of problems that have yet to be satisfactorily
explained.12 For instance, aﬁong the questions to be explained in a full
analysis are: Why must the embedded subject be PRO?, or phrased
differently, Why must the embedded complementizer position be empty (i.e.
it cannot contain for), and non-tensed?. And further: Why must the

extracted element be the object?

(20) a. *The people united are hard for the tyrants for
their mercenaries to beat.
b. *Good poems were difficult (for Tennyson) (that) he

12. For more detailed discussions of the properties of Tough Movement see
Berman (1974) , Berman & Szamosi (1972), Browning(1984),

Chomsky (1973,1977,1981) , Goodall(1984), Haik(1985), Lasnik & Fiengo(1974),
J.Levin (1984) , Manzini (1983), Montalbetti,Saito & Travis(1983),
Nanni(1978), Williams(1983), and references therein. My discussion of
Tough Movement owes much to Browning's(1984) paper, in which she outlines
many of the problems with Chomsky's(198l) approach. Her analysis, however,
differs from the one outlined here in that she considers the matrix subject
of Tough constructions to be thematic.
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wrote.
c. *Bad poems are easy to be written.

We will not attempt a full explanation here of these questions, although
we will point out ways in which Tough constructions differ across
languages, which indicates that the above properties should be considered
due to language specific constraints rather than as potentially universal
aspects of Tough Movement. Rather than present a full analysis of Tough,
we will concentrate on the "theta paradox" of Tough sentences, which
results from the constraint on improper movement. This problem is

described below.

A central characteristic of Tough adjectives, is that they may appear
with an expletive subject, or with a lexical NP which is coreferential with
the (empty) object of the embedded clause. Thus, both (2la) and (21b) are
acceptable.

(21) a. It is hard to fool Miss Silver.
b. Miss Silver is hard to fool.

In order to capture the fact that these two sentences have the same

meaning (as far as thematic meaning is concerned), it is desirable that

13

they should have a uniform lexical entry. The problem comes from the

fact that in (2la), the subject position is clearly non-thematic, and yet

13. As mentioned above, Browning argues differently, considering "Tough"
verbs to assign a theta role to their subjects. Others who argue this are
Haik (1985) and Williams(1983).
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as is shown in (21b), a lexical NP may occur here. This lexical NP,
however, cannot have originated in the theta position and have moved to
subject position, since direct movement is ruled out by Condition A, and

movement via SPEC by Condition C.14

It must then be lexically inserted.
This requires that the verbs in question have dual lexical entries, one in
which the verb assigns no theta role to its subject, and one in which it
assigns a theta role to its subject and where there necessarily occurs
internal movement. Chomsky refers to this as "the paradox of theta
theory". In Chomsky(198l) this problem is resolved by reanalysis, a

process which adds a monostring to the phrase marker of a sentence. (See

Chomsky,1957, and Lasnik and Kupin,1977, Manzini, 1983, Goodall,1984.)

The underlying structure of both sentences is considered to be as in

(22).

(22) ec...[ [ PRO to fool NP 1]

14. Chomsky(1981) (cf. Lasnik & Fiengo,1974) argues that Tough subjects
differ from raised subjects in that they cannot be an idiom chunk which
otherwise can be moved transformationally: "*Good care is hard to take of
the orphans." However, when dealing with a variety of languages, this test
against raising is tricky, since not all idioms can appear in raising
constructions ("*The bucket seems to have been kicked."), and since (as
Lasnik & Fiengo note) some idioms are amenable to Tough Movement (“?Headway
is hard to make on these problems."). It is difficult to know the status
of any given idiom in the languages under discussion, hence their behaviour
is not a reliable test for the type of construction involved in
non-thematic subject sentences.
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In the case of (2la), NP is Miss Silver. In (2lb), it is an empty
element (possibly PRO, Chamsky,1981 suggests, but see below), which moves

to the COMP (=SPEC) position of the embedded clause. Easy to please is

reanalyzed as in (23), and the matrix subject is coindexed with the theta
position empty category, which is not Case marked or governed by the verb,
by free coindexing. If empty categories are interpreted contextually, the
empty category can be considered an NP trace, bound (within its governing
category, after reanalysis) by the matrix subject NP. Hence the matrix
subject gets its theta role by virtue of being in a chain with a theta
marked trace, in the usual fashion. Both the reanalyzed structure and the

