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Abbreviations in glosses

ACC
DAT
DEM
DIM
DOS
EMPH
FEM
GEN
INF
NOM
PART
PL
REFL
SG
SUBJ

EC
ECP
Su
Vi
Vi
V2
V3

accusative
dative
demonstrative
diminutive
expletive dos ‘that’
emphatic
feminine
genitive
infinitive
nominative
particle
plural
reflexive
singular
subjunctive

Other abbreviations

Empty Category

Empty Category Principle

Subject
finite verb
verb-first

verb-second
verb-third
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Chapter 1

V2 in Yiddish

1.1 Overview

In a subject-initial main clause like (1a), the finite verb in German occupies second position,
just like its English modal counterpart in (1b).

1 a. Sie wird nachsten Dienstag einen neuen Tisch kaufen.
g
she will next Tuesday a new table buy
‘She will buy a new table next Tuesday.’

b. She will buy a new table next Tuesday.

But in clauses with a topic,! the two languages differ: in German, the subject and the finite
verb must invert, whereas in English, in general, they cannot.?

(2) a. Nachsten Dienstag wird sie einen neuen Tisch kaufen.
next Tuesday will she a new table buy
‘She will buy a new table next Tuesday.’
b. Einen neuen Tisch wird sie nachsten Dienstag kaufen.
a new table will she next Tuesday buy

(3) a. *Nachsten Dienstag sie wird einen neuen Tisch kaufen.
next Tuesday she will a new table buy

Tn the literature on V2, the phrase before the finite verb and its movement to clause-initial position are
conventionally called ‘topic’ and ‘topicalization’. I will follow this convention, even though the discourse
functions of the clause-initial phrase are by no means limited to that of topic in any of the several, often
incompatible senses that the term has been given in the discourse literature (for an excellent review, see
Vallduvi 1990, Chapter 3).

?Translations here and in what follows do not necessarily capture the nuances associated with particular
word orders.




b. * Einen neuen Tisch sie wird nachsten Dienstag kaufen.
a new table she will next Tuesday buy

(4) * Next Tuesday will she buy a new table.
* A new table will she buy next Tuesday.

Next Tuesday, she will buy a new table.

(5)

ISE A S A

A new table, she will buy next Tuesday.

Clauses with the obligatory subject-verb inversion illustrated in (2) are called verb-second
clauses, and they have the property in (6).

(6) Verb-second (V2) phenomenon:
The finite verb of a V2 clause is preceded by exactly one constituent. The preverbal
constituent can, but need not, be the subject.

V2 is found in all the Germanic languages except modern English, and even the oldest forms,
Runic and Gothic, already exhibit some evidence of it (Eythdrsson 1995). Through language
contact with Germanic, V2 came to characterize medieval Romance, where it is preserved
today in Rhaeto-Romance, and it is also found in Breton (Romance: Adams 1987a, 1987b,
1988, Beninca 1984, 1986, Dupuis 1988, 1989, Fontana 1993, Haiman and Benincd 1992,
Hulk and van Kemenade 1993, 1994, Lemieux and Dupuis 1994, Ribeiro 1994, Sprouse and
Vance 1995, Vance 1989, 1994, Vanelli et al. 1986; Breton: Timm 1989, Schafer 1994, 1995).
Outside Europe, V2 is found in Kashmiri (Bhatt 1994, Bhatt and Yoon 1992, Hook 1984,
Hook and Manaster-Ramer 1985).°

Even in languages with productive V2, not all finite clauses exhibit the constraint, and
it is possible to set up a spectrum of languages according to the range of syntactic contexts
in which V2 is possible. At the most restrictive end of the spectrum are Dutch and German,
with obligatory V2 in root clauses (including embedded ones), but no V2 in subordinate
clauses.* Close to these languagesin their V2 syntax, but distinct from them, are Frisian, the

3V?2 is reported for modern Hebrew by Shlonsky and Doron 1991. To the extent that it is productive
in that language, it is likely to be the result of imperfect second language acquisition of Hebrew by native
speakers of German and Yiddish.

4] will distinguish two sorts of embedded clauses: ‘subordinate’ clauses, whose embedded status is overtly
signalled by a complementizer or by a fronted wh-phrase in the absence of verb movement to C, and ‘asyn-
detic’ clauses, whose embedded status is not so signalled.

(i) Subordinate clauses:

a. I think that they're coming for dinner tomorrow.
b.  Ich glaube, daff sie morgen zum Abendessen kommen. (German)
I think that they tomorrow to the dinner come

‘I think that they're coming for dinner tomorrow.’
(i1) Asyndetic clauses:

a. 1 think they're coming for dinner tomorrow.

mainland Scandinavian languages and Kashmiri, where V2, in addition to being obligatory
in root clauses, is optional in certain subordinate contexts. At the least restrictive end of the
spectrum are [celandic and Yiddish, where V2 is possible in all finite clauses; Old English
and (the southern dialects of) early Middle English and at least some varieties of medieval
Romance appear to belong here as well. I will use the terms ‘strict asymmetric,” ‘liberal
asymmetric’ and ‘symmetric’ as pretheoretical descriptive labels for these three types of V2
languages.

The remainder of the chapter is organized as follows. In Section 1.2, I review the facts of
the asymmetric V2 languages and the classic analysis based upon them, according to which
the verb moves to C in V2 clauses. Section 1.3 turns to the symmetric V2 languages and
discusses three proposals concerning them. For Vikner 1995, V2 universally involves verb
movement to C, and CP recursion structures, which are impossible in the strict asymmetric
V2 languages and restricted to certain syntactic contexts in the liberal asymmetric ones, are
generally available in the symmetric V2 languages (Vikner 1995). Following latridou and
Kroch 1992, I reject Vikner’s generalized CP recursion approach. Instead, I adopt an analy-
sis according to which the domain of V2 in the symmetric V2 languages is I[P, not CP as in
the asymmetric V2 languages. The IP V2 analysis raises conceptual issues concerning the
licensing of nominative case and agreement, which are addressed in Section 1.3.2.1. More-
over, Vikner 1995 has put forward a number of empirical objections to the IP V2 analysis,
which T discuss and refute in Section 1.3.2.2. Finally, T discuss and reject a third proposal
(Cardinaletti and Roberts 1991), according to which Agr is split into two components, the
higher one of which serves as the landing site of verb movement in the symmetric V2 lan-
guages. A number of recent studies have suggested that subordinate V2 is freely available
in the symmetric V2 languages only in subordinate root contexts, but that it is restricted
to clauses with subject gaps in the general case. Section 1.4 adresses the status of the pro-
posed subject gap condition in Yiddish. The result of a quantitative investigation, presented
in Section 1.4.2, is that there is indeed a subject gap effect in Yiddish. In Section 1.4.3,
I present further quantitative evidence that this effect is better regarded as a reflection of
discourse considerations than as a syntactic licensing condition.

b. Ich glaube, sie  kommen morgen zum Abendessen.
I think they come tomorrow to the dinner

c. Ich glaube, morgen  kommen sie zum Abendessen.
I think tomorrow come they to the dinner




1.2 Asymmetric V2

1.2.1 Strict asymmetric V2

As is well known, the position of finite verbs in Dutch and German differs according to clause
type. As we have just seen, the finite verb in root clauses must occupy the second position
in its clause. In subordinate clauses, on the other hand, the finite verb must occupy final
position.®

(7) daB sie niichsten Dienstag einen neuen Tisch kaufen wird (German)
that she next Tuesday a new table buy  will
‘that she will buy a new table next Tuesday’

(8) a. *dafl sie wird nichsten Dienstag einen neuen Tisch kaufen
that she will next Tuesday a new table buy

b. *daB nichsten Dienstag wird sie einen neuen Tisch kaufen
that next Tuesday will shea new table buy

c. *daf einen neuen Tisch wird sie nichsten Dienstag kaufen
that next Tuesday will she a new table buy

In Dutch, the position of the finite verb in subordinate clauses is somewhat obscured by
so-called verb raising (see Chapter 7?), but the basic word order asymmetry between root
and subordinate clauses holds in Dutch as well (Koster 1975). Root clauses with the finite
verb in final position are ungrammatical in both Dutch and German.

Following Higgins 1973:152, fu. 5, who suggests that root transformations involve move-
ment to Comp, den Besten 1983 argues on the basis of the complementary distribution
between elements in Comp and fronted verbs that finite verbs in V2 clauses occupy the same
position as complementizers in subordinate clauses (see also Thiersch 1978). The idea is
that the presence of an element in Comp in subordinate clauses prevents the finite verb from
moving there from its underlying clause-final position.® The structure of subordinate and
root clauses in an asymmetric V2 language under this analysis is given in (9). The phrase
structure reflects the assumptions of Chomsky 1986.

(9) V-to-C movement analysis of V2 (= ‘CP V2°):

a. Subordinate clause:
lep--- ClppSulyp... XP ... Vil]]
b. Root clause:

5For simplicity, I disregard the possibility of rightward movement phenomena such as PP and clausal
extraposition.

6In the analysis of den Besten 1983, the finite verb actually adjoins to Comp in V2 clauses. The variant
of the analysis with substitution is proposed in den Besten 1978.

i Subject topic:
lop Sui lc Vi ] [ tilvp --- XP ..o 5] 1]
ii.  Nonsubject topic:

lop XPife VE] [pSufyp - ti-- §5]]]

In addition to the complementary distribution between elements in the C projection and
fronted verbs, further support for the CP V2 analysis comes from a number of well-known
distributional parallels in Dutch and German, which are briefly summarized in (10) (den
Besten 1983, Section 3.2).

(10) a.  Weak subject pronouns in Dutch and German must immediately follow com-
plementizers and fronted verbs.

b. Weak object pronouns in German can immediately follow complementizers
and fronted verbs.

c. Consecutive instances of the Dutch expletive subject er and the homonymous
partitive clitic are realized as a single instance of er after complementizers and
fronted verbs.

d. Certain instances of the German expletive es ‘it’ cannot appear after comple-

mentizers or fronted verbs.

I will refer to the instances of es ‘it” mentioned in (10d) as ‘topic es’. Topic es is in comple-
mentary distribution with other topics, in contrast to expletive subject es (Plitz 1975). See
Chapter 77 for further discussion of topic es in Yiddish.

