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ABSTRACT

The syntactic position occupied by ECM complements is highly debated in the
literature with no definitive answer currently available. This is problematic since the
unknown nature of the position obscures our understanding of a universal theory of
syntax. This thesis examines the bate through the lens of the elandic language which
exhibits a cross-linguistically rare phenomenon termed Quirky Case, or Aukafallsfrumlag
in Icelandic scholarship, whereby speakers can employ oblique forms in subject position.
This mismatch of morphological case and grammatical functic evident in the Icelandic
language, is therefore an ideal environment within which to ex ore the contested nature
of exceptionally case marked nouns. It will be shown that there are certain height
constrain a ciated with Quirky vs. non-Quirky ECM mo nent. By unifying the
notions « Quirky case, Object Shift, and Exceptional Case M king, novel insight into
the universal relationship between case and syntactic position will be made — shedding

more light on the illusive nature of the ECM complement positi
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QUIRKY CASE IN ICELANDIC 6

d. Storhridarinnar gatti ekki i hellinum.
blizzard-thegen was-noticeablequirky not in cave  epat
The blizzard wasn 't noticeable in the cave.
(Adapted from Thrainsson 2007)

Through a close inspection of these examples, it can be demonstrated that nominative
case and subject position are not necessarily as closely linked as ¢ temporary syntactic
theories have posited (Chomsky 1993, Holmberg & Platzack 1995). Additionally,
objects do not obligatorily take the canonical accusative form, as is typically ssumed.
Thus, the mismatch that remains ztween case and grammatical position merits further
study.

It is important to note tt  the use of a canonical no inative argument in the
subject position of a Quirky verb would result in an illicit grammatical construction. It is
not possible for speakers of Icelandic to h. hazardly alternate between nominative and
oblique subjects, as each verb is lexically specified as being Quirky or non-Quirky — with
the Quirky verbs being further spe ied with regard to which oblique case to employ.
Thus, the construction containing a nominative subject in (3a) is deemed ungrammatical
since the predicate finna requires tt  its subject e an oblique (in this instance Dative)
DP* and object in the nominative case. This is contrasted with the correct alignment of

case and grammatical role for Ice cin(. ).

4 Throughout this thesis, DP (Determiner Phrase) will be used to denote all nominal arguments unless
otherwise noted. While some theories differentiate between DPs and NPs (Noun Phrases), this distinction
will not be relevant for this exar  tion.
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subject will now be forced to occupy a third position directly following the verb. This is
the case for non-Quirky and Quirky subjects as evidenced from e example below.
(5) a. I gaer for ég til Islands
Yesterday went Iyom to Iceland
Yesterday I went to Iceland
b. | gar vantadi hana peninga
Yesterday neededquirky heracc money
Yesterday she needed money
There is a definiteness restriction on subjects in expletive constructions such that
only indefinite subjects can surface when the ex| ‘tive pad is serted at the head of the
sentence. Interestingly, this restrict 1 applies to both Quirky and non-Quirky subjects
equally.
(6) a. Pad at *alfurinn/einhv:  alfur ostinn
There ate *elf-thenom/some elfyom cheese-the
b. Pad bydur *stelpunum nhverjum vid setningafradi
There loathesquirky girls-thepar/somebodypar ag  nst syntax
In Icelandic there is a arate set of third person pronouns that must be
anaphorically bound by a subject. These subject-oriented re : ‘e pronouns (affurbeygd

forndfn: sig, sér, and sin) can take both canonically case marked and Quirky subjects as

their antecedents.
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(7) a. Han; sa myndina sina;
Shenom saw picture-the her.own
She saw her own picture
b. ‘enni; leidist be in sin;
Herpar finds.boringguirky book-the her.own
She finds her own book boring (Boeckx 2000)
Additionally, oblique subjects can also act as anteceder  to reflexives embedded
in lower clauses, i.e. long distance reflexives.
(8)  Hana; grunar ad pu elskir sigi/*hana;
Sheacc suspectsquirky that you love her
In conjunction reduction environments the second of two co-referent subjects can
be deleted under identity with the first. This is possible when structurally or lexically
case marked subject begins the phrase deleting either a Quirky or non-Qui y lower

subject. Four possible scenari  are outlined below.
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only true subject. In (14) we can see how Icelandic and Ger n differ when a Quirky
predicate is embedded in a control environment.
(14) a. Mér var hjalpad (Icelandic)
Mepat was helpedouirky
b. Eg; vonadist til ad PRO; verda hjalpad
Inom hoped for to PROpart be helpedouirky
c. Mir wurde geholfen (German)
Mepar was helped
d. *Ich; hoffte PRO; geholfen  werden
Inom hoped PROpar helped to.be
1 hoped to be helped (Sigurdsson 2002)
From this example it is clear that a Quirky construction containing a true subject
is permitted under a control predicate, whereas the ungramm cal German example in
(14d) leads us to consider oblique si ject-like arguments in this language as simply that:
subject-like but not true subjects.
Furthermore, German obliq : subject-li  nominals : : unable to be deleted
under coordination with a higher co-referential subject.
(15) a. Eg; hafdi mikid ad ge  og (mér;) var samt ekl hjalpad
Inom had much to do and (mepat) was nonetheless not helpedouirky
b. *Ich; hatte viel zu tun, und (mir;) wurde trotzdem nic.  geholfen
Inom had much to do and (mepat) was nonetheless not helped