D-structure are available for S-structure processes.15

(23) Johni is [ [easy to please] Ei]

Since the lexical NP in subject position does not arrive there via
movement, and yet has no direct theta role, Chomsky proposes that lexical
insertion be allowed to operate freely at both D-structure and
S-structure. Thus, the non-thematic subject NP is inserted at
S-structure. This is necessary, since, Chomsky notes, the Theta Criterion
requires that all positions lexically filled at D-structure be theta
positions. As noted above, at S-structure, the inserted subject is

licensed due to the fact that it is in an A-chain configuration with the

15. This is necessary, since Tough constructions license parasitic gaps, as
in: "These daffodils were hard to walk by without buying."
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embedded object empty category.

There are several problems with this analysis (cf. Browning,1984,
Manzini,1983). For example, it might appear to acccount for the
observations above, namely that Tough Movement must involve an empty PRO
subject, and an empty operator (hence the ungrammaticality of (24)), since
reanalysis can be stipulated to occur only over elements which are not

r-expressions (Chcmsky,lQBl).16

(24) *Gawain is hard who to tempt.

However, as Browning(1984) points out, this is a stipulation, since
reanalysis should work blindly, referring only to the trace of operator
movement in the camplement. And further, Browning notes, with this
stipulation we might still expect reanalysis to be possible in structures
such as (25).
(25) é. *Gawain is easy to be virtuous.

b. *Gawain is hard to be tempted.

There are some other problems also. The reanalysis account requires

that the lexical NP inserted in subject position must be able to form a

16. Levin(1984) accounts for the fact that Tough sentences must have empty
operators by assuming empty operators to be PRO, and hence necessarily
ungoverned, in contrast with overt operators which must be governed. She
assumes the embedded sentence in Tough constructions to not be a
complement, and hence to be ungoverned.
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theta chain with the NP trace of the lowest clause. This chain formation
is not permitted in the theory of Chomsky(1981,1984) (which we assume

here) , where chains are defined as a "history of movement" (Chomsky,1984).
Hence some mechanism other than those provided by a theory of A-chains is
necessary to allow the empty category to be interpreted (i.e. to have an

antecedent) and to license the non-thematic NP in Tough constructions.

Additionally, there is a potential problem with the insertion of
material at S-structure, since as Browning notes (citing Jones,1983, and
Lasnik p.c.) the material inserted can be a complex NP, or a clause. Both
of these entail that theta roles are assigned within the category inserted,
and hence this category is required to also have a D-structure
representation, which is independent of the D-structure representation for
the matrix sentence. This requires a generalized transformation of the
form proposed in Chomsky(1957), and later rejected in favour of recursive
rules (although see Goodall,1984).

(26) a. [That Hal rejected Falstaff] is hard to forgive.
b. [The cream puffs which are sold in the tuck shop]
are hard for Bessie Bunter to resist.
Browning further points out that structures of the form of (27) are also

problematic, since they involve raising of an NP which is not present until
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S—structure.17

(27) Duddy seems to be hard to please.

An additional problem discussed by Browning is that the reanalysis
theory requires that an empty category change status during a derivation.
(Indeed it must maintain two statuses simultaneously.) This is because the
theta position empty category is an NP-trace [+anaphoric/-pronominal] in
the reanalyzed structure, but is an A-bar trace [-anaphoric/-pronominal] in
the non-reanalyzed structure. Yet Brody(1983) and Chomsky(1984.,1985) and

Sportiche (1983) argue that to allow such changes in status is untenable.

