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Selection through Uninterpretable Features
Evidence from Insular Scandinavian

Jackie Nordstrom, Lund University

Abstract

This paper offers a new description and explanatadn morphological
agreement, argument-verb agreement in particulae. Aypothesis explored is
that argument-verb agreement is directly relateddiection of arguments (s-
selection), i.e. s-selectional features are in fadt-features ([PERSON,
NUMBER(, GENDER)], and that morphological argumertbh agreement
mirrors this relation. Call this Selection Throuddninterpretable Features
Theory, or STUF-Theory. The idea is that if X hasnterpretablep, it selects a
Lexical Item carryingd from the Lexical Array with which it can agree.i3h
means that the distinction between structural ahdrent case partly disappears
and Case-Theory moves closer&dheory. Still, STUF-Theory must permit
some norp-related case as well, namely when X carrigshut the Lexical
Array has no more Lexical Item that can be inserféxén, X instead probes its
domain for a goal (in accordance with Chomsky 2004)

STUF-Theory entails that morphological argumentveagreement
cannot be an Agree-relation holding between T amdesDP (since T does not
s-select), but must rather be an Agree-relatiowéenv and some DP. For the
same reason, it should be V that assigns accusatseeto some DP. The benefit
with such an analysis is that agreement would nogydo be seen as an
imperfection in the Faculty of Language, but shaualither be regarded as a vital
component in the building of syntactic structures.

1. Background

1.1. Introduction

Morphological argument-verb agreement is an appaeomaly for generative
grammarians assuming ti&rongest Minimalist Thesisamely that ‘language
is an optimal way to link sound and meaning’ (Chkyn2006:3). At least
superficially, morphological argument-verb agreetmeas no bearing on the
interpretation, and from a comparative-linguistain of view, it appears to be
optional. Furthermore, it only takes place betwdlea finite verb and the
nominative argument in many languages including @manic ones. Many
attempts have been made to account for this. Heskall concentrate on
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Chomsky’s (2004, 2006) hypothesis that morpholdgaggeement mirrors a
syntactic relation Agree which involves deletionuminterpretable features, but
also on Sigurdsson’s (2006) opposing view that molggical agreement is
merely a phonological phenomenon that only paytialirrors Agree — itself a

precondition of Merge that does not involve uniptetable features. As a
synthesis, | will then argue that agreement doeslwe uninterpretable features,
but that these are the s-selectional featuresait@athe prerequisite of external
merge of DP arguments. My argumentation is baseddata from Insular

Scandinavian.

1.2. Chomsky’s Account

Chomsky (2004:113 (including note 42), 116) hypsethes that morphological
agreement follows from a syntactic relation Agrebich holds between grobe
and agoal, in the sense that the probe caruasalueduninterpretablefeatures
[uF] and therefore searches its domain (its sistele) for the nearest goal that
can match and delete these uF’'s. These features bausiterpretable on the
goal, but the goal must also have other unvaluedtenpretable features for
Agree to take place. If it does, the uninterpretdbhtures on the probe and the
goal become valued,e. given the value held by the goal and the probe
respectively, and are then removed from narrowasymiirough an operation
TRANSFER, which transfers them to the phonologam@ahponent. Once these
features are deleted, the probe and the goal cdanger enter into an Agree
relation. In Chomsky’s theory, morphological argunteerb agreement and
nominative case are phonological realizations afec uninterpretable features,
in the sense that probe T carries uninterpretébieatures that are assigned a
value by goal DP at the same time as DP’s uningggiple structural case feature
Is assigned the value nominative by T. This steramfthe observation that
nominative case and morphological argument-verbeeagent seem to be
dependent on the verb being inflected for tensehénsame manner, Chomsky
(2004:122) assumes that the transitive light vet) ljas up and agrees with
and assigns structural accusative case to thetduolgect, although he in
Chomsky (2006:15) assumes that V inherits thederfesafromv* so that it is V
that takes part in the actual Agree-relation. Nbs# Chomsky (2004:124) also
assumes non-transitive’s in passive and ergative constructions (the past
participle suffix could in fact be seen as the pass morpheme (Chomsky
(2001:46)). However, these non-transitive are thought to bé-defective and
therefore do not assign accusative case (throughas}ly, there is thé-related
notion of inherent case which may be assigned u¥perhaps also by non-
transitivev’'s (Chomsky 2000:102).
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Chomsky’s model has weaknesses, though. Firstl,ofi@ldoes not think
that structural nominative or accusative are ungnetable T- orv-features on
DP but merely different values of an abstract fiea(structural case) assigned
by T andv (V) respectively. | agree with Chomsky (as opposeBesetsky and
Torrego (2004)) that nominative case should be re¢pa from the feature
[TENSE] since there is nothing temporal about tleenimative caseper sé.
Furthermore, unlike thé-features on T, the nominative case on DP does not
overtly agree with T in tense — there is no presenpast tense nominative case.
Perhaps it would be more reasonable to assume sthattural case is a
phonological reflex of an Agree-relation that omyolves ¢-features (the idea
of a one-way Agree-relation is the null-hypothesisSigurdsson (2006) (see
below)). The second problem with Chomsky’s modehées fact that predicative
participles or adjectives may agree with the notnmeaargument at the same
time as the finite verb does so. That would benggeaf Agree rendered the goal
inactive. Chomsky must therefore dismiss thisdafectiveAgree suggesting
that the participle/adjective is not able to assigee to DP because it lacks the
¢-feature [PERSON]. Furthermore, the finite verb mdisplay default
agreement in quirky subject constructiorsg(in Icelandic and German) in
which case it appears not to agree with a DP aat leot with any visible one. In
order for T to have it§-features valued, Chomsky (2000: 127ff) must thaeef
assume that it actually does agree with the qustiyject but that thé-features
somehow reduce to 3rd person and that the quirkyesuis not assigned the
nominative but merely some “additional Structurals€ feature” (whatever that
means).

