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ABSTRACT

This thesis provides and discusses a comprehensive collection of empirical data that
show that many languages of the world manifest long A-movement of the subjects of
embedded finite clauses to the subject position (Hyperraising) or object position
(Hyper-ECM) of the main clause. The main theoretical claim of the thesis is that all
these instances of long A-movement leave behind resumptive pronouns and should
therefore be analysed on a par with related Copy Raising and Copy ECM
constructions. My thesis therefore demonstrates that resumption is not restricted to A-
bar movement contexts, but is also attested in A-movement constructions. Instead of
the various language-particular analyses previously proposed in the literature, the
thesis focuses on those aspects of long A-movement that all respective constructions
in the different languages have in common and therefore provides a unified cross-

linguisic analysis of long A-movement constructions.

An important empirical generalisation, first noted by Ura (1994), which is empirically
supported by the data discussed in this thesis, is that if a language has Hyperraising or
Hyper-ECM, it is also a pro-drop language. On the basis of this generalisation, it is
argued that Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM constructions involve the use of resumptive
pro in the embedded subject position, while languages with Copy Raising and Copy
ECM use overt pronouns. Apart from this difference, it is argued that these A-

movement constructions are identical in all crucial respects.

Furthermore, it is claimed that agreement inside the embedded finite clauses from
which long A-movement takes place is indicative of the ability of embedded T to
license nominative case on the embedded subject. Hence, no deviation from standard
Minimalist assumptions is required. It is suggested that the role of the resumptive
subject pronoun is to receive the case assigned by the probing T-head inside the
embedded clause. It is also argued that it is the existence of a resumptive pronoun
which causes the coreferential subject DP to be without case, which in turn creates a

context in which long A-movement of this DP becomes both necessary and possible.

This analysis is based on the idea that at first merge, the raised subject is merged with

the null/overt resumptive pronoun in the embedded subject position to form one

Vi



complex constituent (which is known in the literature as a ,big’ DP). While the
pronoun remains in the embedded subject position to absorb the case in the embedded
finite clause, the raised subject is attracted into the matrix subject position to absorb

the case in the matrix clause.
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ACC accusative case
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ART article
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INTRODUCTION

Raising has been a recurring concept in syntactic analysis and linguistic theory since it
first appeared in the early works of Rosenbaum (1967), Chomsky (1973) and Postal
(1974). Raising is a syntactic operation that causes certain types of matrix (main clause)
verbs to trigger the movement of an NP/DP from the subject position of an embedded
clause to the subject position of the main clause (cf. Postal, 1974: 284). Consider the

following sentences:

(D) a. It seems that he loves mashed potatoes.
b. He seems to love mashed potatoes.
c. *He seems that (he) loves mashed potatoes.

According to the standard treatment of Raising constructions in recent versions of
Generative Grammar, such as the Minimalist Program (Chomsky, 1995, 2001, 2005), a
finite clause has tense and agreement features that enable it to license nominative case on
its subject. Therefore, the subject NP/DP ke in the finite embedded clause in (1a) is
assigned nominative case. Since there is no need for the embedded subject to move out of
the subordinate clause, it remains in situ. Since the matrix verb seems does not select a
thematic subject, a so-called expletive (a dummy, non-referential grammatical element,
the pronoun if) is introduced as the subject of the matrix clause in order to satisfy the

condition that all sentences must have subjects.’

In contrast, the thematic subject /e of the embedded non-finite clause in (1b) (a Raising
infinitive) appears in the matrix subject position. In the Minimalist Program, Raising
infinitives are assumed to be ,defective’, because they lack tense and agreement features
associated with finite clauses.” Therefore, nominative case cannot be assigned inside a
Raising infinitive. Because the pronoun /e cannot get nominative case in the defective

embedded clause, it is assigned nominative case via the tense and agreement features of

! This condition is the Extended Projection Principle (Chomsky, 1981, 1982). The EPP will be discussed in
chapter 1, section 1.1 below.
* The notion of defectiveness is further explained in chapter 1, section 1.3.



the non-defective finite matrix clause. Consequently, e agrees with the matrix verb
seem. Subsequently, he moves out of the complement clause to the subject position of the
matrix clause in order to fulfill the requirement that all sentences must have subjects. This
movement step is a further consequence of the fact that he agrees with the matrix verb

and has been assigned nominative case from the matrix clause.

Importantly, according to standard assumptions about Raising constructions, movement
of an embedded subject to the matrix subject position is only possible out of defective
infinitives. Raising out of finite clauses, which have tense and agreement features and
which are considered to be non-defective, is neither necessary nor permitted. This is
illustrated by (Ic). In (lc), the embedded pronominal subject he can be assigned
nominative case by the finite complement clause, so there is no need for /e to seek
nominative case from outside its own clause. In addition, the embedded clause, being
finite, does not permit the embedded /e to move out. This explains why (Ic) is

ungrammatical.

Similar considerations apply to the analysis of constructions such as (2b), which is an

example of an Exceptional Case Marking (ECM)-construction:

(2) a. John believes that she is smart.
b. John believes her to be smart.
c. *John believes her that (she) is smart.

The clausal complement of the verb believe in (2a) is finite, and consequently,
nominative case is available to the subject she. However, the infinitival complement of
believe in (2b) is considered to be defective, and nominative case is not available. Instead,
the embedded subject receives accusative case from the verb in the matrix clause; in
some theories (Rosenbaum, 1967; Johnson, 1991; Koizumi, 1993, 1995; Radford, 2004;
Hong, 2005; Runner, 2006), it is assumed that this "exceptional" case marking is
accompanied by subsequent Raising of the embedded subject to the matrix object

position, in analogy to subject-to-subject Raising in (1b). (2c¢) is assumed to be



ungrammatical for the same reasons that (1c) is: the subject of a finite embedded clause
does not require exceptional case marking from outside, and furthermore, exceptional

case marking into (and subject-to-object Raising from) a finite clause is not licensed.

Assuming for the moment that constructions such as (2b) do indeed involve movement to
a matrix object position, both Raising and ECM-constructions involve A-movement from
a defective clausal complement into the main clause. The ungrammaticality of (1c¢) and
(2c) suggests that “long” A-movement (= movement of a DP from an embedded finite
clause to an argument position in the main clause) is generally ruled out by the principles
of grammar. However, contrary to the assumption that only embedded infinitives like
those in (1b) and (2b) allow A-movement of their embedded subjects into the matrix
clause, this thesis presents and examines empirical data from Bantu languages such as
Kikuyu, Kirundi, Shona, Herero and Zulu (Perez, 1985; Kavari & Marten, 2005; Zeller,
2006a, b); Irish (McCloskey, 1984,1988); Rumanian (Grosu & Horvath, 1984; Rivero,
1991); Hebrew (Lappin, 1984); Haitian Creole (Deprez, 1992); Turkish (Moore, 1998;
Aygen, 2004); Igbo (Ura, 1998); Greek (Joseph, 1976; Soame & Perlmutter, 1979;
Alexiadou & Anagnostopoulou, 1999); Japanese (Kuno, 1976; Uchibori, 2000, 2001;
Tanaka, 2002; Hoji, 2005); Brazilian Portuguese (Rodrigues, 2004); Yoruba (Adesola,
2005); Korean (Hong, 2005); and Persian (Darzi, 2008) that show that A-movement out
of finite complement clauses is indeed possible in many languages. For example,
Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (1999) and Uchibori (2000, 2001) show that in Greek
and Japanese, some finite complement clauses allow their subjects to move to the matrix

subject position:

3) Ta pedhia arxisan [na trexoun]
the children-Nom  started-3PL  SUBJ run-3PL

,.;The children started to run.’

(Greek; Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou, 1999: 5)



4) John-ga [motto benkyoosu-ru-yooni] na-u/-ta
John-NoM more study-NONPAST-SUBJ  happen - NONPAST/PAST

(lit.) ,Jt has happened that John studies harder.’
(Japanese; Uchibori, 2000: 143)

The embedded verb of the Greek example in (3) is overtly marked for agreement,
indicating that it is finite. Furthermore, the embedded clauses in the Greek example in (3)
and the Japanese example in (4) are introduced by the complementisers na and —yooni
respectively, which mark subjunctive mood. The presence of these complementisers
indicates that the complement clauses are finite. Nevertheless, the embedded subject has
undergone subject-to-subject Raising out of these embedded finite clauses, a process

known in the literature as Hyperraising.

Similarly, Joseph (1976) and Hong (2005) provide extensive arguments for the existence
of “Hyper-ECM”, i.e. Raising-to-object position of an embedded subject NP/DP from

finite complements, in Greek and Korean respectively:

®)) ®coro ton yani [pos 1ine  eksipnos]
consider-1SG Acc-John CoMP be-3 SG smart
,d consider John to be smart.’

(Greek; Joseph 1976: 241)

(6) John-i  Mary-lul [cengcikha-ess-tako] sayngkakha-n-ta
John-NoM Mary-Acc  honest- PAST-COMP think-PRES

,John believes that Mary was honest’

(Korean; Hong, 2005: 59)

Both sentences in (5) and (6) have finite indicative complements with overt
complementiser pos (Greek) and fako (Korean). In addition, the embedded T-head of the
Greek example in (5) is inflected for agreement. The occurrence of overt

complementisers and agreement therefore means that the embedded clauses in (5) and (6)



are finite clauses. However, the fact that the subjects of the embedded clauses, fon Yani
and Mary-lul, in (5) and (6) appear in the accusative form is an indication that these
embedded subjects are assigned accusative case by the matrix verb. That these accusative
subjects of the embedded clauses appear before the overt complementisers pos and fako
furthermore demonstrates that the embedded subjects have raised to the object position in

the matrix clause.

Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM constructions obviously raise problems for the traditional
theory of Raising which is based on considerations of case and NP/DP-movement. My
thesis addresses these problems, and is guided by two main research objectives. First, it
provides a comprehensive collection of empirical data that show which languages
manifest A-movement out of finite clauses, and in what syntactic contexts. Second, my
study also provides a theoretical discussion of the implications that the existence of long
A-movement has for the traditional analysis of Raising presented in the Minimalist

Program (Chomsky, 1995, 2001, 2005)

One way in which many of the existing analyses of long A-movement have approached
the problem raised by the data in (3-6) is to re-define the notion of ,defectiveness’. If the
Minimalist assumption is correct that NP/DPs move out of embedded clauses because
defective complements cannot license nominative case on their subjects, then the
examples in (3-6) cast doubt on the definition of defectiveness in terms of finiteness. It
has therefore been argued that some other grammatical property of the embedded clauses
in (3-6) must be responsible for their defective nature and the absence of case on the
subjects (which, as was noted above, is considered a prerequisite for Raising). Many
proposed explanations of the data in (3-6) (Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou, 1999;
Uchibori, 2000, 2001; Zeller, 2006a, b) have therefore maintained that Raising is related
to the unavailability of nominative case and have tried to link this situation to other

properties of finite clauses that could be interpreted as ,symptoms’ of defectiveness.

However, in my thesis, I want to put forward an alternative hypothesis. I suggest that

Raising of a subject NP/DP is permitted in certain languages even though nominative



case has been assigned in the embedded clause. In other words, I interpret the data in (3-
6) as evidence that the traditional Minimalist account of Raising that equates A-
movement with the unavailability of nominative case is incorrect for the following
reasons: In the MP (Chomsky, 2000, 2001) nominative case is assumed to be assigned
under @-feature agreement and CPs are typically analysed as strong phases (Chomsky,
2001, 2008); the presence of a CP prevents any constituent within the C-command
domain of C from moving out of CP (a consequence of the Phase Impenetrability
Condition PIC?). However, the embedded verb of the Greek examples in (3) and (5) are
overtly marked for agreement, indicating that they are finite and nominative case is
available for their subjects. Also, the embedded clauses in the Greek examples in (3) and
(5) and the Japanese example in (4) and (6) are introduced by the complementisers na and
pos; and -yooni and -tako respectively indicating that the complement clauses are finite
CPs. Yet, the embedded subject has undergone subject-to-subject/subject-to-object

Raising out of these embedded finite clauses.

What I suggest is that Raising of the embedded subject NP/DPs in the examples in (3-6)
is required even though the finiteness of the embedded clauses in these examples makes
the embedded subject position a case position. Importantly, however, even though I claim
that nominative case is assigned in the embedded clauses in (3-6), I assume that it is not
assigned to the subject NP/DP. Instead, I suggest that nominative case in the examples in
(3-6) is assigned to a phonetically null resumptive pronoun which occupies the embedded
subject positions in these Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM constructions. I propose that it is
the presence of a resumptive pronoun which "absorbs" the nominative case available in
finite clauses which leaves the thematic subject NP/DP caseless. As a consequence, the
embedded thematic subject NP/DP must receive case from, and eventually move into a

position in, the matrix clause.

As noted above, I argue that in the examples (3-6), the resumptive pronoun in the
embedded clauses is pro, i.e. a subject pronoun without phonetic content. Consequently,

in languages such as Greek or Japanese, the resumptive pronoun that occupies the

? The PIC is discussed in more detail in chapter 1, section 1.2.



embedded subject position in long A-movement constructions is invisible. As I will show
in this study, it is an interesting fact that Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM constructions are
only attested in pro-drop languages, an observation that I label Ura's generalization (with
reference to Ura 1994). However, as I show in more detail in the following chapters,
languages such as Haitian Creole or Igbo use overt resumptive pronouns in long A-

movement constructions:

(7) Jan sanble [li pati]

John seems he leaves

,John seems he to have left.’

(Haitian Creole; Deprez, 1992: 192)

(8 FEzé di m [ka o hi-ri Add]

Eze seems tome CoMP he see-Asp Ada

,Eze seems to me that he saw Ada.’

(Igbo; Ura, 1998: 68-69)

As the translation of (7) and (8) shows, the main clause verbs in these examples are the
equivalents of the English Raising verb ,seem’. In (7) and (8), the embedded subject
NP/DPs (Jan and Ezé) appear in the matrix subject position, and importantly, they are
linked to a coreferential overt pronoun in the embedded finite clause. I argue that
resumption in these so-called Copy Raising constructions is the overt counterpart of the

same process that licenses long A-movement in examples such as (3-6).

In a nutshell, then, I argue that Hyperraising, Hyper-ECM and Copy Raising
constructions are all licensed by the same mechanism, namely resumption. In this respect,
my thesis differs crucially from most of the existing analyses of these phenomena, which
usually try to explain the unexpected existence of long A-movement in a language in
terms of certain language-specific details associated with these constructions. Although I
do by no means deny that there are crucial differences between languages regarding the
way in which long A-movement constructions are realised, my aim in this thesis has been

to rather focus on the similarities and parallels. My goal is to develop a theory of



resumption in A-movement constructions which can be taken to underlie all of the
manifold examples of Hyperraising, Hyper-ECM and Copy Raising that I present in the

empirical part of this thesis.

I implement the resumptive strategy used in long A-movement constructions by adopting
the ,yesumption as stranding’ and ,big’ DP’ analysis proposed by Boeckx (2003) in his
analysis of resumption in A-bar movement constructions. I suggest that languages which
allow long A-movement may realise this option by generating a complex DP inside the
embedded subject position, which consists of the resumptive pronoun and the overt
subject DP. This ,big’ DP is theta-marked inside the embedded clause. The head of the
,big’ DP (the resumptive pronoun) and its complement-DP show concord-agreement and
therefore share all relevant features. However, I argue that the nominative case assigned
inside the embedded clause is only available for the resumptive pronoun (the head of
,big’ DP), while the specific configuration inside the ,big” DP prevents the complement
DP of the resumptive pronoun from getting case (essentially, because the resumptive
pronoun is not a case assigner). This, I suggest, is the reason why the overt subject DP
must enter an agreement relation with an element in the matrix clause from which it then

receives (nominative or accusative) case.

Once the embedded subject DP is case-marked from an element in the matrix clause, it
undergoes Hyperraising to either the subject or the object position in the main clause. I
also address the question of how the embedded subject DP raises from the embedded
clause into an A-position in the matrix clause. According to standard assumptions in
generative grammar, this type of movement is normally ruled out; A-movement is strictly
clause-bound and can only cross the sentence boundary of an embedded clause if this
clause is a defective infinitive. In the Minimalist Program, defective infinitives are
analysed as bare TPs which lack the C-layer of ordinary clauses. Movement out of a
finite CP is therefore ruled out by the Phase Impenetrability Condition (PIC; Chomsky
2001). My analysis, which argues that Hyperraising, Hyper-ECM and Copy Raising
constructions all involve A-movement across a CP, must therefore also include a theory

about how this type of movement is licensed. I therefore suggest, following Chomsky



(2001), that in languages with long A-movement, the phase head C can be equipped with
an edge-feature, which attracts the embedded subject-NP/DP to [Spec, C]. I also suggest,
contra Chomsky (2005), that movement triggered by an edge-feature of a head H is not
necessarily A-bar movement, but can be analysed as A-movement if H bears an
uninterpretable feature that acts as a probe in an Agree relation. My analysis therefore
leads to the insight that C in languages with long A-movement may bear a formal feature
that enters an agreement relation with an embedded NP/DP. When the edge feature of C
attracts this DP, the result is A-movement to [Spec, C]. Therefore, the embedded subject
NP/DP escapes the effects of the PIC; it remains accessible for further computations
outside the phase and can enter further Agree-relations with elements in the matrix clause
to value its case feature. Finally, the moved subject can also undergo further movement to

another A-position in the matrix clause.

The thesis is organised as follows: Chapter 1 discusses the theoretical background of the
research, focusing mainly on Minimalist concepts and operations such as Agree, Move,

phase theory, Raising and ECM constructions, and case assignment.

Chapter 2 presents data on languages that manifest long subject-to-subject Raising from
finite complements (Hyperraising). Section 2.1, I discusses Raising out of subjunctive
finite complements. In section 2.2, data on languages that manifest Raising out of finite
indicative complements are presented. In section 2.3, I review Copy Raising out of finite
indicative complements, i.e. Hyperraising constructions which leave overt resumptive
copies in the embedded clause. I also argue that these constructions differ from
comparable “Copy Raising”-constructions in English and Swedish. On the basis of
empirical evidence from the occurrence of expletives, interpretation of idioms, long
passivisation and scope, I show for each language discussed that the matrix subject is an
argument of the embedded finite verb and has moved from the embedded to matrix
subject position. The data discussed in this chapter reveal that the phenomenon of Raising
out of finite clauses is much more common than standard Minimalist assumptions about

Raising would lead one to believe.



In chapter 3, I further discuss existing literature on languages that manifest long subject-
to-object Raising out of finite complements (Hyper-ECM). Data from genetically and
typologically diverse languages such as Greek, Korean, Turkish, Herero, Quechua,
Kipsigis, Chamorro etc show again that this type of long A-movement is widespread. In
section 3.1, I provide a detailed discussion of languages that manifest Hyper-ECM, while

section 3.2 briefly discusses some data with Copy ECM.

Chapter 4 presents a review of existing approaches to the analysis of Hyperraising,
Hyper-ECM and Copy Raising in the Minimalist Program (MP). I begin by discussing
the approach that is based on the suggestion that the embedded CP is defective because of
lack of tense (Alexiadou & Anagnostopoulou, 1999; Uchibori, 2000, 2001), mood
(Aygen, 2004) or the nominal nature of T (Zeller, 2006a). I also review the ,case
assignment’ approach which argues that although case can be assigned in the embedded
CP, case assignment could be delayed if there is no expletive in the numeration to satisfy
the EPP feature of the matrix T (Rodrigues, 2004). I also present Ura’s (1998) argument
that the case feature of the embedded subject DP and the ¢-features of the embedded T
are not checked in the embedded clause because case valuation is only required for
convergence. In the small clause approach, Deprez (1992) and Kawai (2006) argue that
the embedded DP moves out because the embedded clause is a small clause while the
base generation analysis assumes that the copy pronoun originates in the embedded
clause, and the matrix subject DP is base generated in the matrix subject position
(Harford (Perez), 1997; Potsdam and Runner, 2001; Hoji, 2005). I observe that these
theoretical approaches are mostly motivated by idiosyncratic properties of the respective
language under investigation. I also point out the various problems with these

assumptions.

In chapter 5, I focus on an aspect of grammar that is shared by all languages which permit
Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM. I propose that if a language has Hyperraising or Hyper-
ECM, it is also a pro-drop language — a correlation which has also been noted by Ura
(1994). 1 present a proposal that explains this generalisation and captures the core

properties of Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM. As noted above, in contrast to Ura’s (1994)
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approach, and many of the analyses of Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM discussed in
chapter 4, my proposal does not imply that the embedded finite clause is defective and
that the embedded subject position is a non-case position. Rather, I assume that
agreement inside the embedded clause is indicative of the ability of the embedded T-head
to license nominative case on the embedded subject. Hence, no deviation from standard
Minimalist assumptions is required. Furthermore, I suggest that the role of the resumptive
pro in Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM is to receive the case assigned by the probing T-
head inside the embedded clause. I propose that it is the existence of a resumptive
pronoun which causes the coreferential subject DP to be without case, which in turn

creates a context in which Hyperraising or Hyper-ECM of this DP becomes possible.

My proposal also provides a link between the languages which allow Hyperraising and
Hyper-ECM and those languages with Copy Raising. According to my hypothesis, these
constructions are identical in all crucial respects, with the main difference being that the
pronominal resumptive copy is a full lexical pronoun in the latter languages, whereas it is
a null pronoun in languages with Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM. In 5.1, 1 present
examples showing that all the languages that allow Hyperraising or Hyper-ECM are pro-
drop languages. In 5.2, 1 argue against Ura’s (1994) assumption that the embedded
subject position of Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM constructions is a non-case position
despite the fact that T-head in these constructions exhibits full agreement. In section 5.3, I
show that the existence of null resumptive pronouns and of resumptive pronouns in A-
movement constructions has been independently motivated in relation to various
constructions discussed in the literature. In section 5.4 I provide empirical evidence for
the view that the subject gaps in Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM constructions are
(resumptive) pros. Finally, section 5.5 discusses the technical implementation of the

suggested theory of resumption in long A-movement constructions.

In chapter 6, I address the question of how exactly the embedded subject DP undergoes
Raising from inside the big DP to the subject or object position in the main clause. This
type of long A-movement is not expected to be possible, considering that the embedded

CP is a finite or tensed clause. In 6.1, I argue against the assumption that the CP in
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Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM is not a phase. In section 6.2, I challenge the assumption
that movement to [Spec, C] is always A-bar movement, and I argue that in Hyperraising,
Hyper-ECM and Copy Raising constructions, [Spec, C] can become an A-position. In
section 6.3, I suggest that the relevant property of the finite C-head that enables the
subject of the finite CP to undergo long A-movement is the uninterpretable inflectional
feature (uF) which acts as a probe and enters an Agree-relation with the corresponding
interpretable feature of the lexical subject DP inside the tensed CP. If the C-head also has
an EPP-feature — ie. the regular edge-feature of C, now attracting the DP which
participates in an Agree-relation with the probe of C — then movement to [Spec, C]
counts as A-movement. Raising and ECM-verbs therefore ,enable’ long A-movement out
of their complements by selecting CPs whose heads have uF. I also discuss the nature of
the uF of C. In 6.4, I suggest that the properties of the finite clause from which Raising
has occurred are basically the same as those of a finite clause with an in situ subject, as
long as both CPs are selected by a Raising or ECM-verb. Therefore, no distinction
between CPs as strong or weak phases is required. The only difference between the non-
Raising CP and its Raising counterpart is that in the latter cases, C has an EPP-feature,
which attracts the lexical subject to [Spec, C]. I further suggest that since all features
originate in the phase heads, it is possible that the features of C are not completely
transferred to T. As a result, both T and C can simultaneously enter agreement with one
goal but if required, they can also enter separate agreement relations with separate goals

which is what obtains when we have the ,big’ DP in Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM.

In chapter 7, I summarise the main points of the thesis, comment on its contribution to the
understanding of the theory of A-movement and nominative case assignment, and
consider the possible implications of the analysis suggested in my thesis. I also account

for remaining problematic questions and suggest further areas of research.
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CHAPTER 1
Basic assumptions

1.1 Core Ideas of the Minimalist Program

This research is carried out within the framework of the Minimalist Program (MP), the
most current version of Generative Grammar and the Principles and Parameters theory.
Generative Grammar is a unifying term used for different syntactic theories that have
emerged from Chomsky’s dominant theory of syntax which he propounded in the mid-
1950s and which has been continually reinvigorated by his insight to this date (Chomsky,
1965, 1970, 1977, 1981, 1986a, 1986b, 1995, 2000, 2001, 2004, 2005, 2007, 2008).

The MP builds on the idea that fundamental principles of the knowledge of language are
innate and differences between the grammars of languages can be reduced to parameters
and language-specific idiosyncrasies. It is assumed that humans are genetically endowed
with a mental faculty or device for acquiring language. The in-built set of linguistic
principles which underlie the grammars of all natural languages is referred to as
Universal Grammar (UG). The innateness of certain aspects of our linguistic competence
explains the ease and speed with which a child acquires language and the native speakers’
ability to differentiate a well-formed expression from an ill-formed one despite the fact
that the input data is restricted. Chomsky (2005:6) suggests that three factors that
influence the development of language are: ,genetic endowment’, principles which select
languages that are attainable so that language acquisition can take place; external data
which has to do with experience that aids the selection of one language or the other; and
certain principles that are not specific to the faculty of language such as principles of

structural architecture and computational efficiency.

Parametric variation can be illustrated by assuming that there is a principle of UG that
requires all sentences to have a subject. However, languages may vary with respect to the
requirement of an overt subject. This can be explained by postulating a parameter that can

be set differently in different languages; this parameter would then capture the variation.
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Consider the contrast between the Italian examples in (1a) and (1c) below and their

English equivalents in (1b) and (1d):

(1) a. Maria parla francese.
b. Maria speaks French.
C. Parla francese.
d. *Speaks French.

(Radford, 2004: 17)

The verb parla ,speaks’ as used in (1) is a two-place predicate that requires a subject that
is human as well as an object. Moreover, speaks is a finite verb that requires agreement
with its subject. In the Italian and English examples in (1a) and (1b), both requirements
are met and both sentences are grammatical. In the Italian example in (1c), parla is
overtly marked for agreement without a visible subject. In contrast, its English equivalent
in (1d) is ungrammatical due to the absence of an overt subject. The contrast between the
Italian and the English examples in (1) therefore suggests that in Italian, finite verbs can
have null subjects (pro) whereas finite verbs in English obligatorily require an overt
subject. The child learning Italian will have to select the null-subject option of the

parameter while the child learning English selects the non-null-subject option.

A language consists of a computational system (a grammar) and a mental lexicon which
includes the lexical items of the language®. Each lexical entry in the lexicon contains
information about the meaning, pronunciation, syntactic category, argument structure, etc
of the lexical item. Lexical items are split into two categories — content words and
function words. Content words are words that have descriptive content such as Noun (N),
Verb (V), Preposition (P), Adjective (A) and Adverb (Adv). Function words, on the other
hand, are words that carry grammatical information (person, number, case, sentence type

etc). The core functional categories that play an important role in the MP are the

* In contemporary linguistic theories (including the MP), the mental lexicon is also conceptualised as a
computational system.
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categories of light verb (v°), Tense (T) (which hosts tense and agreement features and is
responsible for nominative case assignment) and Complementiser (C) (for sentence type).
There may be additional functional categories in each of these three domains of the
clause. For instance, C may be a cover term for a set of functional categories such as
Top(ic), Foc(us), Fin(iteness), etc, and the category T may split into Asp(ect), Mood, etc.
Lexical items that represent the category T are certain auxiliaries and modal verbs;

examples of the C-category are conjunctions like that, if and for.

An important assumption in the MP is that all syntactic parameters are associated with
grammatical features of functional categories. For example, the pro-drop parameter is
associated with the morphological richness of T (cf. Rizzi 1982, 1986; Alexiadou and
Anagnostopoulou 1998). Minimalist theories of linguistic variation try to identify which
features of which category are responsible for grammatical differences between

languages.

The computational system of syntax builds structures from lexical items by using two
fundamental operations: Merge and Move. When two lexical items are merged or
combined (external Merge), one of them projects a phrase of the same type. Phrases are
further combined with other words or phrases in order to form sentences. Both content
and function words can project a phrase. For example, if a noun like book combines with
the determiner the, a Determiner Phrase (DP)° the book is derived. The determiner is
referred to as the head of the DP. The upside-down tree diagram in (2) shows the
relations between the lexical items that make up this DP.

()

DP

/\
D N

> The nature of the light verb v is discussed below.

® In the earlier version of Generative Grammar, expressions like ,the book’ were taken to have the
categorial status of Noun Phrase (NP). In my thesis, I follow the standard Minimalist practice and, based on
work by Abney (1987), analyse noun phrases such as the book in (2) as DPs.

15



The operation Move involves copying an item already existing in the structure and
remerging it elsewhere in the structure (internal merge). This operation can be best
illustrated when the syntactic representation of the bracketed embedded clause in (3a) is

considered:

(3a) It seems [that he will read this book]

(3b)
CpP
/\
C TP
that T~
D T
he T
T vP
will T~
D \%
he /\
% VP

Q+read — T~
I A% DP
fe&d /\
D N
this book

In (3b) this (D) merges with book (N) to form the DP this book. The derived DP merges
with read (V) to form the VP read this book. The so-derived VP merges with the light
verb v in order to derive the v'. As I illustrate in (3b), the function of the light verb is to
introduce the subject argument and to link the subject to the (VP-) predicate. In languages
such as English or Zulu, the light verb is a “null element” — (it lacks phonological
features but still has semantic and syntactic significance in the structure). The light verb v
is affixal in nature, it therefore triggers read (V) to adjoin it (an operation known as head
movement). The syntactic position of the light verb and the movement of V to v are

illustrated in the representation (3b) above. The V' further merges with its so-called
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specifier, the subject DP ke, to derive the vP. The propositional content of a sentence is
syntactically represented within the vP through the verb (plus light verb) and their
arguments (subject, object) (cf. Larson 1988, 1990; Hale and Keyser, 1993).

In order to be specified for tense, vP merges with the tense-head T (the modal will in (3))
to derive the T — will he read this book. As noted above, functional categories like T
have grammatical features and these features are highly significant when syntactic
relations between elements in the syntactic representation are considered. In the
following paragraphs, I provide a short illustration of the mechanisms induced by

grammatical features that play an important role in the derivation of a sentence.

Grammatical features can be interpretable or uninterpretable. The tense feature of T, for
example, is interpretable, since it contributes to the temporal interpretation of the
sentence. In contrast, the agreement features of the T-head are uninterpretable.
Importantly, Chomsky (1995) argues that uninterpretable features must be deleted from
the syntax before a sentence is transferred to the semantic component of the language
faculty for interpretation. In order to become deletable, however, uninterpretable features
must enter an Agree-relation with corresponding interpretable features of the same type.
This means that at the point where the T-head is introduced in the derivation, it will start
looking for a matching constituent with interpretable agreement features. In the
terminology of Chomsky (2000), the uninterpretable features of the T-head serve as a
Probe that seeks a Goal with matching features to agree with. The search domain of the
Probe is everything that is C-commanded by the functional head which hosts the Probe,

with C-command defined as in (4):
4) C-command (Haegeman 1994:134)
o C-commands f if and only if

(1) o does not dominate B and B does not dominate a

(1) the first (= lowest) branching node that dominates a also dominates 3
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In (3b), the next matching Goal located within the C-command domain of T’s agreement
features is the subject DP ke in [Spec, v]. These agreement features — person, number,
gender — are also known as phi- (¢-)features. Note that the agreement features of a DP are
interpretable (it makes a semantic difference if a noun phrase is 2™ person or 3™ person,
or singular or plural), so the T-head with uninterpretable agreement features agrees with
the interpretable agreement features of the DP /e. In this process, T’s agreement features

are valued as 3" person singular.

Another important mechanism in the MP concerns case assignment. In Chomsky (2000,
2001), it is assumed that features of, say, a DP or T can enter into the derivation as either
interpretable or uninterpretable. Interpretable features are assumed to be inherently
valued, while uninterpretable features are unvalued. For instance, the ¢-features of a DP
enter into the derivation as already valued, but the case feature of a DP enters the
derivation unvalued. Since the @-features of T are uninterpretable, they are also unvalued
when T enters the derivation. In order for the uninterpretable ¢-features of T to be given a
specific value, the uninterpretable features of T must enter an Agree relation with a DP —
an element with matching interpretable features. Agree then establishes that the feature
values of the DP’s ¢-features also become the values of T. As a result of the Agree-
relation between a finite T-head and the subject DP, finite T values the case feature of a
DP (another uninterpretable feature) as nominative. Informally, T has ‘“assigned”
nominative case to the subject DP under agreement. Once the uninterpretable ¢-features
of T and the uninterpretable case feature of the DP have received specific values, they are
deleted and are no longer visible in the syntactic or semantic component (they obviously
remain visible to the phonological component which determines that T in (3b) is

pronounced as wil/l and the subject as &e).

In languages like English, the T-head is assumed to have another uninterpretable feature,
called an EPP-feature. This feature is an implementation of what used to be the Extended
Projection Principle in Government and Binding Theory, a principle which required that
the subject position of a sentence be filled. Importantly, the EPP-feature can only be
deleted if a suitable phrase is merged with the projection of T (i.e. T'). In languages like
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English, the subject DP marked for nominative is a suitable phrase.” Therefore,
agreement between T and the subject is followed by an application of the operation Move
(also known as internal Merge):® the subject DP in [Spec, v] is copied and remerged with
T'. Since the copy of the subject DP in [Spec, v] is not pronounced, it looks as if the
subject DP has moved from [Spec, v] to [Spec, T], but “movement” is actually no more
than a metaphor for the process of copying an element already part of the structure and
merging it with the root of the derivation at this point. The subject DP therefore merges
with the T' will read this book to derive the TP he will read this book. Finally, in order for
the sentence to be specified for sentence type, the TP combines with the complementiser

that to form the embedded declarative CP that he will read this book.

Recall that certain function words can lack phonological features (they are not
pronounced) but are still present in the syntax, due to their grammatical (and possibly
semantic) features. For example, the complementisers which introduce declarative main
clauses in English are phonologically null, and the T-head of the feature [+past] does not
have a phonological realisation either (instead, this feature is realised by inflectional

morphology on the verb):

(5a) He recommended this book.

7 In some Bantu languages (Perez, 1985; Baker, 2003) and Scandinavian (Holmberg, 2000) languages, and
perhaps even in English locative inversions, non-nominative elements can also satisfy the EPP feature of
T.

¥As noted in the text, there is also head movement from V to v in (3b). Since the nature of and the trigger
for head movement are of no particular relevance to the discussion and analysis of this thesis, I do not
discuss them in much detail here.
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(5b)

CP
/\
C TP
@ /\
D T
he /\
T vP
@ /\
D V'
h_e /\
% VP

@ +recommend " T~
| \% DP
recommend 7 T
D N
this book

In (5b), C, T and v are null constituents, but they still have grammatical and semantic

features that contribute to the meaning of the sentence and drive the syntactic derivation.

1.2 Phases

In order to derive a given expression, a set of lexical items (words, functional heads)
known as the Lexical array is selected from the lexicon. In the MP it is assumed that
syntactic derivations proceed in incremental pieces called phases. Each phase is built
from a specific and separate lexical Subarray chosen from the lexicon. Once a given set
of lexical items has been used to derive a phase, the computation selects another subarray
of items to build the next phase. The process is repeated until the desired expression is
derived. According to Chomsky (2000:108), CP and vP are phases. With respect to vP,
Chomsky draws a further distinction between strong and weak phases. A transitive light
verb phrase with full argument structure (an internal and an external argument) is a strong

phase (labelled v¥P°); a vP built from unaccusative verbs, including passives, counts as a

® In the remainder of the thesis, I do not distinguish between vP and v*P, and use vP also when referring to
a strong light verb phase.
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weak phase'’. This means that, depending on its feature specification and argument

structure, the light verb head v can project either a weak or a strong phase.

Chomsky’s (2000) rationale for regarding CP and VP as phases is that a CP represents a
complete clausal complex with a specification of sentence type while a vP represents a
complete argument structure (external and internal arguments). Importantly, Chomsky
(2005) suggests that a non-phase head like T does not have inherent grammatical
features. Rather, T inherits its ¢- and tense features from the C-phase-head. Without C, T
has no agreement or tense features. It counts as defective, and crucially, cannot assign

nominative case.

The general idea about phases is that once a complete phase has been derived, the
complement of the phase-head (such as the TP complement of a C-head and the VP
complement of a v-head) will undergo transfer to the phonological and semantic
components for appropriate phonetic and semantic interpretation. Consequently, the
transferred structure will then be unavailable for further syntactic operations. However,
the edge of the phase (that is its specifier and its head) remains accessible to grammatical
operations outside the phase. This idea suggested by Chomsky (2000: 108), is known as
the Phase Impenetrability Condition (PIC), which is given in (6):

(6) Phase Impenetrability Condition (Chomsky, 2000: 108)

In phase a with head H, the domain of H [= complement of H] is not
accessible to operations outside a, but only H and its edge [H plus

any/all its specifiers].

The domain of H is every constituent C-commanded by H; H and [Spec, H] constitute the
edge of H. For example, the PIC implies that a subject in [Spec, T] is not available for
any operation outside the CP: Given that CP is a phase, [Spec, T] is in the domain of the

' Legate (2003) shows that passives and unaccusatives are also strong phases.
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phase head C. This explains, for example, why one would not expect the subject of an

embedded clause to receive case from an element in the matrix clause.

As an illustration of how the PIC works, consider (3a). Within the embedded clause, the
vP is a phase. When the T-head-Probe searches for a goal, it can only locate the subject in
[Spec, v], but not the DP-complement of the verb, since this object is C-commanded by
the phase-head v. However, the PIC does not prevent T and the subject to enter an Agree-
relation. Once the embedded CP is completed, it merges with the matrix verb seems, and
the matrix clause is derived along similar lines. However, the subject DP /e within the
embedded CP cannot enter any grammatical relation with any functional head outside the
CP. This is because the embedded CP is a phase; by the time the matrix verb, the matrix
v- or matrix T-head enter the derivation, the embedded subject DP has already been
transferred to the phonological and semantic interfaces. The embedded subject, whose
case feature has been valued by the finite T in the embedded clause, is no longer available
for further syntactic operations, and no grammatical operations like movement can take

place across a phase boundary.

1.3 The Standard Analysis of Raising in the MP

It is generally assumed that all “regular” clauses are CPs which have T-heads with
complete agreement and tense features (inherited from C) that are required for
nominative case valuation of the subjects. However, some infinitives are bare TPs which
lack a C-phase layer. Since T’s features are inherited from C, the T-heads of these clauses
lack complete agreement and tense features, and the clauses are deemed defective

(Chomsky, 2001: 6).

Raising constructions are examples of constructions whose complements are considered

defective. Consider the English example in (1) from the introduction, repeated here as

(7):

(7) a. It seems that he loves mashed potatoes.
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b. He seems to love mashed potatoes.

(8)
CP
N
C TP
%) PN
D T
he
A T vP
%) /\
v VP
@ +seem N
AV TP
seemd - O\
T vP
to A
D V'
he PN
\Y% VP
@ + IOVC /\
Vv DP
lowe /\
D NP
%) PN
A N

mashed potatoes

The embedded clause in (7a) is a CP. This implies that T has a complete set of
grammatical features (¢-features and tense); therefore, the embedded subject he gets
nominative case. Once the case feature of se has been valued, #e becomes ,frozen in
place’ (i.e. it becomes inactive) and can no longer be involved in any syntactic operation
(Chomsky 2001: 80). One distinctive feature of Raising predicates such as seem is that
they are unaccusative and do not assign an external thematic role. For this reason, it is
possible for an expletive — a semantically null element like it — to be inserted as the

subject of a Raising predicate (as in 7a).
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However, when the verb seems selects an infinitival complement clause in (7b), the
picture changes. The thematic subject of the embedded infinitive /e is now in the matrix
subject position, which suggests that it has undergone Raising in (7b), i.e. movement to
[Spec, T] of the matrix clause. However, this sort of movement, and the long-distance
Agree-relation between matrix T and the embedded subject that licenses this movement,
is only compatible with the PIC if it is assumed that no phase boundary intervenes
between the two. This conclusion has led to the assumption in the MP that the embedded
clause in (7b) is not a full CP. Rather, (8) shows that the complement of seem is a bare
TP. In order to make concrete the exposition on Raising, I discuss the consequence of this

assumption and the derivation of the sentence in (7b) shown in (8) in some detail.

The derivation of the sentence in (7b) proceeds like that in (5a) until we have reached the
stage of the derivation where the embedded T has been merged with the vP to create the
TP to he love mashed potatoes. In accordance with the assumption that vP is a phase, the
embedded VP will undergo transfer at the end of the vP cycle, and only the subject DP Ae
and the verb on the edge of the VP (in [Spec, v] and v respectively) remain visible and
accessible in the syntax. Since by assumption, Raising infinitival complements are TPs
(not CPs), there is no phase head C, which means that the infinitival TP is now directly
merged with the matrix verb V. This has a first important consequence. Without a C-head
from which T can inherit its features, the embedded T lacks tense and agreement features
(T is defective). However, as noted above, a defective T cannot value the case feature of a
DP; the infinitival T-head fo in (7b) and (8) is unable to assign nominative case to the
embedded subject-DP /e in [Spec, v]. Without its case feature valued by the embedded

defective T, the embedded thematic subject remains active.

The derivation now proceeds with TP combining directly with the Raising verb seems in
order to derive the VP, which in turn merges with the affixal null light verb in order to
derive the matrix VP. Since seems is unaccusative and does not have a full argument
structure (there is no external argument in the matrix [Spec, v]), the matrix VP is not a
phase. The vP now combines with matrix T to form the T'. Since matrix T is finite and

has uninterpretable @-features, it acts as a Probe and searches a Goal in its C-command
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domain. Now, there is a second important consequence of the fact that embedded Raising
infinitives are not CPs: there is no phase boundary intervening between the non-defective
matrix T and the embedded subject DP. Therefore, matrix T can enter an agreement
relation with the embedded subject and assign case to it.'' The EPP feature of T
subsequently causes the embedded subject to raise to the matrix subject position; the
subject DP he then merges with the T' to derive the TP. The derived TP finally merges

with a null declarative complementiser to form the CP.

From this discussion, it is apparent that Raising is only possible from bare infinitival TPs
like the one in (7b). The mechanisms of agreement and case assignment postulated by the
MP and the theory of phases imply that Raising should be neither necessary nor possible
from embedded CPs.

Some Raising constructions in which the case of the embedded subject DP has been
valued by matrix T allow for an alternative way for a matrix T to satisfy the EPP
requirement to have a DP specifier. With certain types of embedded infinitives and an
indefinite subject, it is possible for this embedded subject to remain in [Spec, v] of the
embedded infinitive, in which case an expletive — a dummy, semantically empty element
— is merged into [Spec, T] of the matrix clause. English has two expletive pronouns if and
there. Because they are not referential, they do not carry any interpretable ¢-features.
Expletives are grammatical elements without semantic features. They are used in order to
fulfil the EPP condition that stipulates that the subject position must be filled. In
languages like English where the subject is sometimes allowed to remain in [Spec, v], the

expletive there is required in [Spec, T] to satisty the EPP requirement of T, see (10):

9) a. Someone is playing in the garden.

b. There is someone playing in the garden.

(10) a. People seem to be playing in the garden.

"' T’s features are valued as 3™ person by the subject DP /e, this is morphologically reflected by the
agreement morphology on the verb (seem-s).
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b. There seem to be people playing in the garden.

It has been proposed that the @-features of there are defective because the only feature
carried by expletive there is an uninterpretable person feature (Chomsky 2001). In (9b)
and (10b), T C-commands and agrees with the subject in [Spec, v]. Therefore, the
expletive there in (9b) and (10b) is required in [Spec, T] only to value the EPP feature of
T. However, in constructions with verbs which do not select an external argument, a DP
cannot occupy the subject position. In such constructions, the second type of expletive it

must be merged in [Spec, T] as in (11) below:

(11) It s snowing.