(Sigurdsson 2002)
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From this brief analysis it is clear that some langu: s possess constructions
superficially similar to the Icelandic Quirky phe )menon. However, when investigated
closely, ese non-nominative subject-like arguments do not p . the numerous syntactic
tests for subjecthood, and instead are found to behave more closely to what can only be
described as fronted objects (Sigu son 2002). This affirms the stance that Quirky
oblique subjects in Icelandic represent a class of true subjects.

Havii  established the subject status of Quirky DPs in Modem Icelandic, we can
now proceed to a discussion ¢ the syntactic framework quired for a thorough

examination of Quirky ECM complementation.




CHAPTER 3

EXCEPTIONAL CASE MARKING

The problem posed by Exceptional Case Marking is ¢ tred around an apparent
mismatch of morphological case and grammatical functii . In order to proceed
confidently, it is first necessary to introduce the structural as: nptions upon whic the

remainder of this thesis is based: the VP-shi  structure.

3.1 THE VP-SHELL ANALYSIS

Following Larson (1988), X-bar structure (Chomsky 1 '0) is essentially broken
down into the following two rules:

(16) a. XP =» SpecXP X’

X = XYP

In this schematic X can represent any of the syntactic categoric (Noun, Verb, Adjective,
and so forth); SpecX’ is a position resc ed for subjects; and YP represents the
complement (object) position. 'hat is important to reali  about this underlying
representation of syntactic structure is “a fundamental sti tural asymmetry between
subjects and objects” (Larson 19. ). Because subjects occupy 1e SpecXP position and
objects a sition within YP, objects will always be subordinate to subjects. This notion

is demonstrated in (17) below:

16
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(17) XP
/\
SpecXP X’
/\
X YP

This transitive relation is further stipulated by two principles at control the process of
predication. The first principle, given in (18), strengthens the link between predicates
and their arguments.

(18) Principle 1: If a is a predicate and B is an argu :nt of a, then  must be
realized within a projection headed by a. (Larson 1988)

This principle states that the initial syntactic position of an argument must be within the
X-bar projection of the predicate from which it receives a  zta-role (Larson 1988).
Therefore, every predicate (X position) may project a subje specifier (SpecXP) and
object/complement (YP) position. These positions can then be directly linked to specific
thematic roles determined by thematic hierarchy AGENT > THEME > GOAL > etc.
(Larson 1988).

T : second guiding princip of predication addresses the pairing of theta-role

and argument position.

(19)  Principle 2: If a ve  a determines 0-roles 0y, 0-,...0,, then the lowest role
on the thematic hierarchy is assigned to the lowest argume in the
constituent structure, 2 next lowest role to the next lowest argument, and
so on. (Larson 1988)

Following from this second principle we can associate the relat : height of an gument

within a given predication with the thematic role it will be assigned. This also suggests a
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(26) a. I believe him to be foolish
b. He is believed to be foolish by me

Here we see how the italicized verbal complement in (26a) ca be made a subject when
passivized in (26b) - this highlights the underlying object status f the pronoun.

Reflexivization can be employed to further test a C s object status, as this
process “typically establish[es] a relation between an objer position and a subject
position” (Lasnik 1998). In order for any anaphoric relations p to be grammatical the
reflexive pronoun must be bound by an appropriate c-commanding antecedent — in this
case a subject DP.

(27)  He, believes himself; to be smart.
Here we see the subject he c-commanding what must apparently be an object himself.

Similarly, the third test also involves an anaphoric relationship that must be
establish¢  between a subject and object.

(28)  We believe each other to be smart.
Compa le to example (27) above, the reciprocal anaphor  =h other represents the
bound object in (28).

¢ a result of these two sets of tests, we are faced with convincing evidence for
both a w clause subject and higher-clause object sta s for the DPs under
investiga . Similarly to the Quirky case DPs found in Icelandic, these ECM nominals
display a mismatch of grammatic role and morphological case. If, following e first
set of arguments, we consider the DPs to be underlying subjects of a lower clause then

we are faced with the problem of accounting for their object-like characteristics displayed
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(34)  [Peir; toldu Harald allir;] t; vera heimskan;.

Theynom believed Haraldicm.acc allvom to.be st idacc.