Chomsky’s hypothesis has also some more fundamest@knesses. For
instance, it is not perfectly clear exactly howniaerpretable features can be
deleted. Chomsky (2004:116) speculates on the emast of an operation
TRANSFER that removes uF from narrow syntax to thieonological
component, but he does not explain exactly how ighabbne. The last but not
least inadequacy in Chomsky’s hypothesis is itslanaiory value — what
purpose do these uninterpretable featudesr( T andv (V); structural case on
DP) serve? Contrary to his (2004:116) suggestloey tannot be linked directly
to displacement, since, in Icelandic, dative, aattus and genitive arguments,
participles (stylistic fronting), expletives andeewv locatives (cf. the English
locative inversion construction) may also satisBFPEon T. They must therefore

! See Platzack (this volume) for another solutioth&t problem, namely that structural case
is merely a phonological Agree-marker, and notabtial spelled out uninterpretable tense-
feature on DP.
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be seen as imperfections, either in the Facultyariguage (in which case the
Strongest Minimalist Thesis is proven to be falee)in Chomsky’s theory.
Inherent case, on the other hand, is not an anosmatg it can be linked té-
role assignment and s-selection. A desirable dewedmt, then, would be to
relate structural case to inherent case, somethatg will attempt to do in this
article.

1.2. Sigurdsson’s Account

Sigurdsson (2006), in opposition to Chomsky, pregothat morphological
agreement is a phonological phenomenon, relatessamilation, which only
partially reflects syntactic Agree but which maysalbe an instance of
phonological copying (in phrases with multiple agrent). Furthermore,
syntactic Agree does not involve uninterpretabdgifees in Sigurdsson’s model
but rather interpretable feature matching of twotagtic objects. This matching
relation must exist for Merge to take place. In tlegpect, Agree has to do with
selection. With regard to finite verb agreementthie Germanic languages,
Sigurdsson (2006: 209ff) assumes that it mirrorse&g whereas predicative/
participle agreement instead reflects that the ipatige/participle has the c-
selectional featuren, (and not¢-features). The latter could be seen as a
shortcoming in Sigurdsson’s analysis, namely that phenomena that almost
have identical characteristics on the phoneticlleve analysed differently on
the syntactic level. His reason for separatingtthe has to do with concord
(attributive agreement), which he basically equatgs predicative agreement.
On the other hand, there are just as good reasossparate attributive and
predicative agreement from each other, the mostoabvone being that they
often display different inflectional paradigms. Aher peculiarity in
Sigurdsson’s analysis is that he seems to dealavgbment-verb agreement as
interpretable features on the verb/predicatois hard to see that there could be
any difference in the interpretation of an inflecteerb and an uninflected one
(apart from tense and mood of course, but thatiferent matter).

1.3. Conclusion

In conclusion, neither Chomsky’s nor Sigurdssorypdiheses are satisfying. It
remains to offer a better explanation of agreemantrder to do this | will first

present some data from Insular Scandinavian that stiat morphological

argument-verb agreement and nominative case ine tihe@sguages are not
directly related to structural subjecthood, whichswhe chief reason for linking
these phenomena with T, and that morphologicalraegi-verb agreement and
nominative case should be associated withstead. On those premises, | will
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then be able to relate them to s-selection. Finallyill deal with some counter-
arguments.

2. A New Description

2.1. Argument-Verb Agreement and Case in Insulan@oavian

Insular Scandinavian is particularly interestinghmespect to agreement and
case. First of all, it has retained the four-cas#esn and the three-person- and
two-number-agreement system lost in Mainland Scewian and English. It
that sense, it reveals more about case and agréd¢nanthe latter languages
do. Furthermore, Insular Scandinavian has someestiag features (which will
prove to be useful for my argumentation) that aresmared by other languages
that also have retained the case and agreemeatrsy/st full (such as German),
namely nominative objects and dative/accusativeuragmts that are true
structural subjects.