In contrast to there, it has a complete set of @-features. Since both it and BE'’ are ¢-
feature complete, each can value and delete the uninterpretable feature of the other.

Subsequently, BE will be spelled out as is.

1.4 The Standard Analysis of ECM Constructions in the MP

ECM constructions are very similar to Raising constructions, with the difference being
that the matrix predicate in ECM constructions is not unaccusative, but transitive. Both
ECM and Raising constructions select defective infinitival complements. Consider the

ECM constructions in (12):

(12) a. I believe her to be smart.
b. I believe that she is smart.
C. *] believe she to be smart.

In contrast to Raising constructions, where the embedded subject of a non-finite clause is

assumed to be assigned nominative case by the matrix finite T-head, in the ECM

"2 T use SMALL CAPS to refer to the uninflected form of the copular verb whose agreement features still
have to be valued
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construction in (12a), the embedded subject her is assumed to have been assigned
accusative case by the matrix light verb v because /4er is unable to get nominative case in
the defective embedded non finite clause. As in the case of the Raising construction
discussed above, the embedded subject in (12a) is able to have access to accusative case
from the matrix light verb because the embedded complement in (12a) is assumed to be a
bare TP, and not a full CP. In (12b), the embedded subject DP is assigned nominative
case by the embedded finite T-head. Therefore, the embedded DP remains in the
complement clause as expected, and the sentence is grammatical. In contrast, in (12c), the
embedded subject of the non-finite defective complement is realised as nominative she.
Because a defective non-finite clause lacks the features required for valuing the case
feature of its subject as nominative, the sentence in (12¢) is ungrammatical. The fact that
the embedded subject DP in (12a) is realized as &er instead of she is an indication that the
embedded subject DP has been assigned accusative case by the matrix light verb. Since it
is the exception rather than the rule for a matrix light verb to assign accusative case to the
subject of a complement clause, the type of case assignment manifested in (12a) is

referred to as Exceptional Case Marking (ECM).

ECM predicates are transitive. Therefore, while Raising predicates like seem do not
assign case to an object DP (Raising predicates only take sentential complements) hence,
the ungrammaticality of (13b), an ECM verb like believe can assign case to an object DP.
This is evident from its ability to occur in simple transitive structures like (13a) where

believe assigns accusative case to its object them:

(13) a. I believe them.

b. *] seem them.

Furthermore, ECM predicates also select external arguments and, in contrast to Raising
predicates, therefore do not take expletives as their subjects (Epstein and Seely, 2006).
They do, however, allow for expletives to appear in their object position. Examples of

this sort are discussed in section 1.6 below.
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Notice, however, that when an ECM construction is passivised, it yields a Raising
structure, because the passivised ECM-verb with its defective TP complement is now
unaccusative and therefore behaves exactly like a Raising verb. Consequently, the subject
of the complement of a passivised ECM predicate like believe becomes the subject of the

matrix clause:

(14)  She is believed to be smart

Generative analyses differ with respect to the question of whether the embedded subject
in an ECM construction which receives accusative case from the matrix clause actually
also raises to the matrix object position. In the ECM account of an earlier version of the
Principles-and-Parameters-approach that underlies the MP known as Government and
Binding theory (Chomsky, 1981), it was assumed that languages like English have a rule
of S'-deletion (COMP deletion) peculiar to certain types of matrix verb, which allows this
matrix verb to govern and assign case to the DP in the embedded subject position without

the embedded DP moving out of the embedded clause.

(15) a. *1 believe [comp [s her to be smart]]

b. I believe [s her to be smart]

It was assumed in this ECM account that a rule of COMP-deletion is applied to (15a)
which then derives (15b). The COMP in (15a) is deleted so that the embedded subject can
be assigned case by the matrix verb since a non-finite embedded T cannot assign
nominative case. The structure in (15a) is ungrammatical because the embedded subject
cannot be assigned nominative case in the non-finite embedded clause, and S' was taken
to be a barrier that blocks access to accusative case from the matrix light verb. In
contrast, (15b) is grammatical because it was assumed that the COMP-deletion rule had
been applied. Therefore, the embedded subject DP has access to accusative case from the

matrix verb without having to move out of the embedded complement.
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The Raising account, first introduced by Rosenbaum (1967) and more recently re-
introduced by Johnson (1991), Koizumi (1993, 1995), Radford (2004) and Hong (2005),
assumes that the embedded subject DP overtly moves in the syntax and ends up in the
matrix object position. Like the non-Raising account, the Raising account also assumes
that in languages like English, the embedded clause is defective and is therefore a TP.
The defective embedded T in (16) cannot assign nominative case to its subject, however,
because the embedded complement is a TP and not a phase like CP, the embedded
subject DP can get accusative case from the matrix light verb. Subsequently, it has been
suggested that the EPP features of the matrix light verb trigger the movement of the
embedded subject DP into the matrix [Spec, v] position (see e.g. Radford, 2004)." In
order to derive the correct word order then, it also needs to be assumed that the matrix
ECM-verb (believe in (16)) moves to a location that is higher than the landing site of the
embedded subject DP:

(16) [l believe her [vp believe [1p her to be smart]]]

Because the surface order does not show the position of the embedded subject in (15b)
and (16), it is not really clear whether the embedded subject in ECM constructions
remains in situ in the embedded clause or moves into the matrix clause. Although the
theory of Agree allows for both options, there are reasons to believe that the embedded
subject in ECM constructions moves to the matrix object position. Runner (2006)
observes that the position of the adverb and certain particles in ECM structures such as
(17a) and (17b) is one piece of evidence for the idea that ECM constructions involve

Raising-to-object:

(17) a. Mary expected him mistakenly to look out for the kids.

b. Mary made him out to be notorious.

3 However, note that there is no consensus among researchers on the matter of the exact landing site of the
raised DP in the matrix clause.
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In (17) the adverb mistakenly (17a) and the particle out (17b), which are understood as
modifying the matrix verb, are positioned after the DP him, which is the thematic subject
of the embedded clause. For the adverb mistakenly and the particle out to have a matrix
interpretation, the standard assumption is that they must be in the matrix clause in (17a)
and (17b). This implies that the DPs immediately preceding the adverb and the particle
must be in the matrix clause. In contrast, the word order in (16) is incompatible with the
idea that the embedded subject of an ECM-construction remains in situ inside the
embedded clause. In the light of the argument in (17), I adopt the assumption that ECM -

constructions also involve Raising-to-object.

To conclude, I again discuss the derivation of an ECM construction such as (18) 7 believe

her to love mashed potatoes in a step-by-step fashion below.
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(18)

CP
/\
C TP

9] /\
D T
1 /\
T vP
@ /\
D V'
1 /\
% VP
O + believe _— ™~

L e "

T vP
to /\
D %
her T
% VP

@ +love _—

\Y DP
L_kwe /\
D NP
1% /\
A N
mashed potatoes

The derivation of (18) proceeds as before (see (8)) until it reaches the stage when the
embedded TP is merged with the matrix V which originates as the head of the matrix VP,
the complement of the matrix light verb. Since the light verb is transitive and C-
commands the infinitive subject with matching person and number features, each can
value and delete the uninterpretable feature of the other. As a result, the embedded
subject is assigned accusative case by the matrix light verb and spelled out as Zer. The
matrix light verb, being transitive, also projects an external argument / with interpretable
first-person singular features, but an unvalued case feature. The external argument [

merges with v' to derive the VP, which in turn merges with a null finite T which has an
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interpretable present-tense feature, uninterpretable and unvalued ¢-features, and
uninterpretable EPP features. Merging T with its VP complement derives the T'. Since
matrix T is finite and has uninterpretable agreement features, it can act as a Probe and
agree with the Goal / with matching agreement features in its C-command domain. This
results in the pronoun / valuing and deleting the person and number features of the matrix
T, and conversely in the T valuing the case feature of / as nominative and deleting it. The
EPP feature of T subsequently triggers Raising of the pronoun / from [Spec, v] to [Spec,
T], thereby deleting the EPP feature on T. Merging of the subject DP 7 to the T' derives
the TP. The derived TP finally merges with a null declarative complementiser to form the

CP: I believe her to love mashed potatoes.

1.5  Raising versus Control

As far back as Rosenbaum (1967), it has been acknowledged that Control infinitives are

different from Raising infinitives. Compare (19a) and (19b):

(19) a. He tries to eat mashed potatoes.

b. He seems to love mashed potatoes.

(19a) is a so-called Control infinitive while (19b) is a Raising infinitive. Control and
Raising constructions differ in a number of ways. First, they differ with regards to the
thematic properties of their matrix verbs. While Control verbs like #y in (19a) usually
select external arguments, Raising verbs like seem in (19b) are unaccusative and do not
select their subjects. Rather, the subject of a Raising verb originates inside the infinitive

and moves to the matrix subject position.

Secondly, the embedded subject position of a Raising infinitive construction is occupied
by the unpronounced copy of the moved subject. In contrast, the embedded subject
position of a Control construction is filled by a PRO, a null subject ,controlled’ by an
obligatorily coreferential antecedent DP in the matrix subject position. Therefore in (19a),

the matrix subject DP ke is base-generated in the matrix clause as the argument of 7y and
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controls PRO in the embedded subject position. In contrast, in (19b), /e is base generated
in the embedded clause as the argument of /ove but moves from the infinitival clause to
the matrix clause. (20) and (21) below are schematic representations of the differences
between Raising and Control constructions, adapted from Zeller (2006a). The ¢ in the
subject position of the infinitive in (21) represents the null trace/copy of the raised DP

that has been given a null spell out:

(20) Hejtries [PRO; to eat mashed potatoes]
L 4

(21) Hejseems [t to eat mashed potatoes]

S

The standard assumption is that Raising and Control constructions are only possible with
infinitival complements (cf. Stowell, 1982; Watanabe, 1993, Martin, 2001; Cowper,
2002). Since the T-head of infinitives lacks tense and agreement features required for
nominative case assignment, no overt DP can occupy the subject position of an infinitive.
Conversely, the subject position of finite clauses cannot be occupied by PRO or DP-trace.
If a finite clause does not have an overt subject, it is generally assumed that the subject
position is occupied by another type of null subject called small pro: the null pronominal
found in the subject positions of null subject languages like Italian. The Italian example

in (22) is from Zeller (2006a: 7):

(22) Maria; dic-e [che (proj;) abit-a in riva al mare ]
Maria  say-3SG that live-3SG on edge of sea

,Maria says that s(he) lives by the sea.’
However, Raising and Control structures do not only exist in infinitives, they are also

found in subjunctive clauses. For instance in Balkan languages like Greek, Bulgarian,

Romanian, Albanian, etc, which lack infinitives, subjunctive complements allow PRO
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analysed in terms of control in their subject positions (cf. latridou, 1993; Watanabe,

1993; Terzi, 1997; Krapova, 1998; Landau, 2004 and references cited therein):

(23) o Janis; prospa©ise [(PROyx) na  figi]
the John tried-3SG SuBJ leave

,John tried to leave.’

(Greek; Roussou, 2001: 77)

(24) Ivan uspja [(PRO;~) da ostane  pri nego]
Ivan  managed-3SG SuBJ stay-3SG  with him

,Jvan managed to stay with him.’

(Bulgarian; Krapova, 1998: 76)

In (23) and (24), the embedded null subject cannot be replaced by an overt subject and is
always understood as being coreferential with the matrix subject. These attributes
therefore indicate that the null subject of the subjunctive complements in (23) and (24)
must be PRO and cannot be analysed as a pro. The embedded pro-subject in the Italian
example (22) may refer to the matrix subject Maria (hence, both Maria and the pro are
given the same indices). pro may also have another referent besides Maria, in which case,
pro is given another index. In addition, the null subject may alternate freely with a lexical

DP and an overt pronoun, as shown in (25) below:

(25) Maria; dic-e [che Francesco abit-a in riva al mare |
Maria say-3SG that Francesco live-3SG on edge of sea

,Maria says that Francesco lives by the sea.’

(Italian; Zeller, 2006a: 8)
It is important to be aware of these differences between Raising and Control

constructions, because they play a crucial role in determining whether a particular

construction involves Raising or Control.
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1.6  Tests for Raising

Specific diagnostic tests for Raising which have been established for unquestionable
cases of Raising are used as test criteria for controversial cases of Raising. These
diagnostic tests are an important syntactic method because they help differentiate
between Raising and Control constructions. Some of these traditional arguments for
distinguishing between Raising and Control constructions, such as the possibility of an
expletive subject, preservation of idiomatic meaning, preservation of truth equivalence

under passivisation, scope ambiguity, etc, are discussed in this section.

An indication that Raising has occurred is that an idiomatic expression retains its
idiomatic meaning under Raising, but in a Control construction, the same expression can

only be a given a literal interpretation (Postal, 1974; Davies and Dubinsky, 2004).

(26) a. The cat seems to be out of the bag.
b. The cat wants to be out of the bag.

As (26a) shows, the idiomatic meaning of the expression the cat is out of the bag is intact
because the raised DP the cat can be semantically linked to the embedded predicate. In
contrast, the Control construction in (26b) can only be given a literal interpretation
because the DP the cat is base-generated in the matrix clause and receives its theta role

from the matrix predicate wants.

Another means of distinguishing Raising from Control constructions is comparing the
behaviour of Raising and Control structures when the complement clause is passivised.
When the embedded verb of a Raising predicate is passivised with its arguments
switched, such that the embedded object becomes the matrix subject, the meaning of the
passive sentence is similar to that of the active sentence. (27a) below is synonymous with

(27b):

27) a. John seems to have loved Mary.

b. Mary seems to have been loved by John.
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In contrast, the Control sentences in (28) are not synonymous:

(28) a. John wants to kiss the girl.
b. The girl wants to be kissed by John.

Interchanging the arguments in the Control construction in (28) alters the meaning of the
sentences. The reason for the similarity in meaning of the passive and active Raising
constructions in (27) is that the DP Mary is the internal argument of the verb love in both
examples, even though it is syntactically realised as the subject of the main clause in
(27b). In contrast, the subject of a Control verb like want receives a theta role from the
main verb in (28b) and can therefore not be interpreted as the internal argument of the

embedded predicate.

Another diagnostic distinguishing Raising from Control constructions is that Raising
constructions are capable of both narrow and wide scope interpretations while Control

constructions can only have the wide scope reading (Williams, 1994):

(29) a. No one; tends [tito be there].
1. ,Jt tends to be the case that no one is there.” (Narrow scope: tend has scope over
no one)
ii. ,,There is no one such that he/she tends to be there.” (Wide scope: no one has

scope over tend).

b. No one; wants [PRO; to be there].

1. *,Jt is wanted that no one should be there.” (*Narrow scope).

ii. ,,There is no one such that he/she wants to be there.” (Wide scope).

(Williams, 1994: 126-127)

It is possible for the quantified subject in the Raising Construction in (29a) to have both

the wide scope reading and the narrow scope reading (the natural interpretation) with
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respect to the matrix verb, because the raised DP leaves a copy in its base position in the
embedded clause. In contrast, the subjects of Control predicates like the one in (29b) are
base generated in the matrix clause and do not have copies in the embedded clause. As a
result, only the interpretation in which the quantifier has wide scope over the modal verb

is available.

1.7 Tests for ECM Constructions

In this section, I provide three arguments in favour of the claim that the embedded subject
in (30a) has moved from a position inside the embedded CP into the object position in the
matrix clause. These arguments are based on well attested syntactic differences between
ECM constructions (see Davies and Dubinsky, 2004) such as (30a) and object Control

constructions such as (30b):

(30) a. John persuaded her to leave the room.
b. John believed her to have left the room.

There are fundamental differences in the characteristics of the DPs immediately
following the matrix verbs in (30). While the object Control verb persuade in (30a)
selects an internal argument (object DP her), the ECM verb believe in (30b) selects a TP
whose subject is her. Therefore, the object of the Raising verb believe originates inside
the infinitive and moves to the matrix object position. In addition, the embedded subject
position of the ECM construction in (30b) is occupied by the unpronounced copy of the
moved subject. In contrast, the embedded subject position of the object Control
construction (30a) is filled by a PRO which is ,controlled’ by the antecedent DP in the
matrix object position. Therefore in (30a), the matrix object DP her is base generated in
the matrix clause as the argument of persuade and controls PRO in the embedded subject
position. In contrast, in (30b), her is base-generated in the embedded clause as the
argument of /eave but moves from the infinitive into the object position in the matrix

clause.
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On the basis of these differences, certain tests can be derived that distinguish ECM from
object Control structures. Since object Control predicates assign thematic roles to their
objects, but ECM predicates do not assign thematic roles to their object positions, only
ECM-predicates such as believe, but not object Control verbs like persuade, allow for

expletives in the object position of matrix verbs:

(31) a John believes it to have rained.
John believes there to be a UFO in the backyard.

o

(32) a. *John persuaded it to rain.
*John persuaded there to be a UFO in the backyard.

o

The fact that semantically empty elements like it and there can be objects of the verb
believe in (31) indicates that believe in (31) does not assign a thematic role to its object.
Consequently, believe must be an ECM verb. The subject of the embedded infinitive has
received accusative case from matrix v, but instead of A-movement of the embedded
subject to [Spec, v], the infinitival subject remains in situ, and the EPP-feature associated

with matrix v is satisfied by the expletive there.

Another test that distinguishes ECM constructions from object Control constructions is

based on the behaviour of idiomatic expressions:

(33) a. John believed the cat to be out of the bag by now.
b. John persuaded the cat to be out of the bag.

The idiomatic reading is retained when the subject part of the idiom chunk in (33a)
undergoes Raising from the embedded subject position to the matrix object position. In
contrast, in the object Control construction in (33b), the idiomatic interpretation is not
possible. While the cat can be understood as a secret in (33a), in (33b), the only possible

meaning of the cat is a specific feline (Davies and Dubinsky, 2004).
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ECM and object control constructions also differ in meaning when the complement

clause is passivised:

(34) a John believes the professor to have taught Mary.
b. John believes Mary to have been taught by the professor.

(35) a John persuaded the professor to teach Mary.

o

John persuaded Mary to be taught by the professor.
In the ECM construction in (34), the embedded passive construction in (34b) is the truth-

functional equivalent of the active construction in (34a). In contrast, the active and

passive forms of the object control construction in (35) are not synonymous.
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CHAPTER 2

Long subject-to-subject raising

This chapter is concerned with raising of a DP from the embedded subject position of a

finite complement to the matrix subject position, an operation that I henceforth refer to as
Hyperraising (cf. Ura, 1994). As discussed in chapter 1, in the MP, the analysis of
Raising constructions operates on the assumption that Raising infinitives are defective
clauses that lack a CP. Therefore, the embedded T-head cannot assign case to its subject.
Due also to the absence of a CP in a defective clause, the non-defective matrix T is able
to check the case features of the embedded subject via agreement. If there is no expletive
in the numeration to check the EPP features of the matrix T, a copy of the embedded
subject DP is merged into [Spec T] of the matrix clause in order to satisfy the EPP feature
of the matrix T. It is therefore not expected that Hyperraising would ever be possible.
First, if the embedded clause is finite, why does the subject have to raise and get
nominative case from the matrix T? Second, how can case be assigned to an embedded

subject DP by a case assigner in the matrix clause given that a CP intervenes?

In this chapter, I show that this expectation is contradicted by a vast number of languages.
I present data from many genetically diverse languages that manifest Hyperraising out of
finite complements. In section 2.1, I discuss languages in which Hyperraising is possible
out of subjunctive complements. These data have given rise to the hypothesis that these
complements are still in some sense “defective” and are therefore comparable to Raising
infinitives in a language such as English. For example, one may argue that Raising is
possible from subjunctive complements because subjunctive clauses are presumed to be
temporally deficient (see e.g. Binnick (1991); Cowper (2002); Landau (2004); Boeckx
and Hornstein (2006); Polinsky and Potsdam (2006) and chapter 4). However, the data |
present in section 2.2 show that there are also many languages that allow Raising out of
finite indicative complements. In section 2.3, I turn to Copy Raising and discuss
languages in which Raising out of finite indicative complements leaves a resumptive
copy in the embedded clause’s subject position. I also demonstrate that these Copy

Raising-constructions differ from similar constructions in English and Swedish that at
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first sight resemble (and have sometimes also been labelled) Copy Raising constructions.
On the basis of empirical evidence from the occurrence of expletives, interpretation of
idioms, long passivisation and scope, I show for each of the languages that I discuss here
that the matrix subject originates as a thematic argument of the embedded finite predicate
and has indeed moved from the embedded to the matrix subject position. While some of
the relevant evidence, which is based on the tests that I introduced in chapter 1, is
provided in the literature from which most of my data is adopted, I have, wherever

possible, added data from my own fieldwork.

2.1  Hyperraising from finite subjunctive complements

2.1.1 Hyperraising in Greek

Soames and Perlmutter (1979) show that in Greek, predicates such as fenome ‘seem’, or

pieano ,Jikely’ trigger Hyper-Raising of an embedded subject DP to the matrix subject

position:
(D) a. Fenete [oti 1 kopeles ©Oa fevgun]
seem-3SG Comp the girls-NoM FuTr leave
It seems that the girls will be leaving.’
b. I kopeles fenonde [na fevgun]

the girls-NOM seem-3PL SuBJ leave

,»The girls seem to be leaving.’

(Greek; Soames and Perlmutter, 1979: 156)

In both examples in (1), the verb fenome selects a finite clausal complement. In (1a), the
clause is introduced by the indicative complementiser ofi, while the complement of
fenome in (1b) is introduced by the subjunctive complementiser na. In (1a), the thematic
subject of the embedded clause is in the embedded subject position, which is shown by

the fact that the DP i kopeles appears after the complementiser. In contrast, in (1b), the
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DP i kopeles appears in the matrix subject position and shows person and number

agreement with the matrix verb fenonde.

Soames and Permutter (1979) provide evidence that the matrix subject in (1b) has indeed
undergone Hyperraising. For instance, Soames and Perlmutter show that, when the
embedded verb of the matrix predicate fenome in (2) is passivised, the active and passive
constructions are synonymous. The meanings of (2a) and (2b) are similar because the DP

mas/emis is the internal argument of the embedded verb nikun in both sentences.

(2) a. Afti fenonde [na mas nikun]
they seem-3PL  SuBJ us defeat-3PL

,They seem to be defeating us.’

b. Emis fenomaste [na  nikyomaste apo aftus]
we seem-1PL  SuBJ be-defeated-1PL by  them

»We seem to be being defeated by them.’

(Greek; Soames and Perlmutter, 1979: 157)

Also, an idiomatic reading is preserved when a sentential idiom is embedded under

fenome with the idiomatic subject occurring as the matrix subject:

3) a. Fenete [oti o kombos Oa ehi ftasi sto hteni]
seem-3SG Comp theknot  FUT has arrive atthe comb
.1t seems that the knot has arrived at the comb.’ (Literal interpretation)

LIt seems that things have come to a head.” (Idiomatic interpretation)
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b. O kombos fenete [na ehi ftasi sto hteni]
the knot seem-3SG SUBJ has arrive at the comb

,,The knot seems to have arrived at the comb.’ (Literal)

,,Things seem to have come to a head.’ (idiomatic)

(Greek; Soames and Perlmutter, 1979: 157)

That (3b) maintains its idiomatic reading despite the fact the subject of the idiom appears
in the matrix subject position while the rest of the idiom is in the embedded clause is an
indication that Raising has taken place. Idioms are treated as complex lexical units, and
they must appear as syntactic units at some level of representation. Since the matrix
subject o kombos can be interpreted as part of the embedded idiom, it must have

originated as part of the same syntactic constituent — the embedded clause.

Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (1999) show that aspectual verbs such as arxizi ,start’
and stamatao ,stop’ in Greek also allow for their matrix subjects to be interpreted as the
thematic arguments of their subjunctive clausal complements. The example in (4)
provides additional evidence that these constructions are derived by movement of the

embedded subject DPs out of their finite clauses to the matrix subject positions:

4) O eaftos tu arxizi [na tu aresi|
the self  his-NoMm start-3SG SuBJ CL-GEN appeal-3SG

,He starts liking/ accepting himself.’

(Greek; Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou, 1999: 6)

Following Joseph (1976), Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (1999) present a language-
specific test for Hyperraising in Greek that involves reflexivization. Greek reflexives are
subject to Condition A, that is, a reflexive can only refer to an antecedent that is a
clausemate. According to Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (1999), Greek has nominative

anaphors such as o eaffos that can only occur with experiencer object predicates like
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aresi. However, as (4) shows, nominative anaphors are also possible in the subject
position of Raising verbs like arxizo when the embedded verb is an experiencer object
predicate like aresi. (4) is grammatical despite the fact that the nominative anaphor o
eaftos and the experiencer object predicate aresi are not within the same clause. The
grammaticality of (4) therefore indicates that at some stage during the derivation of (4),
the nominative anaphor must have been in the same clause as the experiencer object
predicate before moving to the matrix subject position. Crucially, the matrix verb arxizi
in (4) selects a finite complement in the subjunctive mood, as evidenced by the
occurrence of the subjunctive marker na and overt agreement on the embedded verb
aresi. This means that Greek is a language which clearly allows for Hyperraising, i.e.

subject-to-subject Raising out of finite complement clauses.

2.1.2 Hyperraising in Japanese

Hyperraising is also found in Japanese, as illustrated by the examples in (15), quoted in

Ura (1994):

®)) a. Kyoo-no kaigi-de [karera-ga asita  kuru to]
today-GEN meeting-at they-NOM  tomorrow come COMP
houkokus-are-ta
report-PASS-PAST

.t was reported at today’s meeting that they would come tomorrow.’

b. Karera-ga kyoo-no kaigi-de (Mary-niyotte) [asita  kuru to]
they-NOM today- GEN meeting-at Mary-by tomorrow come COMP
houkokus-are-ta
Report- PASS-PAST
(lit.) ,;They were reported by Mary at today’s meeting that they would

come tomorrow.’

(Japanese; Ura, 1994: 298)

In both examples in (5), the predicate houkokus-are-ta ,was reported’ selects a finite

complement introduced by the indicative complementiser fo. Ura suggests that an
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expletive pro occupies the matrix subject position in (5a) and therefore concludes that the
subject position is a non-O-position and that the matrix verb is unaccusative. Any proper
subject in the matrix clause is not an argument of the matrix verb and must have moved
there, so karera-ga ,they’ in (5b) is assumed to have moved from the embedded clause to

the matrix subject position.

In the same vein, Uchibori (2000, 2001) provides evidence that the predicate nat-ta
Lhappened’ triggers Hyperraising in Japanese. The complement clause in (6) is a finite CP

in the subjunctive mood; it is introduced by the subjunctive complementiser yooni:

(6) John-ga  saikin [motto benkyoosu-ru-yooni] nat-ta
John-NoM recently more study-NONPAST-SUBJ happen-PAST

(lit.) , It recently happened as a natural result that John studied harder.’

(7 [Siraha-no ya]-ga; kinoo yatto [tjtekisetuna koohosya-ni
white feather-GEN arrow-NOM  yesterday finally  appropriate candidate-DAT
tat-u-yooni| nat-ta
stand- NONPAST-SUBJ  happen-PAST

,Yesterday, it finally happened that an arrow made of white feather hit the
appropriate candidates.’ (Literal interpretation)
,Yesterday it finally happened that appropriate candidates were nominated as a

natural consequence from the situation’ (Idiomatic interpretation)

(Japanese; Uchibori, 2001:146, 149)

Japanese Raising subjunctive complements, like regular Raising constructions, preserve
idiomatic meanings as shown in (7). Despite the fact that part of the embedded idiom in
(7) is part of the matrix clause, the idiom still retains its idiosyncratic meaning. This
shows that at some stage of the derivation, the moved subject DP siraha-noya-ga ,an
arrow made of white feather’ was part of the embedded clause. The data from Uchibori
(2000, 2001) hence demonstrate that Japanese allows Raising out of subjunctive

complement CPs introduced with an overt complementiser -yooni.
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2.1.3 Hyperraising in Zulu

It has been suggested by Zeller (2006a, b) that it is possible to raise a subject DP out of a
finite subjunctive complement CP to the matrix subject position in Zulu in examples such

as (8).

(8) a. Ku-fanele [ukuthi amadoda a-hamb-e manje. |
ExpL-ought  that man6 SM6-leave-SUBJ  now

,,The men ought to leave now.’

b. Amadoda a-fanele [ukuthi a-hamb-e manje. |
man6 SM6-ought that SM6-leave-SUBJ now

,The men ought to leave now.’

(Zulu; Zeller 2006b: 1)

c. U-John u-zame [uku-fika ngesikhathi]
Johnl  SM-try INF-arrive on time

,John tried to arrive on time.’

d. *Ku-zame [ukuthi u-John afike ngesikhathi]

it tried that Johnl arrive on time

,.FIt tried that John arrived on time.’

In both the expletive construction in (8a) and the Raising construction in (8b), the matrix
verb fanele selects a finite complement introduced by an overt complementiser ukuthi,
and both complements are in the subjunctive mood. In (8a), the thematic subject of the
embedded clause is in the embedded subject position shown by the fact that the DP
amadoda appears after the complementiser in (8a). In contrast, in (8b), the DP amadoda
appears in the matrix subject position and agrees with the matrix verb fanele which shows
noun class agreement with the subject DP. The ungrammaticality of (8d) shows that it is
not possible to have the expletive-like element ku in the subject position of the Control

verb zame ,iry’ because it selects a thematic external argument.

46



Zeller (2006b) presents a number of traditional as well as language-specific arguments
for a Hyperraising analysis of the Zulu predicate fanele based on proven syntactic
distinctions between Control and Raising constructions. First, the Zulu Raising verb
fanele in (8) can accommodate an expletive as its subject whereas a Control verb cannot.
According to Zeller (2006a), the occurrence of ku is usually an indication that there is an
expletive subject in the matrix clause (typically, this would be an expletive pro, which
triggers default agreement expressed by ku, unless one analyses the prefix ku itself as an
expletive marker'*). The fact that ku can occur before fanele is an indication that fanele is
an unaccusative Raising verb which does not select an external thematic argument. Zeller
(2006b) therefore argues that the matrix subject in (8b) has moved from the embedded
subject position to the matrix subject position. In contrast, while the Control construction
with the matrix subject DP u-John in (8c) is grammatical, its counterpart with the Zulu
expletive ku in the matrix subject position (8d) is ungrammatical. This is because the
Control verb zame, unlike the Hyperraising verb fanele, assigns a thematic role to its
subject. Therefore, a semantically empty element like ku cannot appear in the subject

position of Control predicates like zame.

A second piece of evidence that Raising has occurred is that when part of a Zulu idiom or
proverbial expression occurs in the matrix clause, the idiomatic meaning is not lost. This

1S in contrast to what obtains in Control constructions:

9 a. Izandla zi-fanele [ukuthi zi-gez-an-¢|
hand8  SMm8-ought that Sm8-wash-REC-SUBJ

,t’s vital that one hand washes another.’ (idiomatic)

b. Izandla zi-thembis-a [uku-gez-an-a]
hand8  SM8-promise-Fv INF-wash- REC- Fv

,»The hands promise to wash one another.’ (not idiomatic)

(Zulu; Zeller 2006b: 1)

' See Harford (= Perez) (1997:117), Perez (1983, 1985), Bresnan and Kanerva (1988), Demuth (1990),
Harford (1990) and others on the use of locative subject markers as expletives in Bantu languages.
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The fact that (9a), like the Greek and Japanese examples in (3) and (7) above, preserves
its idiomatic meaning, is an indication that fanele is a Raising predicate. In contrast, only

the literal reading is available in the Control construction in (9b).

Third, Zeller (2006) observes that when the embedded verb of the Raising fanele is
passivised, such that the embedded object becomes the matrix subject, the meaning of the
passive sentence is similar to the active one. In contrast, when arguments of Control

constructions are switched, there is no meaning similarity between the active and passive

constructions:
(10) a. Udokotela u-fanele  [ukuthi a-bhek-e isiguli]
doctorla SMla-ought that SMla-examine- SUBJ  patient7
,The doctor must examine the patient.’
b. Isiguli  si-fanele [ukuthi si-bhek-w-e ng- udokotela]

patient7 Sm7-ought  that SM7-examine-PASS-SUBJ  by-doctorla

,.The patient must be examined by the doctor.’

c. Udokotela u-fun-a [uku-bhek-a isiguli]
doctorla SMla-want-FV  INF-examine-FV  patient7

,The doctor wants to examine the patient.’

d. Isiguli si-funa [uku-bhek-w-a ng-udokotela]
patient7 SMm7-want INF-examine-PASS-Fv by-doctorla

,The patient wants to be examined by the doctor.’

(Zulu; Zeller 2006b: 5)

Examples (10a) and (10b) are synonymous, indicating that fanele preserves the truth-
functional equivalence when passivised. However, (10c) and (10d) are not synonymous,
indicating that Zulu Control clauses do not preserve the truth conditions under

passivisation. The difference between the behaviour of Raising and Control structures
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under passivisation is linked to the fact that Control predicates have theta-marked

external arguments while Raising predicates do not.

Fourth, Zeller (2006b) observes that in Zulu Raising constructions, the embedded object

can have wide scope with regards to the matrix subject:

(11) a. Othisha aba-bili ba-fanele [ukuthi ba-bhek-e wonke umfundi]
teacher2a RcC2a-two SM2a-ought that SM2a-supervise-SUBJ  everyl studentl

,I'wo teachers must supervise every student.’

b. Othisha aba-bili  ba-zama [uku-bheka wonke umfundi]
teacher2a  RC2a-two SM2a-try INF-supervise everyl studentl

,»I'wo teachers are trying to supervise every student.’

(Zulu; Zeller 2006b: 5)

(11a) has two possible interpretations because the matrix subject originates in the
embedded clause. It could mean that there are two specific teachers who must supervise
every student (= narrow scope of the embedded object). However, (11a) can also mean
that it is necessary that every student be supervised by any two teachers (wide scope of
embedded object). This reading is possible, because a quantified object can take scope
over a quantifier subject, as long as both quantifiers are clausemates. Therefore, in the
Control construction in (11b), the embedded object is only capable of a wide scope
interpretation, because the subject originates in the matrix clause. The fact that the
embedded object can take scope over the matrix subject in (11a) demonstrates that the
two quantifiers must have been within the same clause at some stage of the derivation,
which in turns shows that fanele has attracted the embedded subject to move to its subject

position.

A fifth argument put forward by Zeller (2006b) to distinguish between Control and

Raising construction in Zulu has to do with the fact that Zulu allows V-S word order with
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Control predicates which select clausal complements, (12a). This implies that the matrix
subject in the Control example has remained inside the vP/VP. However, (12b) shows
that in the fanele Raising construction, the matrix subject cannot intervene between fanele
and the complementiser, which means that it cannot occupy the [Spec, v] position of the
matrix clause. This in turn follows from the assumption that the matrix subject of fanele
originates in the embedded clause and raises directly to the specifier of the head with
which it has entered an Agree-relation, i.e. matrix [Spec, T]. Since matrix [Spec, v] is not

a possible landing site for A-movement, the ungrammaticality of (12a) is expected.

(12) a Ku-thembis-a uJohn [ukuthi u-zo-fika namhlanje. ]
ExpL-promise-Fv Johnla that  Smla-FuT-arrive-Fv today

,John promises that he will arrive today.’

b. *Ku - fanele abantwana [ukuthi ba-dlal-e ngaphandle. ]
Loc-ought child2 that SM2-play-SuBJ  outside
,The children must play outside.’

(Zulu; Zeller 2006b: 6)

In sum, the data discussed in Zeller (2006a, b) show that the modal verb fanele in Zulu

triggers Hyperraising out of subjunctive clausal complements.

2.1.4 Hyperraising in Rumanian

According to Grosu and Horvath (1984), Rumanian also has certain predicates which
trigger the movement of a subject DP from an embedded finite subjunctive complement

to the matrix subject position:

(13) a. S-a nimerit [ca toti baietii sd fie bolnavi]
REFL have.PRES.3SG happened that all the boys SuBJPRT be sick
It happened that all the boys were sick.’
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b. Toti baietii s-au nimerit [sd fie bolnavi]
all the boys REFL.have. PRES.3PL happened SuUBJPRT be sick
,All the boys happened to be sick.’

(Rumanian; Grosu and Horvath, 1984: 351)

In (13a), the verb nimerit ,happen’ selects a finite complement clause which is introduced
by the subjunctive complementiser ca. In (13a), the thematic subject of the complement
clause is located in the embedded subject position, as is demonstrated by the fact that the
DP toti baietii ,all the boys’ follows the complementiser ca in (13a). In contrast, in (13b),
the DP toti baietii occurs in the matrix subject position and agrees with the matrix verb s-
au nimerit ,have happened’, which now shows overt agreement with the subject DP.
Consequently, a plausible assumption is that the matrix subject in (13b) has moved from

the embedded subject position to the matrix subject position.

Like other Raising predicates, the Rumanian Raising predicate a se nimerit can take an
expletive in its subject position. Rumanian, being a pro-drop language, licenses expletive
pro in its subject position (Grosu and Horvath 1984: 349). The fact that a null expletive
may appear in the matrix subject position in (13a) is an indication that the subject
position of nimerit is a non-thematic position and nimerit does not assign an external
theta role to its subject. This suggests that the example in (13) is indeed reminiscent of
Hyperraising in Greek, Japanese and Zulu, where an embedded subject DP is raised out

of a subjunctive complement to the matrix subject position.

Notice that, although the embedded verb in (13b) is still finite, the overt complementiser
ca that introduces the subjunctive complement in (13a) does not appear. In fact, Grosu
and Horvath (1984) observe that the appearance of the overt complementizer ca in the

Raising Construction in (13b) renders the sentence ungrammatical:
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(14) *Toti baietii s-au nimerit [ca sa fie bolnavi]
all the boys REFL.have. PRES.3PL happened SuUBJ SUBJPRT be sick

,All the boys happened to be sick.’
(Rumanian; Grosu and Horvath, 1984: 351)

(14) therefore shows that in Rumanian, Raising of an embedded subject DP can only
occur out of a subjunctive CP in the absence of an overt complementiser. This
observation will be relevant for the theoretical analysis of long A-movement

constructions that I offer in chapter 6.

2.1.5 Hyperraising in Persian

Darzi (1993) observes that in Persian, verbs and adjectival predicates like neezeer ,seem’,
lazem budcen ,be necessary’, bee?id budeen ,unlikely’, and momken budcen ,be possible’

cause Hyperraising as illustrated in (15):

(15) a. (In) lazem @st [ke @li ketab-ra be haesen be-daeh-ad]
(it) necessary is  that Ali book-AcC to hassan SUBJ-give-3SG

4t is necessary that Ali gives the book to Hassan.’

b. @lilazem @st [ke ketab-ra be hasen be-deh-ad]
Ali necessary is that book-Acc to Hassan SUBJ-give-3SG

LAl 1s required to give the book to Hassan.’

(Persian; Darzi, 1993: 82)

In both examples in (15), the predicate lazem picks a finite clause as its complement. This
clause is introduced by the (optional) complementiser ke and appears in the subjunctive
mood. In (15a), the thematic subject of the subordinate clause is located in the embedded
subject position as shown by the fact that the DP A/i follows the complementiser in (15a).
In contrast, in (15b), the DP A/i appears in the matrix subject position; an indication that
the subject DP A/i has undergone Raising out of the finite embedded clause of /azem into

the matrix clause.
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Darzi (1993) provides a number of arguments based on syntactic differences between
typical Raising constructions and subject Control constructions to prove that the lexical
subject in (15b) has moved into the matrix clause from a position inside the embedded
CP. Note that a Control-analysis may at first sight also look plausible: since certain
languages allow for Control constructions with finite subjunctive complements, it cannot
a priori be excluded that the matrix subject /i in (15b) is perhaps an argument of the

matrix verb and Controls a PRO-subject in the embedded subject position.

However, Darzi’s arguments rule out a Control-interpretation. First, Darzi (1993)
observes that while expletives may be inserted in the subject position of Persian
Hyperraising predicates, as illustrated by the example in (15a), Control predicates do not
allow expletives in their subject position because in contrast to Hyperraising predicates,

Control predicates assign an external theta role to their subject. Compare (15a above) and

(16):

(16)  *Insx?y mi-kon-zd [un kampiyuter xeili geran  baf-ad]
it try IND-do-3SG that computer very expensive be-3 SG

* ,That computer tries to be very expensive.’

(Persian; Darzi, 1993: 84)

The second argument is that in Persian Hyperraising constructions involving the predicate
momken ,possible’, a quantifier in the matrix clause is capable of taking both narrow and
wide scope interpretations with respect to the modal Raising verb, (17a). In contrast,
subject main clause quantifiers in Control constructions can only have the wide scope

reading, (17b):

(17) a. Kesi  momken @st [ura  be-Jens-ad]
someone possible is  he-AcCc IND-know-3SG

1 Lt is possible that there is someone X, such that X knows him.’

(Narrow scope)
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il ,»There is someone X, such that it is possible that X knows him.’

(Wide scope)

b. Kasi  mi-xah- &®d [der in mowred sohbzt kon-ad]
someone IND -want-3SG about this issue talk do-3SG

,JThere is someone X, such that X wants to talk about this issue.’

(Persian; Darzi, 1993: 84)

On standard assumptions, narrow scope of the subject quantifier in (17a) can only be
available if the quantifier is syntactically in the scope of the modal verb at some stage of
the derivation. If (17a) is derived by Hyperraising, then the possibility of this scope
reading is expected, since the quantifier has indeed originated inside the embedded
clause. In contrast, the quantifier in (17b) is an external argument of the modal verb and

therefore (presumably) not C-commanded by it at any relevant stage of the derivation.

The third argument provided by Darzi (1993) has to do with selectional restrictions. In
Persian, Hyperraising predicates like be ncezeer mi-res- ced ,seem’ do not impose
selectional restrictions on their subjects, because they do not theta-mark them. In contrast,

Control predicates theta-mark and select the properties of their external arguments:

(18) a. Zzmin be nezaer mi-res- &d  [ke harekket mi-kon-ad]
earth to view  IND-reach-3SG that movement IND-do-3SG

,.,The earth seems to move.’

b. *Zaemin s&?y mi-kon-ed-o [ke harekkat be-kon-ad]
earth try  IND-do-3SG that movement SuBJ-do-3SG

* The earth tries to move.’

(Persian; Darzi, 1993: 84)
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Darzi (1993) observes that the Hyperraising construction in (18a) is grammatical and
semantically well-formed because the inanimacy of the subject of the Raising predicate
does not matter, since Raising predicates do not impose selectional restrictions on their
subjects. In contrast, the Control construction in (18b) is semantically ill-formed. The
oddness in (18b) stems from the semantic requirements of ,try’. The verb ,fry’ assigns an
agent role to its subject which requires an entity that is capable of volition. Inserting an
inanimate DP like zeemin in the subject position of the Control verb se?y ,try’ therefore
violates the selectional restriction of the Control verb. The contrast in (18) clearly

identifies this and the related constructions above as Hyperraising constructions.

Finally, Darzi (1993) observes that in Persian, when part of an embedded sentential idiom
is moved to the subject position of a Hyperraising predicate like be neezeer mi-res-ced

,seem’, the idiom retains its idiomatic interpretation as illustrated in (19):

(19) a Be n@zar mi-res-eed  [ke taft-e-u @z bam oftad-e]
toview  IND-reach-3SG that bathtub- he from roof fall

It seems that his bathtub has fallen from the roof.” (Literal interpretation)

.1t seems that he has been scandalized.” (Idiomatic interpretation)

b. Taft-e-u be nezer mi-res-ed [ke @z bam oftad-e]
bathtub-he to view  IND-reach-3SG that from roof fall

,JHe seems that his bathtub has fallen from the roof.” (literal interpretation)

,JHe seems to have been scandalized’ (idiomatic interpretation)
(Persian; Darzi, 1993: 83)

To sum up this section, a large number of typologically diverse and unrelated languages
show Hyperraising out of finite subjunctive clauses. The tests provided show clearly that
the subjects that appear in the matrix clauses of these complex constructions originated
inside the embedded clauses and therefore must have crossed a finite CP-node when

moving to their final landing site [Spec, T].