They all believed Harald to be stupid
By examining these types of sentences, it will be possible to make new conclusions
concerning the effects oblique subjects have on ECM verbs and vice-versa. For example,
since we know that the quantifier allir marks the rightmost bou ary of the matrix clause,
the non-Quirky ECM complement Harald situated to its left is necessarily positioned
within the matrix clause as well. The question now becomes what type of 1 vement
operation raises the ECM argument into a matrix clause position to the left of the in situ
subject quantifier? Perhaps an even more important question is will a Quirky ECM
argument behave in the same manner? Because if it does then it means that despite the
lexical case assigned to the ECM argument in the lower clause, it is still able to surface in
the matrix clause. However, if a Quirky ECM argument is  able to be raised in the
same way as a non-Quirky DP, then means that there is something about the nature of
Quirky ¢ Hjects that restricts the he 1t of their movement out fthe ECM complement
position. In order to gain a more comprehensive understanding f the movement of these
types of :rbal complements, it is 2cessary to take up a di 1ssion of Scandinavian

Object ¢ ift.



CHAPTER 4

OBJECT SHIFT AND HOLMBERG’S G ~ ERALISATION

The movement of Quirky versus non-Quirky ECM complements in Icelandic can
be used to shed new insight on the Exceptional Case Marking Debate. As a means of
further investigating these nominal movements, the discussion ill turn to the 1eory of
Object Shift.

Object Shift is a process that takes VP-internal object DPs and moves them to
higher \ -external positions. This is exemplified in Swedish by Holmberg (1999)
below, where we see that the object pronoun henne has undergc : Object Shift:

(35) Jag kysste henne; [ve tet;]

| kissed her not

In the Scandinavian languages, including Icelandic, Object ! ift “is dependent on
verb movement in the sense that an unmoved verb will alv ys block Object Shift”
(Holmberg 1999). This “interplay” of verbal movement and Ibject Shift is what has
come to be known as “‘Holmberg’s Generalisation” (HG). Thus, (35) is more accurately
analyzed as (36) below where the movement of the verb kysste has been noted.

(36)  [vpJagi rkysste; henney [ve inte v t;t]]

I kissed her it

29
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those constituents such as the negator or adjuncts that may rround the object. For
example, the illicit sentence in (38) shows that these sorts of  juncts cannot surface to
the right of the predicate.

(38) *Hann hefur verid hér aldrei

He has been here never (Hc berg & Platzack 1995)
Following from this we know that in order for an object DP to occur to the left of such
adjuncts it will have had to1  lergo leftward movement.

In the above examp . a negator is used to mark the bc dary of the VP, but this
is not the only way in which to test object movement. Because ‘“‘the base generated
position of the subject is lower than the derived position of the object” (Collins &
Thrainsson 1996), a floating quantifier associated with the subject can be employed to
highlight any Object Shift t| . may occur. Due to the rici ess of Icelandic’s case
system, determinii  the gramn ical relation between subject and in situ subject

quantifier will be straightforward.
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This clause type restriction is a token of A-movement wher A constituents are not
constrained in this manner.
Second, unlike Wh-movement, Object Shift does not license a parasitic gap as
exemplified by the Swedish sentences below.
(43)a. Den artikeln; kasta dom t; innan jag hade list t;.
That article threw they before I had read
That article they threw away before I had read
b. *Den artikeln; kastades t; innan jag hade last t;.
That article was-thrown before I had read
(Holmberg & Platzack 1995)
Lastly, Object Shift is not affected by weak cross-over as is evident from the
sentence in (44b) where the object honom has shifted across e co-referent PP i hans
without problem. This is contrasted with (44a) where A-movement of the Wh-word vem
over its co-referent yields an unfavourable result.
(44)a. ?Vem; tillde le dv 11 hans; frAnvaro t; priset
Who awarded they is absence the-prize?
b. Dom tilldelade hono! i hans; franvaro t; priset
They awarded him in is absence the-prize?
(Holmberg & Platzack 1995)
Finally, it is interesting to note that Object Shift never topicalises or focuses its shifted
argument. Unlike these types of A-movements, Object Shift always sees its argument

landing in a case-position (Vikner 1989).
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Object Shift, however, is not completely analogous to A-movement as it happens.
Evidence for this comes from the fact that shifted objects are u  ble to act as antecedents
for bound anaphors (Holmberg & Platzack 1995). This is to be contrasted with
argumer that have undergone passivization (an A-moveme: , since these arguments
can bind anaphors from their surface positions. This disparity is compared below in (45).