Thrainsson (1994:175ff) outlines the general pagieof Icelandic
argument-verb agreement and case. As in other Gecrfanguages, verbs take
nominative subjects as the unmarked option butvelatubjects are quite
common too and accusative subjects not uncommom. mhain differences
between these subjects are that “all the non-ndmeeasubjects are non-
agentive” and that only the nominative ones trigggnject-verb agreement, as
the following examples from Thrainsson show:

1) a. Stelpurnar voru Ogkaldar
girls-the (nom. pl.) were (3 pl.) vergool
‘The girls were very cool’
b. Stelpunum var ogkalt
girls-the (dat. pl.) was (3 sg.) veopold
‘The girls felt very cold’

Furthermore, there are also nominative objectsa@tahdic, which “occur with

verbs that take dative subjects and there the wedmlly agrees with the
nominative object rather than occurring in the @gmneeing third person singular
form” (Thrainsson (1994:176); the example is tak&éom Sigurdsson

(2006:210)):

2) Henni hafa sennilega ekki like¥sar athugasemdir
her (dat) have (3 pl.) probably not likbkdse comments (nom. pl.)
‘She probably didn't like these comments’
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Lastly, passivized ditransitive constructions behaw the following fashion
according to Thrainsson (1994:177): except for pagern common to many
Germanic languages, namely that the accusativecobjay be promoted to
nominative subject if the sentence is passivizied,dative object may also be
promoted to subject, but then it stays dative amdat trigger any agreement (as
expected. Examples from Thrainssid)):

3) a. Einhver hjalpadi strdkunum med heimaverefnid
somebody (nom.) helped boys-the. @atwith homework-the
‘Somebody helped the boys with the haor&’

b. Strakunum var Iibgd med heimaverefnio
boys-the (dat. pl.) was (3 sg.) helpeath homework-the
‘The boys were assisted in their honivo

In Faeroese, the picture is somewhat differentrdheative subjects alternate
with nominative ones (Barnes & Weyhe 1994:213)t dssin Icelandic though,

only the nominative subjects trigger finite-verbregment, as the following

examples from Barnes & Weyhibifl) show:

4) a. Meer damar feskan fisk
me (dat.) likes (3 sg.) fresh fish
‘I like fresh fish’
b. Eg dami feskan fisk

| (nom.) like (1 sg.) fresh fish

As in Icelandic, there are also nominative objegseeing with the finite verb,
although they are rare (Barnes & Weyllad)). Most often, the direct object
remains accusative if the indirect object is pragdoto dative subject in a
passivised ditransitive construction, but in aceoke with the nominative-
agreement pattern, the agreement on the finite verthen default (my
example):

5) Okkum vard seld kyr
us (dat. 1 pl.) became (3 sg.) sold cows 8agk)
‘We were sold cows’
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What these Faeroese examples show in additiorettcélandic ones is the strict
correlation between nominative and argument-verbeagent.

Thus we are able to make the following generaliregtifor Icelandic (and
partly for Faeroese):

6) a. morphological argument-verb agreement cay talkke place between
the finite verb and a nominative DP.
b. morphological argument-verb agreemenbtsdependent on the DP
being the subject
c. agentive DP’s are always in the nominateseept in ECM constructions)

2.2. Discussion

In conformity to Chomsky (2004), one could assurmhatt(6a) can be
reformulated in terms of cause and effect, sottiaBpparent condition that the
DP has to be in the nominative case may insteathdeffect of the syntactic
relation Agree: if the DP agrees with a certainctional category carryingduit

Is assigned the value nominative. | leave operptssibility that case is merely
a phonological reflex of a one-way Agree-relatias, suggested in Sigurdsson
(2006). With this in mind, consider generalizatigéb and c). (6b) suggests that
the EPP-feature on T is not directly related to Aggee-relation that induces
nominative case and agreement on the finite vexdedd, if T both hadduand
EPP to satisfy and therefore probed iviofor a goal for each of these features,
it would be reasonable to assume that T under naingmarch would choose the
same goal for both features, especially if thes¢ufes are related as Chomsky
(2004) assumes. Since that appears not to be #eeirca.g. constructions with
nominative objects, the suggestion arises thatait not be T that carries thé u
seen in morphological agreement on the finite vEsthermore (6¢) states that
Agent-role assignment almost always induces nomimagtse assignment. If we
adopt the now standard theory (Speas 1990, Chor@éii.6) that it is
causativev (v*) that assigns the Agent/Causer-role (through cordigan and
semantic properties of the head (Chomsky 2004:14#&)are thus able to infer
the following corollary:

7) Nominative case and finite verb agreement nsrran Agree-relation
betweernv and some DP.