55



2.2

Hyperraising from finite indicative complements

2.2.1 Hyperraising in Bantu

Hyperraising is not only possible from subjunctive complements; it has also been shown

to occur out of finite indicative CPs. To my knowledge, the first detailed study of this

type of Hyperraising construction in Bantu was presented by Perez (1985) in her analysis

of Shona, Kiruundi, and Kikuyu:

(20)

21

(22)

a.

a.

a.

Vy-aa-menyeekan-ye [kO inzovu  z-iish-¢

baa-ba-antu]

SM8-PAsST-be.known-PERF that elephantl0 Sm 10-kill- PERF DEM2-people2

L1t 1s well known that elephants have killed those people.’

Inzovu z-aa-menyeekan-ye [ko z-iish-e

baa-ba-antu]

elephant10 SM10-PAST-be.known-PERF that Sm10-kill-PERF DEM2-people2

,Elephants are renowned for having killed those people.’

Zvi-no-fungir-w-a

SM8-PRES-suspect-PASs-Fv  that  thief9

(Kirutandi; Perez 1985: 2-4)

[kuti mbavha y-aka-vand-a mubako]

SMO9- PAsT-hide-Fv in. cave

4t 1s suspected that the thief is hidden in the cave.’

Mbavha i-no-fungir-w-a

[kuti y-aka-vand-a  mubako]

Thief9  SM9-PRES-suspect-PASS-Fv  that SM9-PAST-hide-Fv in. cave

,.The thief is suspected to be hidden in the cave.’

(Shona; Perez 1985: 2-4)

Ki-tikéaine [ati mi-ndi-mi-rime G-yl 606rag-iré mi-nd{]

SM17-has been known that PERS1-manl

LIt is known that this man killed a person.’

this1

SMm1-kill-PAST PERS1
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b. Mi-ndl-mi-rime G-yl ni  66ikaine
PERS1-manl this-1 Foc  Sml-has been known
[4tT ni OOrag-ire mi-ndii]
that Foc SMm1-kill-PAST PERsl

,,This man is known to have killed a person.’

(Kikuyu; Perez, 1985: 2-4)

In the examples (20)-(22), all the matrix verbs select finite indicative CPs with overt
complementisers. The embedded T-heads are overtly marked for both agreement and
tense. In the (a)-examples, the thematic subjects of the embedded clauses (inzovu,
mbavha, and mii-ndii-mii-riime respectively) appear in the embedded subject position, as
is illustrated by the fact that these subjects follow the overt complementisers. In contrast,
in the (b)-examples, these DPs appear in the matrix subject positions, and the matrix
verbs show noun class agreement with these DPs. These data suggest that the matrix

subjects in the (b)-examples have undergone Hyperraising.

Perez (1985) shows that the matrix subjects of the sentences in (20b), (21b), and (22b) are
not arguments of the matrix verbs. The matrix verbs in the (a)-examples do not select
external arguments. Rather, it is assumed that the matrix subject position is filled with an
expletive pro which triggers default agreement with the matrix verb. Default agreement
can be expressed by means of a locative noun class prefix, as in Kikuyu (compare also
the Zulu data with fanele and class 17 ku- discussed in section 2.2.3), or it can be
borrowed from noun class 8, as in Shona and Kiruundi. The presence of default
agreement indicates that the matrix subject position is a non-O-position and that the
matrix verb is unaccusative. In contrast, in the examples in (20b)-(22b), the thematic
subject DP of the embedded clauses appears in the matrix [Spec, T]-position and agrees
with both the embedded and the matrix verbs. This suggests that the matrix subjects in
(20b)-(22b) have moved into the main clause, and that (20b)-(22b) constitute examples of

Hyperraising in Shona, Kikuyu, and Kirutindi.

My own fieldwork on Shona, Kiruindi and Kikuyu supports this conclusion. First,

consider Shona. The matrix verb in the Shona example in (21) provided by Perez (1985)
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is a passivised ECM-verb. But note that the unaccusative Raising verb a-no-it-a ,seem’
also triggers movement of the embedded subject DP to the matrix subject position in

Shona:

(23) a Zvi-no-it-a [sekuti Vimbai a-ka-ziya]
SM8-PRES-seem-Fv that Vimbai  SMI1-PRES- hungry

LIt seems that Vimbai is hungry.’

b. Vimbai a-no-it-a [sekuti a-ka-ziya]
Vimbai  SMI-PRES-seem-Fv that SM1-PRES-hungry

,Vimbai seems to be hungry.’

In both the expletive construction in (23a) and in the Raising construction in (23b), the
matrix verb a-no-it-a selects a finite complement introduced by the overt complementiser
sekuti, and both complements are in the indicative mood. In (23a), the thematic subject of
the embedded clause is in the embedded subject position, since the DP Vimbai appears
after the complementiser in (23a). In contrast, in (23b), the DP Vimbai appears in the
matrix subject position and agrees with the matrix verb a-no-it-a which shows noun class

agreement with the subject DP.

Importantly, the idiomatic interpretation of a sentential idiom is maintained when its

subject-part is raised in a Hyperraising construction involving a-no-it-a:

(24). a. Zvi-no-it-a [sekuti hapwa ya-fumur-wa]
SM8-PRES-seem-Fv  that armpit9 SM9-open-PAST

It seems that the armpit has opened.’ (Literal interpretation)

It seems that the secret has been revealed.” (Idiomatic interpretation)

b. Hapwa i-no-it-a [sekuti (iyo) ya-fumur-wa]
armpit9 SM9-PRES-seem-Fv  that (it) Sm9-open-PAST

,Lhe armpit seems to have been opened.’ (Literal interpretation)

,The secret seems to have been revealed.” (Idiomatic interpretation)
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That (24b) maintains its idiomatic reading despite the fact the subject of the idiom
appears in the matrix subject position while the rest of the idiom is in the embedded
clause is an indication that Raising has taken place. Recall that idioms are treated as
phrasal lexical units and at some stage of the derivation must have a representation as a
syntactic unit. Since the matrix subject hapwa ,armpit’ can be idiomatically linked to the

embedded predicate, it must have originated as the subject of the embedded clause.

Other tests also support the conclusion that Shona has Hyperraising out of indicative
clauses. When the embedded verb of the matrix predicate a-no-it-a is passivised, the
active and passive constructions are synonymous. The active and passive constructions in
(25) are similar because the DP Mary is the internal argument of the embedded verb

nikun in both sentences:

(25) a. John a-no-it-a [sekuti a-no-da Mary]
John SM1-PRrES-seem-Fv that SM1-PRrES-love Mary

,John seems that he loves Mary.’

b. Mary a-no-it-a [sekuti a-no-di-w-a na John]
Mary SMI1-PRES-seem-Fv that SM1-PRrEs-love-PAss-Fv by John

,Mary seems that she is loved by John.’

In contrast, infinitival control constructions in Shona do not show this kind of semantic

similarity between active and passive constructions, as expected:

(26) a. John a-ka-edz-a [ku-ongoror-a mwana]
John SMI1-PAST-try-Fv INF-examine-Fv  baby
,John tried to examine the baby.’
b. ?Mwana a-ka-edz-a [ku-ongoror-w-a  na John]
baby SM1-PAST-try-Fv  INF-examine-PASS-Fv by John

,The baby tried to be examined by John.’
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The data in (25) and (26) clearly show that Shona is indeed a language which permits the
thematic subjects of embedded indicative clauses to escape their CPs and undergo long

A-movement into the matrix subject position.

Next, consider Kirutundi. (27) shows Hyperraising constructions with the verb kuboneka

,seem’:

(27) a. Bi-bonek-a [ko Yohani a-ri  umubeshi]
SM8-seem-Fv that John SM1-be liar

It seems that John is a liar.’

b. Yohani a-bonek-a [ko a-ri  umubeshi]
John SMl-seem-Fv that Sml-be liar

,John seems to be a liar.’

The examples in (27) mirror the Shona example in (23). In both the expletive
construction in (27a) and in the Raising construction in (27b), the matrix verb kuboneka
selects a finite complement introduced by an overt complementiser ko. Both
complements are in the indicative mood. In (27a), the thematic subject of the embedded
clause Yohani follows the complementiser and is hence in the embedded subject position.
In contrast, in (27b), the DP Yohani appears in the matrix subject position and shows

noun class agreement with the matrix verb a-boneka.

Again, I tested whether (27b) does indeed involve Hyperraising by constructing examples
with embedded idioms. (28) shows that when part of a Kirutindi idiom occurs in the

matrix clause, the idiomatic meaning is maintained:

(28) a. Bi-bonek-a [ko a-a-n-ses-i-e agatabi]
SM8-seem-Fv  that SM1-REC.PAST-OM-spill- PAST-FV  tobacco

It seems that he spilled my tobacco.” (Literal interpretation)

LIt seems that he revealed my secret.” (Idiomatic interpretation)
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b. Agatabi ka-n-je ka-boneka [ko ka-a-ses-i-e]
tobacco P0Ss-OM SM12-seem-Fv that SMI12- REC.PAST spill- PAST-Fv

,My tobacco seems to be spilled.” (Literal interpretation)

,My secret seems to be revealed.’ (Idiomatic interpretation)

Another indication that kuboneka triggers Hyperraising is that sentences like (29) below

in which the complement has been passivised are semantically similar to those in which it

has not:
(29) a. Yohani a-bonek-a [ko a-4-fash-i-ye Maria]
John SMl-seem-Fv that SMm1-PAsT-help-PAST Maria
,John seems to have helped Maria.’
b. Maria a-bonek-a [ko a-a-fash-i-u-ye na Yohani]

Maria SMml-seem-Fv that SM1-PAST-help-PASS-PAST by John

,Maria seems to have been helped by John.’

Kirutundi behaves therefore like Shona in showing clear evidence for Hyperraising.

Finally, the same conclusion can be drawn for Kikuyu: Hyperraising is possible with

Kikuyu verbs like -onekana:

(30) a. Kii-ro-nekana [ati mi-ndi-mi-rime G-yl 00rag-iré  mi-ndii]
SM17-Asp-appears  that PERSI-manl thisl Sm1-kill-PAST PERS1

It appears that this man killed a person.’
b. Mi-ndi-mii-rime G-yl aro-nekana [atT ni OOrag-ire mi-nd{]
PERSI-manl this-1 SMl-appear that Foc Swml-kill-PAsT PERSI

,,Lhis man appears to have killed a person.’

(30a) is the expletive construction while (30b) is the Hyperraising construction. In both

constructions, the matrix verb -onekana selects a finite indicative complement introduced
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by an overt complementiser d#. In (30a), the thematic subject of the embedded clause is
in the embedded subject position, since mii-ndi-mi-riime t-yii appears after the
complementiser in (30a). In contrast, in (30b), the DP mii-ndii-mii-riime ii-yii occurs in the

matrix subject position and agrees with the matrix verb aro-nekana in noun class.

Again, the idiom-test and the passivisation test both confirm that the construction (30b) in
Kikuyu is an instance of long A-movement. In (31b), the subject part of the idiom in
(31a) 1s moved from an embedded finite clause into the matrix subject position of the

Raising predicate, and the idiom retains its idiomatic interpretation:

31) a. Kiara kimwe gi-ti-uragaga ndaa
finger7 one SM7-NEG-kill louse
,One finger cannot kill a louse.’ (Literal interpretation)

,One person cannot achieve much.” (Idiomatic interpretation)

b. Kiara kimwe kiro-nekana [(ati) gi-ti-uragaga ndaa]
finger7 one  SM7-appear  (that) SM7-NEG-kill louse

,One finger appears to be unable to kill a louse.” (Literal interpretation)

,One person appears to be wunable to achieve much.’(Idiomatic
interpretation)

Furthermore, when the embedded verb inside the complement clause of the Raising verb
-onekana is passivised, such that the embedded object becomes the matrix subject, the

meaning of the passive sentence is similar to the active one:

(32) a. Mami a-ro-nekana [ati ni-a-rugire irio]
Mother SM-PRES-appear that FOC- SM-cook-PAST meal

,Mother appears to have cooked the meal.’
b. Irio i-ro-nekana [ati ni-i-rugir-w-o ni mami]

meal SM-PRES-appear that FOC- SM-cook-PASS-PAST by mother

,,Lhe meal appears to have been cooked by mother.’
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In sum, my own fieldwork has provided additional empirical evidence that the languages
examined and discussed in Perez (1985) indeed show Hyperraising out of finite indicative

clauses.

Staying with the Bantu languages, Harford (Perez) (1997) also provides evidence that

Hyperraising exists in the Bantu language Kitharaka:

(33) a i-kw-iy-ik-een-¢
PR-SM17-know-ST-REC/PERF-FV
[ati mu-ntu u-yu n-aa-ij-ire m-buri]
that 1PERS  this-1  PR- SMl-steal-PAST-Fv  10-goat

.1t 1s known that this person stole goats.’

b.  Mu-ntd G-yG n-aa -iy-ik-één-¢
1PERS this-1 PR-SM1-know-ST-REC/PERF-Fv
[ati n-44-fj-ire m-buri]
that PR-SM1-steal-PAST-FV  10-goat

,This person is known to have stolen goats.’

(Kitharaka; Harford (Perez), 1997: 113)

In (33b) again, the embedded subject seems to have raised to the matrix subject position
of the passivised ECM-verb iyikeene. Harford (Perez) (1997) provides evidence in
support of a Hyperraising analysis of this Kitharaka example. Again, the evidence is from
idioms, such as the one in (34a). When the subject-part of this idiom in Kitharaka is
raised from an embedded clause to the matrix subject position of kiiiyikana, the idiomatic

meaning is preserved, (34b):
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(34) a. ki-rimo i-ki-a-mer-ir-i-¢ mu-ntll G-yt
7-animal PR-SM.7-RpST-swallow-PAST-VS-Fv 1-PERS this-1

,»The kirimo’ swallowed this person.’ (Literal interpretation)
,This person has completed the first stage of initiation.’(Idiomatic

interpretation)

b. ki-rimo i-ki-iy-ik-een-e
7-animal PR-SM.7-know- ST-REC/PERF-Fv
ati  i-ki-a-mer-ir-i-e mu-ntl G-yt
that PR-SM.7-RPST-swallow- PAST-VS-Fv  1-PERS this-1
»The ,kirimo’ is known to have swallowed this person.” (Literal
interpretation)
,This person is known to have completed the first stage of initiation.’

(Idiomatic interpretation)

(Kitharaka; Harford (Perez), 1997: 117)

Finally, it has been noted by Zeller (2006d) that Zulu also has Raising out of embedded
indicative clauses. In (35), the matrix verb is again a passivised ECM-verb, which in
(35b) has attracted the thematic subject of the embedded indicative complement to move
to the matrix subject position. In this position, isela, ,thief” now triggers noun class 5-

agreement with the Raising predicate:

(35) a. ku-sol-w-a [ukuthi isela li-zo-tshontsha-a imoto]
Loc-suspect-PAss-Fv  that thief5 SM5-FUT-steal-Fv  car9
LIt is suspected that the thief will steal the car.’

b. Isela i-sol-wa [ngokuthi li-zo-tshontsh-a  imoto].
thief5 SmS5-suspect- PASS-Fv  that SM5-FUT-steal-Fv  car9

,»The thief is suspected to steal the car.’

(Zulu; Zeller 2006d, ex. (45) & (46))
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Although Zeller does not provide any tests to show that (35b) is a genuine example of
Hyperraising, the parallel between (35b) and the previously discussed examples from
other Bantu languages is striking and suggest that we are indeed dealing with
Hyperraising out of an indicative complement. It is noteworthy, however, that the form of
the complementiser changes in the Hyperraising construction in (35b). I return to a
discussion of those examples where Hyperraising changes the form of the embedded
complementiser, or eliminates it entirely (as was found above to be the case in
Rumanian), in my analysis in chapter 6. For now, it is crucial to conclude that
Hyperraising out of indicative clausal complements is definitely not an isolated

phenomenon, but seems to occur regularly, and in many different Bantu languages.

2.2.2 Hyperraising in Turkish

Following Aissen (1974), Pullum (1975), Kornfilt (1977), and George and Kornfilt
(1981), Moore (1998) suggests that in Turkish, it is generally assumed that Hyperraising
of an embedded subject DP is possible from finite indicative complements whose T-

heads have tense/aspect morphology, but only if these complements lack agreement

morphology:
(36) b. Herkes [biz viski-yi i¢c-iyor-uz] san-iyor-Q
everybody-NoM we-NOM whiskey-AcC drink-PROG-1PL  believe-PROG-3SG
LsEverybody believes we are drinking the whiskey.’
c. *Biz [viski-yi i¢c-ti-k] san-il-iyor-uz

we-NoM  whiskey-ACC drink-PAST-1PL believe-PASs- PROG-1PL

,»We are believed to have drunk the whiskey.’

(Turkish; Moore, 1998: 153, 156)

In (36b), the embedded T-head has both tense and agreement morphology, and as
expected, the embedded subject biz ,we’ is assigned nominative case. In contrast, in
(36¢), the matrix predicate is a passivised ECM predicate that selects a complement

whose T-head is overtly marked for both tense and agreement. However, contrary to
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expectation, the embedded subject biz moves to the matrix subject position and the
sentence is ungrammatical. Moore (1998), following George and Kornfilt (1981),
therefore assumes that the ungrammaticality of (36b) is an indication that DP-movement
out of complements with tense and agreement morphology is prohibited in at least some
dialects of Turkish. (36) suggests that Hyperraising is not possible in Turkish from finite
indicative complements whose T-heads are overtly marked for both tense/aspect and
agreement. Consequently, it is assumed that in Turkish, agreement is what determines
finiteness and by extension, case assignment and opacity/transparency of complement

clauses.

However, Moore (1998:160) observes that in some dialects of Turkish, Raising of an
embedded subject DP is possible from both types of finite indicative complements, as

illustrated in (37):

(37) a. san-a [biz stit-U ic-ti-ler] gibi gel-di-O
you- DAT  we-NOM  milk-AcC drink-PAST-3PL like seem- PAST-1PL

.t seemed to you that we drank the milk.’

b. Biz san-a  [slt-U ic-ti] gibi gel-di-k

We-NoM  you-DAT milk-AcC drink-PAST like seem-PAST-1PL

c. Biz san-a  [siit-U i¢c-ti-k] gibi gel-di-k
We-NoM  you-DAT milk-AccC drink-PAST-1PL like  seem-PAST-1PL
»We seem to you to have drunk the milk.’

(Turkish; Moore, 1998: 162)

In the example in (37a), the embedded verb is overtly marked for both tense and
agreement and the thematic subject biz of the embedded clause appears in the embedded
subject position with its nominative case valued while the matrix subject position is
occupied by a null expletive subject (Moore, 1998:154).The embedded clause in (37b)

has a T-head that is overtly marked for tense but has no agreement morphology. In
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contrast, the T-head of the embedded clausal complement in (37c) is overtly marked for
both tense and number agreement with the matrix subject. In both (37b) and (37c¢), it is
assumed that the matrix subject is the thematic subject of the embedded clause but has
moved to the matrix subject position. Consequently, it also triggers person and number
agreement on the matrix verb. (37c¢) is therefore another instance of Hyperraising out of
an indicative complement clause.

Moore (1998) provides two pieces of evidence that predicates like gibi gel ,seem’ do
indeed trigger Hyperraising from the embedded subject position. The first argument is
that when the embedded predicate of the Turkish Raising verb gibi gel is passivised, both
the active and passive constructions are synonymous as in (38) (note that in Turkish, 31

person agreement morphology is marked by a zero-affix).:

(38) a. Doktor ban-a [sen-i muayene et-mis-0] gibi gel-di-O
doctor-NoM I-DAT you- ACC examination do-EVID-3SG like seem- PAST-3SG

,.The doctor seems to me to have examined you.’

b. Sen ban-a [doktor tarafindan muayene ed-il-mis-sin]
you- NOM I-DAT doctor by examination do-PASS-EVID-2SG
gibi gel-din-n
like seem- PAST-2SG

,You seem to me to have been examined by the doctor.’
(Turkish; Moore, 1998: 163)

The active (38a) and passive (38b) pair in (38) are synonymous. The DP sen ,you’ is the
internal argument of the embedded verb muayene in the active and passive constructions.
This is an indication that the DP sen already received its theta role in the embedded
clause before moving to the matrix subject position. It is also an indication that the matrix

predicate does not assign an external theta role.

The second piece of evidence has to do with the incompatibility of Hyperraising

predicates like gibi-gel with passive morphology. Like unaccusative predicates in most
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languages, gibi-gel does not select an external argument; therefore, it cannot be

passivised:

39) a *Din  aksam saat 10-da [gocuk siit-lin-ii i¢c-mis]
yesterday evening O’clock 10-LOC child  milk-3SG-Acc drink-EVID
gibi goriin-iil-di-O
like appear-PASS-PAST-3SG
,Yesterday evening at 10.00, it appeared that the child drank his/her milk.’
b. [Araba kullan-ma-k] Oner-il-di-O
car drive-PT.AT-1SG  suggest-PASS-PAST-3SG
.t was suggested that I drive a car.’

(Turkish; Moore, 1998: 166)

Moore (1998) argues that, on the assumption that unaccusative predicates lack an external
theta role and are not expected to undergo passivisation, the ungrammaticality of (39a)
suggests gibi gel is indeed an unaccusative predicate. gibi gel does not assign an external
theta role and can therefore not undergo passivisation. This suggests that the subject DP
which occupies the matrix subject position of this verb in examples such as (37b) and
(38) is not an argument of the matrix verb, which implies that it has moved to the subject
position. In contrast, the matrix predicate dner ,suggest’ in (39b) selects an external
argument, and consequently can undergo passivisation and is compatible with passive
morphology. This shows that the ungrammaticality of (39a) is in fact caused by the

unaccusativity of the matrix predicate, and not due to some independent constraint.
2.2.3 Hyperraising in Brazilian Portuguese

Rodrigues (2004) discusses the following examples from Brazilian Portuguese:

(40) a. E parece [que a Maria esta doente]
seem-3SG that the Maria is-3SG sick

,It seems that Maria is sick.’
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b. A Maria parece [que estd doente]
the Maria seem-3SG that is-3SG-PRES sick

,It seems that Maria is sick.’

(Brazilian Portuguese; Rodrigues, 2004: 118)

The embedded clauses in (40) are both finite indicative CPs with an overt
complementiser que and embedded verbs with tense and agreement morphology. In the
example in (40a), the thematic subject a Maria of the embedded clause appears in the
embedded subject position as evidenced by the fact that the subject DP follows the overt
complementiser gque. In contrast, in (40b), the DP a Maria appears in the matrix subject
position and triggers agreement with both the embedded verb and with the matrix
predicate parece ,seem’. Again, (40b) is consistent with a Hyperraising analysis,
according to which the embedded subject DP a Maria has moved from the embedded

subject position across the finite CP-node into the matrix [Spec, T] position.

Martins and Nunes (2006) provide the now familiar type of evidence that examples such
as (40b) from Brazilian Portuguese are indeed derived by Hyperraising. (41b) shows that
when the subject part of an embedded sentential idiom appears in a matrix clause with a

predicate like parece, the idiomatic reading is preserved:

(41) a. A vaca foi pro brejo
the cow went to-the swamp

,.-The cow went to the swamp.’ (Literal interpretation)

,Things went bad.” (Idiomatic interpretation)

b. A vaca parece que foi pro brejo
the cow seems that went to-the swamp

,,Lhe cow seems to have gone to the swamp.’ (Literal interpretation)

It seems that things went bad.” (Idiomatic interpretation)

(Brazilian Portuguese; Martins and Nunes, 2006:17)
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Examples such as (41b) show that the constructions discussed here do indeed involve

subject-to-subject Raising of an embedded DP across a CP-node.

An analysis along these lines has been suggested by Ferreira (2000). Ferreira argues that
Brazilian Portuguese has two types of finite indicative clauses, one which is defective,
and one which has a complete set of Agree features. According to Ferreira, the embedded
complement CP in (40b) is defective. Consequently, the defective ¢-features of the
embedded T-head are unable to value and delete the case feature of the embedded subject
DP. Therefore, this DP enters an Agree-relation with the matrix T and undergoes

Hyperraising to the matrix subject position.

As also pointed out by Rodrigues (2004), Ferreira’s (2000) argument is not well
motivated, considering that the complement of the expletive variant in (40a) has the same
morphological properties as the complement of the Hyperraising construction in (40b).
The stipulation that the CP in (40b) is defective lacks any independent evidence; it is
merely required to make the construction compatible with the standard minimalist
analysis of Raising that I discussed in chapter 1. Given that the CPs in (40a) and (40b)
have the same properties, I assume instead that neither CP is defective and that the
embedded T-heads of both CP-complements in (40) are in principle capable of valuing
the case feature of an embedded subject DP. The real question that arises from data such
as (40b), which is not answered by a stipulation such as Ferreira's, is why the subject DP
in (40b) has to, and why it is allowed to, move to the matrix subject position, given that
the embedded predicate is otherwise capable of assigning case, as (40a) illustrates. It is

this question that I try to answer in chapters 5 and 6 of this thesis.

2.2.4 Hyperraising in Kipsigis
Jake and Odden (1979) observe that in Kipsigis, a Nilotic language spoken in East Africa,

predicates such as, nyolu ,necessary,” and wvy ,hard’ trigger Hyperraising:

(42) a. Wvy [ko-til  kwo:myik pe:ndd]
hard 3SG-cut women meat

LIt 1s hard for the women to cut the meat.’
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b. Wvyeén kwo:nyik [ko-til  péndo]
hard (PL) women 3SG -cut meat

It 1s hard for the women to cut the meat.’

c. Wvy [ké:-mas kiplanat]
hard 1PL-beat Kiplangat
Lt is hard for us to beat Kiplangat.’

d. Ki-wvyén [ké:-mas  kiplanat]
1PL -hard (PL) 1PL -beat Kiplangat

41t 1s hard for us to beat Kiplangat.’

(Kipsigis; Jake and Odden, 1979: 146)

In all the examples in (42), the predicate wvy ,hard’ selects a finite CP whose verb is
overtly marked for agreement. Jake and Odden (1979) observe that Kipsigis is a VSO
language in which predicates bear subject/object-verb agreement morphology and subject
DPs bear tones that differ from non-subject DPs. In addition, Kipsigis has a scrambling
operation which allows subjects and objects to appear in any word order after the verb. In
(42a), the first example of the non-Raising variant, the embedded subject kwo:nyik
appears after the embedded finite verb ko-til, hence it is assumed that it is located in the
embedded clause. In (42b), the DP kwo.nyik appears before the embedded verb but it still
bears a subject tone and triggers agreement with the matrix verb wvyen. This suggests
that this DP is now in the matrix subject position. Furthermore, Jake and Odden (1979)
observe that in Kipsigis, whenever a DP is topicalised clause-internally, the morpheme ko
occurs between the preposed DP and the verb. In (42b), however, the DP kwo.nyik is not
followed by the morpheme ko, which indicates that kwo:nyik has not simply been
topicalised inside the embedded clause. All these observations suggest that the embedded
subject DP kwo:nyik has moved out of the subject position of the complement clause to

the matrix subject position.
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In the second example of the unraised variant in (42c), the embedded verb is overtly
marked for subject agreement (first person plural) while the matrix verb has no overt
marking for agreement. In contrast, in the Raising variant in (42d), both the matrix and
embedded verbs are overtly inflected for first person plural agreement. This not only
suggests that the matrix and embedded subjects are coreferential but that the matrix
subject originated in the embedded clause where it triggered agreement morphology on
the embedded verb before raising into the matrix subject position to agree with the matrix
predicate. This means that, in addition to languages with SVO word order, such as Bantu,
and SOV languages such as Turkish, we also find Hyperraising from indicative clausal

complements in languages with VSO word order.

2.2.5 Hyperraising in Bhojpuri

Similarly, Shukla (1981) shows that in Bhojpuri, predicates like bujha:- ,appear’, lag
,seem’, and ma:lum ho: ,appear’, trigger Hyperraising of embedded subject DPs:

(43) a. 1 la:g-a:la [ki  Lalit Hindi: ja:na-a:la:]
it seem-3SG-MASC-PRES Comp Lalit Hindi know-3SG-MASC-PRES

It seems that Lalit knows Hindi.’

b. Lalit la:g-a:la [Hindi: ja:na-a:la]
Lalit seem-3SG-MASC-PRES Hindi ~ know3SG-MASC-PRES

,Lalit seems to know Hind1’

(Bhojpuri; Shukla, 1981: 252-253)

The embedded complements in (43) are finite CPs whose verbs are overtly marked for
tense and agreement. In (43a), the thematic subject of the embedded clause is located in
the embedded subject position, as is shown by the fact that the DP Lalit follows the
complementiser ki in (43a). In contrast, in (43b), the DP Lalit appears in the matrix
subject position. Furthermore, the matrix subject Lalit triggers agreement with both the
matrix and embedded verbs. Shukla (1981) also observes that the matrix subject Lalit is

understood as the subject of the embedded clause, and concludes that the matrix subject
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has originated in the embedded clause and moved to the matrix subject position in (43b).

Her evidence for this assumption comes from the interpretation of sentential idioms:

(44) a Lalit par bhu:t caDh-al ba:-y
Lalit on  ghost climb- (PERF) be-3SG-MASC-PRES

,A ghost has climbed on Lalit.” (Literal interpretation)

,Lalit is acting crazy.’ (Idiomatic interpretation)

b. Bhu:t lalit-par lag-a:la: caDh-al  ba:-y
ghost Laliton seem-3SG-MASC-PRES climb- PERF be-3SG-MASC-PRES

,A ghost seems to have climbed on Lalit.” (Literal interpretation)

,Lalit seems to be acting crazy.’ (Idiomatic interpretation)

(Bhojpuri; Shukla, 1981: 260-261)

Shukla's example (44b) shows that when the subject-part of an embedded idiom appears
in a matrix clause with a predicate like /ag- ,seem,’ the idiomatic reading is preserved.
This supports her conclusion that the moved part was originally part of the embedded
idiom and that, therefore, examples such as (43b) and (44b) involve Hyperraising from

indicative clauses.

2.2.6 Hyper-Raising in Mandarin Chinese

Li (1990) and Ura (1994) have suggested that verbs like kaneng ,likely/possible’,
nan/rongyi ,difficult/easy’ and kaishi ,begin’ trigger Hyperraising in the variety of
Mandarin, spoken in Taiwan. Ura (1994) proposes a Hyperraising analysis for Mandarin

Chinese, based on constructions like (45):

(45) a. Keneng [ta hui qu nar]
possible he will go there

Lt is possible that he will go there.’
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b. Ta keneng [hui qu nar]
he possible will go there

* He is possible that he will go there. (Literal interpretation)
It is possible that he will go there.” (Intended meaning)

(Mandarin Chinese; Ura, 1994: 302; cf. Li, 1990)

The embedded CP in (45) is marked for future tense, which is an indication that the
embedded clause is finite. In (45a), the thematic subject of the embedded clause is
located in the embedded subject position. In contrast, in (45b), the position of the DP ta
,he’, is consistent with the idea that this DP is in the matrix subject position. Ura (1994)
observes that the DP fa in (45b) must be understood as the subject of the embedded
clause. He suggests that the matrix verb kaneng ,possible’ in (45) does not assign a
thematic role to its subject and that the word order of the sentence in (45b) is derived

from (45a) via Hyperraising.

Li (1990) provides a number of arguments to show that Hyperraising is involved in the
derivation of structures like (45b). The first piece of evidence has to do with the
distribution of the Mandarin anaphors like faziji ,himself’. Such anaphors are subject to
Binding Principle A, which requires that they must be clausemates of their antecedents.

Consider the following example in (46):
(46) Ta keneng-bu- keneng [zai taziji jia zuo shi]?
he likely-not-likely at himself home do thing
,Is he likely to do things at his own home?’
(Mandarin Chinese; Li, 1990: 125)
In the example in (46), the anaphor taziji ,himself” appears in the embedded clause, while

its antecedent ta ,he’ is in the matrix clause. However, the sentence is grammatical,

which according to Li (1990) suggests that the antecedent ta has originated in the
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embedded subject position of the complement clause where it licensed the occurrence of

the anaphor taziji, before moving to the matrix non-thematic subject position.

The second piece of evidence has to do with the idiom chunk you-mo ,humor’. Li

(1990:126) explains that in Chinese, you-mo is a V+0O idiom chunk which historically, is

a transliteration from the English word ,humour’. As an idiom chunk, you and mo must

appear together within the same clause. Li (1990) observes that in constructions involving

Hyperraising predicates like keneng, when the idiom you-mo is split such that a part

appears in the matrix clause, while the rest remains in the embedded clause, the idiomatic

interpretation of the idiom is retained.

47) a.

*Wo bu xihuan zheige mo

I not like this -mour

*Wo bu hui you

I not can hu-

Wo you le ta yi mo
I hu- ASP him one -mour

,J humoured him.’

Zheige mo; bei ta you-huai t; le
this -mour by him hu-bad Asp

,»This -mour was hu-ed bad by him.’ (Literal interpretation)

,He ruined the joke.’ (Idiomatic interpretation)

Zheige mo keneng [e bei ta you-huai] ma?
this -mour likely by him hu-bad Qp
I8 this -mour likely to be hu-ed bad by him?’ (Literal interpretation)

I8 it possible that he will ruin the joke?’ (Idiomatic interpretation)

(Mandarin Chinese; Li, 1990: 127)
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Li (1990) observes that the examples in (47a) and (47b) are ungrammatical because only
a part of the idiom chunk you-mo ,humour’ appears in each of the sentences. Only
example (47c), in which both parts of the idiom chunk occur within the same clause, is
grammatical. However, in the passive construction in (47d), part of the idiom mo ,;mour’
has undergone A-movement to the subject position, while the other part is still in the base
position. In contrast to (47a) and (47b), the sentence remains grammatical and the
idiomatic interpretation is preserved. Crucially, in example (47¢), when part of the
embedded idiom chunk you-mo appears in the matrix subject position of the Hyperraising
verb keneng, the idiomatic reading is also maintained. Li (1990) therefore suggests that
the part of the idiom that appears in the matrix clause must have originated in the

embedded clause, and that the construction involves Hyperraising.

Li's third argument for a Hyperraising analysis is that when the embedded verb of the
Hyperraising predicative keneng is passivised, the meaning of the passive sentence is

similar to that of the active sentence:

(48) a. Zhege yisheng keneng jiancha Lisi ma?
this doctor likely examine Lisi QP

I8 this doctor likely to examine Lisi?’

b. Lisi keneng bei zhege yisheng jiancha ma
Lisi likely by this doctor  examine QP

.18 Lisi likely to be examined by the doctor?’

(Mandarin Chinese; Li, 1990: 127)

The reason for the similarity in meaning of the passive and the active constructions in
(48) is that the DP Lisi is the internal argument of the embedded verb jiancha ,examine’
in both examples, even though it is syntactically realised as the subject of the main clause
in (48b). This familiar argument provides further support that Mandarin Chinese also

allows subject-to-subject Raising from finite sentential complement clauses.
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2.2.7 Hyper-Raising in Dholuo
It has been suggested by Ura (1994; see also Creider, 1989) that in Dholuo, a Western

Nilotic language spoken in Kenya, predicates like calo ,seem’ trigger Raising of the

embedded subject DP to the matrix subject position:

(49) a. g-calo [ni  un u-sin]
3SG-seem COMP you-PL 2 PL-unhappy

It seems that you are unhappy.’

b. Un u-calo  [ni u-sin]
you (PL) 2PL -seem CoOMP 2PL -unhappy

*,You seem that you are unhappy.’ (Literal interpretation)

,You seem to be unhappy.’ (Intended meaning)

(Dholuo; Creider, 1989: 136-137; Ura, 1994: 300)

In both the expletive construction in (49a) and the Raising construction in (49b), the
matrix verb calo selects a finite complement introduced by an overt complementiser #i.
In (49a), the thematic subject of the embedded clause is in the embedded subject position
shown by the fact that the DP un ,you’ appears after the complementiser in (49a). In
contrast, in (49b), the DP un appears in the matrix subject position and agrees with the
matrix verb calo which shows noun class agreement with the subject DP. The fact that
the raised DP in (49b) agrees with the embedded predicate also suggests that it has raised

to the matrix subject position.

2.2.8 Hyper-Raising in Finnish

A Hyperraising analysis has also been proposed by Ura (1994; see also Sulkala &
Karjalainen, 1992) for Finnish predicates like oli ,be’:

(50) a. oli mukava [ettd he tulivat]
be-IMPERF-3SG  nice Comp they come--IMPERF-3 PL

It was nice that they came.’
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b. He olivat mukava [ettd tulivat]
they be- IMPERF -3PL nice COMP come- IMPERF-3 PL

*.,They were nice that they came.’ (Literal interpretation)

It was nice that they came.’ (Intended meaning)

(Finnish; Sulkala & Karjalainen, 1992: 192)

In both the expletive construction in (50a) and the Raising construction in (50b), the
matrix predicate oli ,be’ selects a finite complement introduced by an overt
complementiser ettd. In (50a), the thematic subject of the embedded clause is in the
embedded subject position shown by the presence of the DP he ,they’ after the
complementiser in (50a). In contrast, in (50b), the DP &e appears in the matrix subject
position and agrees with the matrix verb o/i which shows noun class agreement with the
subject DP, and the fact that the raised DP in (50b) agrees with the embedded predicate

further suggests that it has raised to the matrix subject position.

2.2.9 Hyper-Raising in Moroccan Arabic
Ura (1994, cf. Harrel, 1962; Wager, 1983) also suggests that the predicate ttshab-li

,seem’ triggers Hyperraising in Moroccan Arabic, a VSO-language:

(51) a. ttshab-1i [beli zat mmi|
seemed-3SG.MASC-to-1SG coMP came-3SG.FEM motherlSG

It seemed to me that my mother came.’

b. Ttshab-et-li mmi [beli zat t]
seemed-3SG.FEM-t0o-1SG mother]1SG coMP came-3SG.FEM

* My mother seemed to me that she came.’ (Literal interpretation)

It seemed to me that my mother came.’ (Intended meaning)

(Moroccan Arabic; Ura, 1994: 299)
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In both the expletive construction in (51a) and the Raising construction in (51b), the
matrix predicate ttshab-li selects a finite complement introduced by an overt
complementiser beli. While the raised DP mmi ,mother’ in (51b) agrees with the
embedded predicate, its position preceding the complementiser clearly suggests that it has

raised to the matrix subject position. Hence, (51) is a clear case of Hyperraising.

2.2.10 Hyperraising in other languages

In this final sub-section, I present data from Maithili (Yadava, 1989) and Telugu
(Krishnamurti & Gwynn, 1985; Ura, 1994) which are also consistent with an analysis in
terms of Hyperraising. However, the relevant sources from which I have adopted the
examples below only provide very little corroborating evidence for the hypothesis that we
are dealing with Hyperraising. Therefore, I consider the examples below as only tentative
further support for my claim that Hyperraising is a widespread phenomenon in the

languages of the world:

(52) a. [dongalu paDu-tunna Tlu] un-di
thieves come-DUR  COMP seem-3SG-NEU-PRES

It seems that thieves are coming.’

b. Dongalu [paDu-tunn Tlu] un-naaru
thieves come-DUR  COMP seem-3PL-MASC-PRES

* ,Thieves seem that they are coming.’ (Literal interpretation)
It seems that thieves are coming.’ (Intended meaning)

(Telugu; Ura, 1994: 299)

(53) a. lagaet aich [je barsa ai  nai haet]
seems that rain  today not will be

LIt seems that it will not rain today.
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b. barsa lagaet aich [je ai nai haet]
rain  seems that today not will be

,»*Rain seems like it will not fall today.’ (Literal interpretation)

It seems that it will not rain today. (Intended meaning)

(Maithili; Yadava, 1989: 2)

All the matrix predicates in examples (52) and (53) select finite complements with overt
complementisers and embedded verbs which have overt agreement and/or tense
morphology. In the (a) examples, the thematic subject of the embedded clause is located
in the embedded subject position. In contrast, in the (b) examples, the thematic subject of
the embedded clause appears in the matrix subject position and therefore triggers
agreement with the matrix predicate. The translation of the matrix predicates in these
examples suggests that we are dealing with Raising predicates. Furthermore, these matrix
predicates do not select thematic subjects in the (a) examples, which suggests that they
are unaccusative. As was argued in various places above, this in turn suggests that the
matrix subjects in the (b) examples did not originate in the matrix subject positions, but
have moved there via Hyperraising. This means that, despite the absence of additional
evidence, it is probably justified to follow Ura (1994) and Yadava (1989) in assuming

that the examples in (52) and (53) constitute genuine examples of Hyperraising.

In conclusion, the data discussed in sections 2.1 and 2.2 provide overwhelming evidence
that many languages allow for embedded subject DPs to undergo long A-movement from
their original position across a finite CP-node into the matrix subject position. In all the
examples discussed above, this type of movement left behind a gap in the embedded
subject position. Although it is tempting to analyse this gap as the unpronounced
copy/trace of the moved subject DP, as indeed many authors have done, I argue in the
chapters below that the gap is actually an unpronounced resumptive pronoun. This
assumption allows me to group the Hyperraising constructions in the languages discussed

above together with Hyperraising constructions in which the embedded subject position is
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overtly realised by a pronoun which is obligatorily coreferential with the moved subject

DP. These so-called Copy Raising constructions are discussed in the next section.

2.3  Copy Raising: Hyperraising with resumptive pronouns

In addition to examples of Raising out of finite subjunctive and indicative complements
which leave a gap in the embedded clause, there are also instances where the moved

subject leaves an overt pronominal copy at the point of extraction in a finite complement.

2.3.1 Copy Raising in Haitian Creole

According to Deprez (1992), in Haitian Creole, predicates like sanble can trigger the
Raising of a subject DP in constructions that involve tensed complements. The original
position of the raised subject must be realised by a pronominal “copy”, i.e. a pronoun that

is obligatorily interpreted as coreferential with the raised subject DP:

(54) a. Sanble [Jan pati]

seems John left

It seems that John left.’

b. Jan sanble [li pati]
John seems he Ileaves

,,John seems he to have left.’

c. *Jan sanble [pati]
John seems leave

,John seems to have left.’

(Haitian Creole; Deprez, 1992: 192)

The matrix predicate sanble in (54) selects a finite CP. This is illustrated by the fact that
the embedded verb has past tense morphology. In (54a), the thematic subject of the

embedded clause Jan is located in the embedded subject position. In contrast, in (54b),
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the DP Jan appears in the matrix clause. In (54c), the pronominal DP /i which is the
subject of the embedded finite clause is absent. This renders the sentence in (54c)
ungrammatical. The ungrammaticality of (54c) suggests therefore that a pronominal copy

is obligatorily required at the point of extraction in the embedded clause in (54)

Deprez (1992) presents a number of arguments to show that Copy Raising takes place in
constructions involving the predicate sanble. Deprez (1992) notes that the matrix subject
and the embedded predicate form a single semantic unit: as was observed with respect to
the Hyperraising constructions discussed in section 2.1 and 2.2, sentential idioms in
Haitian Creole Copy Raising constructions can preserve their idiomatic interpretation

when part of the idiomatic expression is raised, as shown in (55):

(55) a. Lakay fe nwa
the house  makes black

,We have money problems.’

b. Lakay sanble [li fe nwa]|
the house  seems makes black

It seems we have money troubles.’

(Haitian Creole; Deprez, 1992: 206)

According to Deprez (1992), the Copy Raising verb sanble also takes an expletive

pronoun /i as its subject, which suggests that it is unaccusative, (56):

(56) lisanble [I’ap fe lanej]
it seems it is making snow
Lt is snowing.’