(+ . a. Hann taldi pa/Olaf og Martein;, peim/*sér/*hvorum 6drum til undrunar, t;

vera jafn goda.
He believed themacc/Olafur and Martinace, the  pat/themselvespat/each
otherpat to wonder, to.be equally good
To their surprise, he believed Olafur and Martin to be equally good.
b. Olafur og Marteinn; voru, *peim/sér/?hvorum ¢ um til undrunar, taldir t;
vera jafn géda.
Olafur and M tinnom were, thempat/themselvespat/each otherpar to
wonder, believed to.be equally good
Olafur and Martin were, to their surprise, considered to be equally good.
(Holmberg & Plat < 1995)
In example (45a), the ECM subject Olaf og Martein has been shifted up to = matrix
clause. From this final position it is incapable of properly binding either a reflexive or
reciprocal anaphor (sér and hvorum ddrum respectively). Additionally, it makes no
difference whether the shifted argument is a full DP or bare pronc n — neither forms a
licit anaphor relation. Turning to the passive construction in (45b) we notice a result

contrary to that just discussed. In this instance when the ECM subject has been raised to
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Just as we saw in the Japanese e» nples, the PMC can be applied to the notion of Object
Shift whereby the licit movement of the verb from V-to-T trumps what would in isolation

be an ill-formed object movement - ‘lowing the derivation to converge.

4.4 ADDITIONAL RESTRICTIONS ON OBJECT SHIFT
As an alternative to the PMC analysis of Object SI t discussed above, it is
interesting to note that Object Sh  is not only prohibited when the main verb remains in
situ, but also when the object is in the complement position of a prepositional phrase
(Holmberg 1986). This notion is exemplified in Swedish below:
(48) a. Jag tror inte [pa det]
[ believe not in it
b. *Jag tror det; inte [pé
I believe it not in
[ don’t believe it. olmberg 1986)
Thus, we might conclude that objects are incapable of shift. ; over any type of case
assignit  entity — whether verbal ¢ prepositional. This notion seems to hold true as,
“Object Shift does not apply acro: any phonological material in the predicate except
predicate adjuncts such as the ne m word and other adver' ' (Holmberg & Platzack
1995).
Additionally, by expandi : scope of Lasnik and Si 0’s (1999) discussion of
raising predicates and Procrastinate, it is  ssible to apply 1 : same reasoning which

disallows movement of certain embedded DPs in raising cons ictions to the discussion
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The example in (50b) is illicit because, following Lasnik and Saito (1999), the pronoun
hana has no motivation for >vement since it has already had its case features licensed
by the prepos on vid.

Similarly we can use this notion of case assignment to explain illicit Object Shift
from the complement position of an in sitru main verb. In s instance in :ad of a
preposition it is the main verb that assigns case to the object in its complement position.
This yields the same result in (51) as we observed in example (. ) above.

(51)a. Jon hefur ekki ;é0 hana;]

John has not seen her
b. *Jon hefur hana; ekki [sé0 t;]
John has her not seen
The illicit Icc  ndic example in (51b) patterns with (50b) where movement out of a case-
licensing domain results in ungrammaticality.

P ing discussed an alternative to the PMC account of illicit Object Shift, we
must consider how a grammatical  tance of Object Shift m 1t ke place under this
analysis. Recall that in a licit example of Object Shift the verb undergoes V-to-T
movement; additionally, the ¢ ect must not be embedded within a prepositional phrase.
When the verb raises, the object will neces: ily be loc ed in the complement position of
an empty case assigning head. This is the crucial difference between a grammatical and
ungrammatical instance of Object Shift since “a non-empty c:  licensing head licenses

the case of its governee obligatorily, [while] an empty case licensing head does so
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(60) a. Eva; ansdg honom; i sin; dumhet [t; kunna forstéra datorn]
Eva believed him in her stupidity to.be.able to.ruin the.computer
b. *Eva; ansig Jonas; sin; dumhet [t; kunna forst6  datorn]
Eva believed Jonas in her stupidity to.be.able to. in the.computer
(Holmberg 1984)
In Mainland Scandinavian, raising the embedded ECM subje to a position within the
matrix clause is constrained in the same way as Object Shift in  ain clauses.

Turning to Icelandic, we will recall that the conditions on Object Shift are less
stringent than Mainland Scandinavian — Object Shift may ply to both unstressed
pronouns and full DPs in the language. Thus, we would e ect to see this property
reflected in the derivation of ECM movement if a relation is to be made. Indeed, as
evidence by the examples in (61), it is possible to raise both  : pronoun hana in (61a)
and the full DP Harald in (61b).