(11) Topic es:

a. Es lebte ein Konig in Frankreich.
it lived a king in France
‘There lived a king in France.’
(Piitz 1975:1, (9))

b.  In Frankreich lebte (*es) ein Konig.

in France lived it a Kking
(Piitz 1975:1, (10)/(11))
c.  daB (¥*es) in Frankreich ein Konig lebte

that it  in France a king lived
‘that there lived a king in France’

(12) Subject es:
a. Es fehlt an Geld in Frankreich.
it is missing on money in France

‘There is not enough money in France.’
(Pitz 1975:1, (12))




b.  In Frankreich fehlt *(es) an Geld.
in France is missing it  on money

(Piitz 1975:2, (13))

c.  daB *(es) in Frankreich an Geld fehlt
that it in France on money is missing
‘that there is not enough money in France’

1.2.2 Liberal asymmetric V2

Since the CP analysis of V2 in (9) was formulated on the basis of the strict asymmetric
V2 languages, it does not accommodate subordinate V2. Unexpectedly, however, Frisian,
Kashmiri and the mainland Scandinavian languages allow V2 in certain ‘subordinate root’
contexts (de Haan and Weerman 1986:83-89, Platzack 1986, Section 5, Holmberg 1986:109-
113, Reinholtz 1989, 1993, Vikner 1995, Chapter 4);" . In Frisian, for instance, which is
head-final in I’ and V’, the second position of the finite verb in subordinate V2 clauses
contrasts strikingly with its clause-final position in ordinary subordinate clauses.®

(13) a.  Pytsel dat hy hie my sjoen. (Frisian)

said that he had me seen

‘Pyt said that he had seen me.’
(de Haan and Weerman 1986:84, (12b))

b. Pyt sel dat my hie er sjoen.
(Tatridou and Kroch 1992:4, (13c))
c. Pyt sel dat er my sjoen hie.
(cf. de Haan and Weerman 1986:85, (23))
* Pyt betreuret dat hy hie my sjoen.
regrets  that he had me seen
‘Pyt regrets that he had seen me.’
(Tatridou and Kroch 1992:4, (14b))

b. * Pyt betreuret dat my /4iée er sjoen.

I

(14)

c. Pyt betreuret dat er my sjoen hie.
(cf. Tatridou and Kroch 1992:4, (14a))

In the mainland Scandinavian languages, which are head-initial in I' and V', evidence for a
structural contrast between subordinate V2 clauses and ordinary subordinate clauses comes

7Some Dutch speakers also allow subordinate V2 in these contexts (Hulk and van Kemenade 1993:183,
(4d)).

8 Hy ‘he’ has a clitic form er, which is ruled out as a topic in V2 clauses (de Haan and Weerman 1986:85)
but otherwise preferred. Where not otherwise indicated, the following examples and/or judgments are due
to Ger de Haan (Frisian) and Sten Vikner (Danish).

from the occurrence of nonsubject topics in subordinate V2 clauses as well as from the finite
verb’s position with respect to sentence adverbs and negation: the finite verb precedes these
elements in subordinate V2 clauses, just as in root clauses, but follows them in ordinary
subordinate clauses.

(15) a.  Karensiger at den bog fhar Peter ikke last. (Danish)
says that that book has not read

‘Karen says that Peter hasn’t read that book.’

(Reinholtz 1989:103, (4b))

b. Karen siger at Peter har ikke list den bog.

c.  Karen siger at Peter ikke har last den bog.
(Reinholtz 1989:103, (4a))
(16) a. *Peter fortrgd at den filin havde han ikke set.
regretted that the film had he not seen
‘Peter regretted that he had not seen that film.’

b. * Peter fortrgd at han hevde ikke set den film.
c. Peter fortrgd at han ikke havde set den film.

Although subordinate V2 clauses are possible in the liberal asymmetric V2 languages,
their distribution is restricted enough that a wholesale revision of the CP analysis of V2 does
not seem called for. Accordingly, de Haan and Weerman 1986, Platzack 1986 and Holmberg
1986 propose that subordinate V2 clauses are so-called CP recursion structures with two
C positions, a higher one for the complementizer and a lower one for the finite verb of the
subordinate clause to move into. The structure for subordinate V2 in Scandinavian is given
in (17); in Frisian and Kashmiri, the I projection would be head-final.

(17) CP recursion analysis of subordinate V2:

a. Subject topic:
[ep - ClopSuile VE lp ti it ] Iyp ity .. XP ... ]]]

b. Nonsubject topic:
[op -+ Clep XPifc VI [ [ip Suk [t ] [yp tx ty -+ ti oo ]]]

1.3 Symmetric V2

As is well known, Icelandic and Yiddish allow subordinate V2 more freely than even the lib-
eral asymmetric V2 languages (Icelandic: Maling and Zaenen 1978, Zaenen 1980, Régnvaldsson
1984, Thrainsson 1986, Maling 1990/80; Yiddish: Lowenstamm 1977, Waletzky 1980). Be-
cause the finite verb moves to I in these languages and therefore invariably precedes sentence










not therefore present a conceptual difficulty.

Tatridou and Kroch 1992 also reject Vikner’s generalized CP recursion approach, but on
empirical grounds. Arguing that CP recursion is independently motivated by the syntax
of if-then conditionals in English (Tatridou 1991), they show that the distribution of these
conditionals in English matches the distribution of V2 clauses in the liberal asymmetric V2
languages. For instance, neither if-then conditionals nor V2 occurs in the complement of
predicates like ‘doubt’ or ‘regret’. latridou and Kroch propose that the possibility of CP
recursion depends on the semantic feature content of the complementizer selected by the
matrix verb (the higher C in (17)): specifically, the complementizer must be semantically
transparent. Given this proposal, maintaining the generalized CP recursion analysis of sub-
ordinate V2 in the symmetric V2 languages would mean that the semantic content of the
complementizer selected by predicates like ‘doubt’ and ‘regret’ would have to vary crosslin-
guistically precisely in accordance with whether a language is a symmetric V2 language—a
conceptually undesirable result (see also Rognvaldsson and Thrainsson 1990:30).

1.3.1.1 English if-then conditionals

In simple conditional constructions in English like (24a), the antecedent clause adjoins to
the consequent clause to yield a two-segment category (here, IP), as in (24b).

(24) a.
b.  [;p if it rains [;p I will visit you) ]

If it rains, I will visit you.

Extending this analysis to if-then conditionals like (25) would give the three-segment struc-
ture in (26a). However, following Iatridou 1991, latridou and Kroch 1992 argue that condi-
tionals with then have the CP recursion structure in (26b) instead.

(25) If it rains, then I will visit you.
(26) a.
b.  [p if it rains [op then [;p T will visit you ] ] |

{;p If it rains [p then [ T will visit you ] ] ]

Evidence in favor of the CP recursion analysis over the three-segment analysis comes
from two sources: selection and extraction. Just as selection between a verb and its clausal
complement is not disturbed in clitic left-dislocation (CLLD) structures in which the dislo-
cated element adjoins to a complement CP, selection is not disturbed either by an intervening
simple if-clause. The acceptability of examples like (27) is therefore consistent with the anal-
ysis in (28), where the configurational relation between the matrix verb and the lower CP
segment (or more precisely, its phonetically empty head) is sufficiently local to satisfy the
verb’s selection requirements.®

9For a treatment of the selection mechanism required for examples like (27) that is based on CP recursion
like Tatridou and Kroch’s, but semantically more nuanced, see McCloskey 1992, Section 4.
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Every boy wonders if his mother comes what he will eat.
(Tatridou and Kroch 1992:12, (54a))

b.  Every boy wonders if he flunks his courses what is going to happen.
{Iatridou and Kroch 1992:12, (54b))

(29) V[cp[if~'~][cp---[c+wh][lp--~]]]

But adding then to such examples, as in (30), makes them completely unacceptable.

(30) a. * Every boy wonders if his mother comes then what he will eat.
(Tatridou and Kroch 1992:12, (55a))

b. * Every boy wonders if he flunks his courses then what is going to happen.
(Tatridou and Kroch 1992:12, (55b))

The sharp contrast between (27) and (30) is surprising if then simply adds a third segment
(here, CP) to the structurein (28). But if ¢hen is associated with a head with feature content
of its own (whose category Iatridou and Kroch take to be C), then this intervening head
interrupts the local relation between the matrix verb and the head of the complement clause,
and the unacceptability of (30) follows straightforwardly.

A second source of evidence in favor of the CP recursion analysis comes from contrasts
like those between (31) and (32).
(31) a.  What does John think that if his mother comes the guests will eat?
(Iatridou and Kroch 1992:13, (58a))

b. How/where did Mary say that if her mother visits the car will be fixed?
(Tatridou and Kroch 1992:13, (58b))

{32) a. * What does John think that if his mother comes then the guests will eat?
{Tatridou and Kroch 1992:13, (59a))

b. *How/where did Mary say that if her mother visits then the car will be fixed?
(Tatridou and Kroch 1992:13, (59b))

In (31), extraction is (marginally) possible because adjoining the if-clause to the embedded IP
introduces no barrier to movement. By contrast, adding then in (32) introduces a projection
that is not L-marked by the matrix verb, and movement out of the embedded IP is blocked
as a result. As Jatridou and Kroch note, the impossibility of extracting out of subordinate
if-then conditionals in English is parallel to the impossibility of extracting out of subordinate
V2 clauses in Frisian and mainland Scandinavian (de Haan and Weerman 1986:87, (36-37),
Holmberg 1986:111, (84)).
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1.3.1.2 Crosslinguistic distribution of CP recursion structures

Having motivated the existence of CP recursion structures in English, Iatridou and Kroch
argue that such structures are restricted to governed contexts,'® but that they cannot appear
in a host of other syntactic contexts, including adverbial clauses, sentential subjects, extra-
posed or topicalized clauses, relative clauses, and wh-complements. The contrast between
the two contexts is illustrated in (33).

(33) a. John believes that if it rains then the party will be cancelled.
(Tatridou and Kroch 1992:13, (62))

b. *1regret/doubt/am surprised that if it rains then the party will be cancelled.
(Iatridou and Kroch 1992:15, (72))

Tatridou and Kroch conclude from this that CP recursion is licensed only in connection with
semantically transparent complementizers.

The significance of Iatridou and Kroch’s paper for the purposes of the present discussion
lies in bringing the English CP recursion facts to bear on the proper analysis of subordinate
V2. They draw attention to the fact that the distribution of V2 in Frisian and the mainland
Scandinavian languages matches that of CP recursion in English, but that the distribution
of V2 in Icelandic and Yiddish is not similarly restricted. Iatridou and Kroch therefore
reject a generalized CP recursion analysis of subordinate V2 in the symmetric V2 languages,
since it amounts to giving up the licensing condition on CP recursion that is independently
motivated by the English facts, a step that would deprive the concept of CP recursion of
any empirical content.

1.3.2 IP V2

An alternative to a generalized CP recursion analysis of the symmetric V2 languages is
the proposal that the domain of V2 in these languages is IP rather than CP (Icelandic:
Thréinsson 1986, Rognvaldsson and Thréinsson 1990, Yiddish: Diesing 1988, 1990, San-
torini 1989, 1992, Old English: Pintzuk 1991, 1993, medieval Romance: Adams 1988 (contra
Adams 1987a, 1987b), Dupuis 1988, 1989, Fontana 1993, Lemieux and Dupuis 1994). Ex-
cept for Thriinsson 1986, who assumes a flat structure within S, the above authors all adopt
the basic phrase structure of Chomsky 1986 and the VP-internal subject hypothesis (Fill-
more 1968, McCawley 1970, and many others, including Fukui 1986, Fukui and Speas 1986,
Kitagawa 1986, Kuroda 1987, Manzini 1988, Sportiche 1988, Zagona 1988, Koopman and

Yatridou and Kroch actually restrict CP recursion to the complements of verbs (1992:17, (82); see also
Authier 1992:334, (11)). This restriction is too narrow (see Section 1.4.2.3), although the outcome of their
argument for present purposes is not affected. See de Haan and Weerman 1986 and Cinque 1989 for evidence
that embedded V2 is restricted to contexts that are governed, but not necessarily by verbs.

14

Sportiche 1991), and the structure that they propose for V2 clauses in these languages is
given in (34).