(Haitian Creole; Deprez, 1992:207)

The fact that the Haitian Creole predicate sanble can accommodate a semantically empty

element as its subject indicates that sanble does not assign an external theta role. This
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means that the subject DP Jan in (54) and the subject DP lakay in (55b) are not

arguments of the matrix verb and have rather moved into the matrix subject position:

2.3.2 Copy Raising in Igbo

Ura (1998) presents an analysis of Hyperraising in Igbo which involves DP movement
out of a finite indicative complement clause. In the examples in (57), the matrix predicate
di ,seem’ selects a finite complement clause introduced by the complementiser ka. In
(57a), the thematic subject of the complement clause, the subject DP Ezé, is located in the
embedded subject position as evidenced by the fact that the DP Ezé follows the
complementiser. In contrast, in (57b), the DP Ezé appears in the matrix subject position
while the embedded subject position is occupied by an obligatorily coreferential

pronominal copy o ,he’:

(57) . O di m [ka Ezé hiri Ad4]
EXPL seems tome COMP Eze see-ASP Ada

It seems to me that Eze saw Ada.’

b. Ez& di  m [ka o hi-ri  Adé]
Eze seems tome COMP he see-Asp Ada

,Eze seems to me that he saw Ada.’ (Literal interpretation)

.1t seems to me that Eze saw Ada.’ (Intended meaning)

(Igbo; Ura, 1998: 68)

Ura (1998) points out that Igbo examples such as (57) test positive to some of the
traditional diagnostics for Raising. For example, the Igbo Hyperraising predicate di in
(57a) has the expletive ¢ in its subject position. This indicates that di does not select an
external argument. Therefore, the matrix subject DP in (57b) must have moved from the

embedded subject position to the matrix subject position.

Ura (1998) also employes the classical idiom-test to show that constructions such as those

in (57) involve Hyperraising. (58b) shows that an idiomatic expression in an embedded

83



clause in Igbo preserves its meaning even when part of the idiom appears in the matrix
clause:
(58) a. Ihe ¢é-kpu-ru na ngwo a-gha-shia la

thing PREF-cover LoOC palm PREF -come-off PERF

,The cover on the palm tree has come off.’ (Literal interpretation)

,The secret has been revealed.’ (Idiomatic interpretation)

b. fhe é-kpu-ru na ngwo di [ka o gha-shia la]
thing PREF -cover LOC palm seems CoMpP it come-off PERF

,The cover on the palm tree seems that it has come off.” (Literal
interpretation)

,.The secret seems to have been revealed.’ (Idiomatic interpretation)

(Igbo; Ura, 1998: 69)

Finally, Ura (1998) shows that the fact that the matrix subject DP Ezé in (59) can bind an
anaphor in the matrix clause is an indication that the DP Ez¢é is now located in an A-

position in the matrix clause:

(59) Ezé di  onwé ya [ka o; hi-ri Ada]
Eze seems to himself CoMP he see-ASP Ada

,Eze seems to himself that he saw Ada.’

(Igbo; Ura, 1998: 68-69)

The grammaticality of (59) shows that the examples in (57)-(59) are not instances of long
topicalisation (A-bar movement), but do indeed involve DP-movement to an A-position
in the matrix clause. This means that these constructions are derived via Hyperraising, i.e.
A-movement of a DP across a finite CP-node which leaves a pronominal copy at the

point of extraction.
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2.3.3 Copy Raising in Yoruba

Adesola (2005) shows that in Yoruba, Raising of an embedded subject DP leaves an overt

pronominal copy at the point of extraction in the finite complement clause:

(60) a. 0 jo [pé¢ Olu ati Adé ni owd lowo]
ExpL resemble that Olu and Ade have money in hand

It seems that Olu and Ade are rich.’

b. Olu ati Adé jo [pé won; ni  owo Ilowo]
Olu and Ade resemble that they have money inhand

,Olu and Ade seem to be rich.’

(Yoruba; Adesola, 2005: 110-112)

In both examples in (60), the matrix predicate jo ,seem’ selects a finite complement
clause introduced by the complementiser pé ,that’. In (60a), the thematic subject of the
complement clause is located in the embedded subject position. This is shown by the fact
that the DP Olu ati Adé follows the complementiser in (60a). In contrast, in (60b), the DP
Olu ati Adé appears in the matrix subject position while the embedded subject position is

occupied by an obligatorily coreferential pronominal copy won ,they’.

Adesola (2005) provides one of the classical arguments in favour of a Raising analysis.
Sentence (60a) is an expletive construction with the expletive pronoun 6 merged in the
[Spec, T] position of the matrix clause. That the expletive ¢ can occupy the subject
position of the predicate jo suggests that jo does not assign an external thematic role and
that the matrix subject in (60b) has moved there. Also, Yoruba Hyperraising
constructions involving jo can preserve the idiomatic interpretation of an embedded

sentential idiom when part of the idiomatic expression appears in the matrix clause:
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(61) a. 6 jo [pé omi po ju oka lo]
it seems that water is more yam flour SUPERL

LIt seems that the water is more than the yam flour.” (Literal interpretation)
LIt seems that a person is living beyond his means.’ (Idiomatic

interpretation)

b. Omi jo [p¢ 6 po ju oka lo]
water  seems that it is more yam flour SUPERL

,,The water seems to be more than the yam flour.” (Literal interpretation)

,A person seems to be living beyond his means.’ (Idiomatic interpretation)

Yoruba, like Igbo and Haitian Creole, hence exhibits Copy Raising out of finite clauses.

2.3.4 Copy Raising in Hebrew

Finally, Lappin (1984) cites an example that suggests that there is Copy Raising out of

finite indicative clauses in Hebrew:

(62) a. Ze nireh ke-ilu she Haim sameah
It appears as if that Haim is happy
Lt appears as if Haim is happy.’

b. Haim nireh ke-ilu she hu sameah
Haim appears as if that he is happy
,Haim appears as if he is happy.’

(Hebrew; Lappin, 1984: 247)

The Hebrew Raising predicate nireh ,appear’ in (62) selects a finite embedded CP with
an overt complementiser she ,that’. In (62a), the thematic subject of the complement
clause is located in the embedded subject position. This is shown by the fact that the DP
Haim follows the complementiser in (62a). In contrast, in (62b), the DP Haim appears in

the matrix subject position while the embedded subject position is occupied by an
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obligatorily coreferential pronominal copy hu ,he’. The fact that ze ,jt’ can appear in the
subject position of the matrix predicate nireh indicates that nireh does not assign an
external theta role and that the matrix subject in (62b) may have moved from the

embedded subject position to its present position in the matrix clause.

However, Lappin (1984) does not provide any corroborating evidence that the examples
in (62) are really derived by long subject-to-subject movement. Although the example in
(62) is certainly consistent with such an analysis, there are other possible treatments of
this and comparable constructions. In order to make this point clearer, I will now address
constructions from English and Swedish which look remarkably similar to the Copy
Raising constructions discussed in the previous sections. For these constructions,
however, it as been shown that they are not derived by long A-movement. It is the

evidence for this latter point that [ review in the last section of this chapter.

24 Arguments against a Copy Raising Analysis for English-type Languages

In this section, I discuss English and Swedish examples like (63) and (64), which at first

sight seem to be similar to Copy Raising examples in Haitian Creole, Igbo and Yoruba:

(63) a. It seems like/ as if/ as though Tina adores ice cream.
b. Tina seems like/ as if/ as though she adores ice cream.
(64) a. Det verkar som om Tina gillar glass.
It seems as if Tina likes ice cream
It seems like Tina likes ice cream.’
b. Tina verkar som om hon gillar glass.

Tina seems as if she likes ice cream

,.JJina seems like she likes ice cream.’

(Swedish; Asudeh and Toivonen, 2007: 3)
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Despite the similarity between the English/Swedish examples in (63) and (64) on the one
hand, and the Haitian Creole (54), Igbo (57) and Yoruba (60) examples on the other hand,
it has been argued by various authors (such as Lappin (1984), Deprez (1992), Potsdam
and Runner, (2001) and Zeller (2006b)) that examples such as (63) and (64) are in fact

different from the Copy Raising-examples discussed in section 2.3.

Zeller (2006b) argues that examples like (63) do not constitute a genuine instance of
Copy Raising because the complement of the construction in (63) is introduced by
particles such as like, as if, as though, while complements of Hyperraising or Copy
Raising predicates are usually introduced by genuine complementisers like that (compare
e.g. jo (Yoruba) or di (Igbo)). Matushansky (2002: 221) submits that while the seem
like/as if/as though constructions “require direct visual perception”, standard Raising
predicates “are interpreted as epistemic judgements”: whereas a sentence such as John
seems to be cooking is appropriate in a situation in which the speaker only smells food
coming from John’s kitchen, a sentence such as John seems as if he’s cooking would not
really be appropriate in this context and would only be possible if the speaker can
actually see John doing something in the kitchen. Importantly, the examples of
Hyperraising and Copy Raising discussed above can all have an interpretation as
epistemic statements, which shows that they are fundamentally different from the English

constructions in (63) and (64).

Furthermore, Lappin (1984) and Potsdam and Runner, (2001) observe that while regular
Raising constructions like (65) permit both wide and narrow scope readings of the raised
subject, constructions such as (66) lack scope ambiguity and only have the wide scope

reading.

(65) Two people seem to have won the lottery =
It seems that two people have won the lottery.” (Narrow scope: seem has scope
over two people) OR
,I'wo people are such that they seem to have won the lottery.” (Wide scope: two

people has scope over seem).
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(66) Two people seem like they have won the lottery =
,,L'wo people are such that they seem like they have won the lottery.” (Wide scope)

NOT: It seems like two people have won the lottery.’ (*Narrow scope)

(Potsdam and Runner, 2001: 463)
Moreover, when part of an idiom chunk is raised in the ,seem as if” constructions it

results in ungrammaticality as in (67¢) and (67d):

(67) a. Advantage seems to have been taken of John.
b. Much headway appears to have been made on the project.
c. * Advantage seems as if it had been taken of John.
d. *Much headway appears as if it had been made on the project.

(Lappin, 1984: 241)

Regular Raising constructions maintain their idiomatic interpretation when the subject-
part of the idiom is raised (note that the idioms in (67a) and (67b) are VP-idioms whose
direct objects have been passivised and have been promoted to subject status). This is
why (67a) and (67b) are grammatical. In contrast, (67c) and (67d) show that the matrix
subject of a ,seem as if” construction cannot be reconstructed as part of an embedded
idiom.

Deprez (1992) shows that unlike regular Raising constructions, in the ,seem as if’
constructions, the link between the matrix subject DP and the embedded pronominal DP

is not restricted to the subject position:

(68) a. John seems as if everyone likes him.

b. John seems as if his mother died.
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c. John seems as if his mother hit him.

d. John seems as if his temper is getting the best of him again.

(Deprez, 1992: 225)

Similarly, Landau (2009) suggests that in the ‘seem as if” construction, a relation may not
only exist between the matrix subject DP and a pronoun in a non-subject position in the

complement (as in (68)), but can also extend to embedded events:

(69) a. John looked like something terrible had happened.
b. John looked like he just learned that something terrible had happened.
c. John looked like something terrible had happened to him.

(Landau, 2009: 344)

Landau (2009) observes that in the context where an individual watching the TV in
another room suddenly rushes in, looking livid and shocked, the sentence in (69a) could
be expressed and interpreted as either (69b) or (69c¢). In contrast, in Haitian Creole, Igbo
and Yoruba Hyperraising constructions, the relation is strictly between the matrix subject

DP and the pronominal DP in the embedded subject position.

2.5 Conclusion

In the foregoing discussion, empirical evidence from several languages has been
presented to counter the assumption that Raising can only occur out of non-finite
defective embedded clauses. From the preceding sections, it is clear that an embedded
subject DP can be moved to the matrix subject position, not only from finite subjunctive
complements in languages like Greek, Japanese and Rumanian, but also from finite
indicative clauses in languages like Turkish, Brazilian Portuguese and in many Bantu
languages. In some cases, a subject DP that is moved out of a finite indicative

complement leaves a pronominal copy at the point of extraction in languages like
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Yoruba, Igbo, Haitian Creole and Hebrew. The Minimalist assumption is that an
embedded subject DP moves out of the embedded clause only if the complement is not a
CP but a defective non-finite TP whose T-head is unable to assign nominative case to its
subject. Therefore, the main problems that all theoretical analyses of the data presented
above have had to solve are: (1) If the embedded clause is a finite CP, why does the
subject have to raise and get nominative case from the matrix T-head? (2) How can case
be assigned by the matrix T-head, and how can the embedded subject raise to matrix
[Spec, T], given that there is an intervening CP? In chapter 4, I discuss some of the
solutions that have been proposed in the literature on Hyper- and Copy Raising, and I
point out shortcomings and problems for the existing proposals. However, before I turn to
these proposals, I present the second major set of empirical data that illustrate that long

A-movement is attested in many of the world’s languages in the following chapter 3.
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CHAPTER 3

Long subject-to-object raising
In the Minimalist Program, the analysis of ECM constructions operates on the assumption
that ECM predicates select defective TPs that lack a CP layer. The embedded T-head
therefore cannot assign case to its subject. Due also to the absence of a CP in a defective
clause, the embedded subject DP is able to engage in a long distance agreement relation
with the matrix light verb v. Subsequently, the functional head v of the matrix clause
assigns accusative case to the subject of the embedded TP. It is not expected that a
subject DP embedded within a CP would be assigned accusative case by a matrix light
verb. However, as 1 demonstrate in this chapter, empirical data from languages like
Greek, Turkish, Korean, Japanese, etc. provide evidence that the subject of an embedded
finite clause can be assigned case by v in the matrix clause despite the presence of an
intervening CP. Furthermore, this type of case assignment can be followed by movement
of the embedded subject to the matrix object position. Henceforth, I refer to DP-
movement from the embedded subject position of a finite complement to the matrix
object position as Hyper-ECM. In section 3.1, I present data from and provide a detailed
discussion of languages that manifest Hyper-ECM. In 3.2, I briefly discuss the fact that I
have not been able to locate data which could be interpreted as genuine cases of “Copy
ECM”, i.e. constructions with subject-to-object Raising where the base position of the
raised subject in the embedded clause would be marked with an obligatory overtly

realised resumptive pronoun.

3.1 Hyper-ECM

3.1.1 Hyper-ECM in Balkan languages (Greek and Rumanian)

Joseph (1976) shows that in Greek, an embedded subject DP in a finite complement
clause of the verb @eoro, ,consider’, can be assigned nominative case by the embedded

finite T-head as in (1):
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(1) ®eoro [pos o yanis ine eksipnos]
consider-1SG  CoMP NOM-John be-SG smart

,d consider John to be smart.’

(Greek; Joseph 1976: 241)

In (1) the matrix predicate Beoro selects a finite indicative complement with an overt
complementiser, pos. The embedded finite T-head is overtly marked for agreement and,

as expected, the case feature of the embedded subject DP o yanis is valued as nominative

by the embedded finite T-head.

Interestingly, the subject of the embedded finite CP can also be assigned accusative case

by the matrix light verb:

(2) ®eoro ton yani [pos ine  eksipnos]
consider-1SG  Acc-John CoMmP be-SG smart

,d consider John to be smart.’

(Greek; Joseph 1976: 241)

Both sentences in (1) and (2) have a finite indicative complement with an overt
complementiser and a T-head that is inflected for agreement. The two sentences are
semantically the same. The important difference is that (1) has a nominative embedded
subject that occurs after the overt complementiser pos while in (2), the subject of the
embedded clause bears accusative case and appears before the complementiser pos.
Joseph (1976) therefore assumes that the accusative subject of the lower clause in (2) has
raised from the embedded subject position to the matrix object position, leaving a gap in

the embedded subject position. This means that (2) is an example of Hyper-ECM.
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In order to support this assumption, Joseph (1976) provides arguments based on the
differences between object control verbs like episa ,persuade’, which select matrix object
arguments, and verbs like Beoro, ,consider’, which select sentential complements. First,
when the embedded complement of the predicate Georo is passivised, the meaning of the
active construction is synonymous with the passive construction, in contrast to what

obtains when the complement of episa is passivised.

3) a. ®coro ton petro [pos eklepse afto ton skilo]
consider-1 SG Acc-Peter CoMP stole-3SG this-the-dog- AcC

,1 consider Peter to have stolen this dog.’

b. ®eoro afto ton skilo [pos ine  klemenos apo ton petro]
consider-1SG this-the-dog- Acc  CoMP be-3SG  stolen-NOM by Peter

,1 consider this dog to have been stolen by Peter.’

(Greek; Joseph 1976: 244)

(3a) and (3b) are synonymous. This is in contrast to (4a) and (4b) below:

4) a. Episa ton yatro [na eksetasi ton yani]
persuaded-1SG Acc-doctor SUBJ examine-3SG Acc-John

,1 persuaded the doctor to examine John.’

b. Episa ton yani [na eksetasbi apo ton yatro]
persuaded-1 SG Acc -John  SUBJ examine-PASs-3SG by doctor

,1 persuaded John to be examined by the doctor.’

(Greek; Joseph 1976: 244)

The passive and active constructions in (3) are similar because the DP skilo ,dog’ is the
internal argument of the verb eklepse ,stole’ in both examples even though skilo is

syntactically realized as the object of the main clause in (3b). In contrast, (4a) and (4b)
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are not synonymous. In (4a), it is the doctor that is persuaded to examine John while in
(4b), it is John who is persuaded of the need to be examined. This is similar to the
difference that was observed between subject-to-subject Raising and subject Control

constructions.

Second, Joseph (1976) observes that a sentential idiom such as ksilo pefti (se kapyo),
which literally means “wood falls (on someone)” preserves its idiomatic reading when its
subject part is realised as the accusative object of the predicate Georo. In contrast, the
idiomatic reading is unavailable if the idiom is embedded under episa, with the subject

realised as the matrix object:

&) a. ®coro ksilo na  exi pesi se afton
consider-1 SG wood SuBJ have-Aux fallen on him-Acc

,J consider wood to have fallen on him’ (literal)

,1 consider him to have suffered in the fight.” (idiomatic)

b. *Episa ksilo na  pesi se afton
persuaded-1 SG wood SuBJ fall-3SG on him- Acc

.1 persuaded him to get hurt (in the fight).’

(Greek; Joseph 1976: 246)

The fact that the embedded idiom in (5a) retains its idiomatic reading with a part of it in
the matrix object position is an indication that the raised part originated in the embedded
clause. In contrast, (5b) lacks an idiomatic reading, because the matrix predicate
subcategorizes for a matrix object. The DP ksilo in (5b) is therefore an argument of the

matrix predicate and at no stage part of the embedded idiom.

A similar idea is echoed by Rivero (1991), who suggests that in Balkan languages like

Rumanian and Greek, which lack infinitives, it is possible for the subject DP of an
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embedded finite subjunctive clause to be assigned accusative case by the matrix light

verb:
(6) a. Am  vrut [ca cineva sa  citeasca cartea]
I-have wanted that somebody SuBJ read book.the
b. Am  vrut pe cineva [sd  citeascd cartea]
I-have wanted to somebody SuBJ read book.the

,J have wanted somebody to read the book’

(Rumanian; Rivero, 1991: 276)

In (6a), the embedded subject cineva gets nominative case from the embedded finite
subjunctive T-head. In contrast, in (6b), the embedded subject has received accusative
case from the matrix light verb. Notably, Rivero (1991) analyses the particle pe in (6b) as

an accusative case marker.

Rivero (1991) does not provide corroborating evidence that would prove that (6b)
involves Hyper-ECM. However, the parallel between the Greek examples discussed by
Joseph, and her example in (6), suggests that Rumanian, like Greek, allows for subjects
of finite embedded sentences to become the objects of matrix predicates such as vrut
,want’. (6b) is interesting for another reason as well. Whereas the non-raised subject in
(6a) is realised as part of a complement clause which is introduced by an overt
complementiser, this complementiser is absent in Rivero’s example in (6b). Crucially,
Rivero notes that it would not be possible for the embedded subject cineva to be assigned

accusative case by the matrix light verb if the overt complementiser ca appeared in (6b)."

15 Not surprisingly, just as is the case with infinitival ECM-constructions, there are different views
regarding the syntactic position of the embedded accusative subject. For example, while Tanaka (2002) and
Hong (2004) propose that the accusative embedded subject in Japanese and Korean are base generated in
the embedded clause and raise to the matrix object position, Rivero (1991) suggests in Rumanian and
Greek, the accusative embedded subject remains in the embedded clause and gets accusative case from the

matrix light verb because the embedded CP is transparent.
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This point mirrors a similar observation that was made by Grosu & Horvath (1984)
regarding Hyperraising in Rumanian (see chapter 2, section 2.1.4). It shows that in some
languages, A-movement out of finite embedded clauses is not possible if the finite clause
is introduced by a complementiser. I return to this important point in my analysis of long

A-movement in chapter 6

3.1.2 Hyper-ECM in Korean

According to Hong (2005), Korean is another language with Hyper-ECM. First, consider
the example in (7):

(7) John-i [Mary-ka cengcikha-ess-tako] sayngkakha-n-ta
John-NoM mary-NoM honest-PAST-COMP think-PRES

,John believes that Mary was honest’

(Korean; Hong, 2005: 59)

In (7) the matrix predicate sayngkakha-n-ta selects a finite indicative complement with an
overt complementiser tako. The embedded finite T-head is overtly marked for tense (past)
and, as expected, the case feature of the embedded subject DP Mary-ka is valued as
nominative by the embedded finite T-head. But now consider (8), which shows that, as in
Greek and Rumanian, a thematic subject of the embedded finite CP can also be assigned

accusative case by the matrix light verb in Korean:

(8) John-i  Mary-lul [cengcikha-ess-tako] sayngkakha-n-ta
John-NoM Mary-AccC honest-PAST-COMP think-PRES

,John believes that Mary was honest’

(Korean; Hong, 2005:59)

In (8), the finite embedded clause also has an overt complementiser tako and the

embedded verb is overtly marked for tense (usually an indication that the T-head can
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assign nominative case). Yet, the embedded subject is assigned accusative case by the
matrix light verb. (7) and (8) show that Korean has some verbs that select complements
in which the subject of the embedded finite indicative clause can be marked with either
nominative or accusative case without any adverse effect on grammaticality. This is in
contrast to what takes place in languages like English in which nominative case is
available to the subject of the finite complement of the ECM predicates believe (see
example (2a) of chapter 1), while the embedded subject gets accusative case from the
matrix light verb only when the complement is a defective (and therefore non-finite)

clause (see example (2b) of chapter 1).

Hong (2005) presents a number of arguments to show that the matrix object in
constructions such as (9) originates in the subject position of the embedded finite
indicative CP. His first argument is based on the system of honorific marking that exists
in Korean. According to Hong (2005), honorific marking is an instance of agreement in
Korean that is established locally via a spec-head relation between the honorific DP and

the verb:

9 a. Mary-ka [halmeni-kkeyse apu-si-tako] sayngkakha-ess-ta

Mary- NoM grandmother-HON.NoM sick-HON-CoOMP  think-PAST

b. Mary-ka  halmeni-lul [apu-si- tako] sayngkakha-ess-ta
Mary-NoMm grandmother-AccC  sick-HON-COMP  think-PAST

,Mary thought that her grandmother was sick.’
(Korean; Hong, 2005:60)

In (9a), the embedded subject marked with honorific nominative case -kkeyse sanctions
the honorific morpheme -si on the embedded verb through spec-head honorific
agreement. In (9b), the embedded verb apu- is also inflected with the honorific suffix si-,
and the only DP that could act as a licenser for this agreement is again the DP halmeni
,grandmother’. However, this DP is overtly realised in the matrix clause and is marked

with accusative case. Hong (2005) concludes that honorific agreement on the embedded
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verb apu-si- is explained by the assumption that the DP halmeni was in the embedded
subject position in a spec-head relation with the embedded verb where it licensed the
honorific suffix si- on the embedded verb before moving into the matrix clause to be

assigned accusative case by the matrix light verb.

The second argument presented by Hong (2005) in support of the assumption that the
matrix object in Korean Hyper-ECM originates in the embedded subject position has to

do with quantifier stranding:

(10) John-i  haksayng-ul [sey myeng-i cengcikha-ess-tako] sayngkakha-n-ta
John-NoM student-Acc  three CL-NOM  honest- PAST - CoMP  think

,John thinks three students were honest.’

(Korean; Hong, 2005: 85)

The noun haksayng ,student’ and its quantifier sey myeng form a complex nominal
constituent. However in (10), the quantifier and the DP appear in different positions.
Hong (2005) suggests that haksayng originates in the embedded subject position but
raises into the matrix clause while leaving behind its quantifier sey myeng. Consequently,
haksayng is assigned accusative case -u/ in the matrix clause by the matrix light verb. In
contrast, the stranded quantifier is assigned nominative case -i in the embedded clause by
the finite T-head. This example is an important illustration that the embedded finite
clause in (10) is not defective — nominative case is indeed available, but crucially, it is not
assigned to the raised DP, but to an embedded quantificational head. In chapter 5, I will
argue that this pattern, overtly realised in (10), in fact underlies all examples of long A-

movement discussed in this thesis.

The availability of two structural cases in long A-movment constructions is also
illustrated by Hong’s (2005) third argument, which relates to case mismatch between a
possessor DP and the possessed DP. Hong (2005) observes that in Korean, both the

possessor and possessed DP must have the same case marking:
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(11) a John-i  elkwul-i/*ul tachi-ess-ta
John-NoMm face- NoM /* AcC hurt-PAST

,John’s face got hurt.’

b. Bill-i  John-ul elkwul-ul/*i ttayli-ess-ta
Bill-NoM John-Acc face- AcC /* NOoM hit-PAST

,Bill hit John’s face.’
(Korean; Hong, 2005: 89)

The examples in (11) show that the possessor DP John must bear the same case marking
as the possessee — nominative in (11a), and accusative in (11b). However, in (12) below,
there is a case mismatch between the possessor emeni-lul ,mother-Acc’ and the possessed

DP elkwul-i ,face-Nom’. Yet the sentence is grammatical:

(12)  Sue-ka emeni-lul [elkwul-i kowu-si-tako] sayngkakha-n-ta
Sue-NoM mother-Acc face- NoMm pretty- HON-CoMP  think-PRES

,Sue thinks her mother’s face is pretty.’
(Korean; Hong, 2005: 89)

Note that the embedded predicate kowu ,pretty’ in the finite indicative complement
clause bears honorific marking -si, which signals agreement between the predicate and its
subject (Hong, 2005). Hong (2005) therefore suggests that in (12), the possessor DP
emeni ,mother’, with the possessee elkwul ,face’, originated in the embedded subject
position of the complement clause where the DP emeni licensed the honorific
morphology on the embedded predicate in a spec-head configuration before moving into
the matrix object position and leaving the possessed DP behind in the embedded subject
position. While the raised possessor DP is assigned accusative case by the matrix light
verb, the stranded possessed DP is assigned nominative case by the embedded finite T-

head.

Again, (12) illustrates that in Hyper-ECM constructions, two cases are in fact available:

accusative case from the matrix light verb v, and nominative case from the embedded
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finite T. In addition, (12) has another important characteristic that will become important
for my analysis of this and other long A-movement constructions: Given the standard
assumption that possessors merge as the specifiers of their possesses (or possessum), the
raised DP in (12) does not really undergo subject-to-object movement, but rather
specifier-of-subject-to-object movement, thereby stranding the possessor inside the
complex nominative DP.'® As will become clear later, I suggest that long A-movement
always involves extraction of a DP from another DP (and that the extracted DP receives
case from the matrix clause) plus it involves stranding of the complex DP from which

extraction took place (and that the stranded DP will be marked with nominative case).

The fourth argument provided by Hong (2005) is that it is possible to passivise the
embedded subject of the Hyper-ECM construction in Korean (see section 1.6 of chapter
1):
(13) a. John-i  Sue-lul [ttokttokha-ess-tako] mit-nun-ta

John-NoM Sue-AcC smart-PAST-COMP believe-PRES

,John believes Sue to have been smart.’

b. Sue-ka [ttokttokha-ess-tako (John-ey uyhay)] mit-e-ci-n-ta
Sue-NoM  smart-PAST-COMP John-by believe-PRES

,Sue is believed to have been smart by John.’
(Korean; Hong, 2005: 62)

According to Hong (2005), the possibility of passivising the accusative-bearing thematic
subject of the embedded clause of the active sentence in (13a) demonstrates that this DP
behaves like a regular object. This implies that the embedded subject DP must have
moved to the matrix object position, making it possible for the passive rule to apply to

. 17
it.

' In addition, (12) also shows that honorific agreement can be established between an honorific DP
embedded in a larger DP and the verb. I return to this possibility in chapter 5.

71t should be noted that Hong’s argument is only valid if it is assumed that the passive cannot apply to
subjects of embedded clauses. However, analyses of ECM-constructions that do not assume subject-to-
object Raising and that stipulate that accusative case is assigned to the embedded subject DP across a
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Hong’s (2005) final argument is based on Principle B-effects. While the embedded
subject pronoun in (14a) can be interpreted as co-referential with a matrix subject DP, the
same pronoun cannot be co-referential with the matrix subject when it appears with

accusative case:

(14) a. ?John-i; [ku-ga; ttokttokha-ess-tako] mit-nun-ta
John-NoM he-Nom  smart- COMP believe- PRES

,,John; believes that he; i1s smart.’

b. *John-1; ku-lul; [t; ttokttokha-ess-tako] mit-nun-ta
John-NoM he-Acc smart-COMP believe-PRES

,John; believes him; to be smart.’

(Korean; Hong, 2005: 63)

Hong (2005) suggests that (14a), where it is assumed that the embedded subject DP ku-ga
is assigned nominative case in the embedded clause by the embedded T is more
acceptable because Principle B is not violated. In contrast, (14b), in which the embedded
subject DP ku-Iul is presumed to have raised into the matrix object position to be assigned
accusative case, is outright ungrammatical because a pronoun cannot be bound by an

antecedent DP that occurs in the same clause.'®

3.1.3 Hyper-ECM in Japanese
Tanaka (2002), following Kuno (1976), suggests that like Greek and Korean, (15a) and

(15b) constitute an example of Hyper-ECM in Japanese, and argues for a Raising-to-

object analysis of examples such as (15b):

sentence boundary usually explain the “long” passivisation possibility in examples such as (13b) through
the defectiveness of the intervening clausal node (a TP, not a CP).

'8 As with the previous argument, Hong’s Binding argument is only valid if one excludes the possibility
that a matrix subject and the subject of an embedded clause can be in the same Binding domain. However,
this assumption has been defended by proponents of ECM-theories which do not assume subject-to-object
Raising, where the local domain relevant for Binding is assumed to be extendable if the embedded clause is
“defective” and lacks a CP-layer.
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(15) a. John-ga [Bill-ga baka-da-to] omot-teiru
John-NoMm Bill-Nom fool-Copr-ComP  think-PROG
,John thinks that Bill is a fool.’

b. John-ga Bill-o [baka-da-to] omot-teiru
John-NoMm Bill-Acc fool-Cop-CoMP  think- PROG
,John thinks of Bill as a fool.’

(Japanese; Tanaka, 2002: 637-638)

In the examples in (15), the matrix predicate omot-teiru ,thinks’ selects a finite indicative
complement with an overt complementiser fo and an embedded finite T-head that is
overtly marked for tense (progressive). This means that the T-head should be able to
assign nominative case. But while the DP Bill is indeed assigned nominative case by the
embedded finite T-head in (15a), in (15b), Bill is assigned accusative case by the matrix
light verb. The examples in (15) therefore show that Japanese also has some predicates
that select finite clausal complements whose subjects can be marked with either
nominative or accusative case without any adverse effect on grammaticality (see also

Hoji 2005 and Kawai 2006).

Tanaka (2002) summarises several arguments originally presented by Kuno (1976) to
support the idea that the embedded subject in Japanese Hyper-ECM constructions indeed
raises from the embedded subject position of a finite CP to a position where it is assigned
accusative case by the matrix light verb.'” First, Tanaka suggests that an adverbial
modifying a matrix predicate may appear after the accusative embedded subject but not

after the nominative embedded subject as in (16):

(16) a. John-ga  Bill-o orokanimo [tensai-da to] omot-teiru
John-Nom Bill-Acc stupidly genius-CoP-ComMP think-PROG

,John thinks of Bill stupidly as a genius.’

' Notice that in Tanaka’s analysis, the final landing site of DP-movement is not inside the matrix clause,
but on the edge of the embedded CP. However, his arguments are also consistent with an analysis
according to which the DP undergoes subject-to-object Raising.
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b. *John-ga [Bill-ga orokanimo tensai-da to] omot-teiru
John-NoMm  Bill-NoM stupidly genius-CopP-CoMP  think-PROG

,Stupidly, John thinks that Bill is a genius.’

(Japanese; Tanaka, 2002: 637-638)

Since an adverb is expected to appear in the same clause as the verb it modifies, (16a), in
which the adverb orokanimo follows the accusative subject DP in the matrix clause, is
grammatical. In contrast, (16b), in which the adverb follows the nominative embedded
subject, is ungrammatical. This indicates that the accusative subject DP is not in the

embedded subject position in the matrix clause.

The second argument has to do with principle B. Similar to Hong’s (2005) argument for
Korean Hyper-ECM, Japanese pronouns are subject to principle B; therefore, a pronoun

cannot be bound by an antecedent that appears within the same clause as shown in (17):

(17) a. ?John-ga; [kare-ga; baka-da-to] omot-teiru
John-NoM  he-Nom  fool-Cop-ComP think-PROG

,,John; thinks that he; is a fool.’

b. * John-ga; kare-o; [t; baka-da-to] omot-teiru
John-NoM  he-Acc fool-Cop-CoMP think-PROG

,John; thinks of him; as a fool.’

(Japanese; Tanaka, 2002:638-639)

The example in (17a) is marginally acceptable because the embedded subject has
nominative case, indicating that it is in a different (embedded) clause. Hence, Condition
B is not violated. In contrast, (17b), in which the accusative subject of the lower clause is
coindexed with the matrix subject DP, is ungrammatical. This suggests that the

accusative subject pronoun kare-o has raised to the matrix clause.
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The third piece of evidence that supports the idea that examples like (15) involve
Hyperraising has to do with long-distance scrambling. It has been noted in the literature
that Japanese does not allow long-distance scrambling of a subject-DP (Saito, 1985),

hence the ungrammaticality of (18):

(18) *Bill-ga; John-ga [ti baka-da-to] omot-teiru
Bill-Nom John-Nom fool-Cop-ComP  think-PROG
,Bill, John thinks that is a fool.’

(Japanese; Tanaka, 2002: 638)

However the raised object in (15b) can undergo scrambling as shown in (19). This is an
indication that the accusative subject of the embedded clause is in fact a constituent of the

matrix clause:

(19) Bill-o; John-ga t;[t;i baka-da-to] omot-teiru
Bill- Acc John-Nom fool-Cor-Comp think-PROG
,Bill, John thinks that is a fool.’

(Japanese; Tanaka, 2002: 638)

The fourth piece of evidence has to do with scope ambiguity:

(20) a. Dareka-ga  minna-o mihat-tei-ta
someone-NOM all-Acc  watch-PROG-PAST

,Someone was watching all.” (Literal interpretation)

,Someone was watching everybody.’ (Intended meaning)

b. Dareka-ga [minna-ga baka-da-to] omot-teiru
someone-NOM all-NoM fool-Cor-ComP  think-PROG

,Someone thinks that all are fools.’

(Japanese; Tanaka, 2002: 638)
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Tanaka notes that in (20a), the universal quantifier minna ,all’ appears in the object
position with accusative case and is capable of both narrow and wide scope
interpretation. In contrast, (20b) in which the universal quantifier appears in the
embedded subject position has only the narrow scope interpretation. (21) in which the
universal quantifier minna-o is assumed to have raised to the object position behaves
exactly like (20a) by having both the wide and narrow scope reading (see section 1.6 of

chapter 1):

(21) Dareka-ga  minna-o; [t; baka-da-to] omot-teiru
someone-NOM all-Acc fool-Cop-Comp  think-PROG

,Someone thinks of all as fools.’

(Japanese; Tanaka, 2002: 638)

Tanaka assumes that in (21), the universal quantifier minna-o ,all’ has raised from the
embedded subject position to the edge of the embedded CP where it behaves like a matrix
object by allowing both readings. Therefore, (21) has both the interpretation in which
dareka-ga ,someone’ has scope over minna-o as well as the reading in which minna-o

has scope over dareka-ga.

An additional piece of evidence that suggests that the predicate omot-teiru triggers
Hyper-ECM comes from Bruening (2001). According to Bruening (2001), when part of a
Japanese idiom embedded under the predicate omot-teiru appears in the matrix clause, the

construction still preserves its idiomatic reading:

(22) a. Taroo-ga [sono-seejika-no kao-ga hiroi to] omotta
Taroo-NoM that-politician-GEN  face-NOM wide Comp thought

,Laroo thought that that politician’s face was wide.’ (Literal interpretation)
,laroo thought that that politician was well-known.” (Idiomatic

interpretation)
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b. Taroo-ga sono-seejika-no kao-o (orokanimo) [hiroi to] omotta
Taroo- NoM that-politician-GEN face-ACC (stupidly) wide Comp thought
Taroo stupidly thought that that politician’s face was wide.’ (Literal
interpretation)
Taroo stupidly thought that that politician was well-known.” (Idiomatic

interpretation)

(Japanese; Bruening, 2001:11)

Bruening (2001) explains that the fact that part of the idiom can appear before the matrix
adverb orokanimo ,stupidly’ when marked with accusative case in (22b) suggests that the
idiom chunk has moved out of the embedded clause. And the fact that the sentence in
(22b) retains its idiomatic interpretation indicates that the idiom chunk must have

originated in the embedded clause.

3.1.4 Hyper-ECM in Turkish

Sener (2008) shows that there is a similar case alternation in Turkish. In certain
constructions, the subject of an embedded finite clause can be assigned nominative case

by the embedded finite T-head or accusative case by the matrix light verb:

(23) a. Pelin-@ [sen-@ Timbuktu-ya git-ti-n] san-iyor
Pelin-NoM you-NoM Timbuktu-DAT go-PAST-2SG believe-PRES

,Pelin believes that you went to Timbuktu.’

b. Pelin-@ sen-i  [Timbuktu-ya git-ti-n] san-iyor
Pelin-NoM you-AcC Timbuktu-DAT go-PAST-2SG believe-PRES

,Pelin believes that you went to Timbuktu.’
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(24) a Pelin-@ [sen-@ Timbuktu-ya git-ti-n  Oiye] bil-iyor-mus/
Pelin-NoM you-NoM Timbuktu-DAT go-PAST-2SG ComMP know-PROG-EVID
diisiin- tiyor-mus/ duy- mus
think-PROG-EVID  hear-EviD

,Pelin knew/ thought/ heard that you went to Timbuktu.’

b. Pelin-@ sen-i  [Timbuktu-ya git-ti-n  Jiye] bil-iyor-mus/
Pelin-NoM you-AcC Timbuktu-DAT go-PAST-2SG ComP know-PROG-EVID
diisiin- iiyor-mus/ duy- mus
think-PROG-EVID  hear-EVID

,Pelin knew/ thought/ heard that you went to Timbuktu.’

(Turkish; Sener, 2008: 2)

In (23) and (24), the matrix predicates san-iyor ,believe’, bil-iyor-mus ,know’, diistin-
tiyor-mug ,think’ and duy- mus ,hear’, subcategorize finite complements which have
overt Tense and Agreement with overt complementisers in (24) and without overt
complementisers in (23). While the (a) examples have a nominative embedded subject,
the (b) examples, whose embedded T-heads also exhibit overt agreement (see section
2.3.2), have an accusative embedded subject. Although the word order in (23) and (24)
does not show whether the thematic subjects of the embedded clauses have raised to the
matrix clause or remained inside the embedded subject position, the fact that they bear
accusative case shows that they are case-marked from outside. At the same time, the
agreement between the embedded verb and the DP sen-i ,,you’ shows that at least at some
stage in the derivation, this DP must have been inside the embedded subject position. The
combination of both observations (case assignment from the matrix clause, and
agreement with the embedded predicate) can be interpreted as evidence that (23b) and
(24b) are Hyper-ECM constructions.

3.1.5 Hyper-ECM in Herero

Kavari and Marten (2005) show that in Herero, a Bantu language spoken in Namibia and

Botswana, the subject of a finite embedded clause can appear before the complementiser
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(that is, immediately after the matrix verb with the relevant tense), exhibit attributes of a
matrix clause object and bear what Kavari and Marten call “complement case”. Example

(25) illustrates:

(25) omi-tii  i-vang-a Ovi-natie  kutjd vé-tjdng-¢  o-mbapira
9SM-teacher SM9.HaB-want-Fv  2AccC-children that SM2-write-SBV  10DcC-letter

,.JThe teacher wants the children to write a letter.’

(Herero; Kavari and Marten 2005: 10)

Kavari and Marten (2005) suggest that in Herero, tone is used to differentiate between
cases. The default case on a subject noun is indicated by two low tones on the nominal
prefix while the complement case of an object noun is marked by a sequence of low and
high tones on the prefix. In Herero, only syntactic object nouns that immediately follow
verbs in specific tenses appear with complement case. Importantly, the thematic subject
of the embedded clause in (25), the DP ovdnatje ,children’, has complement case, which
shows that it is located in an object position in the matrix clause. It also precedes the

complementiser.

While the complement case shows that the DP ovandtje ,children’ in (25) is a matrix
object, the fact that in (25), the subject concord marker vé on the embedded verb vétjange
,want’ also agrees with this DP is an indication that the latter must have acted as the
subject of the finite embedded clause at some stage of the derivation. But if the matrix
object DP originated in the embedded clause, we are again dealing with a Hyper-ECM

construction.

3.1.6 Hyper-ECM in Kipsigis

As discussed in chapter 2, section 2.3.4, Jake and Odden (1979) have noted that the
Nilotic language Kipsigis is a VSO language in which predicates bear subject/object-verb
agreement morphology and subject DPs bear tones that differ from non-subject DPs. Jake

and Odden argue that in Kipsigis, verbs such as mac ,want,” yay ,make,” and ri.p ,watch,’
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trigger raising of a subject DP from the embedded subject position of a finite complement

clause to the matrix object position.

(26)

a.

Moce Musa [kolapat kiplanat]
wants Musa  run Kiplangat

,Musa wants Kiplangat to run.’

Mbécé Musa kiplanat [kolapat]
wants Musa  Kiplangat run

,Musa wants Kiplangat to run.’

Moce kiplanat Musa [kolapat]
wants Kiplangat Musa run

‘Musa wants Kiplangat to run.’

(Kipsigis; Jake and Odden, 1979: 134)

In (26a), the embedded subject DP kiplanat is marked with subject tone and follows the

embedded verb. However, in (26b), the thematic subject of the embedded sentence bears

non-subject tone and occurs before the embedded predicate kolapat. Therefore, Jake and

Odden (1979) assume that the embedded subject DP kiplanat has raised to the matrix

object position. In (26¢), kiplanat, the subject of the embedded clause which now bears

non-subject tone can even appear in front of the matrix subject, which serves as further

evidence that this DP now appears in the matrix clause.

20

Additional evidence provided by Jake and Odden (1979) to show that verbs like mac

trigger Raising of embedded subject DPs to the matrix object position has to do with

object agreement morphology:

2% Kipsigis has a scrambling rule which allows subjects and objects to appear in any word order after the
verb (Jake and Odden, 1979:132).
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(27) a.  Mobcé Musé [a- lapat]
wants Musa 1SG.SUB run

* Musa wants that I run.” (Literal interpretation)

,Musa wants me to run.” (Intended meaning)

b. Mobcd:n Musa [a- lapéat]
wants-1SG.OBJ Musa  1SG.SUB run

,Musa wants me to run.’