(¢ 1a. beir; t6ldu hana; allir; [t; vera galna]

Theynomeim believed herpem-ace allvompm to €1 iyace
They all believed her to be crazy
b. Peir; toldu Harald; all [t vera galinn]
Theynompim believed Haraldgem-acce allvompe v 1.be crazyace
They all believed Harald to be crazy
A vital prerequisite for Object Shift in all of the Scandi sian languages is verbal

movement from V-to-T. Thus, when an auxiliary verb is em| )yed, movement of this










OBJECT SHIl . AND HOLMBERG’S GENERALISATION 55

Likewise, we will assume that “the predicate of the Accusative Infinitive (ECM)
clause adds weight to the subject pronoun in a similar manner” (Holmberg 1984). Thus
in sentence (63), repeated below . (66), the lack of pronomiit  movement is accounted
for by 1 : fact that the entire lower TP acts as a type of relative clause (similar to that
found in example (65) above). This additional phrasal weight is once again capable of
blocking pronoun shifting.

(¢ Jon telur { barnaskap sinum mig hafa étid hakarl 1

John believes in foolishness his me to.have eaten shark-the
(Holmberg 1984)
The sim rities observed between main clause Object Shift 2 ECM shifting are such
that the ter is best described as being a subtype of the form  This is to say that “the
observed -operties of the raising rocess involved...are expla d by the hypo ssis that
the raising is a special case of Object Shift” (Holmberg 1984). Following from this
hypothes we can now tt  our ttion to the novel syntac : analysis of Quirky and
non-Qui 7 Icelandic ECM data with the aim of structurally accounting for the nature of

ECM movement via an Object Shift analysis.
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of an Icelandic TEC where no Object Shift has taken lace. Following " rainsson
(2007), 1  sume the semantically null expletive pad is merged directly in SpecCP®.

(73) A TEC With No Object Shift

CP
— \
pad C
/ —
C TP
klarudu T~
margar mys i
. /'\
T NegP
Klémdn @ —  T—
ADV Neg’
ekki Neg P
/\
DP v’
margarmys
Y VP
) /\
klérudu
A% DP
I udu ostinn

bad klarudu margar mys; ekki t; ostinn (Bobaljik & Jonas 1996)

..iere finished any  cenom not cheese-theacc
The tree in (73) is derived as expected with verbal movement originating within the head
of VP up to the complementizer phrase. Additionally, t subject undergoes A-
movement from SpecvP to SpecTP, however, an expletive p noun pad is inserted in

SpecCP to satisfy its [EPP] feature. Thus, the agentive subject margar mys cannot raise

® However, as will become apparent, the theory will be capable of accounting for an additional SpecTP
position wherein the expletive could also potentially be merged.
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higher than SpecTP and, conversely, cannot remain in situ wit  n the vP — a fact proven
in example (72) above.

Turning now to an ple of a TEC where Object Shift has taken place, we are
met with a problem. It appears as if there is no position ava 1l : for the shifted object to
occupy. aving proven that the subject margar mys must raise at least as high as the
canonical subject position, SpecT , in order for both the correct word order to obtain as
well as satisfy all necessary checking requirements (both [EPP] and ¢-features), there 1s

no longer an available position for ¢ 1ifted object, as demonstrated | tree (74) below.
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(74) The Structural Problem with Object Shift

CP
/\
bad C’
/\
C TP
klarudu T~
ma rmys T
/\
T NegP
Karade
ADV Neg’
ekki T
Neg VP
N lilé*uéu /\
4 NP v
v
e

64

ostinn

bad klarudu margar 1ys; ostinn; ekki t; t;
There finished any micenom cheese-theacc not
In order  resolve this lack of available A-positions, the disc

theory of wltiple specifiers.

sion will now turm to a









THE SYNTAX OF OBJECT SHIFT 67

within the same projection, Shortest Move says that BP ought - raise to a position below
AP. Thus, we arrive at the construction in (76b) where the loy - BP argument ‘tucks in’
below AP resulting in a crossover styled movement. Indeed this type of crossover is
preferable v 2n movement to multiple specifiers of a single head takes place.
Summar ng the findings thus far, we can posit that “nested ps s are a result of multiple
attraction y multiple attractors, while crossing paths are a resu  of multiple attraction by
a single attractor” (Richards 2001). Following from this assumption we expect to find
that when raising paths obl torily cross a single attractor is the cause.

Languages that allow multiple Wh-movement, sha the characteristics of
movement to multiple A positions located in the same project 1. This is evident from
restrictions on the order of overtly raised Wh-words in Bul; +1an. Analogous to the
movement described in (76b) above, Wh-movement in Bul; ian, involving multiple
specifier positions of a single projection, must necessarily use a cross-over styled
movement as opposed to nesting movement. The prediction holds ue as evidenced by

the Bulg in data in (77) below.
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5.3 OBJECT SHIFT AS MOVEMENT TO MULTIPLE SPECIFIER POSITIONS

Returning to the problem posed by Object Shift in Transitive Expletive
Constru  ons repeated from (74) above as (78) below, we can apply the newly devised
theory of specifier movement paired with the linguistic ev: nce from Bulgarian A-

moveme! o shed new light ontl problem.