(34) V-to-I movement analysis of V2 (= ‘IP V2°):
a. Subject topic:
lop - ClpSwi [[ V1 [yp titj ... XP ... ]]]
b. Nonsubject topic:
[ep - Cle XPily VEj ] [yp Suty ... ... ]])

In principle, it is possible for root clauses in the symmetric V2 languages to be CP’s, but
there is no evidence in favor of such a treatment, and I will therefore assume a uniform
treatment of all (declarative) V2 clauses in these languages as IP. The schematic structures
in (34) capture the common core of the various proposals cited above, which differ concerning
two questions: (a) whether the subject originates in Spec(VP) or adjoined to VP, and (b)
whether Spec(IP) is a pure A’-position or a mixed A/A' position. I argue for an adjunct
treatment of subjects in Section 1.3.2.2.7, but will assume a standard version of X-bar theory
until then. I will not address (b) in what follows at all.

As is evident from (34b}, the IP analysis of symmetric V2 makes it necessary to provide
a way of licensing nominative case and agreement on subjects in Spec(VP). In what follows,
I pursue an approach according to which nominative case is uniformly licensed under gov-
ernment, and subject-verb agreement is mediated by nominative case licensing (Hulk and
van Kemenade 1988, 1993, 1994, Platzack and Holmberg 1990, Santorini 1992, 1994a, 1994b,
Sigurdsson 1990a, 1993). Such an approach evidently contradicts a substantive tenet of the
Minimalist Program: the constraint that case and agreement must be licensed as specifiers
of functional heads (Chomsky and Lasnik 1991, Chomsky 1993, Lasnik 1993). This incom-
patibility may strike some readers as a fatal flaw and lead them to reject the analysis out of
hand, but such a step would be both premature and misguided. It is necessary to bear in
mind the distinction between the morphosyntactic relation of agreement (agreement properly
speaking) and its configurational representation as the relation between nodes in a tree. A
desire for conceptual economy may enjoin us to seek a uniform and universal configuration
to represent morphosyntactic relations, but does not determine the correct configuration (or
even guarantee that there is one). We are, as it were, in the position of Croesus, who learned
at Delphi that “if he should send an army against the Persians he would destroy a great
empire” (Herodotus 1.53). But the oracle did not, and could not, tell Croesus whether the
empire he would destroy was the Persians’ or his own, for it is not in the power of Apollo,
or any god, to determine the outcome of human activity. It is worth reflecting on Croesus’s
experience in connection with our own activity as linguists. When we press Apollo, whom
we worship in his latter-day professional incarnation as conceptual economy, and inquire of
him whether to choose the Spec-head configuration or government as the correct represen-
tation for licensing case and agreement, we cannot expect a more informative answer than:
“Seek the proper representation, and you may find it.” Since the Spec-head configuration
is not endowed with any conceptual privilege a priori, its appeal as the representation for
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licensing case and agreement is exactly proportional to the degree to which its claim to uni-
versality and uniformity can be maintained. The decisive battles in this regard will likely be
fought over such issues as the licensing of nominative objects in languages like Icelandic and
Kashmiri, and the licensing of nominative case in English inversion constructions of the type
discussed by Hoekstra and Mulder 1990. The detailed treatment of these issues is beyond
the scope of the present work. I hope, however, that the considerations above have convinced
the reader that the proposal developed below is in principle consistent with the spirit, if not
the letter, of the Minimalist Program.

1.3.2.1 Arguments concerning licensing

1.3.2.1.1 Formal licensing of nominative noun phrases I begin by assuming that
nominative noun phrases must be formally licensed by one of the two functional heads in the
extended verbal projection, I or C (see Platzack 1986 for an early expression of this idea).
In earlier work (Santorini 1992, 1994a, 1994b), I expressed this parameter in terms of the
locus of the finiteness operator [+F] (Pollock 1989, Platzack and Holmberg 1990, Kosmeijer
1991) and the feature composition of C and I (Rizzi 1990b). Here, T will follow Hulk and
van Kemenade 1993 in referring to the head that licenses nominative noun phrases in a
language as its ‘dominant functional head’. Nominative noun phrases are licensed according
0 (35). For the moment, I focus on local licensing, leaving the more complex case of nonlocal
licensing for Section 1.3.2.1.3.

(35) Local licensing of nominative case:
A nominative noun phrase must be governed by the dominant functional head.

The definition of government below and the more fundamental principles upon which it relies
draws heavily on Sigurdsson 1990a, Section 1. In contrast to Sigurdsson, however, I define
government in terms of c-command, not m-command; the distinction is not immediately
relevant here, but is necessary to account for the distribution of empty expletives in Yiddish
(see Chapter 2.3.2.1).

(36) a governs b iff:
a. a c-commands b (a and b do not stand in a dominance relation, and every
node that dominates @ dominates b), and

b.  no category intervenes between a and b.
371) a.

b.  The head and its projections are all segments of the same category.

A category consists of a head H and all its projections.

(38) cintervenes beween a and b iff:

a. ¢ excludes a, and

b. c properly dominates b.

(39) @ excludes b iff no segment of a dominates b.
(40) a properly dominates & iff:
a. a dominates b, and

b. all other segments of @ either dominate or c-command &.

A distinction between head government and antecedent government can be drawn depending
on whether a is a head or a maximal projection; here, only head government will be of
interest. By (35), nominative noun phrases are licensed in Spec(IP) in C-dominant languages
(the asymmetric V2 languages) and in Spec{VP) in I-dominant ones (the symmetric V2 and
non-V2 languages).

1.3.2.1.2 1Identification of I features This is the correct result for the symmetric V2
languages, since it leaves Spec(IP) available for nonsubject topics. But in non-V2 languages
like English and French, Spec(IP) is restricted to subjects. Some independent difference
between the two language types must therefore be responsible for the contrast in the dis-
tribution of subjects. Two possibilities come to mind, both of which have been explored in
the literature. On the one hand, Icelandic and Yiddish have richer agreement morphology
than either English or French; on the other hand, they make an overt distinction between
nominative and oblique case on full noun phrases.

Hulk and van Kemenade 1988, 1993, 1994 and Platzack and Holmberg 1990 both rely
on agreement to account for the restriction of Spec(IP) to subjects in English and French.
Platzack and Holmberg 1990 impose a licensing condition on I (or more precisely, on a nom-
inative case feature on the Agr feature of I), according to which it must be identified as
nominative. In their system, the relatively impoverished agreement morphology of English
and French has the consequence that this case feature must be identified configurationally
by a nominative antecedent governor. By contrast, the rich agreement morphology of Ice-
landic and Yiddish means that the case feature is identified morphologically and need not
be identified in the syntax, thus making available Spec(IP) for non-nominative constituents
(Platzack and Holmberg 1990, Section 4.4.1).!!

According to Platzack and Holmberg’s analysis, subject-verb agreement stands in a bi-
unique relation with a nominative element in the sentence. Hulk and van Kemenade 1993:192
dispute the assumption of biuniqueness on the grounds of agreement mismatchesin languages
like Florentine Italian and Icelandic, where the finite verb can bear singular agreement
morphology in clauses with plural postverbal subjects. Default agreement of this sort is also
found in Yiddish (Prince 1988b).

"1Platzack and Holmberg are strangely hesitant to pursue the full implications of their analysis, restricting
the topics in their examples to oblique subjects and experiencer datives. Apparently, they wish to maintain
that the domain of V2 is CP universally (Platzack and Holmberg 1990:3), a metatheoretical desire that is
at odds with the substance of their analysis.




(41) a.  Esizfaran andere, vos shenkn dem khosn oder der kale a kheylik fun
it is there others that give the groom or the bride a part  of
zeyer lebn.

their life

‘There are others, who give the groom or the bride a part of their life.’

(Royte pomerantsen, 26)

b. Es izdokh do  tsvey meglikhkaytn.
it is after all there two possibilities
‘After all, there are two possibilities.’
(Royte pomerantsen, 91)

c. Un in telegram iz geshtanen nor tsvey verter.
and in telegram is stood only two words
‘And the telegram contained only two words.’
(Royte pomerantsen, 109)

As a result, Hulk and van Kemenade propose to dissociate the licensing conditions for nom-
inative case from those for agreement. For them, movement of the subject from Spec(VP)
to Spec(IP) in English and French is motivated not by considerations related to nominative
case, but solely by the need for the agreement (person and number) features on I to be
identified configurationally, given that morphological identification is not possible in these
languages.

In what follows, I will take the alternative tack of relating the restriction of Spec(IP)
to subjects in English and French to their lack of overt case morphology (Holmberg and
Platzack 1988, Trosterud 1989, Haider 1989, 1993). Like Platzack and Holmberg, I impose
a licensing condition on I as in (42).

(42) I must be identified as nominative at surface structure.

But T differ from Platzack and Holmberg in how nominative identification is achieved: I is
identified morphologically in languages with overt case-marking on full noun phrases (rather
than in ones with rich agreement morphology), but must be identified configurationally, by a
nominative antecedent governor, in languages without such case-marking. This straightfor-
wardly yields the restriction of Spec(IP) to subjects in English and French and its availability
for nonsubject topics in Icelandic and Yiddish.

A strong empirical argument in favor of this case-based approach comes from the status
of Spec(IP) in languages like Italian. Platzack and Holmberg do not address Italian, but
their analysis makes a very clear prediction regarding it. Since Italian is not an asymmetric
V2 language, the dominant functional head (the locus of [+F], in their terms) is I. But unlike
its fellow I-dominant languages English and French, Italian has rich agreement morphology.
Just as in Icelandic and Yiddish, therefore, subjects should be able to remain in Spec(VP),
and Spec(IP) should be available for nonsubject topics. In short, Platzack and Holmberg’s
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analysis incorrectly turns Ttalian into a symmetric V2 language. Hulk and van Kemenade’s
analysis faces the same difficulty, and they meet it head-on by concluding that Italian is in
fact an IP V2 language (1993:205). Implicitly addressing the contrast in (43), Hulk and van
Kemenade 1993:185 (see also their fn. 24) adduce the existence of Icelandic V3 word orders
(Thréinsson 1986:174-176, Sigurdsson 1986, Section 3, Maling 1990:88-89, fn. 4) as grounds
for relaxing strict adherence to superficial XP-Vf word order as a criterial diagnostic for IP
V2 languages.!?

(43) a.  Una pizza ha mangiato Francesco. {Italian)
a  pizza has eaten
‘Francesco ate a pizza.’
(Hulk and van Kemenade 1993:205, (32d))

b. *Una pizza ha Francesco mangiato.
a  pizza has eaten

Clearly, however, any decoupling of IP V2 status from superficial XP-Vf word order makes
a straightforward statement of the commonalities between CP V2 and IP V2 more difficult.
Moreover, since Hulk and van Kemenade provide no analysis for the Icelandic V3 orders or for
the absence of Xf-V{-Su orders in Italian, their IP V2 analysis of Italian has no real theoretical
standing. In contrast to Platzack and Holmberg’s and Hulk and van Kemenade’s agreement-
based approach to the licensing of I, the case-based approach adopted here straightforwardly
and correctly accommodates the non-V2 character of Italian evident in (43).

Table 1 summarizes the interaction between the two parameters that govern the local
licensing of nominative case.