(Kipsigis; Jake and Odden, 1979:134)

Jake and Odden (1979) observe that in (27a), the embedded subject appears as a first
person singular subject prefix on the embedded verb while there is no object or subject
marking on the matrix predicate. But in (27b), not only does the embedded verb bear first
person singular subject inflection; the matrix verb also has first person singular object
inflection. The fact that the matrix verb in (27b) bears object agreement morphology
whose person and number features are the same as those borne by the embedded verb
with subject agreement morphology, is an indication that the subject of the embedded
clause (a phonologically null pronoun pro) has raised to the matrix object position. Put in
another way, (27b) suggests that the embedded null subject DP must have originated as
the subject of the embedded clause, triggering agreement with the embedded verb,
followed by Raising to the matrix object position, where it agrees with the matrix
predicate. While the first agreement relation is shown as subject agreement on the
embedded verb, the matrix clause agreement relation is reflected overtly by the object
agreement morphology on the matrix verb. These data show that Hyper-ECM
constructions are characterised by two separate agreement relations, one in which the
embedded predicate participates, and one which involves the matrix predicate. My
analysis in chapter 6 will correlate this observation with the fact that Hyper-ECM
constructions also involve two separate case assignment configurations (as was

demonstrated by the Korean data).
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Kipsigis Hyper-ECM constructions also test positive for one of the traditional tests for
ECM - reflexivization (see section 1.6). In Kipsigis, an object DP that is coreferential
with a subject DP within the same clause is realized as —k¢ (Jake and Odden, 1979). An
embedded subject that is coreferential with a matrix subject in constructions with mac

,want,” can be realized as the reflex -ké:

(28) a. 0- moc-¢  [a- lapat]
1SG.SuB-want-PROG  1SG.SUB-run
,J want that [ run.” (Literal interpretation)

,J want to run.” (Intended meaning)

b. 0- mokcini-ké [a-  lapat]
1SG.SuB-want-REFL ~ 1SG.SUB-run

,J want myself that I run.” (Literal interpretation)

,J want to run.” (Intended meaning)

(Kipsigis; Jake and Odden, 1979: 135)

(28a) shows that the embedded subject and the matrix subject are coreferential since both
matrix and embedded predicates have the same subject agreement morphology (first
person singular subject). Reflexives and their antecedents have to appear within the same
clause. In (28b), the fact that the understood subject of the embedded clause is realized as
the reflexive suffix k¢ in the matrix clause therefore suggests that the embedded subject

has moved to the matrix object position.

3.1.7 Hyper-ECM in Chamorro®'

Gibson (1992) proposes a Hyper-ECM analysis for Chamorro, an Austronesian language
spoken on Saipan and Guam. The predicate ekspekta ,expect’ in (29) is one of a small
class of verbs that are assumed to trigger Raising from the subject position of a finite

complement clause to the object position of the matrix clause:

! Although Chamorro is an ergative language, the glosses in the literature consulted do not always reflect
ergative (ERG) and absolutive (ABS) cases.
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(29) a. Si Lucy ha ekspekta [na  si Miguel para u
the Lucy 3SG expect Comp the Miguel IRREAL 3SG
konni’ i famagu’un pira eskuela]
take  the children to  school

,Lucy expects that Miguel will take the children to school.’

b. Si  Lucy ha ekspekta si Miguel [péra
the Lucy 3SG expect the Miguel IRREAL
u konni’i famagu’un péra eskuela]
3SG take the children to  school

,JLucy expects Miguel to take the children to school.’

c. In-ekspekta si Miguel as Lucy [péra
PAss-expect the Miguel OBL Lucy IRREAL
u  konni’i famagu’un pira eskuela]
3SG take  the children to  school

,Miguel is expected by Lucy to take the children to school.’

(Chamorro; Gibson, 1992: 101; Davies and Dubinsky, 2004: 57)

In (29a), the embedded clause has an overt complementizer na and the embedded verb is
overtly marked for agreement. The embedded subject DP si Miguel appears after the
complementiser na, which indicates that the embedded subject is in the embedded clause.
Example (29b) does not show whether the embedded subject DP Miguel is indeed in the
matrix clause (as indicated by the bracketing), or whether it is still located in the
embedded subject position. However, evidence for the former assumption is provided by
the example in (29c), which is the passivised form of (29b). The subject DP Miguel,
having undergone passivisation, has become the subject of the matrix clause, which
suggests that the embedded subject is in the matrix object position in (29b) (but see
footnote 15). The fact that the matrix clause in (29b) can be passivised therefore provides
evidence that the thematic subject of the embedded clause DP Miguel has undergone

subject-to-object Raising from a finite clause.
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Another piece of evidence that the predicate ekspekta triggers movement of the subject

DP from the embedded subject position to the matrix object position comes from

reciprocal formation in Chamorro.

(30) Todu i tiempu um-i’ -ekspekta hidm péira
all  the time AGR-RECIP-expect  1PL

,»We always expect each other to be late.’

bai in atrasao

IRREAL 1PL

(Chamorro; Gibson, 1992: 102)

Gibson (1992) observes that since reciprocals are subject to Binding Principle A, the

sentence in (30) is grammatical only if it is assumed that Adm, ,each other’ which is

understood as the subject of the embedded verb atrasao, ,Jate’ is also an object of the

matrix verb ekspekta, ,expect’ at some point in the derivation.

The strongest evidence presented in Davies and Dubinsky (2004) but originally provided

by Gibson (1992) to show that (29b) is an example of Hyper-ECM has to do with yes/no

question formation in Chamorro. In Chamorro, only intransitive constructions can be

used to form yes/no questions. Transitive clauses, in contrast, cannot participate in yes/no

question formation:

31) a. Kao ni-li’li  hao as

Q PAss-see 2SG.ABS OBL Juan

»Were you seen by Juan yesterday?’

b. *Kao ha Ii’li’ hao si

Q 3SG see 2SG.ABS the Juan yesterday

,Did Juan see you yesterday?’

Juan nigap?

Juan nigap?

(Chamorro; Davies and Dubinsky, 2004: 57)
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The structure in (31a) has been passivised, and a passivised clause yields an intransive
construction. Therefore, forming a yes/no question with the question particle kao in the
passivised structure in (31a), yields the well-formed sentence in (31a). In contrast, adding
the question particle to the transitive structure in (31b) generates an ungrammatical
sentence. Importantly, forming a yes/no question with the question particle kao in

constructions involving the transitive use of the predicate ekspekta ,expect,” results in

ungrammaticality:
(32) a Kao in-ekspekta hao ni  ma’estra pira un na’-funhayan
Q PAss-expect 2SG.ABS OBL teacher IRREAL 2SG  CAUS-finish

esti na lebblu?
this of book
,Are you expected to finish this book by the teacher?’

b. *Kao ha ekspekta hao 1 ma’estra pidra un na’-funhayan
Q 3SG expect 2SG.ABS the teacher IRREAL 2SG CAUS-finish
esti na lebblu?
this of book

,Does the teacher expect you to finish this book?’

(Chamorro; Davies and Dubinsky, 2004:58)

As expected, (32a) is grammatical because the matrix verb ekspekta has been passivised.
Since a passivised structure yields an intransitive structure, adding the question particle
kao to the passivised construction results in a grammatical yes/no question. However,
(32b) is ungrammatical. This shows that the thematic subject of the embedded clause is
not syntactically located in the embedded clause, since this would make the sentence
intransitive and passivisable. Rather, the embedded subject is assumed to have raised to
the matrix object position, making the matrix clause an active and transitive clause.
Adding the question particle kao then produces an ungrammatical sentence. Importantly,
the fact that this matrix object still triggers agreement with the embedded verb shows that
at some stage of the derivation, it must have been located in the embedded subject

position. This means that the data above are clear instances of Hyper-ECM constructions.
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3.1.8 Hyper-ECM in Fijian

In Fijian, a VOS-language, the verb vinakata ,want’ appears to trigger movement of the
embedded subject na tagane ,the man’ from the subject position of the finite complement
to the matrix object position. While the raised DP in (33b) agrees with the embedded
predicate, its position between the matrix verb and the matrix subject clearly indicates
that it has raised to the matrix object position. This makes these examples clear cases of

Hyper-ECM:

(33) a. E  vinakata ko Tamaima [me lako na tagane]
3SG want PROP.ART Tamaima SUBJ-3SG go ART man

,lamaima wants the man to go.’

b. E vinakata na tagane ko Tamaima [me lako]
3SG want ART man PROP.ART Tamaima SuBJ-3SG go

,Tamaima wants the man to go.’

(Fijian; Massam, 1985: 93-94)

3.1.9 Hyper-ECM in Dholuo
Hyper-ECM is also attested in Dholuo (Gu, 2009):

(34) A-nen-i [ka  i-duaro Pamba]
1SG.SuUB-see-2SG.OBJ CompP 2SG.SuB-look-for Pamba

1 saw you looking for Pamba.
(Dholuo; Gu, 2009: 6)
In Dholuo, verbs are obligatorily marked with subject/object affixes especially when the
subject or object is covert (Gu, 2009: 1). Gu (2009) observes that in (34), the subject affix
on the embedded verb duaro ,Jook’ and the object affix on the matrix verb neon ,see’
mark features of the same pronoun. This suggests that the embedded subject appears first
in the embedded subject position before it is attracted into the matrix object position.

Therefore the example in (34) also constitutes a clear case of Hyper-ECM.
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3.1.10 Hyper-ECM in other languages

There are other languages for which it is claimed that there is Hyper-ECM, because the
surface configuration, choice of matrix predicate etc. are parallel to the examples
dicussed above. However, the relevant literature does not always apply the necessary
tests and provide adequate proof to substantiate the claim that the raised DP in these
constructions (i) is a genuine syntactic object of the matrix clause, and (ii) has originated
as the syntactic subject of the embedded clause. Therefore, I list the data here in a
separate section, noting that they potentially provide further support for my claim that

Hyper-ECM constructions are abundant in the world’s languages.

Jake and Odden (1979) propose a Hyper-ECM analysis for Imbabura Quechua, a

highland Ecuadorian Quechua language:

(35) a. Chai jari-ca cri  -n [yachachij warmi-man
that man-ToP believe-3 teacher = woman-DAT
wawa-ta cara-ju-y-ta]
baby-Acc  serve-PROG-PRES-ACC

,.-The man believes the teacher is giving the woman the baby.’

b. Chai jari-ca yachachij-ta crin
that man-TOP teacher-AcCC believes
[warmi-man wawa-ta cara-ju-y-ta]
woman-DAT  baby-AcC serve-PROG-PRES-ACC

,,The man believes the teacher is giving the woman the baby.’

(Quechua; Jake and Odden, 1979: 142)

The embedded clauses in (35) are finite indicative complements with overt progressive
tense morphology -ju. In the non-Raising variant in (35a), the thematic subject of the
embedded clause yachachij does not have any overt case marking and is located in the
complement clause. Since Quechua is an SOV language, in the Hyper-ECM variant in

(24b), the DP yachachij is visibly in the matrix object position, because it now appears
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before the matrix verb crin and bears the accusative suffix -fa. This suggests that the
embedded subject DP yachachij has raised out of the embedded subject position to the
matrix object position where it is assigned accusative case by the matrix ECM predicate
crin. Jake and Odden (1979) suggest that the fact that the accusative embedded subject
vachachij-ta can be passivised (see section 1.6) and become the matrix subject, is an
indication that yachachij is no longer in the embedded clause. Rather, it has undergone

Raising into the matrix clause, as shown below in (36):

(36) yachachij-ca jari cri  -shca-mi [warmi-man wawa-ta cara-ju-y-ta]
teacher-TOP  man believe-PASS-valid woman-DAT  baby-ACC serve-PROG-PRES-AcCC

,The teacher is believed by the man to be giving the woman the baby.’

(Quechua; Jake and Odden, 1979:142)

However, in (35), there is no overt agreement between the embedded predicate and the

matrix object. Therefore, the data in (35) and (36) should be treated with caution.

Massam (1985) also suggests that in Niuean, the verb toka ,Jet’ forces the movement of
the subject DP of a finite complement clause to the matrix object position in

constructions such as (37) below:

(37) a. To nakai toka e au [ke kai he pusi e ika]

FUuT not le¢ ERG I SuBJ eat ERG cat ABS fish

I won’t let the cat eat the fish.’

b. To nakai toka e au e pusi[ke kai e ika]
FUuT not le¢ ERG I ABS cat SuBJ eat ABS fish
I won’t let the cat eat the fish.’

(Niuean; Massam, 1985: 94-95)
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The example is consistent with a Hyper-ECM analysis, according to which the object DP
in (37b) receives absolutive case from the matrix predicate, but originates inside the
embedded clause. However, in contrast to the examples from Fijian discussed in section
3.1.8, there is no clear evidence that the object DP originates as the thematic subject of
the embedded predicate (there is no agreement between the absolutive DP and the
embedded predicate. Therefore, the data in (37), like those in (35) and (36) have to be

treated with care.

3.2 On (the absence of) Copy ECM

In chapter 2, I have discussed data from languages where long subject-to-subject Raising
leaves a gap in the embedded subject position (Hyperraising). I have also provided
examples from languages where the embedded subject position in long subject-to-subject
Raising has to be occupied by an overt resumptive pronoun (Copy Raising). Since this
chapter is concerned with long subject-to-object Raising, and given that I have already
presented data of Hyper-ECM, one would expect to find that there are also languages
with Copy ECM - i.e. constructions in which the original position of a DP which has
raised from an embedded subject position to the matrix object position is obligatorily
filled by a pronoun. However, I have not been able to find data from any language which

has such a construction.

There are languages in which long subject-to-object Raising with overt resumptive
pronouns is attested. Importantly, however, all languages that allow such a construction
license the overt resumptive pronoun-strategy as an alternative to Hyper-ECM, 1i.e. all
these languages can also represent the base position of the raised subject DP as a simple
gap. In chapter 5, I will present the relevant data from languages such as Greek, Korean,
Turkish etc., and I will interpret these data as evidence for my claim that the subject
“gaps” in Hyper-ECM and Hyperraising constructions are not really gaps, but that the
embedded subject position in these examples is filled by unpronounced resumptive

pronouns (pros). When a language allows resumptive pro in Hyper-ECM constructions to
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be replaced by an overt pronoun, we are not dealing with Copy ECM constructions in the

strict sense.

It is not entirely clear to me at this stage why I have not been able to find languages with
genuine Copy ECM constructions. One possibility is, of course, that these constructions
exist, but I have simply not been able to find the relevant literature in which these data
would have been reported, or alternatively, that the data have not yet been made available
in print. It certainly would be premature to deduce the absence of the construction from
the absence of the data. It is perhaps not unexpected that Copy ECM constructions are
much rarer that Copy Raising constructions, since ECM and subject-to-object Raising
generally seems a more marked construction than an “ordinary” subject-to-subject
Raising constructions. Therefore, languages which have subject-to-subject Copy Raising
may simply not have ECM-constructions of any sort (neither from finite nor from non-
finite complements). Yoruba, for example, does not express a sentence such as John

expected her to come as an ECM-construction:

(38) a. Johanu reti [ki o wa]
John expect CoMP 3SG come

,John expected him/her to come.’

b. *Johanu reti re [ki o waj
John expect her ComMP 3SG come

,John expected him/her to come.’

39) a. Johanu gbagbo [pe o lewa]
John  believe ComP 3SG beautiful

,John believes her to be beautiful.’

b. * Johanu gbagbo re [pe o lewa]
John believe her ComP 3SG beautiful

,John believes her to be beautiful.’

120



So it is perhaps expected that there are fewer cases of Copy ECM than of Copy Raising
languages, and it may not be surprising to find that a language has the latter, but not the

former.

The absence of examples from languages in which the embedded subject position in a
long ECM construction has to be occupied by a coreferential overt pronominal copy of
the raised subject DP is a curious situation. At present, I do not know if the absence of
these data reflects a genuine gap in the empirical domain, or a gap in the literature, or if |

have simply not been able to find the relevant literature on the relevant languages.

3.3 Conclusion

The foregoing discussion of the literature on ECM constructions shows that there can be
exceptional case marking of subjects of finite subjunctive complements in languages like
Greek and Rumanian as well as of subjects of finite indicative complements in languages
like Korean and Turkish. Depending on the language, different proposals have been made
to explain these Hyper-ECM constructions. For example, Kawai (2006) argues that in
languages like Japanese, embedded subject DPs in finite indicative complements of ECM
predicates are assigned accusative case by the matrix light verb because nominative case
is unavailable from the embedded finite clause, which is assumed to be a predicative
phrase lacking tense and aspectual inflections and therefore equivalent to a non-finite
clause. In contrast to Kawai (2006) Hong (2005) suggests that in languages like Korean,
finite embedded clauses are not defective, and that case valuation of an embedded subject
DP in a finite indicative complement of an ECM verb can take place optionally. In other
words, the case feature of the embedded subject DP may be valued as nominative by the
embedded T-head, but case may also be delayed and assigned by the matrix light verb
after raising of the embedded subject DP

The important conclusion is that Hyper-ECM constructions are much more common than

typically assumed and the theoretical analyses proposed are divergent. On the one hand,

one could assume, following Kawai (2006), that accusative case is the result of the non
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finiteness of the CP. On the other hand, like Hong (2005), one could argue that the
nominative/accusative alternation is entirely optional. Again, as is the case with
Hyperraising, the main problems that all theoretical analyses have to solve are: (1) If the
embedded clause is finite, why does the subject have to raise and get accusative case
from the matrix T? (2) How can case be assigned to an embedded subject DP by a case
assigner in the matrix clause given that a CP intervenes between the case assigner and the

embedded subject DP?
In the following chapter 4, I discuss some of the theories that have been proposed in the

literature on Hyperraising, Copy Raising and Hyper-ECM, and I point out the

shortcomings and problems of these proposals.
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CHAPTER 4

An overview of existing proposals

In the preceding chapters I have focused on the empirical evidence for the existence of
long A-movement constructions that I have collected through an extensive study of the
available literature. Before I present my own theoretical analysis of the underlying
syntactic mechanisms and relations that allow for the possibility of long A-movement in
chapters 5 and 6, I want to discuss and contrast some of the existing proposals that have
been made in the literature to explain the relevant data. Rather than discussing each
author’s analysis individually, I consider it best to group similar or comparable theories

together and discuss them from a more general perspective.

There are several competing analyses of Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM. Most of the
proposals suggest that Hyperraising is possible because the embedded clause in
Hyperraising constructions is somewhat defective despite being a finite CP. However, as
I will show, there are also accounts of long A-movement which do not assume
defectiveness of the embedded clause. Importantly, these theoretical approaches are
mostly motivated by idiosyncratic properties of the respective language under
investigation; an account which is based on an idiosyncratic property of a specific
language naturally cannot be extended to a language which does not have this property. I

consider this the main shortcoming of most existing analyses.

In the following sections, I discuss four main approaches to the analysis of Hyperraising
and Hyper-ECM. In section 4.1, I present the analyses that are based on the idea that the
embedded finite clause is somewhat defective (because of defective tense and nominal
properties of the clause). In section 4.2, I discuss approaches that have to do with the idea
that the complement clause is non-defective, but still accessible to elements inside the
matrix clause. In section 4.3, I present analyses in support of the view that the
complement clause is not a real CP, and in section 4.4, I discuss the base-generation

account. Section 4.5 concludes the chapter.
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4.1  Raising is possible because the embedded T is defective

In this section I review proposals that assume that, despite the presence of full agreement
in the embedded clause, the embedded T-head is defective and therefore incapable of

assigning nominative case.

4.1.1 Lack of Tense

In order to explain the possibility of Hyperraising in Greek, Alexiadou and
Anagnostopoulou (1999) suggest that nominative case assignment in Greek is not linked
to ¢-feature agreement between T and its subject. They suggest that, although it is
possible for a verb to be overtly marked for agreement, nominative case is unavailable to
the subject DP if the agreeing T-head does not have the right tense features. Alexiadou
and Anagnostopoulou (1999) propose that semantic tense is the feature of T that is

responsible for nominative case assignment in languages like Greek.

In this respect, it is relevant that many languages, including Greek, allow Hyperraising
out of subjunctive complement clauses (see chapter 2, section 2.2). One typical
explanation for Hyperraising constructions with finite subjunctive complements that has
been given in the literature is that the subjunctive mood is responsible for the embedded
T-head being defective, despite being selected by a finite C-head. Consider the

Hyperraising construction from Greek in (1):

(D) Ta pedhia arxisan  [na trexoun.]
the children-Nom started-3PL  SUBJ run-3PL

,.;The children started to run.’

(Greek; Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou 1999: 5)

Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (1999) assume that the defectiveness of the embedded
T-head in (1) is due to a lack of tense features. They suggest that the embedded T-head in
(1) has not inherited tense features from C. If the tense property of the T-head in the
Raising subjunctive complement in (1) is defective, then the case feature of the embedded

subject cannot be valued by the defective embedded T-head, and the DP remains an
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active goal which can be probed by the matrix T-head. The non-defective matrix T-head
values the case feature of the embedded subject, and the embedded subject DP eventually

moves to [Spec, T] of the matrix clause.

The suggestion that the T-head in (1) is defective because it lacks tense features is
motivated by the observation that generally, subjunctive clauses are assumed to be
temporally deficient (Binnick,1991; Cowper, 2002; Landau, 2004; Nevins, 2004; Boeckx
and Hornstein, 2006; Polinsky and Potsdam, 2006). For instance, Alexiadou and
Anagnostopoulou (1999) observe that the Greek Raising predicate arxizo in (2) selects a

complement that does not have an independent tense specification:

(2) *O eaftos tu arxizi [na  ton anisixi avrio|
The self his-NoM begin-3SG SuBJ CL-AcC worry-3SG tomorrow

,He started being worried about himself tomorrow.’

(Greek; Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou 1999:12)

Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (1999) argue that the example in (2) is ungrammatical
because the tense feature of the embedded clause is defective and can therefore not be

modified by a temporal adverbial.

Uchibori (2000, 2001) also suggests that in Japanese, Hyperraising out of a subjunctive
complement is possible because the tense feature of the embedded T-head of
complements such as the one in (3b) below is defective. He suggests that it is the tense-,
and not the ¢-features, of T that are responsible for nominative case assignment in
languages such as Japanese. An embedded complement whose tense feature is defective
is hence unable to value the case feature of its subject. Uchibori (2000, 2001) observes
that although the T-head of the Japanese Raising subjunctive complement has tense
morphology, its tense interpretation is restricted in comparison to that of finite non-
subjunctive clauses. For instance, non-past stative predicates in non-subjunctive

complements can have both a simultaneous and a future reading relative to the matrix
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event time. In contrast, the non-past tense of Japanese Raising subjunctive complements
is dependent on the matrix tense interpretation. It cannot have a simultaneous or future

reading. Compare (3a) and (3b):

3) a. Mary-ga [John-ga kyoositu-ni i-ru-to] it-ta
Mary-NoM  John-NOM classroom-in  be-NONPAST-COMP  say-PAST
,John’s being in the classroom is simultaneous with the time of
Mary’speech in the past.’
,John’s being in the classroom will take place in some future relative to

the time of Mary’s speech in the past.’

b. John-ga; [ti kyoositu-ni  i-ru-yooni] na-ta
John-Nom classroom-in ~ be-NONPAST-SUBJ-COMP happen-PAST

.1t happened as a natural result that John was in the classroom.’
= ,John’s being in the classroom had obtained as a natural consequence
from the situation in the past.’

(Japanese; Uchibori, 2001: 8)

While the non-past tense of the T-head embedded under the non-subjunctive clause in
(3a) can have both a simultaneous and a future interpretation, the non-past stative verb i-
ru embedded in the Japanese subjunctive complement in (4b) has neither a simultaneous
nor a future reading. The tense interpretation of the Raising complement is dependent on
the tense interpretation of the matrix clause. Because the matrix predicate na-ta
yhappened’ has a past reading, the embedded clause also gets a past interpretation,

regardless of its tense form.
Uchibori (2000, 2001) suggests further that another indication that the tense feature of the

Japanese Raising subjunctive complement is defective is its incompatibility with

temporal adverbials as in (4):
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4) *John-ga tuini [t; sungaku-o sakuban  benkyoosu-ru-yooni] nat-ta
John-NoM finally math-Acc  lastnight  study-NONPAST-SUBJ-COMP happen-PAST

,JFinally, it happened as a natural consequence that last night, John studied Math.’

(Japanese; Uchibori, 2001: 10)

Uchibori (2000, 2001) suggests that (4) is ungrammatical because the temporal adverbial
sakuban ,Jast night’ cannot occur in the Raising subjunctive complement because its

tense feature is defective.

Contra Chomsky (2000, 2001), Uchibori (2000, 2001) argues that in languages like
Japanese, C may select a T that is defective. Uchibori therefore assumes that in Japanese
Hyperraising subjunctive constructions, the embedded C selects a defective T. Since a
defective T cannot assign nominative case to its subject, it is inevitable that the subject
will move out of the CP with defective T to the higher clause with a non-defective finite
T-head. Furthermore, Uchibori (2000: 211) suggests that a C that selects a defective T
cannot be considered a strong phase. Instead, he adopts the distinction between weak and
strong phases introduced by Chomsky (2000) to distinguish between transitive and
unaccusative v (see chapter 1, section 1.2). According to Uchibori, C is a strong phase
head if it selects a T-head with complete ¢- and tense features. In contrast, a C that

selects a defective T-head is a weak phase head.

Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou’s (1999) and Uchibori’s (2000, 2001) theories seem to
account for languages like Greek and Japanese for which it has been argued that tense is
the feature of T that is responsible for nominative case assignment. However, this view of
nominative case assignment does not straightforwardly account for languages in which
complement clauses that allow for Hyperraising in the subjunctive mood are not
temporally deficient. For example, Zeller (2006a) shows that the subjunctive complement

of the Hyperraising verb fanele can have an independent temporal interpretation:
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®)) Ulabu u-be-fanele izolo [ukuthi a-hamb-e namhlanje]
Jabula SMla-Aux-ought yesterday that SMla-leave- SUBJ today

Tt was vital yesterday for Jabu to leave today.'

(Zulu; Zeller 2006a: 267)

Even if the assumption that semantic tense is the feature responsible for nominative case
could account for instances of Hyperraising in languages like Greek or Japanese, where
Raising occurs from temporally deficient subjunctive complements, it is unable to explain
Hyperraising in languages like Turkish, Hebrew, Yoruba, Igbo, etc. This is because in
these languages, the embedded subject DP moves from a finite indicative complement
whose tense always has an independent temporal interpretation. Consider the Yoruba

example in (6):

(6) 0j0 jo pé 6 ma ro ni oOla
rain seems CoMP 3SG will fall at tomorrow

,Rain seems that it will fall tomorrow.’

The embedded clause in (6) is a finite indicative clause with an overt complementiser pé.
The fact that the embedded clause bears a tense (future) that is different from the one that
the matrix clause bears (present), indicates that the embedded tense is not deficient and it
can be given its own temporal interpretation, independent of the superordinate clause.
Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou’s (1999) and Uchibori’s (2000, 2001) accounts
therefore do not explain why there is Raising out of semantically tensed complements
like (6). In chapter 2, I discussed more examples from languages in which Hyperraising
occurs from indicative complement clauses with full overt marking of tense and
agreement. For instance, in Turkish Hyperraising constructions, there is overt tense and
¢-feature agreement, yet the embedded subject DP is attracted out of the embedded
subject position into the matrix clause (see Moore, 1998, and the examples discussed in

section 2.3.2 above)

128



It also should be mentioned that the idea of an embedded CP with an agreeing but
nevertheless defective T-head is at odds with the standard assumption that the availability
of nominative case is closely linked to the presence of the C-head, regardless of the
semantic or morphological properties of T. While nominative case is assumed to be
assigned to a subject DP via ¢-feature agreement with a T-head (Chomsky, 1998, 2000,
2001), Chomsky (2005: 9) proposes that the non-defective tense and ¢-features of T are
inherited from the phase head C. According to this view, the source of the inflectional
features of the clause and the ability to assign case to a subject in [Spec, T] is the C-head.
The fact that many of the complements from which Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM are
possible are introduced by overt finite complementisers suggests that these CPs are

capable of having nominative subjects.

The idea that once a C-head selects a T, the T inherits all the features required for

nominative case assignment is supported by examples such as (7a):

(7) a. The lecturer insists that they be on time.

b. *The lecturer insists that they to be on time.

The grammatical example in (7a), which is similar to that found in Aygen (2004: 64), has
a subjunctive embedded clause whose T has neither tense nor agreement morphology, but
an overt complementiser that. Despite the lack of overt tense and agreement on the verb,
the embedded subject is assigned nominative case. This clearly shows that the absence of
tense and/or agreement features may not always imply that nominative case is
unavailable. Rather, it is assumed that the presence of a C layer guarantees that T inherits
all features required to assign nominative case to its subject. In contrast, (7b) is
ungrammatical because, in principle, the infinitive fo lacks the features required to assign

nominative case to its subject.
4.1.2 [tN]-clauses

Zeller (2006a) also argues that in Zulu Hyperraising constructions involving fanele, the

embedded subject DP is unable to have its case feature valued because the categorial
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features of the embedded T-head are defective. Following Carlson (1992), Zeller (2006a)
argues that there are levels of finiteness and that subjunctives are situated somewhere in
the middle between indicatives and infinitives. One of the properties responsible for a
decrease in finiteness is ,qoun-ness’. In other words, the more non-finite a clause, the
more likely it is to possess or manifest nominal features. In order to explain Hyperraising
in Zulu, Zeller (2006a) notes that the ability of a constituent to assign case depends on its
category and nominal features may prevent a category from becoming a case-assigner.
Hence, verbs and prepositions which are [-N] can assign case, while participles,
adjectives and nouns which are [+N] cannot assign case. Zeller (2006a) therefore assumes
that the nominal features of the Zulu Hyperraising subjunctive predicates like fanele is so
strong that the T-heads of the respective subjunctive clauses are unable to value the

nominative case feature of an embedded subject DP.

An argument provided by Zeller (2006a) to support the claim that Hyperraising
subjunctive predicates in Zulu have strong nominal features is that Hyperraising
predicates are not negated like finite indicative verbs in Zulu (which take the negative
prefix a-; (8)). Instead, they take the negative infix nga- and pattern with attributive

adjectives and participles when negated:

(8) Mdu  a-ka-lu-theng-i ubisi (indicative)
Mdula NEG-SM1a-OMI11-buy-NEG milk
,Mdu is not buying milk.’

9 Abantwana be-be-nga-dl-i (participle)
Child2 AUX-SM2-NEG-play-NEG

,The children were not playing.’
(10)  Uthisha o-nge-m-dala (attributive adjective)

teacherla Rcla- NEG-BP-old

,,The teacher who is not old.’
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(11)  Ku-fanele [ukuthiuMdu a-nga-theng-i imoto le] (subjunctive)
Loc-ought that Mdula SMla-NEG-buy-NEG car9 DEM9
,Mdu should not buy this car.’

(Zulu: Zeller, 2006a: 268)

Zeller (2006a) assumes that the same property that compels subjunctives to be negated
through the insertion of the affix -nmga- is also accountable for the inability of the
embedded subject to have its case feature valued inside the subjunctive complement.
Consequently, Zeller (2006a) suggests that in Zulu Hyperraising fanele constructions,
despite the fact that the embedded T-head has agreement- and tense-features, its nominal
features prevent it from valuing the case feature of the embedded subject DP.
Furthermore, Zeller (2006a) adopts Uchibori’s distinction between strong and weak phase
CPs and argues that subjunctives in Zulu are weak phases. Therefore, the embedded
subject is able to have access to nominative case from the non-defective matrix T-head.
Agreement between the matrix functional T-head and the embedded subject DP is
established, and the EPP subsequently triggers the movement of the embedded subject to

the matrix subject position.

Again, the problem with Zeller’s account is that it cannot be extended to languages in
which subjunctives do not show the nominal properties attested in Zulu subjunctives, and
it has nothing to say about languages in which long A-movement is possible out of
indicative clauses. Moreover, Zeller does not address the obvious link between the
inability of the embedded T to assign nominative case and the possibility of the
embedded subject to agree with the matrix T. Zeller explains the former property through
the nominal properties of the subjunctive T, and then simply stipulates that the embedded
CP is a weak phase, in order to capture the second property. However, an account of long
A-movement constructions should be able to connect these two observations and explain
why long Agree-relations can be established in exactly those contexts where they have to

be established, namely when the raised DP cannot get case inside the embedded clause.
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Finally, let me note another problem with Zeller’s approach that also applies to the other
analyses discussed in this section. As was shown in chapter 2, section 2.1.3, the
Hyperraising verb fanele in Zulu can also appear in a non-Raising construction in which
the thematic subject of the embedded clause has remained inside the embedded CP and

the matrix clause includes an expletive, (12a):

(12) a. Ku-fanele [ukuthi amadoda a-hamb-e manje]
ExpL-ought that man6 SM6-leave-SUBI now

,The men ought to leave now.’

b. Amadoda a-fanele [ukuthi a-hamb-e manje]
man6 SM6-ought  that SM6-leave-SUBI now

,The men ought to leave now.’

(Zulu; Zeller 2006b:1)

The assumption that long A-movement is possible because the embedded CP is not a
strong phase now clearly faces a challenge: on the one hand, it is assumed that in the
Hyperraising construction in (12b), the CP is not a strong phase, because the thematic
subject of the embedded clause appears in the matrix clause and agrees with the matrix
verb. However, the same DP is licensed inside the embedded clause in (12a), which
suggests that in this example, the CP is a strong phase and selects a non-defective T that
can assign nominative case to the embedded subject. But importantly, there is no
indication that the CP in (12a) is in any way different from the CP in (12b), and both CPs
are selected by the same matrix verb. The assumption that the CP in (12a) is a phase, but
the one in (12b) is not, seems to be a mere stipulation that restates in technical terms the

observation that Raising takes place in (12b), but not in (12a).

As far as Hyperraising is concerned, it could be argued that the CP in (12a) is in fact not a
strong phase, and that the embedded subject in (12a) does indeed agree with and gets case
from matrix T. This would make expletive constructions such as (12a) comparable to

English constructions such as There seem to be people playing in the garden (see chapter
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1, section 1.3), in which the embedded subject DP people agrees with and receives
nominative case from matrix T. According to this view, the derivations in (12a) and (12b)
are almost identical, with the only difference that long-distance agreement and case-
assignment between matrix T and the embedded subject is not followed by Hyperraising

in (12a), but by expletive insertion.

However, the idea that non-Raising variants of long A-movement constructions involve
this sort of “long-distance” agreement and case assignment can only be upheld with
respect to the variants of Hyperraising constructions, since the embedded subject DP
would be predicted to be marked as nominative in either account (either by the embedded
T or by matrix T). In contrast, it can clearly be shown that case-assignment in the non-
Raising variant of Hyper-ECM constructions is local. Consider again the Japanese

example (15) of chapter 3, repeated in (13):

(13) a John-ga [Bill-ga baka-da-to] omot-teiru
John-NoMm Bill-NoMm  fool-Cop- ComMP  think-PROG
,John thinks that Bill is a fool.’

b. John-ga Bill-o [baka-da-to] omot-teiru
John-NoMm Bill-Acc  fool-Cop-CoMP  think- PROG
,John thinks of Bill as a fool.”

(Japanese; Tanaka, 2002: 637-638)

In the Hyper-ECM construction in (13b), the thematic subject of the embedded clause is
assigned accusative case by the matrix v. In (13a), however, the subject DP Bill is
marked for nominative case, not accusative. This clearly shows that the embedded subject
is not assigned case by the matrix v, but by T inside the embedded clause. This in turn
implies that the CP must be a phase in (13a). But if long A-movement in (13b) is argued
to be possible because in this example, the CP is not a phase (as would be implied by an

analysis similar to those discussed in this section), then this amounts to the stipulation
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that the same CP can sometimes act as a phase, and sometimes not. Without further

evidence for such a difference, I consider this a rather stipulative and inelegant solution.

4.2 Case assignment

In this section I discuss proposals which explain long A-movement in terms of a
mechanism which allows the embedded subject to receive case in the matrix clause

although the embedded T-position is non-defective.

4.2.1 Case delay

Rodrigues (2004) assumes that in Brazilian Portuguese, the case feature of a subject DP is
valued through ¢-feature agreement between a T-head and the subject DP in a Spec-head

relation. Consider again the sentences in (40) of chapter 2, repeated here as (14):

(14) a E parece [que a Maria estd doente]
it seem-3SG that the Maria is-3SG sick

It seems that Maria is sick.’

b. A Maria; parece [que t; estd doente]
the Maria seem-3SG that is-3SG-PRES  sick

,Maria seems that is sick.’

(Brazilian Portuguese; Rodrigues, 2004: 118)

Rodrigues (2004) suggests that in order for the @-features of the embedded T-head to be
valued and deleted, the T-head enters an Agree relation with the subject DP in the [Spec,
V] position of the complement clause. ®-feature agreement between the embedded T-
head and the embedded subject DP results in the valuation and deletion of the ¢-features
of the embedded T-head. At this point of the derivation, the subject DP in the embedded
[Spec-V] position could be moved to [Spec, T] of the embedded clause to have its case
feature valued and deleted by the embedded T-head. But once the case feature of the

embedded subject DP is valued and deleted, it will become inactive for any further
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syntactic operation. If there is no lexical item in the numeration that can value the o-
features of the matrix T-head, then the derivation will not converge. Rodrigues (2004)
therefore suggests”” that in order to prevent the derivation from crashing, the valuation of
the case feature of the embedded subject DP is delayed until the matrix T-head enters the
derivation. Once the matrix T-head enters the derivation, it establishes an agreement
relation with the embedded subject DP. The complete ¢-features of the embedded subject
DP value the @-features of the matrix T-head and subsequently, the embedded subject DP
moves to the matrix subject position where its case feature is valued as nominative by the
matrix T-head. The difference between the derivation of (14a) and (14b) is that in (14a),
there is a lexical item in the numeration (e ,jt’) that can value and delete the ¢-features of
the matrix T-head, so there is no need to delay the valuation of the case feature on the
embedded subject DP Maria. In contrast, in (14b), there is no lexical item in the
numeration that can value the ¢-features of the matrix T-head. Therefore, the valuation of
the case feature of the embedded subject DP is delayed so that it can remain active in
order for it to be able to enter into an agreement relation with the matrix T-head, value
the @-features of the T-head and fulfil its EPP requirement. According to Rodrigues, the
two derivations in (14) are possible due to the option of delaying case valuation on an

embedded subject DP.

A similar proposal is made in Hong (2005). Hong’s account assumes that in Korean, the
subject of an embedded finite indicative clause can be assigned either nominative or
accusative case, regardless of the presence of tense and/or agreement features on the
embedded T. Hong suggests that in constructions where embedded subjects bear
nominative case, the case is assigned in the embedded clause by the finite T-head. In
contrast, in constructions where the embedded subjects bear accusative case, the
embedded subject has to raise out of the embedded finite CP into the matrix clause in

order for its case feature to be valued as accusative by the matrix light verb.

> Rodrigues’ (2004) suggestion that the valuation of the case feature of the embedded subject DP can be
delayed until the matrix T-head enters the derivation is similar to Ura’s (1998) suggestion.
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Hong (2005) argues that in Korean, in contrast to languages like English, where
agreement and case valuation take place simultaneously, agreement between a probe and
a goal with matching features may occur without a corresponding case valuation as is

illustrated by the Hyperraising-example in (15):

(15) Halapeci-kkeyse [cengcikha-si-ess-tako [mite-ci-si-n-kes]] kathu-si-ess-ta
Grandfather-HON.NOM  honest- HON-PAST-COMP  believe-PASS-HON seem- HON -PAST

.1t seemed that it is believed that my grandfather was honest.’

(Korean; Hong, 2005: 104)

In (15), the subject DP halapeci is in agreement with all three finite T-heads. This is
signaled by the presence of the honorific morpheme -si with all three finite predicates.
Hong (2005) suggests that the parametric difference between Korean and languages like
English can be captured through a parameter of case valuation that allows case valuation
to optionally take place through Agree. This parameter allows the case feature of the goal
DP halapeci to remain unvalued after it values the uninterpretable ¢-feature of the lowest
T-head. Because the goal DP remains active, it proceeds to value the uninterpretable -
feature of the intermediate finite T-head. The goal DP’s case feature remains unvalued
and active until it locates the matrix T-head and finally agrees and values the ¢-features
of the matrix finite T-head, while the T-head, in turn, values the case feature of the

subject DP halapeci as nominative.

As far as Hyper-ECM constructions are concerned, Hong (2005: 122) argues that the
matrix light verb of a Korean Hyper-ECM construction carries, in addition to all the
features associated with a regular v, a focus feature (normally associated with an A-bar
position), which makes the light verb position ambiguous between an A and an A-bar
position. As a result, the embedded accusative subject is able to move out of the

embedded finite clause with an overt complementizer through [Spec, C]* before landing

» Massam (1985) suggests that there are two positions in the specifier of CP. The inner [Spec, CP] is for
WH-elements, while the outer one, considered to be ambiguous between A- and A-bar positions, is
assumed to be the landing site of the embedded subject in Hyper-ECM constructions.
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in matrix [Spec, V], thereby avoiding a violation of PIC and a ban on improper
movement, which prevents an argument that moves from an A-position to an A-bar
position from undergoing further A-movement into the higher clause (cf. Chomsky

1973).

The proposals put forward by Rodrigues (2004) and Hong (2005) hence assume that it is
a particular characteristic of long A-movement constructions that they allow (for general,
or for language-specific reasons) for a case feature not to be valued in a configuration in
which nominative case is normally assigned in that language. However, this type of
Raising analysis, which allows for Raising to take place optionally, as an alternative to a
similar configuration in which nominative case is assigned, does not address the question
of which mechanisms are responsible for this sort of optionality. Why can an embedded
subject DP move out of a finite CP when it is otherwise possible for it to be assigned
nominative case in the embedded clause? What determines that in the same configuration,
nominative case is sometimes assigned, and sometimes not? A related problem is that
their proposals do not take into account the role of the matrix verbs. Long A-movement is
possible only out of CP-complements of Hyperraising or Hyper-ECM-verbs. However, in
Rodrigues’ and Hong’s theories, the question of whether or not a finite T assigns
nominative case to the embedded subject must already be decided before the Raising verb
is merged. It is not clear how their proposals rule out a derivation in which nominative
case is not assigned to the subject DP of an embedded clause which is not selected by a

Hyperraising or Hyper-ECM-verb.
Another analysis which is based on similar assumptions is Ura’s (1998) account of Copy

Raising constructions in Igbo. According to Ura, the sentence in (57b) of chapter 2,

repeated here as (16), is derived as follows:
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(16) Ez& di m [kda o; hii-ri Adé]
Eze seems tome COMP he see-ASP Ada

Jit: Eze seems to me that he saw Ada.’

(Igbo; Ura, 1998: 68)

Ura assumes that in (16), although the embedded subject DP Eze moves from embedded
[Spec, v] to embedded [Spec, T] in order to satisfy the EPP features of the embedded T-
head, Ura (1998) argues that the embedded subject DP does not enter a checking relation
with the ¢-features of the embedded T. According to Ura, the embedded CP is merged
with the matrix V and the derivation of the sentence in (16a) proceeds until it reaches the
stage where the matrix T has been merged with the vP to create the matrix T'. The EPP
feature of the matrix T now attracts the embedded subject DP to move to the [Spec, T]
position of the matrix clause. Only at this stage is the case feature of the subject DP Eze
valued and deleted by the matrix T. At the same time, the DP values and deletes the o-
features of the matrix T-head. However, the ¢-features of the embedded T are still
unchecked. Therefore, Ura (1998) suggests that in order to prevent the derivation from
crashing, a language-specific rule provides the embedded [Spec, T] position with a

pronominal copy that is spelt out as o ,he’. This copy values the ¢-features of the

embedded T-head.