Note that this is not Chomsky’s theory, his beihgttit is T that agrees with
nominative DP, and that assigns accusative case (through V). Howevea, (6
b and c) points towards (7). In that case, it sthdag V in itself that assigns
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accusative case — perhaps not such a great dep&ndon Chomsky (2006:15)
who also assumes that V assigns accusative casthdiuit does so through
inheritance fromv*. Note that I'm referring tov in general here, not just
causativer (v¥) but also ergative and passiveThere is one immediate problem
with (7), namely that Chomsky (2001:42) thinks thlé Experiencer — a
typically dative argument — is also generated irecSfP. However, if one
adopts the Uniformity of Theta-Assignment Hypotsefaker 1998), and if
dative case is inherent, i@related, it follows that the Experiencer is merged
the same position as the indirect object (10).4@ypically in the dative and has
0-roles that are related to Experiencer (such asef8®ary, Recipient etc.).
Indeed verbs such ahow seem to take an Experiencer 10. Platzack (2005,
2006) is one of many who argue that the Experiercgenerated in Spec-VP
along with the 10. That would also make the labehore well-definedy is
simply causative but may be null (ergative) or deaddpassive). Importantly, it
still assigns nominative case even in those cases.

There are two strong indications that it is noth@t assigns nominative
case and induces agreement on the verb and that assigns accusative case
First, in Icelandic impersonal passives of doulligct constructions, agreement
between the finite verb and the direct object isckéd if the indirect object
staysin sity, but is not blocked if IO moves in front of thesitcon below T
where auxiliaries are base-generated as non-filit@mples adopted from
Holmberg (2002:95,99):

8) a. *Pad hafa verid gefnar einhverjuralsgjafir
it have been given (3 pl.) somg (@at.) gifts (nom.)
‘Some boy has been given gifts’
b. Pad hafa einhverjum strék verio gefnar  gjafir
it have some boy (dat.) been gi&pl.) gifts (nom.)

Thus it is not T that is blocked for probing, botree functional node below it.
Second, note that 10 does not block accusative aasgnment in the active
sentence (examples again from Holmberg (2002:123)):

9) beir hafa gefid strdknum gjafir
they have given boy-the (dat.) gifts (acc.)
‘They have given the boy gifts’

> Note that this is also what Chomsky (2006:15) staatthough he thinks that V inherits its
features fromv*.
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How is that possible when IO intervenes betweamd DO? The answer must
be that it is not but V itself that assigns accusative case to DO.

There are other facts that points towards (7) erdfian against it, namely
ECM and raising constructions in Greek and Icelandliote that at least Iin
Mainland Scandinavian and in English, ECM’s comé&aut nominative case
assignment and argument-verb agreement in the etabedon-finite clause.
This suggests a correlation between tense], and argument-verb agreement
and nominative case. However, in Greek, ECM’'s dgtualo have
morphological argument-verb agreement on the naitefiverb according to
latridou (1988:176ff), which indicates that thatedst argument-verb agreement
should not be connected to tense after all. Thioviahg example is from
latridou (bid):

10) vlepo ton Kosta na tiganizi psaria
see the Kosta acc. fry (non-finiteg3) fish
‘| see Kostas fry fish’

Furthermore, Icelandic ECM and raising construdiomay even have
nominative objects, which suggests that nominati@se should not either be
connected to tense (examples from Sigurdsson p.c.):

11) a.Egmunditelja  henni  hafa leid&kib
| would believe her (dat.) have boredlthe (nom.)
‘| should think that the book bored her’
b. Henni virdist hafa leidst bokin
Her (dat.) seems have bored booKribe.)
‘The book seems to have bored her’

It is generally assumed (by Chomsky (2001:8ff, 200615) in particular) that

infinitival T is defective in these kinds of consttions and that it instead is
matrix v* (through V) in ECM or T in raising constructiotisat assigns case to
the ‘subject’ of the infinitival phrase (accusati@ed nominative respectively).
By defective, he means that T lacks basic tenpgdeatures (Chomsky

(2006:10)) but probably also EPP (Chomsky 2001:8f6. all the essential

features of T. For these reasons, it could evear@peed that T is not realized at
all there, as is done in Lundin (2003). That woalsb conform to Chomsky’s

(2006) idea o#*P but crucially not T being a phase. Whether difecor non-
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existent, the fact that these constructions mayadlgt have both nominative
objects in Icelandic (11a,b) and argument-verbegent in Greek lends further
support to the hypothesis that it is not T thatgass nominative case and is
responsible for argument-verb agreement, but sortieer onon-defective

functional head (presumabiy.

Thirdly, (11a,b) shows that the raised argumemisdwot necessarily have
to be assigned accusative or nominative case by soatrix head a®enni
remains dative. This suggests that the infinittgabject’ raises not necessarily
in order to get its case valued but perhaps ondytdwa lack of EPP on defective
or non-existent T. The fact that there may actudly nominative case
assignment at the same time in Icelandic ECM coostns supports this
suggestion. It cannot be argued that it is matrikdt assigns nominative case to
the object in (11a) as it already assigns nomieatiase to the matrix subject
(ég and agrees with it. In conclusion, Icelandic @kek ECM and raising
constructions lend further support to the hypoth#sat it isv that is responsible
for nominative case assignment and argument-vadeagent.