2]ronically, given the CP V2 analysis of Old English defended in van Kemenade 1993, Hulk and van
Kemenade's suggestion is consistent with the IP V2 analysis of that language proposed by Pintzuk 1991,
1993, 1994, see Section 1.4.2.4.1 for further discussion.
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Table 1: Parameters determining the status of Spec(IP)

Dominant func-  Identifica-  Nonsubjects Languages
tlonal head tion of I in Spec(IP)?
C syntactic no Dutch, modern mainland
Scandinavian
C morphological no German
1 syntactic no English, modern Romance
I morphological yes Icelandic, Yiddish,

medieval Scandinavian

I conclude this section by pursuing an implication of the imperfect correlation between
the licensing of nominative case and agreement noted by Hulk and van Kemenade. In light
of this observation, the condition in (42) requiring that I, intuitively the locus of agreement
features, be identified as nominative appears mysterious and unmotivated. Moreover, in
I-dominant languages without overt case morphology (English, French and Italian), I must
be licensed as nominative by a nominative antecedent governor which is itself licensed by
1 (Caroline Heycock, personal communication). It is technically possible to eliminate the
circularity of the mechanism in these cases by appealing to the distinction between formal
licensing and identification (Rizzi 1986, Section 3): it is the underlying position of the
nominative noun phrase, not its content, that is licensed under government by I, whereas
it is the content of I, not its position, that is identified by the nominative noun phrase
from its derived position. Nevertheless, the quasi-circularity noted by Heycock is sufficient
to engender some mental discomfort (to borrow an apt formulation from Higgins 1973:168)
and suggests that the licensing condition in (42) may be not a purely structural condition,
but the grammaticization of a parsing strategy. This view is consistent with the results of
several recent parsing studies of German and Dutch (both languages with reasonably rich
agreement), which demonstrate that instances of case syncretism as in (44), where either
noun phrase may be construed as nominative or accusative, are preferentially parsed as
8VO, not OVS (Bayer and Marslen-Wilson 1992, Hemforth 1992, Hemforth et al. 1993,
Kaan 1994, Lamers et al. 1995).

(44) Die Tochter liebt die Mutter. (German)
the daughter loves the mother
Preferred: ‘The daughter loves the mother.’
Dispreferred: “The mother loves the daughter.’

1.3.2.1.3 Nonlocal licensing of nominative noun phrases As first noted by den
Besten 1985 for Dutch and German, it is necessary to postulate a nonlocal licensing mech-
anism for nominative noun phrases. In Yiddish, the need for such nonlocal licensing is
illustrated by sentences like (41) and (45) (see also Prince 1993).

(45) a.  Un es hot ongehoybn kostn a kvort bronfn finfuntsvantsik kopikes.
and it has begun cost a quart liquor twenty-five kopecks
‘And the price of a quart of liquor went up to twenty-five kopecks.’
(Royte pomerantsen, 50)

b. Habin mir es gidrukt oyf gimayn taytshi sprakh, be-kedey es zalin es
have we it printed on common German language so that it shall it
kenin ali fr shteyn
be able all understand
‘We have printed it in Yiddish so that everyone can understand it.’
(Geografye, 1)

C. Oykh kerin mir tsu veynin {oyf] azoy eyn frume isho, wvas funir
also must we to cry on sucha God-fearing woman that of her
hat zikh an gihoybn di  Aarige.
has REFL started the massacre
‘We must also lament such a God-fearing woman, with whom the massacre
started.’

(Elmale 2, 51)

Sigurdsson 1990a (see especially Section 5) proposes an analysis of nonlocal licensing of
nominative noun phrases in Icelandic based on the notion of chain-government (den Besten
1985:42, (51)). The definitions in (46)—(48) are drawn from Sigurdhsson’s discussion; in
principle, chains can consist of XP’s, but only chains consisting of heads are relevant here.

(46) a chain-governs b iff:

a. a is a member of the chain C = (a,,...,a,), and
b. a, governs b.
(47) (ay,...,a,) is a chain iff for every 7, 1 < n, a; governs a;y,.
(48) Inachain(a,,...,a,), (a, is the chain’s initial and initiatesit, and a,) is its terminal

and terminates it.
A generalized licensing condition for nominative noun phrases can now be stated as in (49).

(49) Generalized licensing of nominative case:
A nominative noun phrase must be chain-governed by the dominant functional head.

Although the condition in (49) formally subsumes local licensing of nominative noun
phrases as in (35) as the special case where n = 1 in (46) and (47), there are linguistic
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reasons to continue to distinguish local from nonlocal licensing. One of them I discuss
here, and another in Section 1.3.2.1.4. As I have argued above, nominative noun phrases
in I-dominant languages can remain in the position in which they are locally licensed in
languages with overt case-marking on full noun phrases. Nonlocally licensed nominative
noun phrases, on the other hand, can remain in situ even in languages without overt case-
marking, such as Dutch and Italian.’®* Nonlocal nominative case licensing is most restricted
in English, and the case marking on pronouns and agreement in there-sentences suggests
that it may not actually be available (cf. Borer 1986:386).* ‘

(50) a.  There’s me/*L

b. *There am me/L

The descriptive generalization that emerges concerning nonlocal licensing of nominative case
is given in (51) (see also Hulk and van Kemenade 1993:201).

(51) Nonlocal nominative case licensing is possible in languages with dominant C or with
sufficient subject-verb agreement to trigger V-to-I raising.

It goes without saying that one would hope to eventually eliminate the disjunction in the
formulation.

1.3.2.1.4 Agreement The finite verb in Icelandic and Yiddish agrees in person and
number with the subject of its clause, not with a nonsubject topic, and Vikner 1994:141-
143, 1995:100-103 raises the objection (already discussed in general terms above) that the IP
analysis of subordinate V2 is incompatible with the universal representation of morphological
agreement as the configurational relation between an agreement head and its specifier. This
objection is independent of whether it is the verb stem that raises from V to I in order

13Nontrivial chains with nominative noun phrase terminals are also possible in French and the mainland
Scandinavian languages, but with overt expletive initials.

141t is generally assumed among syntacticians that the logical subject in English there-sentences must be
indefinite (the so-called definiteness effect). This assumption is incorrect, as Ward and Birner 1995a, 1995b
demonstrate on the basis of a large corpus of naturally-occurring data. The alleged definiteness effect is
in fact an epiphenomeon of the strong (but not perfect) correlation between the information status of a
discourse entity and the morphosyntactic form of the postverbal noun phrase expressing it. This means that
even discourse entities that are hearer-old (Prince 1992) can appear as the focus of a presentational there-
sentence under appropriate discourse conditions—namely, when they represent new information in context.
For instance, the acceptable variant in (50a), occurred as part of the following discourse.

(i) ST: I just don’t know how much longer I can stick with this job at this pay.
BES: Well, but it does have some advantages. Like, you've got a lot of flexibility about taking
days off. And we take you seriously.
ST: Well, yeah, ...
BES: And there’s me!

to merge with the agreement morpheme, as Vikner assumes, or whether the already fully
inflected verb moves to (some component of) I in order to check off its V-features, as is
assumed in the Minimalist Program. However, it is by no means obvious how to reconcile the
Spec-head licensing condition with the failure of finite verbs to agree with oblique subject
topics in languages like Icelandic and Kashmiri, and with the converse existence in these
languages of agreement between finite verbs and nominative objects (Bhatt 1994, Sigurdsson
1989, 1992, 1993, Thrainsson 1994:159). In response to this difficulty, Vikner 1994:143,
1995:102 suggests that the agreement between finite verbs and nominative objects is of
a different type than ordinary agreement. But this concession seriously compromises his
original objection, since the conceptual appeal of the Spec-head configuration, as noted
earlier, rises and falls with its claim to universality and uniformity.

What the Icelandic and Kashmiri facts show is that the linking between nominative
case-marking and the grammatical function of subject is not absolute, and that subject-
verb agreement is a misnomer for what is actually nominative-verb agreement. Since the
chain-government approach adopted is purely structural and does not rely on grammatical
function, nominative case can be licensed on objects in the same way as on subjects. As a
result, agreement can be taken to be mediated by nominative case, as in (52), and thus to
be ultimately licensed in a government configuration (Sigurdsson 1993, Section 7).

(52) The finite verb agrees with the nominative noun phrase of its clause.

The mismatches in (number) agreement as in (41) can be treated as instances of default
agreement, along the lines of Hulk and van Kemenade 1993, Section 4.2.4.

(53) In the absence of agreement with a nominative noun phrase, the finite verb bears
default (third person singular) morphology.

Of course, the statement in (53) leaves a number of important questions concerning default
agreement unanswered. First, it is mysterious why agreement mismatches are restricted
to certain features (number), but not others (person). Further, not all structural contexts
permit default agreement; for instance, the simple statement in (53) does not account for
the unavailability of default agreement in (54b,c) (Prince 1988b:5, (17)).

(54) a.  Eszenen /iz gekumen di balebatim. (Yiddish)
it are is come the elders
“The elders came.’

b.  Eszenen /[ *iz di balebatim gekumen.
it are is the elders come

c.  Di balebatim zenen / *iz gekumen.
the elders are is come

(55) represents a first attempt at a descriptive generalization; it is worth noting that local
and nonlocal licensing of nominative case must again be distinguished.
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(55) a.  Default agreement is not possible in clauses with local licensing of the (trace
of the) nominative noun phrase.
b. Default agreement is possible in clauses
i without an overt nominative noun phrase (impersonal constructions),
and
ii.  with nonlocal licensing of the nominative noun phrase, but apparently

only in VO languages.

1.3.2.2 Empirical arguments bearing on IP V2

The hypothesis that the domain of V2 can be IP has focused attention on the distinction
between the asymmetric and the symmetric V2 languages. But although the need for dis-
tinguishing descriptively between two types of V2 is now widely recognized, a number of
empirical arguments have been put forward against the IP analysis of symmetric V2 (Vikner
1994:137-143, 1995:91-100, 103-107). In what follows, I show these arguments to be incon-
clusive.

1.3.2.2.1 Adjunction site of sentence adverbs In German and Swedish, sentence
adverbs cannot adjoin to CP but may adjoin to IP, provided the subject is not an unstressed
pronoun (Vikner 1995:103-107, contra Travis 1991:356).

(56) a. *Tatsichlich dieses Buch hat der Junge gelesen. (German)
actually  this book has the boy read
“The boy actually read this book.’
(Vikner 1995:103, (94b))

b. *Tatsachlich der Junge hat dieses Buch gelesen.
actually  the boy has this book read

c. daB tatsichlich der Junge dieses Buch gelesen hat
that actually the boy this book read has
‘that the boy actually read this book’
(Vikner 1995:104, (97d))

Vikner argues that the surface distribution of sentence adverbs in Yiddish is partially

parallel.1®

(57) a. *(az) leyder dos bukh hot dos yingl geleyent (Yiddish)
that unfortunately the book has the boy read

15Gentence adverbs in Icelandic cannot precede definite subjects and are therefore unavailable for compar-
ison (Vikner 1995:106-107, but see Sigurasson 1986:143, (22)). See Section 1.3.2.2.8 for further discussion.
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‘(that) unfortunately, the boy read the book’
(Vikner 1995:106, (109/110c))

* (az) leyder dos yingl hot dos bukh geleyent
that unfortunately the boy has the book read
(Vikner 1995:107, (111c))

c.  (az) dos bukh hot leyder dos yingl geleyent
that the book has unfortunately the boy read
(Vikner 1995:106, (109/110d))

d. (az) dos yingl hot leyder dos bukh geleyent
that the boy has unfortunately the book read
(Vikner 1995:107, (111d))

=

Vikner argues that the partial parallelism between (56) and (57) is more perspicuously
captured by a unitary CP V2 analysis than by one in which the adjunction site for adverbs
varies between IP for asymmetric V2 languages and VP for symmetric ones. But Vikner’s
conclusion is compelling only if syntactic node labels are taken to be theoretical primitives.
On the other hand, if they are simply abbreviations for feature bundles, as is standardly

assumed, then nothing stands in the way of recasting Vikner’s generalization in (58a) as in
(58b).