One obvious problem of Ura’s account concerns the timing of the various operations he
postulates. Ura’s (1998) analysis assumes that the main clause would have been
constructed before the intermediate [Spec, T] position could be supplied with a
pronominal copy of the matrix subject, which is responsible for valuing and deleting the
case-assigning features of the embedded T-head, without which the derivation will crash.
This suggestion is problematic because it is countercyclic, and it violates the ,no
tampering’ condition (Chomsky, 2005, 2007)**, which prohibits the addition of items in
the course of the derivation. A related problem with Ura’s (1998) proposal is that the

24 The ,hio tampering condition’ used to be called ,inclusiveness’ under earlier versions of the MP
(Chomsky, 1995:225)
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embedded CP in Igbo Raising constructions must be a phase — otherwise, we would not
expect the embedded T to have a complete set of @-features. However as was explained
in chapter 1, section 1.2, once a phase has been completed, the complement of the phase
head is transferred in order to be spelt out and is no longer available in the syntax. By the
time the derivation reaches the matrix clause, the TP complement of the embedded clause
would have been spelt out. It is therefore impossible for the embedded [Spec, T] position
to be supplied with a pronominal copy after the matrix clause has been constructed,

because of the Phase Impenetrability Condition (PIC).

4.2.2 Case assignment does not inactivate DP

In this section I discuss an account which is comparable to those presented by Ura
(1998), Rodrigues (2004) and Hong (2005) in that it assumes that a DP can raise from a
clause in which nominative case is in principle available. However, in contrast to the
accounts proposed by Ura, Rodrigues and Hong, the analysis that 1 discuss below
assumes that nominative case is in fact assigned to the embedded DP in long A-
movement constructions, but that this DP nevertheless remains accessible for further

syntactic relations.

Adesola (2005) posits that in Yoruba Copy Raising constructions, the embedded subject
DP moves from a potential case position in [Spec, T] of the complement clause to another
potential case position in [Spec, T] of the matrix clause, while leaving behind a
pronominal copy which shows ¢-feature agreement with its antecedent. Consider the

example in (60) of chapter 2 repeated here as (17):

17) a0 jo [pé Oli ati Adé ni owd lowo]
EXPL resemble ComP Olu and Ade have money in hand
It seems that Olu and Ade are rich.’

b. [Olu ati Adé]i jo p¢ woni ni  owd lowo
Olu and Ade resemble Comp they have money in hand

,Olu and Ade seem to be rich.’

(Yoruba; Adesola, 2005: 110-112)
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Adesola (2005) argues that the embedded subject DPs in (17) receive case from the
embedded T-heads and then raise from the embedded [Spec, v] to the embedded [Spec,
T] position in order to satisfy the EPP features of the embedded T-heads. In (17a), the
embedded subject does not raise any further since there is an expletive in the numeration
that is merged in matrix [Spec, TP] to meet the EPP requirements of the matrix T.
However, Adesola argues that in (17b), in contrast, where there is no expletive in the
numeration, the embedded subject DP, after being assigned nominative case by the
embedded T, moves to the matrix subject position to value the EPP features of the matrix

T.

Unlike Ura (1998) who clearly states that the raised DP delays getting its case feature
valued and deleted until it moves to the [Spec, T] position in the matrix clause, Adesola
(2005) argues that in Yoruba Copy Raising Constructions, the embedded subject DP is
assigned case by the finite embedded T-head, and yet the embedded DP can still move to
the matrix [Spec, T] position. However, Adesola’s (2005) assumption that the embedded
subject DP gets its case valued in the complement clause creates a problem: according to
standard assumptions, once the DP’s case feature is valued, it should become inactive for
further computation according to minimalist assumptions. Like Ura’s proposal, Adesola’s
(2005) analysis also raises the question of how the embedded subject DP is able to move
out of a CP complement clause, since CPs whose T-heads are capable of assigning

nominative case are considered to be phases in the Minimalist Program. >

4.3 The embedded clause as a Small Clause

In her analysis of Raising Constructions in Haitian Creole, Deprez (1992) argues that
Haitian Creole Copy Raising involves the movement of an embedded subject DP from a
finite CP to the matrix subject position. She argues that, unlike “regular” Copy Raising

constructions, in which a pronominal copy is left at the point of extraction of the subject

** Although Adesola (2005: 116) suggests that the Tensed S condition, which prevents A-movement across
a CP-boundary, no longer features in the Minimalist Program, the Tensed S condition has been replaced by
the PIC, which should capture the same empirical phenomena (see section 1.2).
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DP, the raised subject in Haitian Creole does not move from the position of the

pronominal copy. In her analysis, (18) is assumed to have the structure in (19):

(18) Jan sanble [li renmen Mari]
John seems he love Mary

,John seems to love Mary.’
(19) [sanble [sc Jan [prep li renmen Mari]]]

(Haitian Creole; Deprez, 1992: 212)

Deprez assumes that the DP Jan is base generated in the subject position of a small
clause”, which is the complement of the Raising verb sanble. The small clause, in turn,
selects a finite complement clause. She explains that the pronoun /i is unable to satisfy
the theta requirement because Haitian pronouns are ambiguous between pronouns and
anaphors. As a result, the external theta role of /i is reassigned to the clausal projection,
which turns the whole finite clause into a predicate. This predicate then assigns the theta
role to Jan via predication (Williams, 1980, 1983, 1986). Subsequently, the embedded
subject DP Jan moves out of the small clause to the matrix subject position to be assigned

nominative case.

Deprez’s theory is an attempt to explain data such as (18) without having to assume that
long A-movment can exist. Since in principle, it is impossible for a small clause to
contain a finite verb or have tense specification, the embedded clause in (18) cannot be
considered a small clause because it contains a finite verb renmen ,Jove’. Although (18)
seems a clear case of Copy Raising, Deprez effectively re-interprets the finite
complement as a non-finite small clause (with a finite clause-like predicate). This allows
her to maintain that Raising in (18) is out of a non-finite complement. However, Deprez’s
analysis has nothing to say about those languages discussed in chapters 2 and 3 in which
the complement from which long A-movement is possible is introduced by a
complementiser. Furthermore, in the light of the great number of languages which clearly

exhibit long A-movement, it is not clear if Deprez’s language-specific analysis is actually

*® A small clause is a kind of reduced clause and usually lacks a copula. It is assumed that small clauses do
not include tense and inflection (Kawai, 2006; Stowell, 1983, 1989, 1991; Runner, 2006 )
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needed, given that an independent analysis for Hyperraising, Hyper-ECM and Copy

Raising in these languages would still be required.

Kawai (2006) also proposes a small clause analysis for Japanese Hyper-ECM
constructions whose embedded subjects bear accusative case. Kawai (2006) argues that
the complements of the examples in (20a) and (20b) are homophonous because Japanese
has an impoverished verbal morphology. But while the embedded clause in (20a) is a

finite CP complement, Kawai (2006) suggests that (20b) is a small clause:

(20) a. kanojo-wa [sono otoko-ga sagishi da to] shinjiteiru
She-Topr the man-NoM swindler is CoOMP believes

,She believes that the man is a swindler.’

b. kanojo-wa sono otoko-o [sagishi da to] shinjiteiru
She-Topr the man-Acc swindler is CoMP believes

,She believes the man to be a swindler.’

(Japanese; Kawai, 2006: 329)

The main reason Kawai (2006) proposes a small clause analysis for examples like (20b)
is theory-internal. In the Minimalist Program, movement is only allowed as a last resort.
In (20a), where the embedded clause is a finite CP, the embedded subject otoko-ga is
assigned nominative case by the finite T-head; therefore, there is no need for the
embedded subject to move to the matrix object position. By arguing that the embedded
clause in (20b) is a small clause, Kawai (2006) can maintain that the embedded clause
cannot assign nominative case, and that therefore, the embedded subject DP otoko has to
move out of the embedded clause to the matrix object position where it is assigned
accusative case by the matrix light verb. Kawai (2006) suggests that movement out of the
embedded clause in (20b) is only possible if it is assumed that the embedded clause in
(20b) is a predicative phrase equivalent to a non-finite clause, which lacks tense and

aspectual inflections but may host negation. Since non-finite T-heads do not assign
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nominative case, it therefore follows that the embedded subject in (20b) would have to

move out of the embedded clause in order to have its case feature valued.

Kawai’s (2006) small clause analysis seems ad hoc, given that the complement of the
non-raised variant in (20a) has the same morphological properties as the complement of
the ECM-construction in (20b), yet there is no Raising in (20a). It is similar to the
proposals discussed in section 4.1 in that it argues that the embedded clauses from which
long A-movement can occur are syntactically different from those in which nominative
case is available. However, there is no independent evidence for this difference. In
addition, Kawai’s (2006) analysis cannot be extended to all the other languages with
Hyper-ECM. For instance the example of Hyper-ECM in Greek in (3) of chapter 3,
cannot be analyzed as a small clause because the embedded verb is inflected for tense. It
contains a copular as well as the past passive participle (Joseph 1976: 244). But if an
analysis for the Greek examples is needed anyway, such an analysis can also capture the
Japanese data discussed by Kawai, and the language-specific stipulation that identical

complements have different syntactic structures is no longer needed.

4.4 Base Generation

In an attempt to address some of the shortcomings of the Copy Raising analysis proposed
by Ura (1998) for Igbo, Potsdam and Runner (2001) suggest a base-generation analysis of
Raising. Although their theory is developed for English constructions such as (21), for
which I have shown above that they are not “genuine” Copy Raising constructions, an
approach like theirs could in principle also be adopted for languages with Hyper- or Copy

Raising, which is why I discuss it here.

Potsdam and Runner argue that the relation between the ,raised’ subject, occupying a
non-thematic subject position of a Copy Raising predicate, and the pronominal copy in
the embedded subject position does not involve movement. They assume that the copy
pronoun originates in the embedded clause, and the matrix subject DP is base generated

in the matrix subject position:
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(21)  [rp Richard; T seems [xp like [tp he; T [vp is in trouble]]]]

(Potsdam and Runner, 2001: 462)

According to Potsdam and Runner’s (2001) analysis, it is possible to merge a DP directly
into the non-thematic position of a Raising predicate. In their analysis, the matrix subject
DP Richard and the embedded pronominal copy /e in (21) are assigned a single theta role
and form an argument chain, but they independently check the EPP, case and ¢-features

in their respective clauses.

In fact, an analysis which assumes that Hyperraising does not involve movement of the
matrix subject has been suggested by Harford (Perez) (1997). Harford proposes that the
matrix subject in Kitharaka Hyperraising constructions is base-generated in the matrix
subject position, while an empty operator is base-generated in the embedded subject
position in order to satisfy the EPP feature of the embedded T. She argues that the empty
operator moves to the embedded [Spec, C] position and leaves behind a coindexed copy
in the embedded subject position. The empty operator itself is also coindexed with the
matrix subject, thereby linking the matrix subject to the embedded subject from which it
is then able to inherit its theta role. In her analysis of Hyperraising in Bantu languages,
Perez (Harford) (1985) argues that morphological and abstract cases occur together and
suggests that the absence of case morphology in Shona, Kiruundi and Kikuyu is an
indication that case theory is not operative in these languages and therefore, the
restriction on the occurrence of overt DPs and traces should be accounted for without

applying case theory.

In contrast to Hong (2005) and Tanaka (2002), who argue for a Raising-to-object analysis
for Korean and Japanese Hyper-ECM constructions with embedded subjects bearing
accusative case, Hoji (2005) gives a base generation analysis of constructions with

accusative subjects in Japanese:

144



(22) John-wa Mary-o Itariazin da to omotteita
John-Top Mary-Acc Italian be that thought
,John believed about Mary that she was Italian.’

(Japanese; Hoji, 2005: 1)

The embedded clause in (22) is a finite complement clause, and the accusative DP Mary-
o is understood as the subject of this embedded clause. In chapter 3, I have analysed these
data as involving long distance agreement and long A-movement to the matrix object
position. However, Hoji (2005) suggests that the accusative DP Mary-o is base generated
in the matrix clause. According to Hoji, at the beginning of the computation, Mary-o
originates as the object of the matrix predicate and at no stage during the derivation does

Mary-o appear in the embedded CP.

Hoji’s (2005) main argument for why the accusative DP should be analyzed as base-
generated in the matrix object position is again based on the traditional analysis of ECM-
constructions, which assumes that “exceptional case marking” only takes place in
contexts in which an embedded subject DP is unable to get nominative case from the
defective non-finite T-head of an embedded bare TP-complement. Therefore, Hoji (2005)
assumes that theoretically, it is not possible for the embedded subject in the Japanese
example in (22b) to have moved from the embedded finite (non-defective) CP to a
position in the matrix clause where accusative case can be assigned. Hence, Hoji (2005)
suggests that the accusative embedded subject in Japanese ECM constructions like (22b)

must have originated in the main clause.

These base generation accounts all rely on the unconventional and problematic
assumption that it is possible for two syntactic positions to share a single theta role.
However, such an assumption raises the question of why this possibility does not exist
more frequently, and also in other constructions. For example, if referential argument
DPs can essentially play the role of expletives, then one would predict that e.g. English

allows sentences such as (23a) with the interpretation of (23b):

145



(23) a. *He arrived a man in the city.

b. There arrived a man in the city.

If DPs can be merged into non-theta positions, and be interpreted as coreferential to
argument DPs elsewhere in the clause, then (23a) should be possible and equivalent to
(23b). However, the ungrammaticality of (23a) suggests that there is independent
evidence to maintain the assumption that arguments cannot be merged into non-theta
positions. Since the [Spec, T] position in Raising constructions is a non-theta position
(which is evident from the possibility of having an expletive in the subject position of a
Raising predicate), this implies that an argument cannot be merged directly in that
position (Ura, 1994; Chomsky, 2000; Davies & Dubinsky, 2004; Radford, 2004). I
therefore continue to assume that the overt subject DPs of Raising and ECM predicates
cannot be base-generated in the matrix clause. In order to arrive in matrix positions, they
have to have moved from the embedded subject position to their surface position in the

matrix clause.

4.5 Conclusion

This chapter has discussed some of the different proposals in the literature as to why
Hyperraising, Copy Raising and Hyper-ECM constructions are possible, and why they
are necessary. While some authors have suggested that long A-movement occurs because
certain features of the embedded T and/or C-heads that are responsible for nominative
case assignment are defective, others have suggested that although the features required
for assigning nominative case may be present in the embedded clause, case valuation can
be delayed or take place optionally, such that the subject DP remains accessible. I have
also discussed (and rejected) proposals that assume that the constructions discussed in
chapters 2 and 3 do not involve A-movement at all, but are derived by base-generating

argument DPs in non-theta positions.

Importantly, as pointed out above, the theoretical approaches that have been suggested

are not uniform and applicable to the phenomenon of long A-movement in general.
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Rather, they are mostly motivated by the idiosyncratic properties of the respective
language under investigation. An account which is based on an idiosyncratic property of
a specific language can naturally not be extended to a language which does not have the
property. Although it is, of course, not impossible that the Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM
constructions in the languages discussed in chapters 2 and 3 are caused by entirely
different properties of the respective languages, 1 find such an assumption rather
implausible. Even if it turns out that some of the observable differences between the
languages discussed in chapters 2 and 3 are reflexes of the way the possibility of long A-
movement is realised in the language, it is still likely that at least some of the processes
which give rise to these idiosyncratic properties are also attested in other languages, even
if they are not overtly manifested. Therefore, I consider it necessary to at least attempt to
provide a unified approach of long A-movement constructions, which explains what is
essentially the same phenomenon in terms of the same theoretical assumptions, rather
than through different and unrelated theories. As far as I know, such an attempt to
provide a cross-linguistically applicable theory of long A-movement has not yet been

made in the literature.

In the next chapter, I will present such a theory. In contrast to what is assumed by most
analyses discussed above, my proposal is based on the idea that in Hyperraising, Copy
Raising and Hyper-ECM-constructions, nominative case is indeed assigned inside the
embedded clause, but not to the DP which has undergone long A-movement. Rather, I
propose, following similar suggestions made for individual languages by e.g. Joseph
(1976) and Moore (1998), that in all these constructions, the embedded subject position is
occupied by a resumptive pronoun, and it is this pronoun which “absorbs” the nominative
case assigned by the embedded T. As I will suggest now, this is the reason why the
thematic subject argument DP remains caseless inside the embedded clause and is forced

to enter a relation with an element in the matrix clause.
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CHAPTER 5

Long A-movement and resumption

The discussion in chapters 2 and 3 has shown that languages have long A-movement
(understood as subject-to-subject or subject-to-object Raising out of finite clauses).
Chapter 4 argued that none of the individual proposals that have been made to explain
this possibility of long A-movement in a specific language can easily be carried over to
other languages. In this chapter, I therefore want to propose that there is at least one
aspect of the grammar of long A-movement that is shared by all languages which permit
Hyperraising, Hyper-ECM or Copy Raising. This mechanism is the possibility to have A-

movement constructions in which the moved DP leaves behind a resumptive pronoun.

In section 5.1, I discuss an important empirical generalisation. I show that all languages
which allow Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM are also ,null subject’ languages and allow
the occurrence of small pro (a pronominal without phonetic content) in their subject
positions (but not all null subject languages allow Hyperraising). In section 5.2, I suggest
on the basis of this generalisation that Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM constructions are
instances of long A-movement which leave behind a resumptive pro. In section 5.3, 1
show that the existence of null resumptive pronouns as well as the existence of
resumptive pronouns in A-movement constructions has been independently motivated in
relation to various constructions discussed in the literature. In section 5.4 I provide
empirical evidence for the view that the subject gaps in Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM
constructions are (resumptive) pros. Finally, section 5.5 discusses the technical
implementation of the suggested theory of resumption in long A-movement

constructions.

5.1 Ura’s generalisation

From the discussion of the data in chapters 2 and 3, an interesting generalisation emerges.
It turns out that one thing that all the languages that allow Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM
constructions have in common is that they are “null subject” or “pro drop”-languages. In

terms of generative grammar, this means that they license an unpronounced pronominal
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DP (small pro) in subject position. The following examples show this for the languages

discussed in chapter 2, which allow Hyperraising (data without a reference are my own):

(1)

2

3)

4)

)

pro episa ton yani [pos i Maria vlafeike apo afton]
pro persuaded-1SG the John-Acc that the Maria-NOM hurt-pass-3SG by  him
,1 persuaded John that Mary was hurt by him.’

(Greek; Soame and Perlmutter, 1979: 168; section 2.1.1)

pro siken-ni otita
pro exam-DAT failed

,He/she failed the exam.’

(Japanese; Neelman and Szendroi, 2008: 332; section 2.1.2)

pro nu cred sa fii bolnav
pro not think.PRES-1SG SUBJ be-2SG sick
,1 don’t think you are sick.’

(Rumanian; Grosu and Horvath, 1984: 350; section 2.1.4)

pro mi-dun-& [ke pro mi-a-d]
pro DUR-know-1SG that pro DUR-come-3 SG

,1 know that he/she is coming.’

(Persian; Darzi, 2008: 111; section 2.1.5)

pro ngi-kath-ele
pro 1SG-tired-PERF
,J4’m tired.’

(Zulu; Zeller, 2006: 2; section 2.1.3)
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(6)

(7

®)

©)

(10)

(1D

pro nd-agiye
pro SM-going
1 am going.’

(Kirutindi; section 2.2.1)

pro a-ka-ziya
pro SMI1-PRES-hungry
,He 1s hungry.’
(Shona; section 2.2.1)

pro a-géririe
pro SMIl-try-PAST
,He /she tried.’
(Kikuyu; Perez, 1985: 13; section 2.2.1)

pro n-a-in-ir-e.
pro F-SM-sing-PERF-Fv
,S/he sang.’
(Kitharaka; Muriungi 2008: 79; section 2.2.1)

pro [sen-1  viski ic-ti] bil-iyor-du-m
pro you-AcC whiskey drink-PAST know-PROG-PAST-1SG

,1 knew you to have drunk the whiskey.’
(Turkish; Moore, 1998: 169; section 2.2.2)

pro falei com o Jodo ontem a onoite
pro spoke-1SG with the Jodo yesterday at night
,1 spoke with Jodo yesterday at night.’

(Brazilian Portuguese®’; Rodrigues, 2004: 2; section 2.2.3)

7 Although Nevins (2004) claims that Brazilian Portuguese may have lost pro due to morphological
change, Rodrigues (2004) categorizes Brazilian Portuguese and Finnish as partial pro-drop languages that
can drop null referential subjects, but only in restricted environments.
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(12)

(13)

(14)

(15)

(16)

(17)

a-til-¢ pro
2 SG-cut-PROG pro

,You are cutting.’

(Kipsigis; Jake and Odden, 1979: 131; section 2.2.4)

pro ja:-b:
pro 1SG.MASC/FEM.FUT
. will go.”
(Bhojpuri; Shukla, 1981: 228; section 2.2.5)

pro kanjian ta le
pro see he PERF

,He/she saw him.’

(Chinese; Neelman and Szendroi, 2008: 332; section 2.2.6)

mSa-t pro
went-3SG. FEM pro

,She went.’

(Moroccan Arabic; Harrell, 2004: 41; section 2.2.9)

pro paNDLu kon-naa-Du
pro fruit buy-PAST-3SG
,He bought fruit.’

(Telugu; Krishnamurti and Gwynn, 1985: 138; section 2.2.10)

pro a-somo  puonj
pro 1SG-study education
.1 study education.’

(Dholuo; Gu, 2009: 1; section 2.2.7)
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(18)

(19)

pro istun  sid
pro sit-1SG here

1 am sitting here.’

(Finnish; Rodrigues, 2004: 3; section 2.2.8)

pro lagaet aich [je aha gari nai pakair sakab]
pro seem  be-3PRES that you train not catch can

It seems that you cannot catch the train.’

(Maithili; Yadava, 1989: 4; section 2.2.10)

The following data illustrate the pro-drop character of the languages with Hyper-ECM

that were discussed in chapter 3:

(20)

21

(22)

John-i [pro pro po-ass-ta-ko] malha-ass-ta
John-NoM pro pro  see-PAST-DECL-COMP say-PAST-DECL

,John said he saw someone.’

(Korean; Huang, 1984: 540; section 3.1.2)

pro mbi-mina 0z6-ngdmbe
pro Sc 1SG.HAB-see-Fv 10Cc-cattle

,d see cattle.’

(Herero; Kavari and Marten, 2005: 5; section 3.1.5)

hu yuti' pro i bola
1SG drop pro the ball
,1 dropped the ball.’

(Chamorro; Gibson, 1992: 71; section 3.1.7)
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(23)

(24)

(25)

e a  tagi pro
3SG PAST cry pro

,He cried.’
(Fijian; Massam, 1985: 91; section 3.1.8)

[Juan chaya-shca-ta] yacha-ni pro
Juan  arrive- PAST-NOM-AcC know-1SG  pro

,J know that Juan has arrived.’

(Quechua; Cole and Hermon, 1981: 5; section 3.1.10)

ne hokoko mai a pro
PAST arrive.PL there ABS pro

,They arrived/came there.’

(Niuean; Haji-Abdolhosseini, Massam and Oda, 2002: 476; section 3.1.10)

As the data show, all languages that were discussed above, which permit A-movement

across a CP-boundary which leaves a gap in the embedded subject position are pro drop

languages. Although not all pro-drop languages allow Hyperraising or Hyper-ECM, the

opposite implication seems to hold: If a language has Hyperraising or Hyper-ECM, it is

also a pro-drop language.

This correlation has also been noted by Ura (1994) on the basis of his survey of a subset

of the languages discussed in chapters 2 and 3. Ura (1994: 298) captures this correlation

in the following generalisation, which I henceforth refer to as “Ura's Generalisation™:

(26)

Ura's Generalisation (Ura, 1994: 298)
If a language allows Hyperraising to take place, then it also allows a referential
,ull subject’. And, if a language disallows a referential ,null subject’, then it

disallows Hyperraising.
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Ura (1994) does not discuss Hyper-ECM constructions, but my data have shown that the
generalisation in (26) remains valid even if Ura’s term “Hyperraising” is understood as a
cover term for both subject-to-subject and subject-to-object Raising out of finite clauses. I
conclude that the data discussed in chapters 2 and 3 provide firm empirical support for
the idea that a language which allows Hyperraising or Hyper-ECM is always a pro drop
language, and I henceforth refer to this idea as Ura’s generalisation. It seems justified to
postulate that Ura’s generalisation is an adequate statement about how two seemingly
independent properties of natural languages are correlated. It remains to be seen how this

correlation can be explained.

5.2  Hyper-Raising, Hyper-ECM and Copy Raising

Ura (1994) explains the generalisation in (26) by making the following assumptions: (i)
in languages which allow Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM, the subject position of finite
tensed clauses is a non-case position, and (ii) in these languages, pro can be licensed
through its ¢-features and may therefore appear in a non-case position (see Ura, 1994:
310). This means that Ura stipulates a property of subject positions (namely that they are
non-case positions) that explains both why a language with this property must have pro
and why it can have Hyperraising. Assumption (i) provides Ura with an explanation for
why an embedded subject must undergo Hyperraising or Hyper-ECM: it cannot get case
inside the finite clause, hence it stays active and raises into the main clause where its case
feature is valued. Furthermore, Ura argues that because of assumption (ii) only pro is
allowed in non-case positions, which means that the subject position of a finite clause in
languages which do not have pro must always be a case position. It follows that
Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM are not possible in those languages; according to Ura
(1994), the possibility of a referential pro which does not need case is therefore a

necessary condition for a language to have Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM.
There are various problems with Ura's (1994) analysis. First, it is not clear why the

subject position of finite clauses in some languages is a non-case position, despite the fact

that subjects in these positions trigger full agreement. As was noted in chapter 1, the
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inability of a functional head to value case on a DP is usually associated with an
incomplete set of ¢-features (the absence of person feature). However, if a T-head in a
language exhibits full agreement, the assumption that it nevertheless does not value case

of the goal amounts to nothing more than a stipulation.

A second problem with Ura's proposal is that it is far from clear how case on a subject
can be valued through Hyperraising into the main clause. If the subject position of all
tensed clauses is a non-case position in languages which allow Hyperraising, as Ura
seems to suggest, then raising to a higher subject position does not help the subject to get
case. Ura's proposal would only work if it is stipulated that only the subject position of
certain embedded clauses is a non-case position. Such proposals have been made
elsewhere in the literature and were discussed in Chapter 4. There I have already raised
this objection regarding such proposals, which argue that T is defective because of some
other property such as e.g. defective tense features, defective categorial features of the
embedded T-head, etc. Ura (1994) does not even speculate what the property is that

would make embedded clauses defective in the languages he discusses.

Finally, Ura's (1994) analysis does not take into account the obvious correlation between
pro drop languages such as e.g. Shona, Greek and Japanese that allow Hyperraising and
Hyper-ECM, and non pro drop languages like Yoruba or Igbo which have Copy Raising
(see chapter 2 for discussion of these latter languages). It is curious that, although Ura’s
account attempts to link the pro drop character of the languages under discussion to their
Hyperraising status, it does so only indirectly, via the postulation of caseless subject
positions. However, Ura’s generalisation could be captured more directly, namely by
assuming that Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM constructions are possible only in pro drop
languages because these constructions involve the use of a pro-subject. In other words,
Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM constructions are like Copy Raising constructions, but the

difference is that in the former languages, the pronominal copy is pro.

Based on this idea, I want to put forward an alternative analysis which avoids the

problems with Ura’s theory but also captures Ura's Generalisation. I suggest that
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languages which allow Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM must be pro drop languages
because the gap in the subject position of the embedded finite clauses from which
Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM has occurred is filled by pro. In other words, I argue that
the data discussed in chapters 2 and 3, in which an A-moved matrix subject or object is
linked to the subject position of an embedded finite clause, are best captured if it is
assumed that this embedded subject position is filled with a null subject pronoun which is
coreferential with the moved DP. This proposal amounts to saying that A-movement of
DPs out of finite clauses triggers resumption, 1.e. the occurrence of a (null) pronoun in the

embedded subject position.

Before I motivate this analysis in sections 5.3 and 5.4, let me show how my alternative
proposal explains the core properties of Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM and avoids the
problems raised by Ura's proposal. First, in contrast to Ura (1994) and many of the
analyses of Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM discussed in Chapter 4, my proposal does not
imply that the embedded T-head is defective and that the embedded subject position is a
non-case position. Rather, I assume that agreement inside the embedded clause is
indicative of the ability of embedded T to license nominative case on the embedded
subject. In this respect, no deviation from standard Minimalist assumptions is required.
More specifically, I suggest that the role of the resumptive pro in Hyperraising and
Hyper-ECM is precisely to receive the case assigned by the probing T-head inside the
embedded clause. As I will argue below and in Chapter 6, it is the existence of a
resumptive pronoun which causes the coreferential subject DP to be without case, which
in turn creates a context in which Hyperraising or Hyper-ECM of this DP become

possible.

Second, as noted above, my proposal provides an obvious bridge between the languages
which allow Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM and those languages with Copy Raising.
According to what I suggest here, these constructions are identical in all crucial respects,
with the main difference being that the pronominal resumptive copy is a full lexical
pronoun in the latter languages, whereas it is a null pronoun in languages with

Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM.
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5.3 Null resumptive pronouns in A-movement

5.3.1 Null resumptive pronouns

The assumption that null resumptive pronouns exist is not new. Shlonsky (1992) observes
that in Standard Arabic relative clauses, when a direct object is relativised, overt
agreement in gender and number is reflected on the relative complementiser, as shown in

the following examples:

27) a. ?al-rajul-u  1ladi ra?aytu-(hu)
the-man-NoM that. MASC.SG (I) saw-(him)

,,The man that I saw’

b. ?al-mar?at-u  llatii ra?aytu-(ha)
the-woman-NoM that. FEM.SG  (I) saw-(her)

,,Jhe woman that I saw’

c. 7al-7awlaad-u lladiina ra?aytu-(hum)
the-boys-NoM  that. MASC.PL (I) saw-(them.MASC)
,»The boys that | saw’

b. ?al-nisa?-u llawaatii ~ ra?aytu-(hunna)
the-women-NoM that. FEM.PL (I) saw-(them.FEM)

,,The women that I saw’

(Standard Arabic; Shlonsky, 1992: 457)

Shlonsky (1992) suggests that there is a null resumptive pronoun (a small pro) in the
direct object positions of the examples in (27) and that the features of this null resumptive
pronoun can be recovered from the overt agreement-bearing relative complementisers.
This assumption is further strengthened by the fact that overt resumptive pronouns can
optionally appear in the object positions in the examples in (27) — the parentheses in the

examples in (27) indicate a free alternation between a full resumptive pronoun and a
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phonetically null resumptive pronoun. Shlonsky notes that although generally, pro is not
allowed in the direct object position, this possibility in (27) is due to the fact that the
complementiser in Standard Arabic has rich agreement features which makes it possible

to fully recover the features of pro.

Similarly, Irish and Welsh have prepositions™ that have synthetic forms which reflect

overt agreement with relativised objects (McCloskey, 1979; Sells, 1984):

(28) a. An poll aN dtagann na coinini as
the hole that come the rabbits out-of-3SG

,{he hole that the rabbits come out of’
(Irish; Sells, 1984:117)

b. Y marched y siaradodd y dynion amdanynt
the girls that spoke the men about-3PL.FEM

,fhe girls that the men spoke about’
(Welsh; Sells, 1984:132)

Sells (1984) observes that in (28a), an poll ,the hole’ is grammatically masculine and the
synthetic preposition as ,out-of-it” agrees with it. Similarly, in (29b), the 3™ person plural
form of the Welsh preposition amdanynt ,about them’ agrees with the relativised plural

DP y marched ,the girls’.

Irish and Welsh also have possessive pronouns whose objects appear as pronominal
clitics on them. These clitics show agreement with these possessor DPs when the latter

are relativised:

*¥ McCloskey (1979) explains that the occurrence of a resumptive pronoun in Irish examples like (28a) is
concealed by the idiosyncratic nature of Irish prepositions which are known to incorporate their pronominal
objects and vary in structure depending on their form and that of the pronoun.
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(29)

a.

An fear aN raibh a mhac san ortharlann
the man that was 3SG.GEN son in- the hospital

,,-The man whose son was in hospital’

(Irish; Sells, 1984:117)

Y dyn yr oedd ei fam  artref
the man that was 3SG.GEN mother at-home

,,Lhe man whose mother was at home’

(Welsh; Sells, 1984:132)

In both (29a) and (29b) the pronominal clitics a and ei ,his’ agree with the relativised

DPs an fear and y dyn ,the man’ respectively. Interestingly, it has been suggested by

Willis (2000; see also Sells 1984) that the overt agreement on the clitics and the synthetic

preposition indicates that the possessor DPs and prepositional objects can be either null

pronouns (pro) or overt pronouns. Consider the Welsh examples in (30) below:

(30)

€1y

®

Y dynion y prynais eu car pro
the men that bought-1SG 3PL-GEN car PRO

,fhe men whose car I bought’

Y dynion y prynais eu car nhw
the men that bought-1SG 3PL-GEN car them

,the men whose car I bought’

Y dyn y soniais amdano pro
the man that talked-1SG about-3SG.MASC PRO
,the man that I talked about’

Y dyn y soniais amdano ef
the man that talked-1SG about-3SG.MASC him

,fhe man that I talked about’
(Welsh; Willis, 2000: 538-539)
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In the (30a) and (31a), the possessor DP and the prepositional object are realised as pro
while in (30b) and (31b), they are both realised as overt pronouns. Willis (2000) suggests
that the rich agreement morphology reflected by the clitics and the prepositions in Irish
and Welsh is brought about as a result of the occurrence of either an overt resumptive
pronoun or a null resumptive pro. In other words, the fact that the gaps can alternate with

full pronouns suggests that the alternative gap is a pro.

5.3.2 Resumption in A-movement constructions

The most common cases of resumption discussed in the literature are concerned with A-
bar movement. Resumptive pronouns and their distribution in Wh-movement, relative
clauses, focus constructions etc. have been extensively investigated (Perlmutter 1972,
Kroch, 1981; Zaenen, Engdahl and Maling, 1981; Sells 1984; Engdahl, 1985; Borer
1986; McCloskey, 1990, 2002; Shlonsky 1992; Fox 1994; Pesetsky, 1997, 1998; Sharvit,
1999; Willis 2000; Aoun, Choueri and Hornstein 2001; Ntelitheos, 2002; Boeckx, 2003;
Asudeh, 2004; Alexopoulou , 2006; Adesola 2005 etc.).

However, it has also been suggested that resumption can occur in A-movement
constructions in languages such as Irish (McCloskey and Sells, 1988). As noted by
McCloskey and Sells (1988), while A-bar chains can terminate in either a wh-trace/copy
or a null or overt pronominal copy, A-chains are generally not assumed to terminate in
null or overt resumptive pronouns. However, McCloskey and Sells (1988) argue that
restricting resumption to A-bar movement is an unwelcome stipulation that does not
follow directly from the theory.” Following Rizzi (1986), they suggest the elimination of
the asymmetry between A-bar and A-chains by considering the possibility of having A-
chains which can either terminate in null or overt resumptive pronouns. They propose
that Double Subject Constructions (DSC) and Subject-to-Prepositional object

constructions in Irish be analysed as involving A-movement with resumptive pronouns:

¥ See also Boeckx (2003: 165f.), who points out that it would be a positive result to find that A-movement
also triggers resumption and to extend his ,,resumption as stranding’ theory to the analysis of Hyperraising
and Hyper-ECM constructions. I return to Boeckx’s theory in section 5.5 below.
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32) a Nior mhaith liom na pdisti eagla a bheith orthu
I-would-not-like the children fear be-INFIN on-them

,J would not like the children to be afraid.’

(Irish; McCloskey and Sells 198: 171)

b. b’¢igean don fhear eile gur loiteadh ¢
must to-the man other CoMP was-wounded him

,,The other man must have been wounded.’

(Irish; McCloskey and Sells 1988:176)

The embedded clause in (32a) seems to have two subjects, the DPs na pdisti ,the
children’ and eagla ,fear’. McCloskey and Sells (1988) analyse this construction by
assuming that in the DSC example in (32a), the embedded verb a bheith ,be’ selects a
small clause complement which includes the thematic subject eagla ,fear’ and the
predicate orthu ,on them’. The second subject DP na pdisti is located in the clausal
subject position ([Spec, T]). The small clause subject eagla is then preposed to adjoin to
the embedded VP and therefore follows the second subject na pdisti. In order to explain
how the second subject DP na pdisti is licensed, McCloskey and Sells argue that this DP
forms an A-chain with a null resumptive pronoun in the prepositional object position in
the small clause, whose presence is signalled by the presence of the synthetic preposition
orthu ,pn-them’. In other words, (32a) is analysed as involving A-movement from an
object to a subject position which leaves behind a resumptive pronoun. The example in
(32b) is assumed to involve another example of an A-chain created by the movement of
the DP fhear eile ,pther man’ from the embedded subject position to the matrix
prepositional object position. In this construction, long A-movement does not leave a null

copy, but an overt resumptive pronoun, in the vacated embedded subject position.

Impotantly, the idea that A-movement may leave behind resumptive pronouns has also

been put forward in analyses that deal with Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM constructions
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and that are indeed very close to the analysis that I propose in my thesis. For example,
Joseph (1976) and Soames and Perlmutter (1979: 161-162) argue that in Greek
Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM constructions, when an embedded subject DP is raised into
the matrix clause, a coreferential pronominal copy of the raised DP is left behind in
[Spec, T] of the complement clause. Similarly, in analysing Hyperraising and Hyper-
ECM constructions in a variety of Turkish, Moore (1998) suggests that these
constructions involve movement of an embedded subject DP that is linked to a silent
pronominal copy in the embedded [Spec, T] position, an operation that is similar to the
resumptive pronoun strategies used in deriving wh-constructions and relative clauses. I

return to these analyses in the following section.

5.4  Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM with full pronouns

I have suggested that in Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM constructions, the embedded
subject position is filled by pro, a pronoun that is given a null spell out at the PF but
whose content can be determined or recovered, either through agreement with an
inflectionally rich T (in morphologically rich null subject languages like Zulu, Turkish
and Greek) or through pragmatic interpretation (in null subject languages like Chinese,
Japanese and Korean). Importantly, since pro is used as a resumptive pronoun in these
constructions, and because the languages under discussion also have overt pronouns, it is
expected that at least in some of the languages with Hyperraising or Hyper-ECM, the gap
inside the embedded finite clause from which long A-movement has occurred can also be

filled with an overt pronoun.

The following data shows that this prediction is borne out with respect to a number of
languages. Let me begin with Shona. As Perez (1985) shows, it is possible for the gap in
the embedded subject position in Hyperraising constructions like (33a) to be replaced by

an overt pronoun, (33b):
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(33) a. Mbavha i-no-fungir-w-a [kuti pro y-aka-vand-a  mubako]
Thief9 SM9-PRES-suspect-PASS-Fv  that pro SM9-PAST-hide-Fv in. cave

,,The thief is suspected to be hidden in the cave.’
(Shona; Perez 1985: 2-4)

b. Mbavha i-no-fungir-w-a [kuti iyo y-aka-vand-a  mubako]
Thief9 SM9-PRrRES-suspect-PASS-Fv  that  (s)he SM9-PAsT-hide-Fv in. cave
»The thief is suspected that (s)he is hidden in the cave.” (Literal
interpretation)

,The thief is suspected to be hidden in the cave.” (Intended meaning)

According to my proposal, the embedded subject position in both sentences in (33) is

filled with a resumptive pronoun, a covert one in (33a) and an overt one in (33b).

Some data presented in Martins and Nunes (2006) also suggest that in Brazilian
Portuguese, the embedded gap in Hyperraising constructions can be optionally realised as

an overt pronominal copy of the moved subject:

(34) a. O Jodo parece [que pro comprou um carro novo|
the Jodo seems that PRO bought a car new

,J0do seems to have bought a new car.’

b. O Jodo parece [que ele estd doente]
the Jodo seems  that he is sick

,Jodo seems to be sick.’

(Brazilian Portuguese; Martins and Nunes, 2006: 16-18)

(34b) shows that subject-to-subject Raising out of finite clauses in Brazilian Portuguese

can leave behind either pro or an overt pronoun.
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It should be mentioned that Martins and Nunes (2006) argue that (34b) is syntactically
different from the Hyperraising construction in (33a), because they show that overtly
realising the embedded pronoun in (34b) blocks the idiomatic interpretation of sentential
idioms whose subjects have been raised. However, this difference in interpretation is not
unexpected: notice that in many null subject languages, the use of overt pronouns signals
an additional semantic or pragmatic interpretation, such as emphasis or contrast (see e.g.
Morolong & Hyman 1979; Soames and Perlmutter 1979; Nevins 2005). The absence of
an idiomatic reading in cases where pro in Hyperraising constructions has been replaced
by a full pronoun is therefore not surprising and can be explained by the emphatic nature
of overt pronouns, which is not usually compatible with an idiomatic interpretation (see
also Nevins (2005: 17) for discussion of this point). In other words, the fact that not every
Hyperraising or Hyper-ECM construction in a language allows for the replacement of pro
by an overt pronoun does not contradict the idea that Hyperraising is the same as Copy

Raising with a covert pronoun.

It is also possible for the embedded gap in Hyperraising constructions in Chinese to be
optionally realised as an overt pronominal copy of the moved DP, as data from my own

fieldwork have confirmed:

(35) a. John kangilai [pro shi yige shuohuang zhe]
John seems pro be a liar

,John seems to be a liar.’

b. John kangqilai [ta shi yige shuohuang zhe]
John seems he be a liar

,John seems that he is a liar.” (Literal interpretation)

,John seems to be a liar.” (Intended meaning)

Yoon (1996) observes that for many speakers of Korean, the embedded gap in Hyper-

ECM constructions can be optionally realised as an overt pronominal copy of the moved
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subject. My hypothesis that A-chains in Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM constructions

terminate in null resumptive pronouns is therefore supported by Yoon’s data:

(36) a. John-un Bill-ul [pro maywu yenglihata-ko] sayngkakhanta
John-Top Bill-Acc PRO very clever-Comp thinks

,John thinks that Bill is very clever.’

b. %John-un Bill-ul [ku-ka maywu yenglihata-ko] sayngkakhanta
John-Top Bill-AcC he-NoM very clever-Comp thinks
,John thinks that Bill is very clever.’

(Korean; Yoon, 1996: 118)

The use of the full resumptive pronoun in the example in (36b) illustrates another
important fact about Hyper-ECM constructions, namely that structural case is indeed
available in the embedded subject position. The resumptive overt pronoun is overtly
marked for nominative case, which shows that the embedded clause in this example is
clearly not defective. It also shows that accusative case assignment to the thematic
subject DP and subsequent Raising to object is possible despite the presence of a

nominative DP in the embedded subject position.

In light of Yoon’s data, it is important to return to an example from Korean presented in

Hong (2005) and discussed in chapter 4:

(37) John-i  haksayng-ul [sey myeng-i cengcikha-ess-tako] sayngkakha-n-ta
John-NoMm student- AcC  three CL-NOM honest-PAST-CoMP  think

,John thinks three students were honest.’
(Korean; Hong, 2005: 85)
Hong (2005) argues that (37) is an example of quantifier stranding. The raised DP

haksayng originates within the same constituent as the numeral determiner, and strands

the determiner in the embedded subject position when moving to the matrix object
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position. I agree with Hong’s analysis, but I take it one step further. I suggest that all
cases of A-movement out of finite clauses involve the generation of a complex DP in the
embedded subject position which consists of a pronoun and the DP that is interpreted as
the thematic subject. The latter DP enters an agreement relation with and receives case
from an element in the matrix clause (T, or v), and then undergoes A-movement,
stranding the pronoun. The pronoun receives nominative case in the embedded clause.
While examples such as (37) are the most obvious instances of this configuration,
because the moved DP and the stranded pronoun clearly form one constituent and can
occur together in other contexts, I argue that examples such as (36) are also derived in
this way. While the pronoun that initially merges with the moved DP and that receives

nominative case is an overt pronoun in (36b), this pronoun is pro in (36a).