(78) The Structural Problem with Object Shift

Neg vP
e \
NP v’
margarmys "~
\% VP
. /\
Iérudy
Vv DP
| rudu ostinn

bad klarudu margar mys; ostinn; ekki t; ;

There finished many micenom cheese-theacc not
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Therefore, due to the ung nmatic ity of the above constru on, we will assume that
movement of subject and shifted object is to two specifi  positions of the same
projection. This construction, which mimics that argued for Bulgarian multiple Wh-
movement®, is detailed in (80) below.

(80) ¢ immatical Object Sh  with Crossover Styled Movement

CpP
/\
pbad C
/\
C TP
klarubu __—"
margar mys TP
/\
* ostinn T
/\
A
T NegP
Kérmdy — T
ADV Neg’
el T~
Neg vP
‘I ], é /\
NP v’
i) /‘S/ \

bad klarudu margar mys; ostinn; ekki t; t;

There finished many micenom cheese-theacc not

*1t is interesting to note this similarity between  ilgarian A-movement and Object Shift, as it bolsters
Holmberg and Platzack’s (1995) analysis of Object Shift as a type of “Case-Licensed A-movement”
discussed in Chapter 4.
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Having established this notion, we can now apply it to the st :tural problem posed by
Object Shift. Just as the object in a Transitive Expletive Construction was raised to
occupy a secondary TP s; ifier position, so too is the object in a basic Object Shift
construction. This is demonstrated in (81) below.

(81) Basic Object Shift

CP
/\
Eg C
/\
gaf /TP\
gg TP
* /\
Joni T
A /\
T NegP
/\
ADV Neg’
ek — T~
Neg vP
/\
gat NP v’
/\
o VP
/\
gaf i iy
| /‘\
gaf t <urnar

Eg; gaf Joni; ekki t; t; bakurnar

| I gave John not books-the
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By employing the type of cross zr styled movement motiva 1 by a single functional
projection, it is possible to attain the correct word order obs ed for Icelandic double
Object Shift constructions.

In this section a means of accounting for the structural roblems associated with
Object S|t have been discussed. Expanding Richards (2001) concept of Bulgarian Wh-
crossover movement to multiple specifiers of a single projection, it has been possible to
describe the types of Object Shift movements attested in :ela; ic. In what follows, we
will see how the notions of Object ! ift discussed throughout t s section can be applied
to the ani 'sis of ECM movement. This will aid in further ex sing the nature of ECM

movement in Icelandic and universa .



CHAPTER 6

QUIRKY ECM COMPLEMENTATION

Icelandic Quirky oblique subjects can be used to shed light on the illusive nature
of ECM  mj ‘'mentation both in Icelandic and also cross-ling' tically. The contentious
ECM s ect osition (discussed in detail above) is scrutinized in what follows with the
intention of elucidating the nature of ECM complementation by contrasting the syntactic
repercus ns of embedding non-Quirky and Quirky predicates. By doing so, the need
for a novel constraint that  tricts the movement of argume . to secondary specifier
positions will come to light.

B 1 g with the two example sentences in (83) bel v, we will first note the
use of a non-Quirky predicate vera in the lower clause of 33a) versus the Quirky
predicate /ida in (83b). In (83a), the ECM subject hana st aces with the expected
‘exceptional’ accusative case mark  which is typical of EC  constructions. This is
contrasted with the sentence in (83b) where the Quirky verb’s non-canonical case
requirements (in this instance dative) overrides the exceptional accusative case marking
observed in (83a). This phenom discussed in Section 3.4, is described in detail by

Thrainsson (2007).
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account for this leftward movement of the embedded ECM subject? As the theory

currently stands the derivation of (89) will be as follows:

(90)
vP
/\
They v’
e \
gt+prove VP
/\\
conclusively \A
/\
prove TP
/\
the witness T

to have lied

This tree structure yields an incorrect word order since the witness remains in the specifer
position of the lower TP below :z adjunctive adverb conclu elv. Raising the matrix
verb pro  above e adverb is pr em-f  since it will alw s raise adjoining to the
null aff | light verb in v. However under the current analysis, there is no motivation for
the lower embedded subject the witness to raise.

order to account for e shortcomings of the cu :nt theory, it ight be
sugges!  that V contains an EPP  ure that needs to be che ed. This means that the
lower ECM subject will be probed and selected to raise to an additional SpecVP
projection above the adverbial adju t conclusivelv. This mo« ication to the derivation

of (90) is given in (91) below.
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(o1
vP
/\
They v’
/\
g+prove VP
/\
the witness \'%A
conclusively Vv’
/\
prove TP
(EPP] — T
R

to have lied

The crucial difference between examples (90) and (91) is that here we attain the desired
word order. By virtue of the ECM subject’s unvalued case fea re’, it is an eligible goal
for V which now acts as a probe searching to have its EPP f ure checked. From this
position the null light verb can assign accusative case to the witness and the remainder of
the deri* ion can proceed as normal — as if the witness were now an object of the matrix
clause.