2.3. Default Agreement

Even default agreement can be described in term&)ofit may in fact be
agreement betweenand a phonetically null pronoun, likgo in the Romance
languages, generated in Spét-n order to satisfy gy on v (see Sigurdsson
(2004a:78ff) who argues against such an analysisnpérsonal constructions
with psych-verbs for reasons | will come to belovhomsky (2000:128)
suggests that expletives may be involved in defagteement. Note that the
Insular Scandinavian expletive pronoun is in the (3grson singular neutgpgd

in Icelandic,tad in Faroese) and that the default agreement is alsbeir8rd
person singular. Default agreement could thus, Ppgothesis, be seen as
agreement between the verb and such a 3rd persdern@onoun, which can
either be overt or null. In the following impersbneonstructions it is
obligatorily overt (examples from Sigurdsson (20@0Z& and Thrainsson
(1994:179)):

12) a.pad ma ekki reyga
It (3 sg. n.) may (3 sg.) not smbkee
‘Smoking is not allowed here’
b. bPad hefur areidanlega verid dansad pa
it has certainly been dahthen
‘There has certainly been dancingthe
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Yet, there is the possibility for Icelandic passixensitive constructions to have
either quirky subjects and default agreement oregpletive with which the
finite verb appears to agree (examples from Sigandgp.c.)):

13) a. Einhverjum batum var  stolid
Some boats (dat 3 pl.) {&sg.) stolen
‘Some boats were stolen’
b. Pad var stolid einhverjum batum

Note also that the default agreement comes withimatide singular neuter
agreement on the participle in Icelandic:

14) Strakunum var hjalpad med heimaverefnid
boys-the (dat. pl.) was (3 sg.) helpeahfnsg. n) with homework-the
‘The boys were assisted in their homework

Thus, there seems to be a null 3rd person singudater DP in the-domain
that the finite verb and the participle agree withus it must have been base-
generated in the Specifier of the passive pargaigdhrase). | suggest it is a null
expletive inserted to satisfypu

So far the discussion on default agreement hdswlitla the expletive use
of the 3rd person neuter pronoun in Icelandic. Hewethe analysis can be
extended to cover cases where there seems to dog@mentative null pronoun.
It has long been assumed among historical lingu{sisch as Wessén
1992:200ff) that impersonal constructions in therm@nic languages with
psych-verbs and dative/accusative subjects stem &r@onceptualization of the
percept as the Causer of the state of the Expetieand that this Causer may be
expressed by a 3rd person neuter pronoun (thatenhgr be analysed as an
anaphoric pronoun or a determinative one), asdhewing German examples
show (from Bohnacker, U. p.c.):

15) a. Mich gellstet (eagh...
me (acc. 1 sg.) craves (3 sg.) (iy
‘| crave for ...’
b. Es gelistet mich nach...

It (nom. 3 sg.) craves (3 sg.) me fo
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Similarly, Platzack (2006:8) (based on an idea lgu®sson (2005)) suggests
the presence of an invisible Agent in Icelandic émgonal constructions with
quirky Theme subjects:

16) Okkur rak ad landi
Us (acc 1 pl.) drove (3 sg.) towardglan

The idea that a null pronoun agrees with the varbripersonal constructions
with dative/accusative subjects and default agreénveould lend further
support to (7) if the pronoun were analysed as €&gent, the canonical
position of the Causer being Spéde- The problem with such an analysis is that
Sigurdsson (2004a:79) shows that Icelandic impeisooonstructions
corresponding to (15) become ungrammatical wherstoocted withpad, thus
the existence of a third person pronoun cannoiedéied in Icelandic:

17) a. Mérfinnst aod ...
Me finds that ...
‘ find that...’
b. *Pad finnst mér ad...

Yet, this problem could perhaps be explained onceptual grounds. If the
dative argument remained situ in Spec-VP, the reading becomes ambiguous
sincepad then, in line with the impersonal passive andterisal constructions
dealt with above, quite erroneously could be inetgal as a non-argument — an
expletive — and the dative argument as the logseddject, just as in (13b)
repeated here as (18):

18) Pbad var stolid einhverjum batum
it was stolen some boats
‘There were some boats stolen’

Within parenthesis, one could perhaps questionvligity of the assumption
that there is a syntactic difference betwds® in impersonal passives and
existential constructions andpad in impersonal Experiencer/Theme
constructions. The reason for keeping them apdhaisit cannot be argued that
pad carries ab-role in the former cases, and that tpmo therefore must be
analysed as an expletive or an impersonal pronogerted in SpeeP merely
in order to value’s ud. Yet, one could argue that that is also the cashe
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impersonal Experiencer/Theme constructions, so pad is not a Cause
argument but simply an expletive there as well.rENghere were a thematic
difference, this difference would only arise frohetsemantic properties of
Thus, the two versions fad discussed here are essentially the same pronoun
from a syntactic point of view, externally mergadSpec+P in order to satisfy
ud. Whether or not impersonal verbs indeed have a&eanle to assign, | leave
to the semanticists to establish.

There are two arguments against Icelandic explé¢tadbeing generated
in SpecvP. Firstly, it cannot be inverted, which suggesizt tit is not base-
generated in Spec-TP or below:

19) *Rigndi pad i geer?
rained it in yesterday
‘Did it rain yesterday?’