Moore (1998) observes that some speakers of Turkish accept Hyperraising examples such

as (38b), in which the raised DP is resumed by an overt coreferential pronoun:

(38) a. siz ban-a [pro git-ti-niz] gibi gel-di-niz
you-PL-NOM 1-DAT PRO  go-PAST-2PL like seem-PAST-2PL

,.You seem to me to have left.’

b. 7siz ban-a [siz git-ti-niz] gibi gel-di-niz
you-PL-NOM 1-DAT  you-PL-NOM  go-PAST-2PL like seem-PAST-2PL

,.You seem to me to have left.’
(Turkish; Moore 1998: 180)
According to Moore (1998), examples such as (38b) are accepted only by a minority of
speakers. However, he points out that there are independent reasons for why most
speakers reject Hyperraising with overt resumptive pronouns. He notes that for those
Turkish speakers who reject data such as (38b), overt coreferential pronouns in embedded

clauses are generally prohibited, even in non-Raising contexts:

(39) a Asker-ler [savas-a gonder-il-ecek-ler] san-iyor-lar
soldier-PL  war-DAT  send-PASs-FUuT-3PL  believe-PROG-3PL

,,Lhe soldiers; believe [theyi; will be sent to war]
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b. Asker-ler; [onlars; Ol-ecek-ler] san-iyor-lar
soldier-PL  theys; die- FUT-3PL believe-PROG-3PL

,,T'he soldiers; believe [they=i; will die]

(Turkish; Moore, 1998: 181, quoted from Kornfilt, 1988)

The example in (39) shows that a pro DP in an embedded sentence can be interpreted as
being bound by a matrix DP. In contrast, an overt pronoun cannot be interpreted as
coreferential to the matrix subject by most speakers. Moore (1998) notes that it is exactly
those speakers who are capable of interpreting the pronoun and the subject DP in (39b) as
coreferential who also accept Hyperraising data such as (38b) with overt resumptive
pronouns. This shows again that the impossibility of replacing resumptive pro with an
overt pronoun in a language may be due to independent reasons that have nothing to do

with the structure of long A-movement.

Joseph (1976) also notes that in some contexts, it is possible to have an overt
coreferential pronominal copy in the embedded subject position of some Greek Hyper-

ECM predicates like Georo ,consider’, as illustrated in (40) below:

(40) a. ®coro ti Maria [pos pro ine ekspini]
consider-1SG Mary-Acc Comp PRO be-3SG smart-NOM-FEM

,1 consider Mary to be smart.’

b. ?7@eoro ti Maria [pos afti ine ekspini]
consider-1SG  Mary-Acc ComP she-NOM be-3SG smart-NOM-FEM

1 consider Mary to be smart.’

(Greek; Joseph, 1976:256)

Joseph (1976) explains that the sentence in (40b) would be awkward unless the overt

embedded pronominal subject DP is stressed. In other words, Greek seems to have an
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independent language-specific rule which demands that unstressed subject pronouns must
be dropped. When an adverb like mono ,ponly’ is used in a Hyper-ECM construction with
Georo to focus the pronoun, the pronoun must be overtly realised, in order for it to be
interpreted as the subject of the sentence, and the sentence with the overt pronoun is no

longer marginal, as shown in (41):

(41) ®eoro ti Maria [pos mono afti ine  ekspini]
Consider-1SG  Mary-Acc Comp only she-NoM be-3SG  smart-NOM-FEM
,1 consider only Mary to be smart.’

(Greek; Joseph, 1976: 258)

Similarly, Soames and Perlmutter (1979:161-162) propose an analysis of Greek
Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM constructions which assumes that, when an embedded
subject DP is raised into the matrix clause, a coreferential pronominal copy of the raised
DP is left behind in [Spec, T] of the complement clause. They also argue that this
resumptive pronoun can usually not be overtly realised, because overt pronouns in Greek
express emphasis or contrastive focus. If this interpretation is not associated with the

embedded subject, pro must be chosen (cf. their rule of ,Subject Pronoun Drop”).

Similar restrictions may rule out the use of overt resumptive pronouns in other languages
with Hyperraising, and produce judgments showing considerable speaker variation. For
example, while many speakers of Zulu reject the use of the overt (so-called “absolute™)
pronoun wona in the Hyperraising construction in (42), the same sentence is marginally
acceptable by Ndebele speakers (Ndebele is another Nguni language which is very
closely related to Zulu):

(42) ?7?Amadoda a-fanele [ukuthi wona a-hamb-e manje]
man6 SM6-ought  that they = SM6-leave-SUBJ now

,»FThe men ought that they leave now.’ (Literal interpretation)

,Lhe men ought to leave now.’ (Intended meaning)
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Furthermore, Zeller (2006d) reports the possibility of absolute pronouns in Hyperraising

constructions in Zulu, on the basis of judgments from his informant:

(43) UMdu u-fanele  [ukuthi yena a-theng-e imoto]
Mdula SMmla-ought that he  Smla-buy-SuBJ car

'Mdu, HE must buy a car.'

(Zeller 2006d: 12)

The fact that not all Nguni speakers accept data such as (42) and (43) can again be
explained by the additional interpretation associated with overt pronouns in the Southern
Bantu languages. For example, as noted by Morolong and Hyman (1977), in Sesotho,
absolute pronouns are usually allowed only if they are required for emphatic function.
The same holds for the Nguni languages; the emphatic interpretation of the absolute
pronoun in (43) is indicated by Zeller’s translation. Speakers for whom the fanele-
construction is incompatible with this emphatic interpretation will not allow the use of

overt pronouns in the place of pro.

Finally, the fact that the use of overt pronouns in pro drop languages carries additional
semantic or pragmatic force also explains an example from Japanese discussed in Ura
(1994: 304). Ura presents an example in which inserting an overtly realised coreferential
pronoun in embedded [Spec, TP] of a Hyperraising construction yields an ungrammatical
sentence in Japanese. When I asked my Japanese informant why overt coreferential
pronouns are not allowed in the embedded subject position of Japanese Hyperraising and
Hyper-ECM constructions, she said it had to do with the Japanese culture of politeness.
When two native speakers are talking, if speaker A thinks speaker B understands what is
being talked about, speaker A must drop what is common knowledge. For speaker A (or
B) to repeat what seems to be known by the two of them is considered disrespectful
behaviour. Generally in pro drop languages, the use of a full pronoun carries additional
meaning of contrast and emphasis which tend to blur idiomatic interpretation as opposed

to pronouns in non-pro drop languages which do not carry such additional meaning.
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In sum, the discussion in this section has shown that there are a number of independent
reasons for why full pronouns may not be allowed in the place of pro in Hyperraising or
Hyper-ECM constructions. At the same time, the fact that many speakers in many of the
languages discussed here do allow overt resumptive pronouns in the embedded subject
position supports my claim that the “gap” that otherwise appears in long A-movement
constructions is not a gap (in the sense of an unpronounced trace/copy of the moved DP),
but rather a covert resumptive pronoun. As I will show in chapter 6, the claim that there is
a resumptive pro in the embedded subject position of Hyperraising constructions is still

compatible with a Raising analysis.

5.5  Why resumption?

Having argued that Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM as well as Copy Raising constructions
involve long A-movement of an embedded subject which leaves behind a resumptive

pronoun, it is now time to consider how this proposal is technically realised.

Consider the configuration in which an unaccusative Raising verb selects a finite CP-
complement. In this context, the embedded subject receives case inside the embedded

clause, which leaves the @-features and EPP-feature of matrix T unchecked:

(44) [Tp [ TEPP/(p [seem [CP that [Tp heNom [ s SiCk

In order to make sure that the features of the matrix T can be checked, many languages,
including English, use expletive DPs in constructions such as (44). In English, for
example, the expletive it is merged in the matrix clause; it values the ¢-features of T and

checks the EPP when merged in [Spec, T]:

(45) a. [tp It [ Teppip [seem [cp that [tp hexom [... is sick

b. It seems that he is sick.
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The configuration in (45) has only one thematic DP, but two non-defective case positions.
In order to maintain a 1:1-relation between DPs and case, languages resort to the use of

expletives.

I now suggest that languages with long A-movement have an alternative strategy for
configurations such as (45). Instead of using a separate, but semantically vacuous DP to
check the features of the matrix probe, these languages allow for the formation of

recursive DPs, i.e. DPs in which a pronominal head selects another DP:

(46)
DP,

/\

D (pronoun) DP,

I follow Postal (1966) and Elbourne (2001) in viewing pronouns and definite determiners
as the same abstract D-element. I assume that the constructions involving A-movement
discussed in chapters 2 and 3 involve the formation of recursive DPs such as (46) in the
subject position of embedded finite clauses like the CP in (33). I assume that the theta-
role associated with the subject is assigned to the complex DP,, which includes DP;. DP;
also agrees with the embedded T, its case feature is valued as nominative, and the DP
moves to [Spec, T]. However, although the whole complex DP, counts as the argument of
the embedded verb, both DPs need case. Assuming that pronominal DPs are not case
assigners, this means that DP; still has an unvalued case feature. It therefore is still active,
and its ¢-features are available as the goal for a probe in the matrix clause. Eventually,
DP; moves out of the embedded clause into the matrix clause, leaving behind the remnant
DP; and stranding its pronominal head. This stranded resumptive pronoun is pro in
languages with Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM, or a pronominal copy in Copy raising

languages. The structure of this derivation is shown in (47) below:*

%% The structure in (47) shows that A-movement of DP; into the matrix clause proceeds via the [Spec, C]-
position of the embedded clause. This movement step will be motivated and discussed in more detail in
chapter 6.
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(47)

CP
/\
C TP
/\
DP T
/\
T vP
/\
\% VP
/\
A\ CP
T /\
DP; C
A /\
C TP
/\
DP, T
T~ N
D Ii DP, T vP
/\
DP2 V'
PN PN

The postulation of structures such as (46) is of course not new.”' The idea that a
pronominal D can select another full DP, which can then move out of the complex DP,
stranding the pronoun, underlies various proposals found in the literature. It has been
suggested by Uriagereka (1995) for clitic doubling in Western Romance languages, by
Cinque (1977) and Cecchetto (1999, 2000, 2001) for clitic left and right dislocation in

3'Notice that sub-extraction from a moved constituent is sometimes assumed to be disallowed (Chomsky
and Lasnik, 1995; Rizzi, 2004). However, the idea that a material can be extracted from a moved XP has
been used in some prominent syntactic theories such as the Raising analysis proposed by Kayne (1994; cf.
Bianchi, 2000) for wh-relatives with overt relative pronoun in structures such as (i). Kayne (1994) assumes
that the derivation of a wh-relative involves movement of the complex DP including the relative pronoun
and the head noun:

(1) [op the [cp[pp[np car] [pp which 7]]; [rp John bought #]]]
In the structure in (i), the complex DP first moves from its base position (as object of the verb bought), to
[Spec, C]. From here, the NP is sub-extracted out of the DP and further raised into [Spec, D], stranding the

relative pronoun inside [Spec, C]. Following Kayne (1994) and others, I henceforth assume that sub-
extraction of this sort are licensed by grammar.
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Italian, by Escobar (1997) for clitic left dislocation in Spanish and also by Zeller (2009)
for clitic left dislocation in Zulu. The idea of generating two DPs under one ,Big DP’ is
also the kind of structure that Boeckx (2003) proposes as the structure underlying
resumption in A-bar constructions in natural language. According to this analysis,
resumptives are derived from a ,big” DP structure in which the lexical DP is merged as
the complement of a resumptive pronoun inside the complex subject DP at first merge.
(In the following I refer to the DP-complement of the resumptive pronoun as DPcompr.)
While the ,big DP’ which includes its pronominal head remains in the embedded subject

.. . 2
position, DPcompr €scapes and moves to the matrix clause.’

Notice that Boeckx’s theory of resumption, which I adopt here for A-movement, has an
important advantage over other theories of resumption that use mechanisms such as “last
resort pronoun insertion” or PF copy spell-out: it does not violate the No Tampering
Condition (Chomsky, 2005, 2008), which prohibits the insertion of new elements once

the syntactic structure has been derived.

An important point is that, because of the merger of pronominal D and DP;, there is no
lexical category inside DP; which could assign an independent theta-role to DP;. DP;
does not include a lexical theta-role assigner, in contrast to, for example, complex DPs
with possessor DPs, which presumably receive their theta-roles from the noun. As a
consequence, DP; and DP; share the same theta-role, are coreferential, and agree with
respect to their feature content, the latter being the result of DP-internal concordial

agreement.”” This is reminiscent of what has been observed in clitic dislocation or clitic

321t has been suggested by Svenonius (2004), Hiraiwa (2005), and Chomsky (2008), among others, that DP
may also be a phase, due to the similarities between CP and DP. This means that it is possible that DPconpL
escapes from the ,,big’ DP through [Spec, D]. If DPcompr escapes via [Spec, D], then this movement would
have to be analysed as A-movement, since the DP will undergo subsequent A-movement to [Spec, C] and
then to another A-position in the matrix clause. Note, however, that Boeckx (2003) also assumes that A-bar
moved DPs move out of DP through [Spec, D], which suggests that [Spec, D] can serve as both an A- and
an A-bar position. See chapter 6 for more discussion of the possibility that specifiers can function as either
A- or A-bar positions.

3 DP-internal agreement is therefore not the result of an Agree-relation, but determined by whatever
principles establish concordial agreement between e.g. determiners, adjectives and nouns inside a DP in
languages such as e.g. German:
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doubling constructions in the Romance languages, in which clitics agree in person,
gender, and number with their doubles (Uriagereka, 1995; see also Cecchetto, 1999).
Quite generally, merging a ,big” DP into a theta-position hence implies that there will be
two DPs (,big” DP, headed by a pronoun, and DPcompr) in the structures that share the
same theta-role. However, since one of these DPs is left without case, it will ultimately

appear in a different A-position than the ,big” DP.

One may object that the ,big’ DP structure depicted in (46) in which a pronoun is merged
with DPcompr creates binding problems. The head of the ,big” DP C-commands its
complement; if the head itself counted as a pronoun in terms of Binding theory, then
binding Condition C would b violated. In turn, the head of the ,big” DP is C-commanded
by the DPcompr, which would constitute a Condition B violation. However, note that, in
contrast to ordinary pronouns, the pronominal head of the ,big” DP is not a maximal
projection. Therefore, the referential index that counts for binding is not on the head pro
but rather associated with the projection of the head, that is, the ,big” DP. Since the ,big’
DP does not C-command the DPcowmpr, and is not C-commanded by it, neither Condition

C nor Condition B of the Binding theory are violated in (46).

The schematic representation of the derivation of a Hyperraising sentence like (48) is

provided in (49) below:

(48) Amadoda a-fanele [ukuthi a-hamb-e manje]
man6 SM6-ought  that SM6-leave-SUBJ now

,The men ought to leave now.’

(Zulu; Zeller 2006b: 1)

(1) ein starker Mann
a-M strong-M man-M
,»a strong man’

(i) eine starke Frau
a-F strong-F woman-F
(iii) ein starkes Kind
a-N strong-N child-N
»astrong child’
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(49)

a. CP b. CP
N N
C TP DP C
PN amadoda ~"_
DP T A C TP
amadoda " ukuthi ~\_
A TI[EPP] P big’DP T
v VP D DP T vP
a-fanele _~_ . Pro ameadeda
v CP ‘ 4 pig'DP v
afanele N I
DP C Pro+ amadoda ahambe manje
amadode  ukuthi

I assume that in the Hyperraising construction in (48), the null resumptive pronoun
functions as the head of the ,big” DP and selects the DPcompL amadoda ,man’. The ,big’
DP itself is merged as the external argument of the embedded light verb v. The
uninterpretable ¢-features of the embedded T probe and agree with the ,big” DP pro +
amadoda in [Spec, v]. Nominative case is then assigned to the ,big’ DP, and the EPP
feature of T causes the ,big DP’ to move to embedded [Spec, T]. However, the DPcompL
amadoda still has an unvalued case feature and therefore remains an active goal for
further Agree-operations. In a next step, the DPcompL amadoda moves from inside the
,big’ DP in [Spec, T] to the [Spec, C] position of the embedded clause. I will discuss the
trigger for this movement step in the next chapter. For now, it suffices to say that
movement of the DPcompr 1S motivated by the fact that the embedded CP is a phase,
which means that a DP can only be moved out of the CP via the edge of the phase, i.e.
[Spec, C].

(49a) shows the movement of the DPcomprL from the embedded [Spec, C] position to the
matrix subject position. This movement is a consequence of the Agree-relation that the
DPcompr in [Spec, C] enters with the @-features of matrix T; DPcompr is eventually

attracted by T’s EPP-feature and moves to the matrix [Spec, T]-position.
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The proposal that recursive DPs can be formed to allow the generation of "extra" DPs
with independent case requirements makes an interesting prediction: Since in the
languages with Hyperraising, Hyper-ECM and Copy Raising, a pronominal D can merge
with a DP, it is predicted that languages with this option can also apply it recursively and

merge a DP such as DP; in (46) above with another pronominal D:

(50)
DP;

/\

D (Pronoun) DP,

D (Pronoun)  DP;

With the appropriate verbs, the possibility of (50) predicts that we also find instances of
"successive-cyclic" Hyperraising. Based on my own fieldwork, this prediction seems to
be borne out. For example, in the Bantu languages Shona, Kiruundi and Kikuyu, it is
possible to move a subject out of an embedded clause, through an intermediate clause, to
the matrix subject position in Hyperraising constructions. Consider the example in (51),

from Shona:

(51) Vimbai a-no-it-a [sekuti (iye) a-no-fungir-w-a
Vimbai  SMI1-PRES-seem-Fv  that (she) sMm1-PRES-thought-PASS-IND
[kuti (iye) a-ka-ziya]]
that  (she) SMI1-PRES-hungry

,Vimbai seems to be thought to be hungry.’

(Shona)

In (51), we are dealing with two verbs that trigger Hyperraising in Shona, namely the
matrix verb anoita ,seem’ and the passivised verb anofungirwa ,to be thought’ in the
intermediate clause. The thematic subject of the most deeply embedded clause, the DP
Vimbai, has been moved out of this finite complement clause through the intermediate

finite CP into the matrix finite clause. The analysis that I suggested in (49) above now
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allows me to make this derivation more precise. I assume that the DP Vimbai originates
as the DP; in a structure like (50). It is a complement of a pronoun which projects DP»,
and DP», in turn, acts as the complement of another pronoun which projects DPs. It is DP3
which receives the theta-role assigned by the lowest v and which moves to the subject
position of the lowest clausal complement in (51). What is then extracted from DP; is
DP,, which is still a ,big” DP headed by a resumptive pronoun. This DP, moves into the
subject position of the intermediate clause, where it receives nominative case and triggers
agreement with the finite passivised verb. Finally, DP; is extracted and moves to the
matrix subject position, stranding another resumptive pronoun in the intermediate finite
clause. As an “ordinary” successive-cyclic Hyperraising construction, the two resumptive
pronouns in (51) would be unpronounced. However, (51) shows that it is also possible in
Shona to use overt pronouns as the heads of DP, and DP3. The occurrence of overt

pronouns in both embedded subject positions provides strong evidence for the resumptive

pronoun-analysis that [ have presented in this chapter.

Similarly, sucessive-cyclic Hyperraising is possible in Kikuyu:

(52) Mi-ndi-mi-riime -yt aro-nekana [4ti ni  Odikaiine
PERS1-manl this-1 SMml-appear that Foc Sml-has been known
[nT Oorag-ire mu-ndii]]
Foc Swm1-kill-PAST PERsl

,.-This man appears to have been known to have killed a person.’

(Kikuyu)

As in (51), the subject DP mindiimiirime iiyii, which is the thematic subject of the lowest
embedded clause, has been moved into the matrix subject position, triggering agreement
with all three finite T-heads. The analysis of (51) is on a par with that given for (52). The
DPcompr of the ,big” DP3; which receives the external theta-role of the most deeply
embedded predicate is itself a ,big’ DP, headed by another resumptive pro. DP, moves

out of the finite complement clause into the intermediate finite CP, stranding the
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resumptive pro Ds3, and then the lowest DP miindiimiiriime iiyii moves into the matrix

finite clause, stranding the null pronoun D,.

The same derivation is possible in Kiruundi, as (53) illustrates:

(53) Yohani a-bonek-a [ko a-a-emer-u-a [ko a-ri  umubeshi]]
John  SMml-seems-Fv that SMI1-PRES-believe-PAsS-Fv that Sml-be liar

,John seems to be believed to be a liar.’

(Kirutndi)

As in (51) and (52), the matrix subject position is occupied by the DP; Yohani, which has
stranded the DP, headed by a resumptive pro in the intermediate finite CP. DP; has itself
been moved out of the most deeply embedded finite complement clause where it has
stranded the ,big” DP3; whose head is another resumptive pro. All three DPs trigger noun

class agreement with the T-position in their respective finite CPs.

Sucessive-cyclic Hyperraising also appears to be possible in non-Bantu languages such as

Chinese and Japanese:

(54) John kangqilai [(ta) bei renwei [(ta) shi yige shuohuang zhe]]
John seems (he) PAss believe (he) be a liar

,John seems that he is believed that he is a liar.’

(Chinese)

(55) a. John -ga [motto benkyoosu-ru -yooni [omowarete-iru]]
John-NoM more  study-NONPAST-SUBJ COMP think-PASS-be-NONPAST
nat-ta
happen-PAST

It happened as a natural consequence that John is thought to have studied

harder.’
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b. John -ga [motto benkyoosu-ru -yooni [nat-ta -to]]
John-NoM more  study-NONPAST-SUBJ COMP happen-PAST-COMP
omowarete-i-ru
think-PASS-be-NONPAST

,John is thought to have happened to study harder.’

(Japanese)

In the Chinese example in (54), as well as in both Japanese examples in (55), the overt
matrix subject corresponds to the thematic subject of the most deeply embedded clause.
The analysis presented above explains this possibility by assuming that the recursive
formation of ,big’ DPs is possible: the overt matrix subject is the DPcompr of the head of
DP,, and DP; is the complement of the head of DP3;. DP, moves out of the most deeply
embedded clause into the intermediate CP, while stranding a pronoun in the most deeply
embedded clause. From the intermediate CP, the DP; is then attracted into the matrix
subject position, stranding another pronoun in the intermediate subject position.
Furthermore, the Chinese example again illustrates that both resumptive pronominal

heads of the ,big’ DPs in this derivation can also be realised as overt pronouns.

Finally, (56) presents one example from the literature that illustrates the possibility of

successive-cyclic long A-movement in Korean. (56) repeats example (15) from chapter 4:

(56) Halapeci-kkeyse [cengcikha-si-ess-tako [mite-ci-si-n-kes]] kathu-si-ess-ta
Grandfather-HON.NOM  honest- HON-PAST-COMP  believe-PASs-HON seem- HON -PAST

LIt seemed that it is believed that my grandfather was honest.’

(Korean; Hong, 2005: 104)

In (56), the matrix subject DP halapeci, ,grandfather’ agrees with all three finite T-heads.
This is signaled by the presence of the honorific morpheme -si on all three finite

predicates. The honorific agreement with both embedded finite T-heads suggests that the
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embedded subject DP halapeci is raised from the most deeply embedded finite CP,
through the immediate finite CP and finally into the subject position of the matrix finite
Cp.*

5.6 Conclusion

In this chapter, I have argued that long A-movement involves resumption: a DP which
crosses an embedded CP-node in order to move to an A-position in a higher clause leaves
behind a resumptive pronoun. Furthermore, I have suggested that the resumptive pronoun
and the moved DP originate as one constituent. This claim implies that one condition for
long A-movement to be possible in a language is that the language must allow the
formation of a ,big” DP — a DP with a pronominal head that merges with another DP-
complement, which is then an accessible goal for a higher probe. Furthermore, I have
shown that, if the language is a pro-drop language, then the head of the ,big’ DP is
typically realised as a null pronoun, which superficially creates the impression that the
raised DPs in Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM constructions leave behind unpronounced
traces/copies in the embedded subject position. However, my analysis has shown that
what is left behind is in fact a complex DP whose pronominal head is pro. This makes the
structure of these languages identical to that of languages with Copy Raising, with the
main difference being that the latter languages are not pro drop languages and have to

realise the stranded resumptive pronoun overtly.

3* The agreement pattern in (56) shows that not only the ,,biggest’ DP (DP;) is marked as honorific, but also
DP, and DP;. As noted above, the ,,big’ DP structure implies that all ,,big” DP-internal DPcopmpr s agree in
terms of their features, as a result of concordial agreement. Each DP then enters an Agree-relation with a
different T-head, establishing honorific agreement in all three finite clauses in (56).
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CHAPTER 6

The PIC and A-movement to [Spec, C]

In the previous chapter I have argued that Hyperraising, Hyper-ECM and Copy Raising
constructions are instances of long A-movement which leave behind a resumptive
pronoun. In this chapter, I address the question of exactly how the embedded subject DP
undergoes Raising from inside the ,big’ DP to the subject or object position in the main
clause. This type of long A-movement is not expected to be possible, given that the

embedded CP is a finite or tensed clause (see chapter 1).

In section 6.1, 1 argue against the assumption that the CP in Hyperraising and Hyper-
ECM is not a phase. In section 6.2, I challenge the assumption that movement to [Spec,
C] is always A-bar movement, and I argue that in Hyperraising, Hyper-ECM and Copy
Raising constructions, [Spec, C] can be an A-position. In section 6.3, I suggest that the
relevant property of the finite C-head that enables the subject of the finite CP to undergo
long A-movement is an uninterpretable inflectional feature uF, which acts as a probe and
enters an Agree-relation with an interpretable feature of the lexical subject DP inside the
tensed CP. I suggest that movement triggered by an EPP-feature associated with
inflectional features counts as A-movement. Raising and ECM-verbs therefore allow long
A-movement out of their finite complements by selecting CPs whose heads have uF. I
also discuss the nature of the uF of C. In 6.4, I combine these considerations with the
conclusions reached in the previous chapter, and I offer a detailed discussion of my

complete analysis of long A-movement.

6.1 The Phase Impenetrability Condition and movement to the edge

Even though the analysis of resumption presented in the previous chapter provides an
answer to the question why Raising out of finite clauses is necessary (due to the presence
of a resumptive pronoun, the raised DP lacks case) it does not yet explain why it is
possible. The problem is of course that in all the examples discussed at length in chapters

2 and 3, DPcompr (the complement of the resumptive pronoun) undergoes A-movement
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out of a finite clause and therefore crosses a finite CP-node when moving to a matrix
subject or object position. This kind of movement seems to violate locality conditions on
A-movement which have been formulated in various ways, for example as the Tensed S

Condition, proposed in Chomsky (1973):

(1) Tensed S Condition (Chomsky, 1973: 238)
No rule can involve X, Y in the structure

. X..[g...Y...]... where a is a tensed sentence.

Simply put, A-movement is impossible from a tensed clause. Although it has been
suggested that the Tensed S Condition has lost its theoretical relevance in the Minimalist
Programme (Ura, 1998; Adesola, 2005), its spirit is still captured clearly by the Phase
Impenetrability Condition (P1C), which was discussed in chapter 1:

(2) Phase-Impenetrability Condition (Chomsky 2000: 108)
In phase o with head H, the domain of H is not accessible to operations outside o,

only H and its edge are accessible to such operations.

3) Given HP = [a [H B]], take B to be the domain of H and a (a hierarchy of one or

more Specs) to be its edge.

According to Chomsky (2000: 108), phases are CP and vP. Once a CP, for instance, has
been completed, its contents are immediately transferred to the interfaces. Only the edge
of the phase (that is, its head and its specifier) remains accessible to elements in the next
higher phase. Consequently, the subject DP in [Spec, T] of a CP is not available for
operations initiated by elements outside the CP. In other words, the subject of an
embedded finite CP cannot agree with and receive case from, and cannot be attracted by

an EPP-feature of an element in the main clause.

Obviously, despite the PIC, there must be a way for a phrase to undergo long movement
out of an embedded finite clause. For example, as is well known, long A-bar movement

of wh-phrases is perfectly well-formed in English as well as in many other languages:
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4) What do you think that John bought ¢?

The PIC offers a way for the wh-phrase in (4) to move from its thematic position in the
embedded clause to the matrix [Spec, C]-position. According to (2), a phrase which
originates inside a phase a is accessible to operations triggered by probes outside the
phase if it is part of the edge of the phase. Since the specifier of the head of a phase is
part of its edge, this means that a phrase from inside a CP-phase can be attracted by a
higher probe if it is located in [Spec, C] at some stage in the derivation (see (3)). The wh-
phrase in (4) can therefore be moved into the highest [Spec, C] if it moves there

successive-cyclically, via the embedded [Spec, C]-position:*

(5)  [cp What do you think [cp whet [that John bought whet ]]

There is ample evidence from numerous languages that shows that long A-bar movement
to the matrix [Spec, C]-position indeed proceeds successive cyclically, through the
specifiers of embedded CPs. Cross-linguistic pieces of evidence in favour of successive-
cyclicity come from V-preposing in Spanish (Torrego, 1984); wh-agreement in Irish
(McCloskey, 2000, 2001, 2002) and Chamorro (Chung, 1982, 1994, 1998); wh-copying
in German and Frisian (Hiemstra, 1986; Felser, 2004), Afrikaans (Du Plessis, 1977) and
Romani (McDaniel, 1989); successive inversion in Belfast English (Henry, 1995); and
stranded a/l in West Ulster English (McCloskey, 2000). I am not going to review this
evidence here, but I refer the reader to the quoted literature for details. I consider it an
established empirical fact that long wh-movement targets indetermediate [Spec, C]-

positions.

Returning to the discussion of long A-movement, there are now (at least) two possible
ways in which the possibility of subject-to-subject or subject-to-object Raising out of
finite clauses can be explained, given the PIC. One option, which was already discussed

in chapter 4, section 4.1, would simply be to assume that embedded CPs which license

** Since the two verbs in (4) are transitive, the embedded and matrix VPs are phases as well. The
representation in (5) omits the fact that the wh-phrase therefore also passes through the edge positions of
these two phases (the embedded and the matrix [Spec, v]s) on its way to the topmost [Spec, C].
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long A-movement are not (strong) phases. According to such an approach, a Hyperraising
construction such as (6) would therefore involve movement of the embedded lexical
subject directly from the embedded subject position (where it is the complement of the
resumptive pronoun) to the matrix [Spec, T]-position. Example (8b) of chapter 2 is

repeated here as (6):

(6) Amadoda a-fanele [ukuthi a-hamb-e manje]
man6 SM6-ought  that SM6-leave-SUBJ now

,The men ought to leave now.’

(Zulu; Zeller 2006b: 1)

(7) [cpamadoda a-fanele [cpukuthi amadeda a-hamb-e manje]]

Since the matrix verb in (6) is unaccusative (see the discussion in chapter 1, section 1.3),
the matrix vP does not count as a phase. By assumption, the intervening CP is not a phase
either. Consequently, movement from the embedded [Spec, T] to the matrix subject

position in (6)/(7) is possible in one fell swoop.

As was discussed in chapter 4, the idea that CPs which permit long A-movement are not
phases has been put forward by e.g. Uchibori (2000, 2001) and Zeller (2006a,b), among
others. However, as was also noted in chapter 4, there are various problems with this
assumption. For example, as was shown above, many languages allow long A-movement
out of indicative complements whose verbs show full agreement and tense specification.
However, full agreement and tense are normally only attested with non-defective T-
heads. As was noted in chapter 1, Chomsky (2005) suggests that the ¢-features of non-
defective T are inherited from the strong phase head C. Since the embedded T in most
cases of Hyperraising, Hyper-ECM and Copy Raising triggers full agreement, the
embedded CP must be a phase; attempts to relate the defectiveness of an agreeing

embedded T to something else are often language-specific stipulations.
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Furthermore, examples from languages which allow Hyper-ECM-constructions with
overt resumptive pronouns provide strong evidence against the idea that the finite
embedded clauses in these constructions are not phases. As was shown in various places

in the preceding chapters, Korean is such a language:

(8) a. John-un Bill-ul [pro maywu yenglihata-ko] sayngkakhanta
John-Top Bill-Acc PRO very clever-Comp thinks

,John thinks that Bill is very clever.’

b. %John-un Bill-ul [ku-ka maywu yenglihata-ko] sayngkakhanta
John-Top Bill-AcC he-NoM very clever-Comp thinks
,John thinks that Bill is very clever.’

(Korean; Yoon, 1996: 118)

Importantly, in constructions in which the raised subject DP is assigned accusative case
by the matrix v, the overt resumptive pronominal copy in the embedded subject position
receives nominative case. This clearly indicates that nominative case is available in the
embedded clause from which subject-to-object Raising has taken place. Again, the

availability of nominative case is hard to explain if it is assumed that the CP is not a

phase.

Another problem with the assumption that CPs which permit long A-movement are not

phases is raised by the grammaticality of examples such as (8b):

9) a. ®eoro ton yani [pos ine  eksipnos]
Consider-1SG  Acc-John  COoMP be-SG  smart

,d consider John to be smart.’

b. ®eoro [pos o yanis ine eksipnos]
Consider-1SG  Comp NOM-John be-SG smart

I consider John to be smart.’

(Greek; Joseph 1976: 241)
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(9a) is another example of a Hyper-ECM construction; (9b) is the corresponding
construction without Raising, with the thematic subject inside the embedded clause, and
bearing nominative case. As discussed in chapter 4, proponents of theories which
postulate that long A-movement is possible because the embedded CP is not a phase now
face a dilemma: on the one hand, they have to assume that in the Hyper-ECM
construction in (9a), the CP is not a phase. On the other hand, they would have to
stipulate that for some reason, the CP in (9b) is a phase, because the embedded subject
not only agrees with the embedded T, but also visibly bears nominative case. But there is
no indication that the CP in (9b) is in any way different from the CP in (9a), and both CPs
are selected by the same matrix verb. The stipulation that the CP in (9b) is a phase, but

the one in (9a) is not, seems ad hoc.

The alternative explanation for the possibility of long A-movement, and the one that I
adopt, is based on the idea that finite CPs are phases, but that a phrase that undergoes
Raising out of finite CP also escapes the CP by moving through the edge of the phase, i.e.

to [Spec, C]. This proposal is examined in more detail in the following section.

6.2 Successive-cyclic A-movement through [Spec, C]

According to Chomsky (2005, 2006), successive-cyclic movement of a phrase through
[Spec, C] is triggered by a so-called edge-feature (EF) associated with C, the head of the
phase. Edge-features are features of lexical items that allow them to merge with other
syntactic objects. In Chomsky (2005), it is assumed that only the edge-features of phase
heads can trigger “internal merge” (= movement), although the heads of phrases selected
by a phase head can inherit this property. The EPP-feature of T, for example, which
triggers movement to [Spec, T], is argued to be derivative from C (Chomsky 2005: 10).
The edge-feature of C can trigger movement of a phrase to [Spec, C], a position from
which this phrase is accessible to operations in the next higher phase. Adopting this idea
for the analysis of long A-movement, I now suggest that in constructions such as (6) and
(9a), the embedded CP-head bears an edge feature which attracts DPcompr from the

thematic ,big” DP subject to [Spec, C]. Further Raising (to subject or object positions in
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the matrix clause) proceeds from this position. This means that I assume that long A-
movement never proceeds directly from the embedded subject position to an A-position
in the main clause. Rather, I suggest that it always proceeds via the embedded [Spec, C]-
position (cf. Lefebvre and Muysken, 1982; Massam, 1985; Yoon, J-M, 1991; Lee, 1992;
Tanaka, 2002; Hong, 2005; for similar views):

(10)
a. CP b. CP
/\ /\
C TP DP C
PN amadoda _~"\_
DP T A C TP
amadoda ~"\_ ukuthi "\
T[EPP] WP bigDP T
% VP D DP T VP
a-fanele N . Pro emeadeda  __
\% CP N S Y.
afanete N PN
DP C Pro+ amadoda ahambe manje

amadoda ukuthi

Once the embedded VP amadoda ahambe manje has been formed, it is merged with T.
Since the embedded T is finite and has uninterpretable agreement features, it acts as a
Probe and agrees with the ,big’ DP, which includes the resumptive pro and the DPcompL
amadoda. The EPP feature of the embedded T then causes the ,big” DP to raise to the
embedded [Spec, T] position. The edge feature of the embedded C then attracts DPcompr,
which moves to [Spec, C], stranding pro. Subsequently, the EPP feature of the matrix T
attracts the DPcompr amadoda from the embedded [Spec, C] to the specifier position of

the matrix T.

There is an obvious problem with the analysis depicted in (10). It has been a long-
standing, although not undisputed, assumption in generative grammar that movement to
[Spec, C] is always A-bar movement. This assumption is also adopted in Chomsky (2005:
16), where an A-bar position is defined as one that is created through movement of a

constituent which has been attracted by the edge-feature of a phase head. If this
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assumption is correct, then movement of the DP to [Spec, C] in (10) would count as A-
bar movement simply because C is a phase head. The problem that arises is that if
movement of a DP to [Spec, C] is A-bar movement, further A-movement of this DP to
[Spec, T] or [Spec, v] in the main clause would violate the ban on improper movement,
which states that A-bar movement cannot be followed by A-movement (see Chomsky,
1973; Miiller and Sternefeld 1993; Bruening, 2001; Hong, 2005; Obata and Epstein,
2008). In principle, A'-to-A' (11), A-to-A (12), and A-to-A' (13) movement operations are
allowed, but A'-to-A (14) is prohibited:

(11)  [cr Whg did he say [cp whtle[that he talked to whe ]|

(12)  [rp He can [p he cook rice]]
A0 |

(13)  [cp What did [rp Laura buy what]]
A |

(14)  *[rp Lalira seems [cp Laura [co [1p Laura will buy the book]]]**
|

Therefore, if movement to [Spec, C] is A-bar movement, then movement of a DPcompL
from the embedded [Spec, CP] position to the matrix subject or object position should

result in improper movement.

However, there is no principled reason why movement to [Spec, C] triggered by an edge-
feature of C should always count as A-bar movement and cannot be considered A-
movement. As noted above, all lexical items which can be merged have edge-features; in
fact, Chomsky (2006: 6) notes that "[t]he property of unbounded Merge reduces to the
statement that LIs [lexical items] have EF", i.e. it is the edge-features of lexical items that
allow them to combine with other lexical items or phrases to derive larger syntactic
objects. This means that, in principle, any lexical item can be equipped with an edge-

feature which allows other constituents (potentially an unbounded number) to be merged

*® The assumption behind the structure in (14) is that in order to escape the finite clause, the DP Laura has
to move to [Spec, C] first, but is then prevented from moving to the matrix [Spec, T]-position, because
movement from an A-bar position to an A-position is prohibited.
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with it. The nature of the operation that merges a constituent in [Spec, C] is therefore not
different from the operation that merges a verb with, say, its internal argument. The A-
bar-character of this operation also does not follow from the respective constituent
undergoing internal (as opposed to external) merge: If internal merge always produced A-
bar movement chains, then there could never be any A-movement. Notice that the so-
called EPP-feature of T, even if "derivative from C", is the equivalent of an edge-feature,
and triggers movement to [Spec, T]. Crucially, this sort of movement is A-movement.
The reason that movement to [Spec, C] is typically A-bar movement therefore cannot be
found in the nature of the edge-feature of phase heads but must be sought somewhere

else.

As noted, Chomsky (2005) seems to try to capture the A-bar- vs. A-movement distinction
by stipulating that internal merge to a phase head is always A-bar movement, while
internal merge fo a non-phase head is A-movement. Although this stipulation yields the
desired result (viz. classifying movement to [Spec, C] as A-bar movement and movement
to [Spec, T] as A-movement), I believe that the distinction between these two types of
movement does not have to be captured by a stipulation, but can be derived from the
feature content of the head whose edge-feature triggers movement. What I propose is that
movement triggered by an edge-feature of a head H is A-movement if the head bears an

uninterpretable feature that acts as a probe in an Agree relation.

Let me illustrate the motivation behind this assumption by comparing ordinary cases of
A-bar movement to [Spec, C] with "EPP-driven" A-movement to [Spec, T]. Chomsky
(2005) departs from the assumption, adopted in earlier forms of the Principles and
Parameters-model (Chomsky, 1993, 1995; Rizzi, 2000), that movement into the so-called
“left periphery”, which has an interpretative impact in terms of scope and information
structure, is triggered by features such as [wh]- or [focus]-features. Rather, Chomsky
(2005) suggests that in typical cases of A-bar-movement into the left periphery, the
attracting phase head is only equipped with an edge-feature. Any constituent can be
attracted by this feature, and the resulting structure is then interpreted by the conceptual-

intentional system as an operator-variable construction of some sort. According to this
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view, optional edge-features of phase heads drive movement, and this movement serves
as the input for semantic interpretation. Movement which is triggered for these reasons,
and which is not based on a probe-goal relation between syntactic features of a head and

the attracted XP, counts as A-bar-movement.

In contrast, A-movement to [Spec, T] does not feed the semantics, and is instead closely
connected to the probe-goal relation between the ¢-features of T and those of the
attracted DP (Chomsky, 1995, 2000, 2001; Pesetsky and Torrego, 2004). Recall that T
has inherited its uninterpretable ¢-features from C; it consequently acts as a probe and
enters an Agree-relation with the goal, the interpretable ¢-features of a DP. When this
goal DP is attracted to [Spec, T] by the EPP-feature of T, the result is A-movement. Note
that the EPP-feature is in fact an edge-feature,”’ but it differs from the edge-feature of C
in that it does not attract an XP to establish an operator-variable chain. Rather, T's edge-
feature is parasitic on a previously established Agree-relation between a probe and a goal-

DP, and if T attracts this goal-DP, the result is A-movement.

I therefore assume that the difference between A-bar-movement and A-movement
depends on whether movement is simply triggered by an edge-feature and creates an
operator-variable chain, or whether it is correlated with an agreement relation between
the attracting head and the moved DP. In the latter case, the movement itself is also
triggered by an edge-feature, but I will henceforth use the term “EPP-feature” to refer to

the edge-feature of a head which also has grammatical features which act as probes.

In order to explain why movement to [Spec, C] can be A-movement in languages with
long A-movement, I now suggest that in these constructions, C has an uninterpretable
inflectional feature uF which acts as a probe and enters an agreement relation with the
corresponding feature of a goal DP. If the C-head also has an edge-feature (= EPP-
feature), movement of the respective DP to [Spec, C] which is triggered by this EPP-

feature is like movement to [Spec, T]: it is parasitic on an Agree-relation that has been

37 Or vice versa — the edge-feature of the phase heads C and v was called an EPP-feature in Chomsky
(2000).
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established between the probe in C and a DP with the respective interpretable feature. My
proposal then amounts to saying that long A-movement is possible in languages in which
C has uF and an edge/EPP-feature, because this allows the DP-complement of the
resumptive pronoun inside the embedded finite clause to escape the phase via A-

movement to the edge.

My proposal implies that movement triggered by the edge-feature of a phase head is not
always A-bar movement, but may also be an instance of A-movement. Notice that this
situation is not only attested with C, but can also be observed with respect to the light
verb v, another phase head. If v simply has an edge feature, and triggers movement of a
wh-phrase (not necessarily a DP) to the edge of the vP-phase, then this movement step
may count as A-bar movement. The agreement features of v can also be transferred to V,
in which case agreement is between V and an object, which can be followed by
movement of the object to [Spec, V] (see Zeller 2006c; Chomsky 2008). However, it is
possible that in some languages, some of the agreement features of v are not transferred
onto V, but remain on v. The head v then agrees with the direct object directly, and its
edge-feature may attract the DP to [Spec, v]. Since in this latter context, movement to
[Spec, v] is parasitic on an agreement relation between v and the direct object, movement

of the latter to [Spec, v] should also count as A-movement.

In fact, this seems to be exactly the situation that characterises object shift. It has been
suggested by Broekhuis (2007; see also Lee and Cho, 2003; Lee, 2003) that object shift is
triggered by the ¢-features of v coupled with its EPP features . Broekhuis (2007) suggests
that in object shift, uninterpretable ¢-features of the probe v enters an agree relation with
the matching interpretable features of the goal object DP in its base position, valuing and
deleting its case feature as accusative. Subsequently, the EPP feature of v attracts the
object DP to its specifier position. Importantly, object shift is generally assumed to be A-
movement (Vikner, 1994; Holmberg and Platzack, 1995; Richards, 2004). This means
that not all instances of movement to the edge of the vP-phase are A-bar movement. The

nature of movement to [Spec, v] depends on whether or not the edge feature of v is also
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associated with grammatical features which enter an Agree-relation with the moved

phrase.