(58) a.  Vikner’s generalization:
In V2 languages, adjunction to CP is not permitted.
b. Alternative generalization:

In V2 languages, adjunction to the maximal projection of the dominant head
is not permitted.

Admittedly, the restriction on adjunction to V2 clauses remains mysterious in (58b), but not
more so than in Vikner’s original formulation; in any event, it is not in fact absolute, as we
will see in Chapter 2.4.

1.3.2.2.2 Adverb interpretation Vikner 1994:139-140, 1995:92-93 adduces the inter-
pretation of adverbs in Icelandic examples like (59) as evidence against the IP analysis of
subordinate V2: drugglega ‘surely’ must be interpreted as a sentence adverb when clause-
medial, as in (59a), but as a manner adverb when clause-final, as in (59b).1¢

16 According to Vikner 1994:139, 1995:92, the English facts concerning adverbs that allow both sentence
and manner interpretations are parallel to the Icelandic ones. In this, he is mistaken: although such adverbs
cannot be interpreted as sentence adverbs in postverbal position without an intonation break, they can be
interpreted as manner adverbs in preverbal position. It is true that preverbal adverbs are perhaps more
likely to be inferpreted as manner adverbs than as sentence adverbs, but a manner adverb interpretation
can be forced into prominence—for instance, by adding a frequency adverb as in (i).
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(59) Egheld ad {gar hafi ...
I Dbelieve that yesterday has
‘I believe that yesterday, ...’

a. ... Jén érugglega hitt eplid.
surely  hit the apple
‘... Jén definitely hit the apple.’
(Vikner 1995:93, (71b)})

b. ... J6n hitt eplid arugglega.
hit the apple surely
‘... J6n hit the apple in a sure manner.’
{Vikner 1995:93, (71¢))

Assuming that the subject is in Spec(VP), Vikner notes that if a single functional projection
intervenes between CP and VP, then the only available adjunction site for clause-medial
adverbs as in (59a) is V'. Given that clause-final adverbs as in (59b) might also be adjoined
to V', the question arises why the interpretation of the adverbs depends on their position in
the string.!” This question receives a straightforward answer, Vikner argues, if subordinate
V2 arises through generalized CP recursion. The lower C projection then provides the basis
for a structural representation of the semantic contrast in (59), since sentence adverbs can
adjoin to nodes higher than VP, and VP itself can be reserved as an adjunction site for
manner adverbs. The structure in (17) actually requires some modification in order to make
it consistent with the prohibition against adjunction to intermediate projections that Vikner
adopts from Chomsky 1986:4, (4d), 6, (6). This is because Vikner wishes sentence adverbs
to adjoin higher than VP, but their string position following the subject prevents them
from adjoining to IP. The only available adjunction site in the CP recursion structure in
(17} is therefore I', an intermediate projection. In order to eliminate this difficulty, Vikner
introduces a TP projection under IP (= AgrSP) in the course of his discussion, and he then
proposes to derive the semantic contrast in (59) by adjoining the clause-medial adverb to
the left of TP and the clause-final adverb to the right of VP.

Vikner’s proposal remains silent, however, concerning the two remaining combinations
of linear order and adjunction site—left adjunction to VP and right adjunction to TP. The
absence of a manner adverb interpretation in (59a) and of a sentence adverb interpretation
in (59b} therefore remains just as puzzling for the generalized CP recursion analysis of
subordinate V2 as for the IP analysis.

(1) He has always surely guided the ship into the harbor.

17Vikner 1995:93 objects further that “[i)f the adverbial in {(59b)] is adjoined to VP or higher, we would
expect it to have wider scope than the one in [(59a)], which is not borne out either.” It is not clear to me
what interpretation Vikner has in mind here for the clause-final adverb, but his point appears to be that
since nothing prevents clause-final adverbs from adjoining high up in the tree, they should be able to be
interpreted as sentence adverbs.
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1.3.2.2.3 Scope of adverbs and QP’s Vikner 1994:140, 1995:93-94 presents a related
argument based on the scope of frequency adverbs and quantifier phrases (QP’s) in Icelandic.
According to his description, the relative scope of these elements matches their linear order:
in (60a), oft ‘often’ takes scope over margar bekur ‘many books’ (‘there are many occasions
on which Jén read many books’), whereas in (60b), margar bekur takes scope over oft (‘there
are many books that Jén read on many occasions?).1%19

(60) Olafur sagdi ad bess vegna hafdi ...
said that therefore had

‘Olafur said that that is why ...’

a. ... Jén oft  lesid margar bakur.
often read many books

‘... J4n had often read many books.’

b. ... Jén lesid margar baekur oft.
read many books often

‘... Jén had read many books often.’

Given its position in the string, oft ‘often’ in (60b), which has narrow scope relative to margar
baezkur ‘many books’, cannot adjoin lower than V’, and Vikner argues that when oft has wide
scope relative to marger baekur, as in (60a), it must occupy a position higher than adjoined
to V'. But if the subject Jén occupies Spec(VP), there is no such higher position for the
adverb in (60a) (recall that Vikner rejects adjunction to intermediate projections). Therefore,
Vikner concludes, the subject cannot occupy Spec(VP). Instead, it occupies Spec(IP), with
oft ‘often’ adjoining to the left of TP when it is preverbal and to the right of VP when it is
postverbal.

There are two difficulties with this argument. First, the same difficulty arises in con-
nection with (60) as with (59): since Vikner’s proposal fails to prohibit oft ‘often’ from
left-adjoining to VP or right-adjoining to TP, each of the two word order variants in (60)
should be two-ways ambiguous, contrary to the judgments that Vikner reports.?® The second
difficulty 1s that the semantic asymmetry reported in (60) does not bear on the syntactic
analysis of subordinate V2 in the direct way that Vikner envisages. This is because no
matter how low ‘often’ attaches, it necessarily c-commands ‘many books’. As a result, it is
not clear why ‘often’ needs to adjoin to TP to take scope over ‘many books’. Of course, the
reason that Vikner proposes TP adjunction for ‘often’ is that he wishes to relate differences
in semantic interpretation to differences in syntactic structure. But by implicitly assuming
that scope relations reflect linear order, he is driven to the view—equally implicit in his
discussion—that the structural position of a scope-bearing element in one sentence (here,

18For some Icelandic speakers, oft ‘often’ is marginal, if not downright ruled out, in postverbal position.

19Vikner 1994:140, 1995:94 incorrectly states that English behaves like Icelandic in this respect; see the
excursus on scope assignment below for further discussion.

20See the excursus on scope assignment below for further discussion.
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preverbal ‘often’ in (60a)) depends on its structural position in some other sentence in which
it receives a different interpretation (here, its position in {60b)). Such global comparisons
across sentences are run-of-the-mill in pragmatics, where they enter into the calculation of
Gricean implicatures, but they are invoked in no formal theory of scope assignment that
I know of. Rather, scope relations are standardly taken to arise from the relations among
scope-bearing elements within a single sentence. In conclusion, then, the facts in (60) provide
no evidence against the IP analysis of subordinate V2.

1.3.2.2.4 Excursus on scope assignment As is well known, the view that scope re-
lations reflect linear order is inadequate in the general case (Aoun and hui Audrey Li 1991,
1993, Kroch 1974, May 1977, 1985).2! In the classic example Everyone loves someone, for
instance, someone can take scope over everyone. Scope relations between subject QP’s and
adverbs show the same effect, as illustrated in (61).

(61) Allof his friends never arrive at once.

Here, the presence of the phrase at once forces an interpretation in which the adverb takes
scope over the subject QP, contrary to their linear order: ‘it is never the case that all of
his friends arrive at once’. Since Vikner’s examples involve adverbs and object QP’s, the
question arises whether scope relations between these two types of scope-bearing elements
behave differently than the general case. The answer is that they do not. For instance,
consider (62).

(62) a.

b. John has eaten many cookies (quite) often.

John has (quite) offen eaten many cookies.

Here, the semantics of eaf makes implausible the reading ‘there are many cookies that John
has eaten on many occasions’. As a result, the alternative reading ‘there are many occasions
on which John has eaten many cookies’ is forced into prominence, and it is available in both
word order variants. As (63) shows, this scope preference can be reversed.

(63) a.

b.  John has conducted many world-class orchestras (quite) often.

John has (quite) often conducted many world-class orchestras.

In this example, the fact that conductors normally conduct a single orchestra at a time favors
the interpretation ‘there are many orchestras that John has conducted on many occasions’
over the alternative interpretation ‘there are many occasions on which John has conducted
many orchestras’. Finally, examples like (64) exhibit no marked scope preference.

(64) a.  John has (quite) often invited several friends for dinner.

217 would like to thank Anthony Kroch for several very helpful discussions.
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b.  John has invited several friends for dinner (quite) often.

In both word order variants, the adverb can be interpreted with wide scope (‘there are many
occasions on which John has invited several friends’) or narrow scope (‘there are several
friends that John has invited on many occasions’) with respect to the object QP.

An important question that is skirted in Vikner’s discussion is how object QP’s can
acquire scope over adverbs despite their lower position in the surface structure tree. One
possibility is to adopt the Scope Principle of Aoun and Li 1993:21.

(65) Scope Principle:
A quantifier A may have scope over a quantifier B
iff A c-commands a member of the chain containing B.

Assuming that object QP’s adjoin to VP at LF, we obtain schematic LF representations of
the examples above as in (66).%

(66) a. [vp QP [yp Subj [ys Adv [, V ti]]]]
b. [vp QP: [yp Subj [y [y« V ti ] Adv ] ]]

Given these representations, the Scope Principle leads one to expect examples like those
discussed above to be ambiguous regardless of word order, since the object QP c-commands
the adverb and the adverb in turn c-commands the object QP’s trace. As we have just seen,

this expectation is borne out for English. An explanation of the Icelandic scope judgments
remains elusive.

1.3.2.2.5 A movement asymmetry Vikner 1994:138, 1995:91-92 argues that move-
ment across sentence adverbs is ruled out for nonarguments, but not for arguments.??

(67) a. * Hvad hefur J6n ekki lesid [t margar bzkur]? (Icelandic)
what has not read many books

‘How many books has Jén not read?’
(Vikner 1995:92, (69b))

b. Hversu margar beekur hefur Jén ekki lesid?
how  many books has not read

‘How many books has Jén not read?’
(Vikner 1995:92, (68b))

22Gee Section 1.3.2.2.6 for evidence that adjunction to intermediate projections is necessary if subjects are
generated in Spec(VP), as Vikner assumes. The VP subject position in English is occupied by a trace of the
subject, a fact not explicitly indicated here. Finally, the scope assignments that result from applying the
Scope Principle are independent of the particular analysis of subordinate V2 that is adopted.