Browning notes that the resolution of the theta problem is the main
argument for a reanalysis analysis for Tough constructions. We have seen
that the same theta problem exists for languages other than English, such
as Kipsigas, and also Blackfoot and James Bay Cree, in some cases with
predicates other than the "Tough" type. 1In the case of Kipsigas, according
to Jake & Odden, these constructions are possible with any verb which takes
a single sentential argument. Yet in these languages, "Tough Movement" is
possible from subject position as well as from object position, as well as

fram sentences with overt complementizers. Thus, reanalysis is not so

17. Browning admits that a solution to this problem would be to raise the
nonthematic empty element, and then insert the NP, which would then be
"accidentally" coindexed with the intermediate subject position.
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feasible an analysis in these languages.18 It seems then, that a
reanalysis explanation for the theta problem is not the correct approach,

if we want to account for these constructions cross-linguistically.

There is an alternative analysis for these constructions, which does not
run into the problems outlined above. 1In this analysis, the non-thematic
subject is considered to be base generated in the matrix subject position.
It is then, by free indexing, coindexed with an operator in the embedded
COMP, which has been moved from (or is coindexed with) an empty category in

a theta position.

This analysis, we note, does not require a change of status of an empty

category since the theta position contains a SPEC bound trace at every

19

level other than D-structure. It also allows us to maintain the notion

of chains as history, since the relationship between the lexical subject

18. Similarly, J.Levin's(1984) analysis which accounts for why the operator
in Tough constructions must be empty (see note 16) depends on the
infinitival in Tough constructions not being a complement of the Tough
adjectival, which is somewhat less intuitive when the predicates involved
include, as they do in Kipsigas according to Jake and Odden, every
predicate which takes a single sentential argument.

19. We are assuming that no change in features takes place between
D-structure and S-structure either, that is, that empty operators are
defined at S-structure as empty categories in operator positions, and at
D-structure as empty categories in theta positions or in SPEC which are
either pro ([+pronominal/-anaphoric]}), an r-expression
([-pronominal/-anaphoric]), or as featureless for these features.
levin(1984) gives arguments that empty operators are PRO. We don't allow
this because PRO would be governed (see note above).
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and the empty operator need not be considered a chain (see below). 2and
finally, it avoids the problem of introducing generalized transformations.

We must ask now what repercussions this analysis has for theta theory.

In fact, a new conception of D-structure, and the Theta Criterion is
required which will account for the data discussed in Chapter 2 also.
Chomsky (1981) considers a strong version of the Theta Criterion, whereby
every theta role must be assigned, and every argument chain must have a
theta role.

(28) Theta-Criterion

Given the structure S, there is a set K of chains, K = {C },
where C -@A d l such that:

(i) if <X is an argument of S, then there is a C. € K
such that ¢ =a&”. and a theta role is assighed to C
by exactly one p851t10n p.

(ii)if P is a position of S marked with the theta role R,
then there is.a C; € K to which P assigns R, and
exactly one « 3 in Ci is an argument.

The Projection Principle and the Theta Criterion work together so that
"...The Projection Principle determines, on the basis of lexical
properties, what are the configurations that appear at each syntactic level
(LF, D-structure, S-structure); [and] the Theta Criterion determines the
elements that appear in these configurations." (Chomsky,1981,p.335). By
the Projection Principle, the Theta-Criterion must be met at every level.

At D-structure, each chain will have only one member. Since D-structure is

defined as "the pure representation of GF-theta", then , "arguments [will]
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appear in every theta-position and nowhere else,...[and] only the null
category...will appear in a non-theta position, excluding other

arguments." (Chomsky,1981,p.335)

In order to account for English Tough constructions, as well as the
constructions with non-thematic subjects which we have seen in other
languages, we propose that D-structure be considered to be a less pure
representation of GF-theta, and that a weaker Theta-criterion is required,
which requires arguments to be present in all theta-positions, but which
says nothing about any non-theta positions, such as A-bar positions, and,
in some cases, subject positions. This Theta Criterion will include clause
(ii), but not clause (i) of the above. D-structure in this view consists
of X' principled structure, and lexical insertion. The Projection
Principle insures that theta properties of all inserted items will be
structurally realized. The Theta Criterion requires that for every theta
role assigned by an element, there is an argument inserted at D-structure,

in the position to which the theta role is assigned.