Yet, that says more about Spec-TP than Sfedn most cases, arguments are
never spelled out in Spe€ in the Germanic languages (cf. infinitival phisgse
yet most syntacticians believe that at least Ag&nise arguments are generated
there. That Agent/Cause arguments tend to be dgpallewhen they are moved
to Spec-TP in the Germanic languages may be daent@ visibility condition.
Note that in the Romance languages, pronominalestgjare normally not
spelled out in Spec-TP either. In fact, Sigurdsso(2004b:241ff)Silence
Principle states that the most economic choice would betmapell out an
argument if it can be inferred from the contextwhiuld be hard to argue that
such a light element as an expletive would behafferently in this respect.
Thatpad is not spelled out in Spec-TP when the finite vieals moved to C in
Icelandic may thus also have such an explanatiorih€rmore, it can be shown
elsewhere that expletijaad is at least in some part of the derivation in Spec
TP. Expletive pad may be found in subordinate clauses, following the
complementizer (which is generated in C. The exampte from Régnvaldsson
& Thrainsson (1990:29):

20) a. Eg fer, ef pad getur enginn gert petta
| go, if it can no-one dlois
‘| leave, if no-one can do this’
b. Egkem i kvold, nema pad kgestir til min
| come in evening, unless itome guests to me
‘I will come tonight, unless | havense visitors’
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Thus, | conclude that the argument that explepiad is not base-generated in
Spec-TP or below cannot be maintained.

The second indication that expletipadis not generated in Spe€-is the
Icelandic transitive expletive construction (exaenfstbm Sigurdsson p.c.):

21) Ppad hafa ekki allir étio hakarlinn
It have (3 pl.) not all (nom. 3)@aten the shark
‘Everyone has not eaten the shark’

Note that the Agent i situ Spec-vP here since it comes before the non-finite
verb and after the negatibriThe expletive must therefore be generated higher
thanvP. This special example does not pose a problerthéotheory outlined,
though, as the verb agrees with the Agatiir() and not with the expletive. Thus

in Icelandic transitive constructionpad may be inserted directly in Spec-TP
satisfying EPP. This may also be the case in coctstns with late subject
agreement (example adapted from Sigurdsson (2008:21

22) Ppad hafa komid hingad einhverjir malvisindamenn
It have come here some lintguisom.)
‘Some linguists have arrived here’

In all other instances | maintain that expletivgianentativebad is inserted in
SpecvP in order to satisfyquonv.

3. A New Explanation

3.1. Selection Through Uninterpretable Features

It remains for me to explain why should have ¢&1. With argument-verb
agreement being analysed as a reflexdobua T, it was seen as an imperfection
by Chomsky (2000:119ff). However, if argument-vadreement were instead
seen as a reflex ofpuonv, the possibility would suddenly arise that it nimeya
precondition on Merge, not in the Sigurdssoniarseenthe features still being
uninterpretable — but in the sense that s-seleatiorks through valuation of
uninterpretable features (the term semantic-selediecomes inappropriate if
one adopts these lines). The operation would tlave lthe following steps:
and V have unvalued, uninterpretabfefeatures and therefore select DP

* It seems that the other order is possible for sseméence adverbials, but the important thing
here is that the order in 21 is good.
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arguments from the Lexicon in order to value antetdethem in head-to-
Spec/Comp relations; at the same time the casd’dlfb becomes valued. Call
this the Selection Through Uninterpretable Featilite=ory or STUF-Theory. In
that case, it should be V that assigns accusatidedative case to its inner and
outer argument respectively. That would mean that distinction between
inherent and structural case partly disappearshaps a welcome development.
Note that in Icelandic there is a certain variatisa that some indirect objects
may have accusative case, whereas some directtolyjexy have dative case
(Thrainsson 1994:176ff). Interestingly, Platzack0Q@& 88ff), citing Bardal
(1993), points out that this seems partly to beeddpnt on animacy artdroles,
as the following examples from Platzadbiq) show:

23) a.Kristin pvidi  handkleedio
Christine washed towel-the (acc.)
b. Kristin pvodi barninu
Cristine washed baby-the (dat.)

Furthermore, it shows that dative and accusatige eae related, an indication
that they are selected by the same head, V. Therghaee chief counter-
arguments against STUF-Theory, which | will dealhwresently.

3.2. Arguments against STUF-Theory and their Ratuta

3.2.1. The Problematic Head-to-Specifier relation

First of all, Chomsky (2004:109, 111ff) speculatbat there cannot be any
head-to-Spec relation since the head does not cremth the Spec. However, it
is not clear to me why only terminal nodes showddable to select/probe — the
head in question could just as well select/probemih is a member of the set
{head, Comp}, which does c-command the Spec. Thsaring is as follows.