23Vikner does not say why he uses hversu margar ‘how many’ in the instances of acceptable extraction
instead of the expected hvad margar, literally ‘what many’.
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The counterparts of {67) without negation show no corresponding contrast.

(68) a.  Huvad hefur J6n lesid {t margar baekur]?
what has read many books
‘How many books has Jén read?’
(Vikner 1995:92, (69a)) X
b. Hversu margar bekur hefur J6n lesid?

how many books has read

‘How many books has Jén read?”’
(Vikner 1995:92, (68a))

Vikner follows Rizzi 1990a in attributing the contrast between (67a) and (68a) to relativized
minimality: in (67a), the nonargument hved ‘what’ in Spec(CP), an A’-position, fails to
antecedent-govern its trace because negation intervenes in Spec('TP), another A'-position.?*
But if negation occupies Spec(TP), Vikner argues, then the subjects in (67) and (68}, given
that they precede negation, must occupy a position higher than Spec(TP)—and therefore
necessarily higher than the VP subject position that they occupy in the IP analysis of
symmetric V2.

There is reason, however, to be skeptical about a relativized minimality approach to the
contrast in (67). For one thing, Vikner 1995:92, fn. 15 notes that Yiddish does not exhibit
contrasts parallel to that between (67a) and (68a). For another, even some Icelandic speakers
accept nonargument movement across sentence adverbs, as in (69).%°

(69) Huad hefur J6n Grugglega | sennilega lesid [t margar baekur]?
what has surely probably read many books
‘How many books has Jon definitely/probably read?’

Moreover, nonargument movement across negation is possible if negation is stressed (stress
indicated by small caps).

(70) a.  Fyrsti framburdurinn  a spolunni er hvernig a EKKI ad segja betta.
first the pronunciation on the tape is how  should not to say this
“The first pronunciation on the tape is how not to say this.’
b.  Eghef sagt ber ad minnsta kosti tiu sinnum hvener bu att  EKKI ad
I have told you at least ten times when you should not to
trufla mig.
disturb me

‘T’ve told you at least ten times when not to disturb me.’

24Here, it is crucial for Vikner that adverbs occupy a specifier position. Elsewhere, he takes them to adjoin
to maximal projections. He leaves the discrepancy unresolved.
25Thanks to Johannes Gisli Jénsson for the judgments in (69) and (70).
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The same pattern obtains for English and German.?®

(71)

@

The first pronunciation on the tape is how you should NoOT say it.

b. I’ve told you at least ten times when you should NOT disturb me.

c. As some of you may NOT know, classes are now starting September 11.
(Voice mail message of the Actors’ Gymnasium, Noyes Cultural Arts Center)
Als erstes horen Sie auf dem Band, wie man es NICHT ausspricht.

as first hear youon the tape how one it not  pronounces
(German)

‘What you hear first on the tape is how you don’t pronounce it.’

b. Ich habe dir mindestens zehnmal gesagt, wann du mich NICHT stdren
I have you at least ten times told  when you me not  disturb
darfst.
may
‘I’ve told you at least ten times when you are not allowed to disturb me.’

One might be tempted to analyze stressed negation in such examples as constituent negation
of VP, but the same effect is found with English n %, which must be sentence negation.

(73) a Remind me how I should NOT say it.
b. Remind me how I SHOULDN’T say it.
(74) a W hen should I NOT disturb you?
b W hen SHOULDN’T I disturb you?

In conclusion, then, whatever the explanation for the pattern of acceptability judgments
in (67a) and (68a) turns out to be, the contrast itself does not bear on the viability of the
IP analysis of subordinate V2.

1.3.2.2.6 Object shift Vikner 1994:140-141, 1995:97~100 presents an argument against
IP V2 based on object shift, a leftward movement process in Scandinavian that is akin to
scrambling but distinct from it in several respects (Holmberg 1986, contra Jonas and Bobaljik
1993): it is restricted to clauses with fronted main verbs, it never results in object-subject
word orders and it does not license parasitic gaps.

261t might be argued that nonargument movement in the German examples in (72) is irrelevant, since the
nonargument could first scramble across negation (which, since scrambling does not exhibit the characteristics
of (pure) A'-movement (Webelhuth 1989), would not violate relativized minimality) and then move on to
Spec(CP). But such an objection actually cuts against a relativized minimality approach, since examples
from German, which allows scrambling, should then contrast with ones from English and Icelandic, which
do not.
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In (75), the position of bdkina ‘the book’ preceding negation shows that it has undergone
object shift.

(75) Hann veit

he  knows

‘He knows ...~

a. ... ad bess vegna las; Joén békina; ekki t; t;.
that therefore read the book not
‘... that that is why Jén didn’t read the book.’
(Vikner 1995:97, (79a))

b. *... ad bess vegna las; bokina; Jén ekki t; t;.
that therefore read the book not
(Vikner 1995:97, (79b))

If the only subject position in subordinate V2 clauses in Icelandic is Spec(VP), Vikner
argues, then the contrast in (75) forces one to assume that shifted objects adjoin to V', an
intermediate projection and therefore not a possible adjunction site in his view.

However, the prohibition against adjunction to intermediate projections cannot be sus-
tained, at least not if stranded quantifiers reliably indicate the VP subject position (Sportiche
1988) and subjects originate in Spec(VP), as Vikner assumes (see also Jonas and Bobaljik
1993:81, fn. 28). Evidence to this effect comes from the contrasts in (76)-(78), where the
inability of stranded quantifiers to follow aspectual adverbs shows that these adverbs must
adjoin to V' given Vikner’s assumptions.?”

(76) a. * The students have probably completely all read the book.
b. The students have probably all completely read the book.

(77) a. * Die Studenten haben das Buch wahrscheinlich vollstindig alle gelesen.
the students have the book probably completely all read
(German)

‘The students have probably all completely read the book’
b.  Die Studenten haben das Buch wahrscheinlich alle vollstindig lesen.
the students have the book probably all completely read
(78) a. *Stddentarnir hafa sennilega alveg allir lesid bokina. (Icelandic)
the students have probably completely all read the book
“The students have probably all completely read the book.’

b.  Stddentarnir hafa sennilega allir alveg lesid békina.
the students have probably all completely read the book

2"Thanks to Héskuldur Thrainsson and Christer Platzack for the Icelandic and Swedish judgments.
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{79) a. *Studenterna har troligen helt och hdllet alla laest boken.
the students have probably wholly and completely all read the book
(Swedish)

“The students have probably all completely read the book.’

b. Studenterna har troligen alla helt  och hdllet laest boken.
the students will probably all wholly and completely read the book

1.3.2.2.7 IP V2 reformulated Indeed, on closer examination, sentences with a strand-
ed quantifier obligatorily preceding an aspectual adverb provide evidence against the exis-
tence of intermediate projections. On the one hand, aspectual adverbs can topicalize together
with the verb in German.

(80) Vollstandig lesen missen die Studenten das Buch alle. (German)
completely read must the students the book all
“The students must all completely read the book.’

On the other hand, it is also possible to strand such adverbs in topicalization constructions;
for completeness, I show that the contrast in (77) is preserved.?®

(81) a. * Lesen milssen die Studenten das Buch wollstindig alle.
read must the students the book completely all
‘The students must all completely read the book.’

b. Lesen missen die Studenten das Buch alle vollstindig.
read must the students the book all completely

Since topics are maximal projections (see den Besten and Webelhuth 1990) the grammat-
icality of (80) and (81b) shows that aspectual adverbs attach to maximal rather than to
intermediate projections. This entails that the underlying subject position is an adjunct
position, as in (82) (‘Asp-Adv’ stands for ‘aspectual adverb’).

(82) [vp Subj [yp Asp-Adv [yp ... V... ]]]

The view that subjects originate as adjuncts rather than as specifiers has recently been
argued for on independent grounds (Manzini 1988, Sportiche 1988, Koopman and Sportiche

281t might be thought that aspectual adverbs and stranded quantifiers can scramble string-vacuously,
yielding a remnant topicalization structure for (81b) as in (i) (see den Besten and Webelhuth 1990 for the
notion of remnant topicalization).

(1) [yp ti [y tj lesen | Jx mussen die Studenten das Buch [yp alley [,p vollstandig; [yp tk ] 1]]

But since scrambling need not be string-vacuous, such an analysis would incorrectly allow (81a).
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1991, Hellan 1991, Heycock 1991, Hoekstra 1991, Zwart 1993, Kayne 1994, see also Déprez
1989). According to this view, the lowest VP in (82) is a predicate (perhaps containing a trace
of the adjoined subject), whereas the highest VP is a complete (= ‘saturated’) predication
structure.

Heycock 1991 goes further to argue that clauses consist of more than one such layer of
predication, and that subjects are adjuncts at each of these layers. In English, ordinary
sentences consist of two layers of predication, one at the VP level and another at the IP
level. In asymmetric V2 languages, the movement of the verb to C adds an additional layer
of predication, with the topic functioning as the subject of the CP layer. Recasting IP V2
in light of her analysis, Heycock 1991, Section 2.3.1 gives subordinate V2 clauses in the
symmetric V2 languages the structure in (83), which I adopt.

(83) IP V2in a layers of predication analysis:

a. Subject topic:

lep -+ lip Sui[ip VI [yp tifyp -+ .- XP ..o 111
b. Nonsubject topic:

[ep - [ XPifrp VEj [yp Sulyp - &t ]

Having eliminated a principled distinction between specifiers and adjuncts, we are free to
continue to speak of specifier positions for expository convenience, with the understanding
that Spec(XP) refers to the minimal adjunct to a category XP, the “aunt” of X. In (84),
Spec(XP) is ZP.

(84) [xp YP [xp ZP [xp X WP ]]]

1.3.2.2.8 Distribution of sentence adverbs and subjects Vikner’s final argument
against the IP V2 analysis of subordinate V2 is based on the distribution of sentence adverbs
and subjects. In Icelandic, sentence adverbs can either precede or follow indefinite sub-
jects, but must follow definite ones (Ottdsson 1989:96-97, 1994:108-109, but see Sigurdsson
1986:143, (22)) (examples based on Thrainsson 1994:155, (5)-(6)).

(85) a. 7 [ gaer hafa einhverjir stidentar sennilega stoli® smjorinu.
yesterday have some students probably stolen the butter
“Yesterday some students probably stole the butter.’

hafa sennilega einhverjir stidentar stolid smjdrinu.
students stolen the butter

b. 1gar
yesterday have probably some

(86) a. [ gar hafa stidentarnir sennilega stolid smjorinu.
yesterday have the students probably stolen the-butter
“Yesterday the students probably stole the butter.’
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b. *i ger hafa sennilega stidentarnir stolid smjorinu.
yesterday have probably the students stolen the butter

Assuming that sentence adverbs adjoin to VP, Ottésson argues for two subject positions in
Icelandic: a lower one in Spec(VP) and a higher one in Spec(IP). This allows a statement of
the distribution of subjects and sentence adverbs as in (87).