Unfortunately, there remain three problems with this t - of analysis which sees
an ECM subject raised up into the matrix clause via an EPP I ated in V. First, lexical
verbs do not typically have an I P. This feature is usually found only on functional
projections such as T and C, thus e ad hoc notion of adding = s feature to Exceptional
Case Ma ing verbs is unappealing. Second, when the wit s raises to become an

argument of the matrix VP it m t somehow carry a second theta-role, or be able to

® A non-finite T is incapable of as  ing case (Radford 2004).
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6.2 THE ARCHITECTURE OF ECM MOVEMENT

Finally, we can now turn to an investigation of the Icelandic ECM data which will
shed lij t on the nature of ECM movement as a form of ( ect Shift. In this final
analysis, we will see how the Quirky/non-Quirky dichotomy is ied to highlight both the
final sur” e position of ECM s jects, and the need for a le restricting how these
argumen arrive at their final surface positions.

F :let us see how a standard non-Quirky ECM subje  will undergo movement
in the theory currently being proposed.

(93) beir téldu allir Harald vera heimskan

Theynomprm believed allnompr m Haraldeem-ace to.be foolishace

They all believed Harold to be foolish

p
— T~
beir T
/\
toldu vP
/\
peir allir v’
~_
a+ TrP
\’ — T~
Harald Tr
Jacch — T~
tohdu VP
/\
[ADVERRB] A\
T~
toldu TP
— T~
d T
——

vera heimskan
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Therefore, the analysis of ECM ; wement to TrP is not sufficient enough to account for
the Icelandic data given in (94) above. It is at this point in the analysis where I will
appeal to the notion of Object Shift to unite the Icelandic da  with the current theory.
Recall the theory of Object Shift discussed above that saw an ¢ ument raised from some
position below vP across the base position of the subject to a secondary specifier position

in TP. This notion is exemplified 1(95) below.
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an auxil <y verb occupies the matrix T position. This mirrors t  behaviour of main
clause Object Shift discussed above.
(96) a. *Vid; hofum fiskinn; talid t; 611; t; hafa verid étinn
WenowmpL have fish-theace sg believed allyomp. have been eaten
b. Vid; hofum talid t; 61l; fiskinn hafa verid étinn

WenompL have believed allyompr fish-theaccsg have been eaten

We have all believed the fish to have been eaten
In this in  ince the ECM subject is restricted from raising across the base position of the
subject. I argue that this is due to the fact that there is no V-to-T movement of the matrix
verb which blocks Object Shift in main clauses as well as in this ECM environment.
F¢ owing from this, [ posit that the structure of the EC [ sentence in (94) ought

to be accounted for via a combined ECM-Object Shift analysis in (97).
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(97) Non-Quirky ECM-Object Shift

CP
N
vio C
— T~
teljum TP
— T
o TP
P
fiskinn T
% /\
teljum vP
T
— i 6l v’
T
otteljum TrP
| T
| ek T
OBJECT SHIFT L, [acC]A T
telj VP
— \
tebju TP
T
L ildes T
ECM MOVEMENT -
verio etinn

Vid; teljum fiskinn; t; 611 t; verid étinn

Wenom pL believe fish-thegcm-ace allnom pL N € ave.been eaten

We all believe the fish to have been eaten

The derivation of this sentence w  take place as usual,

additional movement employed to account for the final

90

w | the exception of one

he it of ECM s jects

in

Icelandic. This is achieved via form of Object Shift from SpecTrP to a secondary
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complement of VP to a secondary SpecTP position. This has been reflected in the

structure ven below.

(99) Quirky Object Shift
CP
T~
peir C
— T
gleymdu TP
T
T e TP
T T~
hestinum T
A T
gley +  NegP
T
el | Neg’
T
eymdu vP
T
eallir VvV’
- 'ymdu TrP
—  ~
%] Tr
> [ACC] /\
gleymdu VP
T
gleymdu  hestinum

-

QUIRKY OBJECT SHIFT

beir; gleymdu hestinum; ekki t; allir
TheyN()M/pL/M )I'gOt hOI‘SCS-thCQmRKy.DAT not all M/PL'M

They didn’t all forget the horses
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1e cause for the height differences observed betwee Q ky and non-Quirky
ECM subjects can be traced back to the behaviour of Quirky objects in Ot :ct Shift
environn 1ts. Recall that when Object Shift affects a Quirky object, that object will
bypass the SpecTrP position by rtue of already having been assigned case lexically
within VP (see example (99)). With this concept in mind, : can now examine the
syntactic structures of the Quirky ECM sentences given in (10( b) above, and determine

what causes one to be grammatical and the other to be ungramr ical.
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(101a) Grammatical Quirky ECM-Object Shift