Say that a head has two selectional features., BrstComplement merges to
the head, satisfying the first selectional featarel forming the set {head,
Comp}. Second, the Specifier merges to the setdh€omp}, satisfying the

second selectional feature. Now, the set {head, §oim defined as being

nothing more than the two primary constituents ddagether, and the head is
identified as the label, the one that selects argklected (Chomsky 2006:5-8).
Thus when the Specifier is merged to the set,libvie by definition that the

Specifier is simply merged to the primary constitiseconstituting the set, i.e.
the head and the Complement. Since the head imémaber that selects or is
selected it is even more reasonable to assumehi@pecifier does not merge
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to both but only to the head. Therefore the Spercghould also be defined as
the domain of the head. The result of first andbsddMerge to the head would
then either be a single set {Spec, head, Comp}pevhaps more likely two
intersecting sets with the head as the interseciiod Comp and Spec as
complements (in set-theoretic terms).

Even if we do not assume any s-selectional featimgsonly Edge
Features (Chomsky (2006)), the problem remains.ofting to Chomsky
(2006:6)v has two Edge Features, one that is satisfied gftroverger of VP as
its Complement and another that is satisfied thnoogerger of the External
Argument as its Specifier. The question then is lvogwer can have its Edge
Feature satisfied if it never c-commands the EdieArgument? Furthermore,
some lexical informatiommust take part here, since only DP’s can become
External Arguments. Indeed, if there were no argurselection and the Lexical
Items come in a (sub)array, as Chomsky (2006) assummow then would
Narrow Syntax know which argument to merge whert@structure. If it does
not, there would be multiple derivation crashesSaell-out before Narrow
Syntax by chance would merge the argument in g way according to the
semantic component. Thus Chomsky’'s model must peamhead-to-Spec
relation, perhaps in the way outlined above, peshep some other. Even
Chomsky (2004:114) himself points out that manyenarless accepted models
such as the cartographic ones (Cinque (1999, 26023j (1997, 2004) Belletti
(2004)) rely on the head-to-Spec relation, and ®@hting (1998) provides
extensive evidence for the existence of Spec-hgezbment.

Here it can also be noted that in Swedish, thera srict correlation
between the argument-participle order and argurpariteiple agreement in
impersonal passive constructions (Holmberg (2002:86e example (24)
below). If the argument comes before the particifflere is argument-participle
agreement, but if it comes aftetthe participle gets the 3rd person neuter
agreement dealt with in the section on default @gent above. Following the
conclusions made above, the argument-participleeagent could be seen as an
Agree-relation between the passive participland the argument, whereas the
3rd-person-singular agreement on the participleldcdne seen as an Agree-
relation between the passive participleand the expletive. This is compatible
with the STUF-Theory, since the passive participleould still have & even
though it does not select an external argument.ifipertant thing is that both

* That generalization is perhaps not 100% true, sila&zack reports that at least for him, it
may be possible to have argument-participle agraemvben the argument comes after the
participle.
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instances seem to depend on a head-Spec relat@epte for the strict
correlation between the argument-participle orded argument-participle
agreement, it is also the case that when we haat phrticular order, the
participle cannotagree with the expletive anymore (examples fronntberg
(2002:86)):

24)  a. Det har blivit skrivet/ *skma tre  bocker om detta
It has been written (3 sg. f{pl¥ three books on this

‘There have been three books written abast th

b. Det har blivit tre bocker *skrivet/skrivioan detta

Lastly, if one is not satisfied with the solutioroffered above as to how there
may be a head-Spec relation, there are other patesdlutions one could

consider. Sigurdsson (2004c:222), e.g., mentioes pihssibility that Narrow

Syntax may not have local memory of hierarchy, Whiould render the head-
to-Spec-relation unproblematic. A third possibility to abandon Larson’s
(1988) Single-Complement Hypothesis, so that thecEpr could be defined as
a second Complement. The Single Complement Hypstheas based on

binding facts, and it is interesting to note thdto@sky (2006:8ff), in fact,

abandons binding-theory as involving c-command.t Beams intuitively right.

To me, anaphoric binding has always seemed to gelonthe phonological

component and to be more determined by the linearit speech and the
canonical linear order of Lexical Items in a spelaut clause, rather than by
phrase-structurgoer se The benefit with the last option over Sigurdsson’
(2004c) one is maintains a hierarchy within NarrSyntax, albeit only at the
phrase-level. | leave the question at that, cometudhat there must be
something like a head-External Argument relatiart, lbaving it to the reader to
decide which particular description s/he prefers.