We have claimed that at D-structure, nothing constrains the insertion of
lexical items into non-theta positions. However, at LF, the Principle of
Full Interpretation (Chamsky,1985) requires that all positions be
interpreted, and to be interpreted, licensed. We consider that all
positions which are camplements or subjects must form chains (see Chapter

5) and that all chains must be licensed in a particular way which we can
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call Theta-licensed. A chain can be licensed by containing a theta
position, (that is, by satisfying clause (i) of the theta Criterion of
Chamsky,1981) or by forming a composed chain with a chain which does
include an element in a theta Chain, i.e by being theta-linked.
Theta-linking, is thus the licensing factor for the non-thematic subjects
in Tough constructions, as it is for the BCM'd NP in the constructions

discussed in the previous chapter.

Note that there is a difference between the theta chain composition at
LF discussed in the previous chapter for ECM constructions and that
discussed here, in that in Chapter 2 it was determined that a non-thematic
chain can not be licensed by camposition with an A-bar chain, which
accounts for the fact that the relation between an ECM'd element and the
theta position with which it is coindexed is bounded. In Tough Movement,
the exact opposite situation holds, where the non-thematic chain is
camposing a theta chain at LF with an A-bar chain, and where the relation
between the non-thematic subject and the theta position with which it is

coindexed is unbounded.

Keeping the above contradiction in mind, we note next that Tough
Movement is, in the traditional sense, a verb—governed operation, in that
not all verbs allow it. For instance, French Raising to Subject verbs such

as sembler "seem" do not, hence the ungrammaticality of the (a) sentence
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below, even though (b) is acceptable.20

(29) a.*Pascal. me. semble [ t. [ PRO. avoir rencontré Ei ]
"Pasca seéms to me to have met"
("Pascal seems to me that I have met.")

b. Il me. semble [[ PRO. avoir rencontré Pascal]l]
"It sdems to me to have met Pascal."
(It seems to me that I have met Pascal.)

We can thus consider Tough verbs to be those which have the property of
having non-thematic subjects which can be licensed by the chain composition
at LF, not between the subject and an A-chain, but rather, between the
subject and an A-bar chain. But for this property, Tough constructions are
interpreted in the same way with respect to theta theory, as ECM
constructions. That is, a non-thematic subject in a chain C forms a
camposed theta chain (C3) at LF with a chain (C2) which contains a theta

position. The tail of C and the head of C2 must be subjacent in the sense

20. I use the French example since in English a Raising to Subject verb
would have no controller for an embedded PRO in a sentence such as: "*Wendy
seems [[ PRO to teach to fly t ]]", and since for infinitivals, and tensed
clauses are for some independent reason ruled out in Tough constructions in
English. The French example is mildly undermined by the fact that French
does not have Tough Movement of the form discussed here. I. Haik (p.c.)
informs me that Tough Movement in French is bounded. This is true in
Italian also (cf. Rizzi,1982). In the theory of non-thematic subjects
outlined in this chapter, we would consider Romance verbs such as €tre
difficile "to be difficult" to be ECM verbs which are [-CA], as we consider
Niuean Raising to Subject verbs to be in the next section. The example is
not seriously undermined, however, since whatever prohibits a verb in one
language fram governing an operation, while allowing another to do so,
presumably would be what rules out all verbs from governing the operation
in another language.
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that only one barrier may intervene. C2 must be an A-chain. Tough verbs
have the property of considering the SPEC which they govern as an
A-position for the purposes of LF theta chain cc:mposition.21 We thus
propose the following, where K is, as above, the set of chains in a
structure. (What must constitute a chain in a structure will be discussed

in Chapter 5.)