(87) Variable position of subjects:
In Icelandic, indefinite subjects can remain within VP, but definite ones cannot.

Building on this generalization, Vikner 1994:137 (see also 1995:91) observes that definite
subjects must precede sentence adverbs in root and subordinate V2 clauses alike, and he
rejects the IP analysis of subordinate V2 on the grounds that it provides only a single
position for subjects, Spec(VP).

It is important to recognize, however, that (87) on its own does not rule out (86b), since
the following structure is consistent with it.

(88)  *{ geer hafa [}, sennilega [;p stidentarnir stolid smjérinu. | |

Since IP adjunction of sentence adverbs is not ruled out universally, a language-particular
stipulation as in (89) is necessary to describe the contrast in (86).

(89) 1In Icelandic, sentence adverbs cannot adjoin above definite subjects.

The necessity of (89) opens the possibility of formulating an alternative analysis of the
distribution of subjects and sentence adverbs that is based on the structures in (83). Rather
than focusing on the position of subjects, as in (87), the alternative analysis in (90) focuses
on the adjunction site of sentence adverbs

(90) Variable position of sentence adverbs:
Sentence adverbs attach to either segment of VP.

Both (87) and (90) express the variable position of indefinite subjects and adverbs in (sent-
adv-indef-subj-i) with comparable simplicity, and both need to be supplemented by the
stipulation in (89) in view of the contrast in (86).

1.3.2.2.9 Object shift revisited As we saw in (75), repeated here as (91), subjects
must precede objects in clauses with object shift.

(91) a. . ad bess vegna las; Jén békina; ekki t; t;.
that therefore read the book not
‘... that that is why J6n didn’t read the book.’
(Vikner 1995:97, (79a))
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b. *... ad bess vegna las; békina; J6n ekki t; t;.
that therefore read the book not
(Vikner 1995:97, (79b))

In order to ensure adjacency between the fronted verb and the subject, one might appeal
to a generalization of the stipulation in (89). But such a treatment fails to extend to the
case of indefinite subjects, where the contrast recurs (examples based on Jonas and Bobaljik
1993:90-91, (32a,b)).

(92) Hann veit
he  knows
‘He knows ...~

a. ... ad i ger las; sennilega einhver bessar baekur; alveg t; allar t;
that yesterday read probably someone these books completely all
‘... that someone probably completely read these books yesterday.’

b. *... ad{ger las; sennilega bessar baekur; einhver alveg t; allar t;
that yesterday read probably these books someone completely all

In these examples, the relative order of the object and the aspectual adverb alveg ‘completely’
shows that the object has undergone object shift. The object-oriented stranded guantifier
allar ‘all’ shows that the adverb is not generated in postverbal position, as would otherwise
be possible given that alveg, like its English counterpart completely, occurs both pre- and
postverbally.

If subjects are adjuncts, as argued above, then the contrasts in (75) and (92) are both
puzzling for the same reason: given that shifted objects adjoin to VP, what prevents them
from adjoining to the VP segment that immediately dominates the subject? Vikner’s analysis
faces the same difficulty, for he assumes that shifted objects move out of VP (Vikner 1995:97).
For him, the contrast in (92) is particularly mysterious, since he assumes that indefinite
subjects can remain in Spec(VP) (Vikner 1994:146, fn. 8, 1995:91), where shifted objects
should be able to precede them.

One avenue to pursue in attempting to explain the obligatoriness of the subject-object
order relies on the notion of predication. Specifically, adjunction, while free in principle,
might be constrained by a requirement that the subject be the highest argument within IP.
An unsolved difficulty for this approach is that in languages with scrambling, objects can
precede subjects.

(93) Vielleicht hat den Hund gestern ein Bekannter ~ von euch  / dein Vater
perhaps has the dog yesterday an acquantaince of you-PL  your father
ausgefihrt. (German)
out led
‘Perhaps an acquaintance of yours/your father walked the dog yesterday.’
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Heycock 1991:118-124 argues that examples like (93) have the structure in (94), with an
empty expletive in Spec(IP) satisfying the predication requirement and forming a chain with
the subject in Spec(VP).

(94) vielleicht hat [p ¢ den Hund gestern [yp ein Bekannter von euch / dein Vater
ausgefiihrt ] |

But since Icelandic has empty expletives by the same criteria that German does, postulating
empty expletives as IP subjects does not elucidate the difference between object shift and
scrambling. One might appeal to the A’ properties of scrambling (the ability to license
parasitic gaps) that set it apart from object shift and argue that objects scrambled past
subjects do not count as arguments. But in the absence of a deeper understanding of why
scrambling exhibits the A’ properties that it does and why object shift does not, any appeal
to the A/A' distinction simply amounts to a restatement of the problem.

Although T must leave the problem unsolved, it is worth noting in conclusion that the
appeal to predication proposed above is precisely as successful with regard to the distinction
between object shift and scrambling as the analysis of the object shift facts presented by
Jonas and Bobaljik 1993. Assuming the articulated phrase structure of Chomsky 1993 with
the functional heads AgrO, T, and AgrS, Jonas and Bobaljik argue that shifted objects
move to Spec(AgrOP) and that all subjects, even indefinite ones, leave VP in Icelandic
and raise at least to Spec(TP). Since T ¢-commands AgrO, the desired subject-object order
follows. However, since Jonas and Bobaljik treat scrambling and object shift as the same
phenomenon, their analysis does not accommodate object-subject orders as in (93). One
initially attractive solution, namely to treat scrambling as a combination of object shift (=
A-movement) with subsequent adjunction to the maximal projectionimmediately the subject
(= A'-movement), as proposed by Déprez 1989 and Mahajan 1989, cannot be maintained
{(Frank et al. 1992, Lee 1991, Section 2.3.1).

1.3.3 A double Agr analysis

In this section, I review a third analysis of symmetric V2 that is based on an elaboration of
the split INFL hypothesis of Pollock 1989, and reject it on both empirical and conceptual
grounds.

1.3.3.1 Verb movement to Agrl

Cardinaletti and Roberts 1991 propose that in certain languages, including those with sym-
metric V2, Agr is split into two further components, Agrl and Agr2. In the symmetric V2
languages, the finite verb moves to Agrl, Spec(AgrlP)is the topic position and Spec(Agr2P)
is a derived subject position that is assigned nominative case under government by Agrl.
The structure of a subordinate V2 clause in a symmetric V2 language is as in (95).
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(95) A ‘double Agr’ analysis of subordinate V2:

a. Subject topic:

[CP .. C [AgrlP Sy, [Agrl‘ ij [Agr2P & [Agr2’ by ... [VP ity ... XPp... ] ] ] ]

b. Nonsubject topic:

[CP .. C [AgrlP XP! [Agrl' VfJ [AgrQP SUk [Agr2’ tj ] et [VP b tj s B ] ] ] ]

According to Cardinaletti and Roberts 1991, a double Agr analysis is necessary in the
symmetric V2 languages because subjects, at least definite ones, would otherwise have no
position to move to. The two potential subject positions besides Spec(Agr2P)—Spec(TP)
and Spec(VP)—arenot available, they argue. On the one hand, they take Spec(TP) to be “an
inherently A'-position and as such not a possible landing site for the subject” (Cardinaletti
and Roberts 1991:7). On the other hand, they adduce the contrast in (96) as evidence that
the VP-subject position is unavailable for definite subjects: taking oft ‘often’ to adjoin to
VP, they conclude from the obligatoriness of the subject-adverb order that the subject must
have moved out of VP.

(96) a  ad begar hefur Marfa oft lesid bessa bék (Icelandic)
that already has often read this book
‘that Marfa has already often read this book’

b. *ad begar hefur oft Marfa lesid bessa bék
that already has often read this book

Neither of these arguments is compelling, however. First, in the absence of direct evidence
bearing on the A/A’ character of Spec(TP), the assumption that it is necessarily an A’
position is simply a stipulation. Certainly, the assumption is not general: Jonas and Bobaljik
1993, for instance, crucially take Spec(TP) to be an A-position (see also Bhatt 1994, Chapter
5). Second, the argument based on (96) has already been refuted in Section 1.3.2.2.8; since
frequency adverbs like oft allow adjunction to IP in general, the considerations concerning
sentence adverbs discussed there carry over to them.

1.3.3.2 Clitic movement to Agrl

In addition to elucidating the syntax of symmetric V2 languages, a major goal of Cardinaletti
and Roberts 1991 is to provide a unified analysis of V2 phenomena and so-called second
position clitics in various Germance and Romance languages. I focus here on their treatment
of the Germanic facts; for a critique of their treatment of second position clitics in Romance,
see Fontana 1995.

Cardinaletti and Roberts assume that second position clitics are head clitics of the type
discussed extensively in the literature on Romance® and propose that the same Agrl head

29This assumption is not uncontroversial; see Fontana 1993 and references cited therein.
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that serves as the landing site for verb movement in the symmetric V2 languages hosts
unstressed pronouns in other languages, including German, Dutch and Old English.

(97) a.  [gp Gestern [ghat ] [y, qp [agr €5 #hm ] [4g0p der Johann [yp gegeben]]] ]
yesterday  has it him the given
{German)
“Yesterday, Johann gave it to him.’
(Cardinaletti and Roberts 1991:20, 25b)
b, [gp Gestern [, hat ] [54p der Johann; [y, €5 thm ] [ 0p ti [yp gegeben

yesterday  has the it him given

1l
(Cardinaletti and Roberts 1991:21, 27c)

In such languages, Spec(AgrlP) is a subject position to which nominative case is assigned
under agreement, and Spec(Agr2P) can be a subject position as well (Cardinaletti and
Roberts assume that the government and agreement options of nominative case assignment
can both be realized in a single language).®® In short, the status of Spec(AgriP) reflects
the content of its head: depending on whether Agrl is a landing site for verbs or clitics, its
specifier is a topic or a subject position.

Given Cardinaletti and Roberts’s treatment of Agrl as a verb position in Yiddish and
a clitic position in German, the distribution of clitics in the two languages should differ
substantially; indeed, we might expect Yiddish, like Icelandic, not to have clitic pronouns at
all. Contrary to this expectation, however, the surface distribution of Yiddish clitics parallels
that of German ones (Zaretski 1929:244, §757).
(98) a. (az) nekhtn hot es im Dovid gegebn (Yiddish)
that yesterday has it him given
‘(that) yesterday, David gave it to him’

b.  (az) nekhtn  hot Dovid es im gegebn
that yesterday has it him given

Cardinaletti and Roberts analyze the mirror image of the verb-clitic order in (98a), which
occurs in Old English, as resulting from the leftward adjunction of clitics to the verb in Agrl.

3%In contrast to German, clitics in (modern standard) Dutch must follow the subject. Cardinaletti and
Roberts propose to derive this contrast between the two languages by allowing Spec(Agr2P) to be a subject
position in German, but not Dutch. Clitics in medieval Dutch preceded the subject (Weerman 1987, cited
in Fontana 1993:215; Weerman 1989:15, cited in Haider 1993:191, fn. 8) and still do in some present-day
dialects (Weijnen 1966:327; see also Gerritsen 1991, Map 18).
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(99) [agnp Fela spella [y, ham + saedon ] [ ,p ba Beormas ... ]] (Old English)

many stories him  told the Permians
‘The Permians told him many stories.’
(Cardinaletti and Roberts 1991:31, (41), analyzed in (46a))

Spec{AgriP), they argue, retains its character as a topic position because Agrl dominates
a verb. Adapting this treatment to the Yiddish case yields (100) as the structure for (98a).