3.2.2. An Apparent Violation of th&Criterion

The second objection to the STUF-theory is thafppears to cause a violation
of the 6-criterion, which states that an argument can drye oneb-role.
Ergative verbs may have two DP arguments, a nomeahgent and an
accusative Theme (25a), but alternatively they imayconstructed without the
Agent, in which case the Theme is promoted to stilgjed assigned nominative
case (25b). This is also the case when transigviesvbecome passivized (25c):
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25) a. The wind moved me
b. I moved
c. | was moved by the wind

To account for the latter option under the theartlimed above one would need
to assume that Theme is first selected by V, then, n which case it should
also have the Agent role, which it does not. Thatl in fact apply to all VP-

arguments that are assigned nominative case +aus@roblem for the theory.
And yet, in some instances that is in fact whatrset® be the case:

26) a. She crawled through the bushes
Ag?/Th
b. She pulled herself through the bushes
Agent Theme

However, it is important to stress here tiatole assignment comes partly
through configuration but mostly through the sengaptoperties of the head
(see Chomsky 2004:111, Hale and Keyser 1993). éurtbre,6-role assign-
ment is thought by Chomskyb{d.) to take place in the semantic component
(SEM) and cannot be determined byfeatures and Casger se these being
deleted before the message is sent to SEM. VYhuay havep-features in the
course of the derivation without necessarily haartgrole to assign in SEM. |
argue therefore thab-features and case are syntactic features that anake
semantic configuration possible, but that the rexas not necessarily true. If
there is no external DP to select from Lexnay either select an expletive or
else probe into VP in order to havedtdeatures valued and deleted. In that case
a Theme argument may have nominative case witheuglselected by per

se but through long distance Agreement withit may even be the case that it
remainsin situ in VP (if not moved to spec-TP) so that it does disturb the
configuration, as can be seen in the followingdoedic examples (adapted from
Sigurdsson 2006:210):

27) a. pad hafa komid einhverjir mé@sdamenn
It have (3 pl.) come some lirggslilnom. 3 pl. theme)
‘There have arrived some linguists’
b. Henni  hafa likad pessar atisegndir
Her (dat) have (3 pl.) liked thdéisguists (nom. 3 pl. theme)
‘She liked these linguists’
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Here the non-agentive nominative argument comes #fe non-finite verb,
which means that it remaims situ in VP, not disturbing the configuratione.
not moving to SpeeP. Note that causative verbs may also be constrweiti
expletivepadin Icelandic, and then the nominative Agent colmeferethe non-
finite verb and may come after the sentence adakit®. it is in SpecvP”, as
seen in example (21), here repeated as (28):

28) Pad hafa ekki allir étio hakarlinn
It have (3 pl.) not all (nom. 3)@aten the shark
‘Everyone has not eaten the shark’

Lastly, it is worth noting that Ergative languagksnot assign different cases to
the Theme argument — in construction both with atheut an Agent, the
Theme-argument has absolutive case. Without gomqg details here, this
indicates that the correlation betwe®rposition and case is closer than
previously has been thought, nominative being thly exception for reasons
given above. Perhaps ergative/absolutive languamesly do not realizey in
constructions without the Agent.

3.2.3. Argument-Auxiliary/Modal Agreement

The third problem with the STUF-Theory is how tocaant for argument-
auxiliary/modal agreement. Some researchers argae duxiliaries such as
progressivébe and perfectivdnaveare generated in a functional node outside the
v-domain such as | (T) (Sano & Hyams 1994) or Awol{@ljik (1995),
Holmberg (2002)). That would be incompatible witle idea ofs as the locus of
morphological argument-verb agreement. However,hiwitthe minimalist
framework Chomsky (1995), auxiliaries/modals areutfht to head their own
VP’s (Marantz 1995:375) and then raise to AGR/Toasrthe negation. Here
Swedish subordinate clauses and main clauses wathfinite auxiliaries
become interesting, as the negation always preddgeBnite auxiliary in the
former and the non-finite in the latter, both ofighhsuggests that auxiliaries are
generated in the-domain:

® Here one must assume, as | said above, that thetie®ps generated in Spec-TP, and not in
SpecvP. This could be related to T's EPP-feature. Nbt& the verb agrees with the Agent
argument, so it does not cause any problem foththery.
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29) a. att hon inte har sagt nagot
that she not has said anything
'that she hasn’t said anything’
b. Hon kan inte ha sagt nagonting
She can not have said anything

Furthermore, the mere fact that auxiliaries may noa-finite suggests that
[TENSE] is not an inherent feature on them. Lastlycould be noted that
auxiliaries often carry at least some substantieeba meaning, especially
deontic modals, i.e. they cannot all be dismissed sanply functional
categorieS The next question then is how auxiliaries cousveng-features
when they do not assighroles, yet that is easily accounted for if oneuasss
that auxiliaries are generated in tfeomain (which we have seen indicia for
above). The reason why they agree with the nomvaatigument would, in that
case, be due t@s up whichv has even when it does not select an Agent/Cause
(v is able to select an external argument becaubasité, but that does not
necessarily mean that it always needs to selegtasnieconcluded above).

4. Conclusion

Insular Scandinavian constructions with oblique jsctis, default agreement,
agreement with nominative objects and the factAlggintive DP’s are always in
the nominative (except in ECM-constructions) albwithat the assumption that
T has W is highly questionable. Rather it must behat is responsible for
nominative agreement. This is supported by furtli@cts from Insular

Scandinavian and Greek and opens the possibillyttie existence ofgumay

not be an imperfection in Faculty of Language buieaessity for the selection
of arguments. If that were the case, generativengira moves one step further
towards explanatory adequacy and the Strongesidirst Thesis is supported.
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