(30) Interpretation of Chains

For a Chain C;, € K to be interpreted, either

(i) a theta tole is assigned to Ci by exactly one
position P, or

(ii) C, is LF-composed with a Chain , € K, where
Ck is interpreted by (i) or (ii).

Since the Principle of Full Interpretation also requires that operators
bind variables, the effect of clause (ii) above will be to ensure that a
subject of a Tough verb which is not in a chain with a theta role will be
coindexed with an operator which is itself coindexed with an element with a

theta role. In the case of tough verbs, the operator/A-position chain will

be considered an A-chain.

This analysis leaves unsolved many particular problems of English Tough
Movement, such as those mentioned above. It does however, provide a
solution to the theta paradox discussed by Chomsky(1981). And, it allows

2l. The notion that it is precisely this property which distinguishes Tough
verbs from ECM verbs and Raising to Subject verbs is due to a conversation
with Kyle Johnson.
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for this same problem to be solved in a uniform way for a variety of

languages which exhibit it, and for constructions with a variety of verbs.

3.3.3 Kipsigas Non-Thematic Subjects via Tough Movement

With this answer to the improper movement and theta problem posed by
English Tough constructions, we return briefly to the discussion of
Kipsigas Movement to Subject constructions. We consider that the
derivation of Movement to Subject sentences in Kipsigas is analogous to
that of Tough constructions in English. We note however, that in Kipsigas,
the movement of the operator takes place over an overt complementizer, and
from either subject or object, or (in some cases) from oblique positions.
As mentioned above, this suggests that the constraints on Tough Movement in

English are due to language specific factors.

Now, the derivation for the sentences (6a,b) is as (31).22

(31) D-structure S-structure
NP. .. caes cees c [eeeot.
[ 1 ec] ] NP, [ﬂj [oeeety) ]

22. In fact, movement of an operator may be not involved in these Kipsigas
constructions, as noted above. Instead, the operator might be
base-generated in SPEC, with all else proceeding as discussed. This would
possibly explain why operator movement does not obey Wh-island constraints
in this language, as we observed above. Either way, the distinction
between ECM "movement", which is bounded, and Tough Movement and
Wh-movement, which is not, is maintained.
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As well as solving the Theta problem, this analysis explains the
unboundedness of Kipsigas Movement to Subject (see preceding Note.) This

is seen in English Tough Movement also, with some constraints, as in (32).

(32) a. This taro was hard to convince Roko to buy.

3.4 Non-thematic Subjects via ECM movement

3.4.1 Niuean Movement to Subject

Niuean constructions with non thematic subjects, as discussed in
Seiter (1980) , appear to be like those in Kipsigas, James Bay Cree, etc. as

23 That is, a non-thematic subject may derive its

discussed above.
theta-reference by coindexation with an embedded non-subject. This fact
rules out a Raising analysis for such structures, due to the Binding
Theory, and suggests that a Tough Movement analysis should be proposed.
Furthermore, among the verbs allowing non-thematic subjects in Niuean,

shown in (33), are uka "difficult" and mukamuka "easy", as seen below in

(35) . Additionally, the empty category in the embedded clause is Case

23. In Levin & Massam, to appear (written in 1983), a different analysis of
Niuean Raising to Subject is offered, where in fact it is considered to be
Raising, and the Binding Theory is considered not to hold in Niuean.
Lillo-Martin(1983) also provides an analysis of Raising in Niuean, in which
subjunctive clauses are considered not to be Binding Domains.
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marked, as seen by the fact that the embedded subjects in (34,35b) are in
the ergative Case, signalling that absolutive Case has been assigned by the
verbs to their objects and arguing against a Raising analysis (see Chapter

5).24

(33)
Movement to Subject Verbs--Niuean

maeke "can, be possible"; kamata "begin"; fakaai
"not (emphatic)"; mahani "usual, customary"; teitei
"almost"; fetamakina "nearly"; uka "difficult"
mukamuka "easy" (Seiter)

a. Kua kamata [ke hala he <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>