(100) (¢ (az) ] [AgrlP nekhtn [Agrl hot + es im ] [Agrzp Dovid [yp gegebn]] ] (Yiddish)

But such a treatment leaves a number of questions unanswered. First, the clitic-subject order
in Old English vs. the subject-clitic order in Yiddish would simply be stipulated. Further,
Cardinaletti and Roberts 1991:32, 37 state that verb movement to Agrl is restricted to main
clauses in Old English, but their analysis leaves this restriction, along with the concomitant
restriction of topicalization to main clauses, mysterious. Finally, Cardinaletti and Robert
give no reason for why verbs should have precedence over clitics in determining the character
of Spec(AgriP) in clauses in which Agrl dominates both. In view of these shortcomings,
then, I reject the double Agr analysis of subordinate V2.

1.3.4 Summary

The discussion in this section concerning subordinate V2 in the symmetric V2 languages has
yielded the following results:

A generalized CP recursion analysis of symmetric V2 must be rejected on empirical
grounds (Tatridou and Kroch 1992).

o The conceptual and empirical arguments put forward by Vikner 1994, 1995 against an
IP analysis of symmetric V2 are inconclusive.

The distribution of aspectual adverbs provides evidence that the IP analysis of V2
should be reformulated as in (101).

(101) a. Subject topic:
[op -+ lp S [ Vi [yp i [vp - & - XP oo J]T]

b. Nonsubject topic:
[CP [IP XPl [IP ij [VP Su [VP tj ti ] ]]]

A double Agr analysis of symmetric V2 (Cardinaletti and Roberts 1991) is too stipu-
lative to be adopted.

1.4 A subject gap effect

A number of recent investigations have suggested that a subject gap is necessary to license
the topicalization of nonsubjects in ordinary subordinate clauses (that is, subordinate clauses
outsidesubordinate root contexts) (Icelandic: Sigurdsson 1990b:59-60, Thrainsson 1994:156-
157, see also Magnisson 1990; Old English: van Kemenade 1993, Section 2.2; Old French and
Yiddish Cardinaletti and Roberts 1991:17-19, 59-62). The subject gap can arise in a number
of different ways: in connection with impersonal or ambient predicates or by wh-movement,
subject postposing, cliticization or pro-drop.®! In this section, I provide a quantitative
investigation of nonsubject topicalization in Yiddish and its correlation with the presence
of a subject gap. The result that emerges is that nonsubject topicalization in ordinary
subordinate clauses correlates almost, but not quite, perfectly with the presence of a subject
gap. After reviewing a number of previous analyses of embedded V2 (and embedded root
phenomena more generally) in light of the Yiddish data, I provide some indirect quantitative
evidence that the asymmetry between root clauses and ordinary subordinate clauses with
regard to topicalization should not be taken to reflect a syntactic licensing condition (see
also Lemieux and Dupuis 1994, Section 5.1). The argument is based on a comparison of
the rate of nonsubject topicalization in four clause types: root clauses, asyndetic clauses,
subordinate root clauses and ordinary subordinate clauses. Contrary to what one would
expect on syntactic grounds, asyndetic clauses pattern with ordinary subordinate clauses,
rather than with ordinary root clauses or subordinate root clauses, and I conclude from this
that the rate of nonsubject topicalization in a clause type is not a reliable indicator of its
syntactic structure.

1.4.1 Preliminaries

Before presenting and discussing the results of the quantitative analysis, I give examples of
the subordinate clause types as well as the different types of subject gaps that I distinguished.

1.4.1.1 Types of subordinate clauses

That-clauses form the most diverse group of subordinate clauses, and several subtypes need
to be distinguished. An important distinction is between ‘neutral’ and ‘subjective’ heads (cf.
Classes A, B, C and E vs. Class D of Hooper and Thompson 1973)

31 A subject gap condition on nonsubject topicalization immediately brings to mind the same condition on
stylistic fronting (Maling 1990:76, (9)), a process closely akin to topicalization (sometimes taken as a special
instance of it) that fronts lexical heads to the position preceding the finite verb. For further discussion of
stylistic fronting, see Rognvaldsson and Thrainsson 1990, Jénsson 1991, Fontana 1993, Chapter 3.3.3.2.1,
Santorini 1994a, Section 5.










Di kine B bahandlt di gesheenisn fun yor 1656, velkhe ikh muz do
the lament B treats  the occurrences of year 1656 which I must there
karakterizirn, makhmes in Shturemvint, z.75 hob ikh zey bahandlt
characterize because in Shturemvint, p.75 have I  them treated
binshime-akhes.
in one breath
‘Lament B treats the occurrences of 1656, which I must describe here, because
I treated them only very briefly in Shturemvint, p.75.”
(Weinreich, Kines, 33)
Stere iz gekumen, vayl

is come because

Hersh-Ber iz in gortn.
is in garden

‘Stere came because Hersh-Ber is in the garden.’

(Grine felder, 65)

Ikh rekhn, az ‘hot’shteyt do afn  erstn ort, vayl dos
I assume that has stands there on the first position because the
bindvort  ‘vos’ farnemt nit keyn ort
conjunction that occupies not no

in verterzeyder.

position in word order

‘T assume that has here occupies first position because the conjunction that
does not count for position.’

(Zaretski, Sholem, 163)

(109) Concessive clauses:

a. Di tsveyte kine, on ayor un on a drukort, hot
the second lament, without a year and without a place of publication has
Shteynshneyder ... farfelt tsu fartseykhnen in zeyn katalog, khotsh  dos

failed to record in his catalog, although the
bikhele iz shoyn in zeyn tseyt geven in der Bodleiane.
book is already in his time been in the
‘The second lament, without a year or a place of publication, Steinschnei-
der failed to record in his catalog, even though the book was already in the
Bodleian in his time.’
(Weinreich, Kines, 30)
Dos alts, vos far  ‘kumt’, ... farnemt eyn ‘ort,’
the everything that before comes takes a
kumt arayn a gantser bayzats.
comes in an entire subordinate clause
‘Everything before ‘comes’ occupies a single position, even though it consists

of an entire subordinate clause.’
(Zaretski, Sholem, 40)

khotsh  do
position although there

1.4.1.1.8 Adverbial clauses In addition to introducing various types of complement
clauses, az introduces adverbial clauses. Adverbial clauses can also be introduced by eyder
‘before’, oyb if’, ven ‘if, when’, and vibald az ‘as soon as’, among others.

(110) Az “if, when”

(111)

(112)

a. Azme vil  vern arov, badarf men opkern dem gedank derfun.

if one wants become a rabbi must one turn the thought therefrom

‘If one wants to become a rabbi, one must turn one’s thoughts away from it.’
(Grine felder, 78)

Az mayn yidene varft
if my wife
ibertsumakhn.
to change

‘If my wife takes a dislike to something, there is nothing to be done.’
(Grine felder, 64)

Vos tu ikh, ¢z me falt arayn ba mir in shtub?

what do I that one falls in with me in room

‘What do I do if they break into my room?’

{Royte pomerantsen, 58)

an umkheyn oyf a zakh, iz shoyn nisht
throws a dislike  on a thing is already not

Azer vil  geyn, zol er geyn.
if he wants go, shall he go
‘If he wants to go, let him go.’
(Royte pomerantsen, 59)

Eyder ‘before’:

a. Gikher vest du nemen biln, eyder der hunt vet redn!

sooner will you take bark before the dog will talk
“You will start to bark sooner than the dog will talk.’
(Royte pomerantsen, 86)

Ober keyner zol zikh nit antvegn geyn, eyder ikh vel zogn “dray,”
but nobody shall REFL not dare go  beforel will say three
farshtanen?
understood
‘But don’t anybody dare to go before I say ‘three’, understand?’
(Royte pomerantsen, 87)

Oyb if”:

a. Ikh vel mir efsher in vaser araynvarfn, oyb du tust es.
I  will me maybe in water in throw
‘Maybe I’ll drown myself if you do it.’
(Grine felder, 69)

if youdo it
















c. Indi 6 durkhgestudirte dertseylungn kumen __ far in hoyptzatsn 1811
in the through studied stories come fore in root clauses
perzonverter.
finite verbs
‘The 6 stories investigated contain 1811 finite verbs in root clauses.’
(Zaretski, Sholem, 68)

d. “Sgsa”: shreyt __ oys plutsim der rebe.

calls out suddenly the rabbi
‘“Sssa,” calls out the rabbi suddenly.’
(Zaretski, Sholerm, 83)
(129) Directional adverb:

a. Iz __ zikh arayn a tsveyter yid.
is REFL In a second guy
‘And in comes a second guy.’
(Royte pomerantsen, 23)

b.  Epes es geyen __ arum azelkhe modne nefeshes, vos er hot zey
something it go around such  strange creatures that he has them
nokh keyn mol nit gezen, mit lange hor, mit zek onshtot hoyzn.
still no time not seen with long hair with sacks instead of pants
“There were such strange creatures walking around, that he had never seen
before, with long hair and sacks instead of pants.’

(Royte pomerantsen, 61)

c. un es loyft __ arayn Vite.
and it runs in
‘and in runs Witte.’

(Royte pomerantsen, 80)

(130) Locative/existential adverb:

a. un ’siz __ nisht do  keyn tsayt ven afile optsushmaysn a kind.

and it is not thereno time when even up to beat a child
‘and there isn’t any time even to spank a child.’
(Grine felder, 82)

b. un vayter iz _ do  nokh a kleyner khesorndl.
and further is there still asmall problem-DIM
‘and there is yet a further small problem.’
(Royte pomerantsen, 14)

c. Oyf alts iz __ faran a tsayt.
on everything is there a time

‘There is a time for everything.’
(Grine felder, 77)
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d. Mistome iz __ dokh  faran a seykhl derbay.
probably is after all there an idea  therewith
‘After all, there’s probably a reason for it.’

{Grine felder, 102)

e. un ba mir in shtub zenen __ faran a sakh moly.
and with me in room are there a lot  moths
‘and in my room, there are a lot of moths.’
{Royte pomerantsen, 228)

I distinguished structurally unambiguous instances of subject postposing like those above
from structurally ambiguous ones in which the subject occupies absolute clause-final posi-
tion, but the clause contains no structural diagnostic for postposing. Given the absence of
unambiguous cases of subject postposing with pronoun subjects, I analyzed pronoun subjects
in clauses without structural diagnostics for subject postposing as occupying Spec(VP).

(131) a. Zey veln zen, az ba Meyer Eliohu Henikh in shtub brenen
they will see that with in room burn
tsveygraytsike likht.
two kreutser lights
“They’ll see that there are two-kroytser candles burning in Meyer Eliohu
Henikh’s living room.’

(Royte pomerantsen, 127)

b. Fregt im di vayb zayne.
asks him the wife his
‘So his wife asks him.’
(Royte pomerantsen, 129)

c. Es varft zikh indi oygn di konsekvente shreybung ‘vab’.
it throws REFL in the eyes the consistent spelling
‘Very striking is the con