CP
/\
peir C
/\
toldu TP
/\
petr TP
A /\
%] T
/\
# u vP
T
allir v’
/\
gt+toldu TrP
/\
) Tr
[acc] T
ot+toldu VP
/\
5l TP
/\
henni E
[Qu?u1 vel
Peir toldu allir hel Oa vel

TheyNOM’PL,’M believe *allvompLm hCrQUIRKY-DAT ’-feelQUlRKY well

They all believed her to feel well
Notice that by the time henni gets tc 1e lower SpecTP position, it v | have already been
assigned an oblique case by the embedded Quirky verb /ida. Just as we observed in
Quirky C ect Shift constructions, the Quirky ECM argument 5 no motivation to raise

to SpecTrP since its case feature has already been licensed with a Quirky case. Unlike a
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Quirky C ect Shift construction, however, a Quirky ECM arg nent cannot simply raise
past Spe ‘P and occupy a secondary matrix SpecTP position. This illicit derivation is
given in (101b) below.

(101b) Ungrammatical Quirky ECM-Object Shift

CP
T
peir C
A T~
toldu TP
/\
Beir P
4 T
henni T
A /\
wlde vP
/\
allir \a
T
o+toldu TrP
/\
4] Tr
ot+toldu VP
T~
8ldy TP
/\
x OQUIRKY-OBIECT SHFF (Q WY] -Lr\‘

Q vel

TheYNOM/PL/M believed herQUIRKY-DAT allnomee ™ ).feeleRKY well

7?beir t6ldu henni allir lida vel

They all believed her to feel well
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An interesting way of accounting fi the constructions in (103) is via a restriction on the
movem  of the subject Wh-word originating in SpecTP. - employing the rule in
(102), that an argument cannot be ‘demoted’ from a primary to a secondary functional
specifier position, we can account for the data quite succinctly. Because the Wh-word
koj is = e generated in a primary functional specifier position (SpecTP), when Wh-
movemer occurs its only available landing site is the primary SpecCP position, (103a).
Kogo, on the other hand, is able to occupy a secondary spec er »sition since it was
originally me ed within vP — a lexical projection.

Returning to the Ice  dic CM data in (104) below, it now possible to account
for the height differences « erved between Quirky and non-Quirky ECM subjects via

the rule “venin (102).
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argument in (104a) will be permitted to raise to a secondary me x SpecTP position since
it is moving from SpecTrP'z. Conversely, the Quirky ECM subject in (104b) that
remains in the embedded SpecTP (by virtue of having received lexical case) cannot raise
past the base position of the matrix subject to the secondary specifier of the higher TP.
The only way for the Quirky ECM subject to raise this h 1 without violating the
restriction on specifier mo' nent outlined in (102) would be to first move to a lexical
specifier position or a secondary functional specifier position.

[t 1s evident that more re rch is needed regarding the nature of the TrP
projection and its role within the minimalist program, h vever the interplay of
morphol  cal case assignment and syntactic movement described above presents a new
means of :counting for the disp: te Icelandic ECM data. Furthermore, the proposed
restriction on specifier movement is valuable for scholarship beyond the scope of the
Icelandic problem. For example, the restriction might also account for Japanese local
scrambling type constructions where two arguments can be raised to the front of a phrase
in any order. This is demonstrate below.

(105)a. Gakusei-ni; hon-o; Taroo-ga t; t; ageta

S 7 t-patr book-acc T o-nom Ve
b. Hon-o; gakusei-ni; Taroo-ga t; t; ageta
Book-acc student-p, Taroo-nom gave

Taroo gave a book to the student (Richards 2001)

"2 The nature of the Transitivity Phrase requires further study, but for the purposes of this thesis, it will be
considered a lexical projection.
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ought to be reconsidered given the peculiar behaviour of Quirl Icelandic ECM subjects
when compared to their non-Quirky standard counterparts. These empirical differences
have been reflected in the underlying syntactic structures throuy out this chapter with the
aim of better understanding the relation between Quirky Case, Object Shift, and ECM

constructions.
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However, this thesis has provided an interesting means by which to account for multiple
types of movement phenomena found cross-linguistically. Although arguments against
the sort of case-based analysis do exist, the novel design preser :d in this thesis provides
data that suggests a re-thinking of both Object Shift and ECM 1 vement.

By examining the interactions between three se: ingly unique syntactic
concepts: Quirky (oblique) subjects, Exceptional Case Marking, and Object Shift, [ have
tried to explore the universal relationship between case and syr :tic position. In order to
achieve this, the morpholc ‘cally rich Icelandic language v h its linguistically rare
phenomenon of oblique subjects has been the ideal forum v hin which this complex
relations p has been readily accessible. Through an examination and further application
of the C rky phenomenon, I have provided a new model « the interaction between

ECM movement and Object Shift.
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