In sum, the assumption that C may host an uninterpretable inflectional feature which
agrees with DPcompr explains why movement to [Spec, C] may be A-movement and
therefore, why long A-movement out of finite clauses is possible. In the next section, I
discuss the nature of the relevant inflectional feature of C, and the resulting Agree-

relation, in more detail.

6.3 Resumption, the EPP, and long A-movement

6.3.1 C and inflectional features

As was discussed in chapter 1, the standard approach to Raising and ECM-constructions
assumes that the clausal complement of Raising and ECM-verbs is “defective”; i.e. it
lacks a CP-layer and projects only up to the level of TP. It is clear that not all verbs in a
language are allowed to merge with such defective clauses; rather, it must be an
exceptional property of Raising and ECM-verbs that they select bare TP-complements,
and a respective selectional feature must be captured as part of the lexical entries of these

verbs.

The same considerations apply to verbs in languages which allow long A-movement. The
verbs which license Hyperraising, Hyper-ECM or Copy Raising in these languages must
be able to select finite CPs which exceptionally allow for an embedded subject to move
out of CP and to undergo further A-movement into the main clause. A head typically
selects the head of its complement and its morphological properties (Grimshaw, 1979;
Svenonius, 1994; Matushansky, 2006). It follows that it must be a particular
morphological property of the complementiser position which makes long A-movement
possible, and it is this property of the C-head that is selected by Raising and ECM-verbs.
I now suggest that the relevant property of the finite C-head that enables the subject of

the finite CP to undergo long A-movement is the uninterpretable inflectional feature uF
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which acts as a probe and enters an Agree-relation with the corresponding interpretable
feature of the lexical subject DPcompr inside the tensed CP. If the C-head also has an
EPP-feature — i.e. the regular edge-feature of C, now attracting the DP which participates
in an Agree-relation with the probe of C — then movement to [Spec, C] counts as A-
movement. Raising and ECM-verbs therefore enable long A-movement out of their
complements by selecting CPs whose heads have uF. A DP which agrees with uF and is
attracted by C’s EPP-feature therefore remains accessible for further agreement relations
and can undergo further A-movement to the subject or object position in the matrix
clause. I assume that the presence of an uninterpretable feature uF on C that corresponds
to, and can enter an agreement relation with, a feature of a DP is a uniform property of all
finite CPs that are selected by Hyperraising or Hyper-ECM verbs in languages which

allow long A-movement.

The assumption that C bears an uninterpretable feature which acts as a probe and can
agree with the lexical DP inside the ,big’ subject DP can be motivated on both empirical
and theoretical grounds. According to Chomsky (2005), the phase heads C and v are, in
fact, the source of all syntactic computations, and the features that drive them are
exclusively associated with these phase heads. Features which are seemingly associated
with non-phase heads are only derivative from the phase heads that select them. As was
noted above, Chomsky (2005) argues that the ¢-features and the T-feature of T are
inherently features of the phase head C, but are transferred to and then realised on T in
most languages for independent reasons (cf. Richards (2007), who provides a minimalist
motivation for this transfer operation). It would therefore not be surprising to find
languages where under certain circumstances, a grammatical feature of the phase head C
is not transferred to the T head, but remains on C. In this case, the phase head would be

directly involved in the grammatical operation Agree.

There is empirical evidence from numerous languages that provide support for this view.
It is well-known that many languages exhibit agreement phenomena which involve
complementisers and elements in the left periphery. One particularly striking example is

found in Central Bantu languages such as Kiruundi. In Kirutindi main clauses, subjects
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agree with their verbs, but in relative clauses, the verb agrees with the extracted relative

operator, not with the subject:

(15) a abana  ba-a-somye ibitabo
children 3PL-PAST-read.PERF 8books
'Children read books.'

b. ibitabo bi-a-somye abana
8books 8AGR-PAST-read.PERF children

,the books that the children read’
(Kiruandi; Henderson 2006a: 281)

Henderson (2006a, 2006b) analyses the agreement phenomenon in (15b) by suggesting
that the C-position in Kiruundi hosts uninterpretable ¢@-features which act as a probe.
Henderson suggests that these features are valued by the interpretable ¢-features of the
subject in (15a), and by those of the relative operator in [Spec, C] in (15b). Moreover,
Henderson argues that, as a consequence of agreement with C, the subject DP in (15a)

has also moved to [Spec, C].

Complementiser agreement due to an Agree relation between uninterpretable ¢-features
on C and the ¢-features of the subject has also been attested in non-Bantu languages like
West Flemish (Bennis and Haegeman 1984; Haegeman, 1990, 1992; Shlonsky, 1994;
Carstens, 2003), Bavarian (Bayer, 1984; WeiP3, 42002) and Frisian (de Haan and
Weerman, 1986, Hoekstra and Maracz, 1989):

(16) a. da-n-k ik werk-en
that-1SG-I 1 work-1SG
b. da-t -j gie werk-t
that-2SG-you you work-2SG
C. da-t -j j werk-t

that-3SG-MAsc-he he work-3SG-MASC

194



d. da-t (-ze) zie werk-t

that-3SG-FEM she she work-3SG-FEM

e. da-t (-t) tet werk-t
that-3SG-NEUT it it work-3SG-NEUT

f. da-n (-me) wunder werk-en
that-1PL-we we work-1PL

g. da-t -j gunder werk-t

that-2PL-you-PL you-PL work-2PL
h. da-n (-ze) zunder werk-en

that-3PL -they they  work-3PL

(West Flemish; Shlonsky, 1994: 354)

(17) a. ob-st pro noch Minga kumm-st
whether-2SG~ PRO to Munich  come-2SG

»--whether you come to Munich.’
b. ob-ts pro noch Minga kumm-ts

whether-2PL PRO to Munich come-2PL
»--whether you (pl) come to Munich.’

(Bavarian; Bayer 1984: 240)

(18) da-st (do) jUn  kom-st
that-2SG  you tonight come-2SG

,That you come tonight.’
(Frisian; Zwart, 1993: 256)

(16) shows that West Flemish has a complete paradigm of complementiser agreement for
all persons and numbers, both a clitic and a full subject can co-occur with
complementiser agreement, and the form of the complementiser agreement is similar to
the appropriate verbal agreement ending. (17) and (18) show that in Bavarian and Frisian,

the morphology of complementiser agreement is also the same as the respective verbal
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agreement suffixes. Unlike West Flemish, however, complementiser agreement is
restricted to 2™ person/number sets, and the presence of agreement in C triggers

referential pro-drop (cf. Fuf, 2004: 3).

Various analyses have been proposed for structures like (16)-(18). While Hoekstra and
Maracz (1989) argue that complementiser agreement results from moving T to C and
Zwart (1993, 1997) proposes that it is a morphological manifestation of movement of the
AgrS-head to C, Shlonsky (1994) suggests that complementiser agreement is a reflex of
Spec-head agreement in the left clausal periphery. Fup (2004) analyses the kind of
agreement shown in (15)-(18) as a product of the post-syntactic insertion of an agreement
morpheme in the morphological structure. Carstens’ (2003) analysis is based on the
probe/goal mechanism developed in Chomsky (2000, 2001). According to her analysis,
prior to the movement of the subject DP to [Spec, T], the uninterpretable ¢-features of T
act as a probe and agree with the subject DP’s interpretable features. They value and
mark for deletion the case feature of the subject while it is still in its base position in
[Spec, vP]. After having moved to [Spec, T], the subject again agrees with the C-head
and values its uninterpretable ¢-features. Carstens (2003: 397) suggests that this Agree-
relation may subsequently be followed by the movement of the ,agreed-with’ subject DP

to [Spec, C].

Agreement features are not the only type of formal feature that has been argued to be
found on the C-head. Another type of grammatical feature that has been argued to be
associated with C and that can enter an agreement relation with a DP is the
uninterpretable tense feature (uT) discussed in Pesetsky and Torrego (2001, 2004).
Pesetsky and Torrego argue that the C-position in a language such as English is lexically
specified as having an uT-feature, and they suggest that this feature can be checked and
deleted when it enters an agreement relation with another T-feature. For example, C can
agree with the interpretable T-feature of the T-head of TP, and may subsequently attract
T, which gives rise to T-to-C movement. Importantly, Pesetsky and Torrego (2001)

analyse the complementiser that in English not as a lexical C-element, but as a T-element
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which moves to C. Therefore, their representation of the embedded clause in (19a) is
(19b):

(19) a. Mary thinks that Sue bought the book.
b. [cp [T that] + [C, uF] [1p Sue that bought the book]]

In (19a), the uT-feature of C agrees with and attracts T (the complementiser that), which

then moves to C. As a result, uT on C is deleted.

Another crucial aspect of Pesetsky and Torrego's proposal is the idea that (i) uT of C can
also agree with another uT, i.e., with another uninterpretable T-feature, and that (ii) the
structural case feature of DPs is an instance of a uT-feature on D. Importantly, according
to Pesetsky and Torrego's (2001, 2004) theory, this means that uT on C can agree with
and be deleted by the case feature of a DP. If C also has an EPP-feature, then it will
attract this DP to move to [Spec, C]. Consequently, the embedded clause in (20a), which
lacks a complementiser, is given the structural representations in (20b) (cf. Pesetsky and

Torrego 2001: 374):

(20) a. Mary thinks Sue bought the book.
b. [cp [Sue, ¥F] [C, &F] [1p Ste bought the book]]

In (20), the uT-feature of C agrees with uT (= structural case) of the subject DP. The
EPP-feature of C attracts the subject, and both uT-features (the probe on C, and case) are
subsequently deleted.

Notice that according to Pesetsky and Torrego, the case feature of the subject DP in (20b)
is valued as nominative by T. This follows from the standard assumption that only finite
T with a full set of ¢-features can “assign” nominative case. However, Pesetsky and
Torrego (2001, 2004) assume that the deletion of case (= uT-feature of DP) only happens
when the phase (CP) is completed. This explains why the subject DP in (20b) can be

attracted by and move to [Spec, C], although its case feature has already been valued by
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T. Importantly, Pesetsky and Torrego's idea that case is uT on D therefore implies that a
DP whose case feature has not been deleted because it has not been valued by a case
assigner can also agree with and be attracted by uT on C.*® T will return to this point in
section 6.4, where I combine Pesetsky and Torrego's claims with the ,big’ DP-analysis of

resumption motivated in the previous chapter.

In sum, my claim that the head of a finite CP in languages which allow long A-movement
bears an uninterpretable feature uF gains support from the fact that inflectional features
such as tense and agreement are inherently associated with, and sometimes overtly
realised on, the phase head of CP. In the next subsection, I discuss the nature of this

feature uF in more detail.

6.3.2 The operation Agree and the nature of uF

The analysis outlined in section 6.3.2 is based on the idea that in long A-movement
constructions, not only T, but also C, bears (an) uninterpretable uF-feature(s) that can
enter Agree-relations with and attract DPcompr, which is merged as the complement of a
resumptive pronoun inside the complex ,big’ subject DP. It is because of this feature that
movement of DPcompr to [Spec, C] is A-movement, obviating the otherwise resulting

improper movement configuration. But what sort of feature is uF?

A first possibility is that uF is (part of) the set of ¢-features, i.e. it is a person, gender, or
number feature. As discussed, these features are inherently properties of the phase head
C, but ordinarily transferred to the T-head, and I showed in section 6.3.1 that
complementiser agreement phenomena are indeed attested in some of the world’s
languages. One could therefore assume that Raising- and ECM-verbs in languages with

long A-movement select CPs whose heads do not trigger a complete transfer of their ¢-

3% Although I believe that this conclusion follows from Pesetsky and Torrego's (2001, 2004) analysis, it is
not explicitly considered by these authors. In Pesetsky and Torrego's approach, uT on C is, in fact, always
checked and deleted by a valued case feature, but I am not certain if they consider the valuation of case a
prerequisite for the uT of a DP to check uT on C. While Pesetsky and Torrego (2001) assume that uT on
DP corresponds specifically to nominative case (which suggests that a particular case valuation is relevant),
Pesetsky and Torrego (2004) extend the analysis of uT as case to accusative case, which means that uT
corresponds to structural case in general. Given this latter view, the uT-feature that agrees with uT on C is
an undeleted case feature, no matter whether this feature already has a specific value and is “marked for
deletion”, or it has not been valued at all.
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features. According to this view, the ¢-features of C in these languages do not constitute
an indivisible set, but can individually either be transferred to T or remain on C. Now
recall from the discussion in chapter 5 that in long A-movement constructions, there is
always a DP in the embedded subject position which receives nominative case, namely
the ,big’ DP (the projection of the resumptive pronoun). If one adopts the standard
assumption that nominative case is assigned by T, and if one follows Chomsky (2000,
2001) in assuming that the crucial feature required for case valuation is the person
feature, then the person feature must be among those features that are transferred to T in
this scenario. This leaves gender and number as possible candidates of features which

“survive” on C.

Another version of this idea would be the following. Suppose that the transfer of features
from C to T is a two-step process. First, the features of C are copied onto T, and in a
second step, the duplicate features on C are deleted. In this view, the set of ¢-features is
always completely transferred from C to T, but it may be that the deletion process on C is
deficient, in which case some, or all, uninterpretable ¢-features will survive on C. If a
partial copying process is something that can be “triggered” by a Raising or ECM-verb,
then we would expect that these verbs can appear with clausal complements whose C-

heads also have uninterpretable ¢-features.

In light of these theoretical considerations, it makes sense to investigate the hypothesis
that uF on C is in fact up, and consider its implications. If the ¢-features of DPcompL in @
long-A movement construction do indeed enter an agreement relation with ue-features on
C, then the existence of complementiser-agreement phenomena of the sort discussed in
the preceding section leads one to expect that we find at least some languages in which
Hyperraising, Copy Raising or Hyper-ECM is accompanied by visible ¢-feature

agreement between an embedded lexical subject and a complementiser.
Unfortunately, this is not what I found. Not one of the languages with long A-movement

that were discussed in chapters 2 and 3 manifests overt complementiser agreement with

the @-features of a raised subject DP. Although not every instance of the syntactic
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operation Agree is necessarily overtly realised by agreement morphology in a language,
the absence of any “visible” morphological sign of agreement between embedded C and
the A-moved subject DP in the languages that I examined casts doubt on the idea that it is
¢-feature agreement between C and the subject-DPcompr that enables the latter to escape

the CP.

Another problem with the idea that uF on C is ug is raised by the fact that in some of the
languages examined in chapters 2 and 3, complementisers are based on a form of the verb
“say”. This is the case, for example, in Zulu (which allows Hyperraising with the verb

fanele), and Yoruba (which allows Copy Raising with the verb jo):

(21) Amadoda a-fanele [ukuthi a-hamb-e manje]
man6 SM6-ought  that SM6-leave-SUBI  now

,The men ought to leave now.’

(Zulu; Zeller 2006b:1)

(22) Olaati Adé jo [pé won ni owd lowo]
Olu and Ade resemble that they have money inhand

,Olu and Ade seem to be rich.’

(Yoruba; Adesola, 2005:110-112)

According to Boeckx (2003: 88), verbal complementisers lack ¢-features and never
trigger agreement. Following Finer (1997:709), Boeckx considers verbal
complementisers as part of a compound/serial verb construction with the embedded verb.
Boeckx assumes that the second verb fails to show agreement, as is typical of serial verb

constructions, which means that verbal compementisers never have ¢-features.
It follows from these considerations that the hypothesis that the syntactic relation

between C and DPcompr, in long A-movement constructions is ¢-feature agreement is

probably incorrect. Although it is consistent with the theoretical proposal outlined above,
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and although it is not directly contradicted by the data, I reject this hypothesis, due to the

lack of empirical support.

An alternative hypothesis regarding uF that follows from the discussion in section 6.3.1 is
to treat the feature uF of C as the equivalent of Pesetsky & Torrego's (2001, 2004) uT-
feature. As discussed above, Pesetsky and Torrego argue that C might bear an
uninterpretable tense feature uT, and that this feature can enter an agreement relation with
the structural case feature of a DP, which is analysed as an instance of uT on D. Adopting
this proposal, it could be suggested that Raising and ECM-verbs in languages with long
A-movement might select a CP whose head has uT. This feature then enters an Agree-
relation with the unvalued case feature of the DP-complement of the head of the ,big’
subject DP, and C's EPP-feature attracts the DPcowmpr to [Spec, C]. Since C bears only an
uT-feature, but no ¢-features, the Agree-relation between C and the DP cannot value the
case feature of the subject DP. Consequently, the complement DP must enter a further

Agree-relation with an element in the matrix clause.

This proposal works technically, but one wonders if it can also be supported by empirical
evidence. However, it is not even clear what the empirical predictions would be. Since uT
on C is uninterpretable, we do not expect it to have any semantic effects, but it is also not
clear that syntactic agreement between two uT-features would have any morpho-
phonological effects. But if there is never any measurable effect of the postulated Agree-
relation between uT on C and uT on DPcowmpr, then the postulation of uT on C is nothing
more than a technical implementation of the earlier conclusion that long A-movement

requires a C head with an uninterpretable grammatical feature.

Fortunately, however, there is interesting indirect evidence from some languages that
supports the idea that long A-movement is linked to the presence of an uT-feature on C.
This evidence is based on Pesetsky and Torrego's (2001, 2004) analysis of the so-called
that-t effect, which is based on their theory of case as a uT-feature. Consider the contrast

in (23b) (Pesetsky and Torrego 2001: 371):
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(23) a. Who did John say will buy the book?
b. *Who did John say that will buy the book?

The example in (23) illustrates that subject extraction across a complementiser is not
possible in English. (23b) is hence a typical instance of the that-t-effect. The
ungrammaticality of (23b) follows from the standard analysis of successive-cyclic wh-
movement sketched in section 6.1 in combination with the specific assumptions made by
Pesetsky and Torrego. In order for the subject wh-phrase to be able to move from the
embedded clause to the matrix [Spec, C]-position, it needs to move first to the embedded
[Spec, C]. As discussed above, Pesetsky and Torrego assume that this movement
operation is a reflex of an agreement relation between uT on C and uT on the subject DP.
In this process, uT on C is deleted. Now recall that Pesetsky and Torrego (2001) analyse
the complementiser that as a T-element that has to enter an agreement relation with uT on
C in order to move to and be overtly realised in C. This means, however, that a subject
DP in [Spec, C] is incompatible with a complementiser, since both elements check uT on
C. Consequently, long subject extraction, which needs to proceed via the embedded

[Spec, C], is only possible if the complementiser that is absent.

This analysis opens the possibility of finding empirical evidence for the claim that long
A-movement is allowed in languages with uT on C by examining the interaction of long
A-movement and complementisers. Suppose that there is a language which allows
Hyperraising, but which also has a complementiser like English that, i.e. a T-element that
moves to C. If Hyperraising is possible because of uT on C, but if uT on C can be
checked and deleted by T-to-C movement of this complementiser, then we expect that in
these languages, Hyperraising is possible only in the absence of a complementiser.
Interestingly, Rumanian, Bhojpuri and Chamorro are languages which behave as

predicted. Example (13b) and (14) of chapter 2 are repeated below as (24):

(24) a Toti bdietii  s-au nimerit [sa fie bolnavi]
all the boys REFL.have.PRES.3PL happened SUBJPRT be sick

,»All the boys happened to be sick.’
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b. *Toti baietii s-au nimerit [ca sa fie bolnavi]
all  theboys REFL.have.PRES.3PL happened SuBJ SUBJPRT be sick
,All the boys happened to be sick.’

(Rumanian; Grosu and Horvath, 1984: 351)

As noted by Grosu and Horvarth (1984), movement of the embedded subject DP out of
the finite complement clause in (24a) is rendered ungrammatical if the complement
clause is introduced by an overt complementiser. A similar contrast is observed in

Bhojpuri by Shukla (1981). Example (43) of chapter 2 is repeated below as (25):

(25) a. 1: la:g-a:la [ki  Lalit Hindi: ja:na-a:la:]
it seem-3SG-MASC-PRES ComP Lalit Hindi know-3SG-MASC-PRES

It seems that Lalit knows Hindi.’

b. Lalit la:g-a:la [Hindi: ja:na-a:la]
Lalit seem-3SG-MASC-PRES Hindi 3SG-MASC-PRES

,Lalit seems to know Hindi’

(Bhojpuri; Shukla, 1981: 252-253)

Shukla (1981: 259) states that Hyperraising of the embedded subject shown in (25b)
requires the ,deletion’ of the complementiser 4i ,that” which is present in the non-Raising
expletive variant in (25a). In other words, the embedded subject DP cannot enter an

Agree-relation with the matrix T if the embedded CP includes an overt complementiser.
Another language in which long A-movement takes place only in the absence of an overt

complementiser is Chamorro. The Hyper-ECM example (29) of chapter 3 is repeated here
as (26):
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(26) a. Si Lucy ha ekspekta [na  si Miguel para u
the Lucy 3SG expect Comp the Miguel IRREAL 3SG
konni’ i famagu’un pira eskuela]
take  the children to  school

,Lucy expects that Miguel will take the children to school.’

b. Si  Lucy ha ekspekta si Miguel [péra
the Lucy 3SG expect the Miguel IRREAL
u konni’i famagu’un péra eskuela]
3SG take the children to  school

,JLucy expects Miguel to take the children to school.’

(Chamorro; Gibson, 1992: 101; Davies and Dubinsky, 2004: 57)

The omission of the complementiser in the Hyper-ECM construction in (25b) suggests

that the complementiser is not allowed.

I assume that in the Hyperraising constructions in (24a), (25b) and (26b), uT on the C-
head probes and agrees with DPcompr (the complement of resumptive pro inside the ,big’
DP). DPcompr is then attracted by C's EPP-feature and moves to [Spec, C]. Since it still
has an unvalued case feature, it remains accessible for further Agree-operations; it agrees
with the ¢-features of matrix T or v and is eventually attracted by the EPP-feature to
move to the matrix [Spec, T] position/object position. In constructions such as (24b),
however, the uT-feature of C is valued, and subsequently deleted, by the complementiser
ca, which has moved from T to C. Consequently, DPcompr in (24b) cannot be moved out
of the CP. As a consequence, (24b) is what could be considered a that-t-effect in long A-
movement constructions. The existence of such effects is predicted by the theory
developed here, according to which long A-movement involves an Agree-relation
between an uT-feature of C and the uT-feature of an embedded DPcompr. In languages
which spell out T-heads as complementisers, these complementisers check and delete the
uT-feature of C and thereby prevent C from entering this Agree-relation with DPcompr.

The impossibility of long A-movement in the presence of a complementiser therefore
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provides evidence that this grammatical operation is triggered by an uF-feature of C, and
the data in (24)-(26) support the view that this feature is uT in Rumanian, Bhojpuri and

Chamorro.

Note that this analysis does not predict that complementisers and long A-movement are
generally incompatible. In languages with Hyperraising, Hyper-ECM or Copy Raising
constructions where complementisers are allowed inside the complement clauses, these
complementisers are not T-elements, but “ordinary” realisations of the C-position. In the
same way that not all languages exhibit that-t-effects in A-bar movement contexts, not all

languages exhibit these effects in long A-movement constructions.

The uT-feature may not be the only type of feature that Raising or ECM verbs select as
part of the C-heads of their complements. Another piece of evidence that suggests that
there is an Agree-relation between complementisers and embedded DPs in Hyperraising
and Hyper-ECM constructions comes from the appearance of a focus particle in Kikuyu
Hyperraising constructions (see Perez, 1985). Example (22) from chapter 2 is repeated

here as (27):

27) a. Kii-tikaine [ati mU-ndi-mU-rime G-y 606rdg-iré  mi-ndi]
SMm17-has been known that PERS1-manl thisl ~ SM1-kill-PAST PERS1

41t is known that this man killed a person.’

b. Mi-ndi-mii-riime G-y ni 0oikaine
PERS1-manl this-1 Foc Sml-has been known
[4&t1 ni OOrag-ire mu-ndii]
that Foc Swml-kill-PAST PERSI

,.-This man is known to have killed a person.’

(Kikuyu; Perez, 1985: 2-4)

In the expletive variant in (27a), there is no focus particle associated with the
complementiser ati ,that’. However in (27b), the focus particle ni follows both the

complementiser ati- and the raised subject DP miindiimiiriime iiyii ,this man’. I suggest
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that the occurrence of this focus particle is the expression of an Agree-relation that has
been established between the raised DPcompr and the complementiser of the embedded
clause from which Hyperraising has taken place. I assume that in the Hyperraising
construction in (27b), there is a feature uFOC on the C-head that probes and agrees with
DPcompr. DPcompr is then attracted by C's EPP-feature and moves to [Spec, C]. Since it
still has an unvalued case feature, it remains accessible for further Agree-operations; it
then agrees with the ¢-features of matrix T and is eventually attracted by the EPP-feature
to move to the matrix [Spec, T]-position. In (27a), however, the embedded C lacks the
uFOC-feature and the corresponding focus particle. As a result, DPcompr cannot agree
with C; it cannot raise out of the CP but rather remains in the embedded [Spec, T]-

position.

As noted above, I have not been able to find languages with long A-movement which
show o-feature agreement between the raised subject DP and the embedded
complementiser. However, the Kikuyu data show that at least some languages exhibit
signs of overt agreement between C and DPcompr. Furthermore, the existence of
languages with that-t-effects in Hyper-ECM or Hyperraising constructions follows from
the idea that in these languages, long A-movement is contingent on an Agree-relation
between the uT-features of C and DPcompr. One could of course generalise these findings
and assume that in all languages with long A-movement, the respective Raising and
ECM-verbs select CPs whose heads have either uT or uFOC. The overt manifestation of
these features is then attested only in languages with overt focus markers or with
complementisers of category T. However, I want to consider one other possibility
regarding the feature specification of C-heads that license long A-movement to their

specifiers, which may be realised in some of the languages under investigation.

Recall that the feature uF on C must be able to enter an Agree-relation with a
corresponding feature on the subject DP. So far, I have considered ¢-features (which are
interpretable on DP), tense features (which are equivalent to case and hence
uninterpretable on DP) and focus features (which are interpretable on DP). A final

possibility that I want to consider now is that the feature which acts as a goal for the
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probe uF on C is DPs categorial feature D. The corresponding feature of C which acts as
the relevant probe would then be an uninterpretable and unvalued categorial feature
uCAT, which is valued by the D-feature of the DP. If this feature on C agrees with the D-
feature of a subject DP, it inherits the value D from DP and is subsequently deleted.

I therefore propose that complementisers in some languages can have an uninterpretable
categorial feature with an unspecified value. An agreement relation with a particular
syntactic category can value this feature, and it would subsequently be deleted. In this
respect, the uCAT-feature is comparable to the uninterpretable ¢-features of T, which are
valued by the interpretable ¢-feature of the DP T agrees with, and then deleted before the
derivation is interpreted by the conceptual-intentional interface. Importantly, however,
the valued uninterpretable ¢@-features of T have an effect at the PF-interface; they are
interpreted as agreement morphology on a verb or auxiliary. The question is, can a valued

uninterpretable uCAT-feature of C also have any observable morphological effect?

I suggest that a C-head whose uCAT-feature has been valued by D may in some
languages be interpreted at PF as a subjunctive. As was discussed in chapters 2-4, many
languages which allow Hyperraising, Hyper-ECM or Copy Raising do so out of
subjunctive CP-complements. Examples (1), (7), (8), (13) and (15) of chapter 2 are
repeated here as (28), (29), (30), (31) and (32):

(28) 1 kopeles fenonde [na fevgun]
the girls-NOM seem-3PL SUBJ leave

,»The girls seem to be leaving.’

(Greek; Soame and Perlmutter, 1979: 156)

(29) John-ga saikin [motto benkyoosu-ru-yooni] nat-ta
John-NOM recently more study-NONPAST-SUBJ  happen-PAST

(lit.) ,Jt recently happened as a natural result that John studied harder.’

(Japanese; Uchibori, 2001: 146)
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(30) Amadoda a-fanele [ukuthi a-hamb-e  manje.]
man6 SM6-ought that ~ SM6-leave-SUBJ now

,,The men ought to leave now.’

(Zulu; Zeller 2006b:1)

(31) Totibaietii  s-au nimerit s fie bolnavi
all the boys REFL.have.PRES.3PL happened SUBJIPRT be  sick
,All the boys happened to be sick.’

(Rumanian; Grosu and Horvath, 1984:351)

(32) @@lilazem @st [ke ketab-ra be hasen be-deh-ed]
Ali necessary is that book-AcC to Hassan  SUBJ -give-3SG

LAl 1s required to give the book to Hassan.’

(Persian; Darzi, 1993:82)

I assume that the uCAT is an uninterpretable feature on the C-head which is valued by
the interpretable categorical feature of the DPcompr. A uCAT feature on C which is
valued as D (the extended projection of nouns) derives a complement clause with

nominal features — i.e. subjunctives.

The idea that subjunctives are noun-like in nature is not new. According to Carlson
(1992), finiteness is scalar in nature (or gradable) and there are degrees/levels of
finiteness that fall along a range of relative possibilities. While the infinitive is considered
to be maximally non-finite, the subjunctive is regarded to be less finite than the
declarative (Palmer, 1986:162). Carlson (1992:79) also suggests that one of the properties
that determine the scale of finiteness of a sentence is nominalising morphology: the more
non-finite a clause is, the more likely it is to have an overt reflex of nominalising

morphology.

208



Zeller (2006a) adopts the idea that subjunctive clauses are nominal in his analysis of
Hyperraising in Zulu. He shows that Zulu subjunctives (which allow Hyperraising of
their subjects, (35)) are negated like attributive adjectives, (34) (which are [+V, +N]), and
not like regular indicatives, (33) (Zeller 2006a: 17):

(33) Mdu a-ka-lu-theng-i ubisi (indicative)
Mdula NEG-SMla-OM11-buy-NEG milk
,Mdu is not buying milk.’
(34) uthisha o-nge-m-dala (attributive adjective)

teacherla Rcla- NEG-Bp-old

,{he teacher who is not old.’

(35) Ku-fanele [ukuthi uMdu a-nga-theng-i imoto le] (subjunctive)
Loc-ought that Mdula SMla-NEG-buy-NEG car9 DEM9
,Mdu should not buy this car.’

(Zulu: Zeller, 2006a: 268)

According to the hypothesis I put forward here, the ,nounlikeness’ of subjunctive CPs is
linked to a feature value that the complementiser has inherited as a result of its agreement

relation with the subject DPcowmpr.

Obviously, the hypothesis that C can have a uCAT-feature which can be valued by a DP
creates many questions. For example, one of the questions that needs to be addressed is
whether the uCAT-feature can only be valued by a DP — one would expect that it could
also be valued by other categories, say, TP, in which case C would adopt a verbal
categorial nature. But perhaps this is not possible, and uCAT can only Agree with an
“active” goal, i.e. one with unvalued case, which would leave DPs as the only possible

goals for a probing uCAT. Another alternative that would yield the same result would be
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to assume that uCAT is actually uD, an uninterpretable D-feature® — this would mean
that only DPs can check it. But it is not clear if this still allows the derivation of the

morphological effects of the subjunctive.

To summarise: I assume that the feature uF on C, which enables the embedded subject
DPcompL to undergo long A-movement, may have different realisations in different
languages. Although it is impossible to provide conclusive, theory-independent, evidence
for the existence of the uninterpretable feature uF on C in every language, the empirical
properties of some of the languages with long A-movement provide evidence that these

constructions involve an Agree-relation between formal features of C and the raised DP.

In the final section of this chapter, I show how the idea of an uninterpretable feature in C
(for which I continue to use the label “uF” as a cover term), together with the big-DP
analysis of resumption motivated in the preceding chapter, explains the possibility of long

A-movement.

6.4 The analysis of long A-movement

6.4.1 °Big’ DP and multiple Agree

Consider the sentence pairs in (36) and (37):

(36) a. zvi-no-it-a [sekuti Vimbai a-ka-ziya]
SM8-PRES-seem-Fv  that Vimbai ~ SMI1-PRES-hungry

It seems that Vimbai is hungry.’

b. Vimbai a-no-it-a [sekuti a-ka-ziya]
Vimbai SMI-PRES-seem-Fv that SM1-PRES-hungry

,Vimbai seems to be hungry.’

(Shona)

** The EPP used to be regarded as an uninterpretable D-feature in Chomsky (1995).
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(37) a. ®coro [pos o yanis ine  eksipnos]
Consider-1SG  ComP NOM-John be-SG smart

,4 consider John to be smart.

b. ®eoro ton yani [pos ine  eksipnos]
Consider-1SG  Acc-John ~ CoMP be-SG smart

,4 consider John to be smart.’
(Greek; Joseph 1976: 241)

The sentence in (36b) is a Hyperraising construction; (37b) exhibits Hyper-ECM. The
(a)-examples show the corresponding sentences in which no long A-movement has
occurred. In both constructions, the embedded tensed CP licenses nominative case

assignment on the embedded subject.

Importantly, since the matrix verb is a Raising verb in (36a) and (36b), I assume that it
selects a CP with an uF-feature in both examples. The same holds for the embedded CPs
in (37a) and (37b). My approach therefore assumes that the properties of the finite clause
from which Raising has occurred are basically the same as those of a finite clause with
the subject in situ, as long as both CPs are selected by a Raising or ECM-verb. No
distinction between CPs as strong or weak phases is required to explain the contrast in
(36) and (37). As I will discuss below, the only difference between the CPs in the (a)- and
(b)-examples is that in the latter cases, C has an EPP-feature, which attracts the lexical

subject to [Spec, C].

In the (a)-examples in (36) and (37), C has uF, T has a complete set of ¢-features,
presumably inherited from C.* Both the uninterpretable features of T (¢-features) and of
C (uF) can act as probes for the respective interpretable features of the subject DP in

[Spec, v]. According to Hiraiwa (2001, 2005), the assumption that in syntactic

0T assume, following Chomsky (2005) that all features originate in the phase head C, but that the features
of C are not completely transferred to T. Therefore, uF remains on C.
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connections, probe-goal relationships are always one-to-one is an unnecessary stipulation.
He therefore proposes that probes enter a syntactic relation with all potential goals in
their C-command domain simultaneously (cf. Henderson, 2006a). Similarly, Carstens
(2001, 2003) suggests that the uninterpretable ¢-features of a T and C can initiate an
Agree-relation with a subject. Since the features are split across C and T, both heads can
simultaneously enter an agreement relation with one and the same goal. I assume that in
(36a) and (37a), this goal is the subject DP. The uF-feature of C probes the corresponding
feature of the subject DP, and the ¢-features of T simultaneously probe the subject DP’s
interpretable ¢-features. Both Agree-relations are simultaneously established at the
completion of the CP-phase, and T's EPP-feature subsequently attracts the subject to

[Spec, T]. The tree diagram in (38) illustrates this situation for the embedded clause in

example (36a):
(38)
CP
/\
C TP
sekuti T~
DP T' gpp
Vimbai /\
L> /\
A A
Vimbeai a-ka-ziya

Now consider the examples with long A-movement in (36b) and (37b). The CP selected
by the matrix verbs again bears uF, and T bears ug-features, so the uninterpretable
features of C are again distributed across C and T, and act as probes on both heads.
However, as noted in chapter 5, languages which allow long A-movement may realise
this option by generating a ,big’ DP inside the embedded subject position, which is theta-
marked by v. The head of this DP selects the complement DP with which it shows
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concordial agreement. Again, the uninterpretable ¢-features of C and T act as probes that
search for goals. Importantly, the probes in C and T do not have to choose the same goal;
rather, they can also enter separate agreement relations with separate goals. In a
construction such as (36b) and (37b), in which the embedded subject is a ,big’ DP, there
are now two DPs which are accessible: the big DP itself, and DPcompr. This follows from

the description of closeness which is part of Chomsky’s (2000) definition of locality:

(39) Locality (Chomsky, 2000: 122)
D(P) is the C-command domain of P, and a matching feature G is closest to P if

there is no G’ in D(P) matching P such that G is in D(G”).

The crucial part of (39) is that for a goal G' to be closer to a probe P than G, G must be in
the C-command domain of G’. The features that serve as a goal for the probes in C and T
are associated with DPcompr and the ,big’ DP. But crucially, the ,big’ DP dominates and
therefore does not C-command DPcompr, and obviously, DPcompr. does not C-command
,big’ DP either. Since neither the ,big” DP nor DPcompr. C-commands the other, both
count as equidistant to the higher probes and can in principle both enter agreement-
relations with features of T and C respectively (see Pesetsky and Torrego (2001) for a

similar interpretation of locality).*'

There are now four ways in which grammar can establish Agree-relations between the
probes of C and T and the features of the two DPs. A first possibility is that only the ,big’
DP acts as a goal for both uF on C and up on T. As a result of the two Agree-relations,
case on the big DP, uF on C and ug on T would be valued and deleted, and the whole
,big’ DP would move to [Spec, T]. However, this scenario would leave the DPcompr (the
complement DP of the head of the ,big’ DP) with an unvalued case feature, and the

derivation would crash at the CI-interface. The same can be said about the second option,

*I If we assume instead that the features that are relevant for Agree are located on the head of the two DPs,
then the head of ,big’ DP (the resumptive pronoun) is a closer goal than the head of DPcopmpr, since it C-
commands the DPcompL. However, DPcompr may be able to move to [Spec, D] in order to escape the C-
command domain of the resumptive pronoun (see Boeckx (2003: 38-39) for the suggestion that the
DPcompL moves out of the ,,big” DP through the [Spec, D] position in a successive cyclic manner). So in
principle, both goals can become accessible to either probe.
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where both probes would choose the embedded lexical DP as its goal, which would leave
the ,big” DP without case. This means that the derivation will crash if it includes a ,big’
DP and uF and ug both locate features of the same DP as their goal. It follows that with a
,big’ DP, one of the two probes will always use the big DP as a goal, and the other the

embedded complement DP.*

Having ruled out the first two options, in which only one of the two available goal DPs
enters an Agree-relation with both probes, let me turn to the remaining alternatives. Here,
the two probes in C and T select different goals. Assume that the uninterpretable ¢-
features of T select the corresponding features of the big-DP as a goal, while the uF-

feature of C agrees with the embedded complement DP:

(40)
Cp
/\
DP c
Vimbai T~
C Epp TP
sekuti T~
big’ DP T
N
pro DPcowr T gpp VP
Vivobesi
big’DP v
PN
pre —»DPcowr. a-ka-ziya
Viwshe:

As illustrated in (40), when a complex resumptive ,big’ DP is created, the ,big’ DP itself
may be probed by and receive case from T. T's EPP-feature then triggers movement of
the complex DP to [Spec, T]. Importantly, the DP embedded in the ,big” DP is

simultaneously probed by C. However, although the respective feature of the complement

2 This is possibly due to a general tendency of grammar to avoid instances of multiple Agree whenever
possible. In other words, for as long as there are active DPs, every newly merged probe chooses a different
goal, in order to avoid a crash of the derivation. Only when the number of accessible goals is smaller than
the number of probes will some probes share a goal, as in the derivation shown in (38).
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DP now agrees with and deletes uF on C, uF (whatever its nature) is not sufficient to

value case of the DP, and the lexical DP remains active.

However, recall that the phase head C can be equipped with an edge-feature, which in
(40) should be called an EPP-feature, due to the Agree-relation between uF and the
relevant feature on DP. I therefore assume that in (40), C has an EPP-feature, which now
attracts the goal-DP. This means that when uF agrees with DPcowmpr, C also attracts it and
moves it to [Spec, C]. Therefore, the lexical DP escapes the effects of the PIC; it remains
accessible for further computations outside the phase and can enter further Agree-
relations with probes in the matrix clause to value its case feature. Furthermore, as
discussed in the preceding sections, movement which is triggered by an EPP-feature (i.e.
an edge-feature associated with a head which enters an agreement relation), counts as A-
movement. Therefore, the moved subject DP can also undergo further movement to
another A-position in the matrix clause. The complete derivation of the Hyperraising

construction in (36b) therefore looks like (41):*

# T assume that the agreement relation with the complement DP and C is established when the big DP is
still in its base position in [Spec, v]. I further assume that the lexical DP therefore also moves directly from
this position to [Spec, C]. At the same time, the big DP is attracted by the EPP-feature of T and moves to
[Spec, T], pied-piping the copy of the lexical DP. The structure in (40) is therefore equivalent to one in
which the big DP would have moved to [Spec, T] first, followed by movement of the complement DP.
However, recall that all Agree- and movement operations happen simultaneously within the phase.
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(41)

Cp
/\
C TP
/\
DP T
T (Eppy VP
/\
A% VP
/\
A\ CP
a-no-it-a T~
DP C
;;. g . /\
C erp TP
sekuti T
,big’ DP T
/\
pro DPCOMPLTEPP vP
Virbest
,big’DP V'
PN
pre "’DPCOMPL a-ka-ziya
Vimehesi

As (41) shows, the embedded clause includes a ,big’ DP whose head is a resumptive
pronoun (pro). While the ,big’ DP enters an agreement relation with the embedded T and
receives nominative case inside the embedded clause, the complement of the resumptive
pronoun first enters an Agree-relation with uF on C and undergoes A-movement to the
edge of the phase. From there, DPcompr acts as a goal for the probing u@-features of the

matrix T, whose EPP-feature then attracts it to matrix [Spec, T].

There is still a fourth option, namely the reverse situation from the one just described.
Instead of the up on T probing the ,big’” DP, these features could also find the
interpretable @-features of the complement DP as their goal, and at the same time, the uF-
feature of C probes and attracts the ,big’ DP. In this case, it would be the lexical DP that
enters an agreement relation with T and moves to [Spec, T], while the whole big DP

would be attracted by the EPP-feature of C:
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(42)

CP
/\
C TP
/\
,big’ DP T
pro T~
/\
v VP
/\
A\ CP
a-no-it-a T~
,big’ DP c
pre T~
C grp TP
sekuti T~
DPCOMPL T'
Vimbai PN
_big’DP V'
PN
pre DPeowp.  a-ka-ziya
J;;. bai

According to the derivation in (42), the ,big’ DP has undergone remnant movement to
[Spec, C]. Its head is again pronounced as a pronoun, while the complement of this
pronoun has moved to the embedded [Spec, T]. The remnant ,big” DP (the pronoun)
would now agree with the matrix T or v and raise into the matrix clause, while the
DPcompr would receive nominative case in the embedded clause. In other words, (42)
would give rise to a Hyperraising or Hyper-ECM construction with a raised pronoun and
a stranded resumptive complement DP. However, to the best of my knowledge, such
constructions are never licensed in any of the languages discussed in chapters 2 and 3.

Examples such as (43) and (44) below are not possible:

(43) *Wobn jo  pé Oluati Adé ni owod lowo
they resemble that Olu and Ade have money in hand

*.,They seem that Olu and Ade are rich.’
(Yoruba)
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(44) *iye a-no-it-a [sekuti Vimbai a-ka-ziya]
she  SMI1-PrES-seem-Fv  that Vimbai  SMI1-PRES-hungry

* She seems that Vimbai is hungry.’
(Shona)

The question is, why are such constructions never produced by the grammar of the

languages which otherwise allow long A-movement?

I believe that the relevant examples in (43)-(44) are ruled out by Condition C of Binding
theory (cf. Chomsky 1981). Recall from chapter 5 that the ,big” DP analysis is based on
the assumption that the big DP and DPcompr are co-referential, since they share the same
theta-role. In a grammatical construction such as (41), the complement DP ends up in the
matrix clause, stranding the resumptive pronoun in the embedded clause. In terms of the
binding theory, the pronoun and its antecedent are therefore in different local domains,
and their coreferential interpretation does not create a problem for Condition B (which
requires pronouns to be free only in their local domain). In (43)-(44), however, it is the
pronominal ,big” DP that ends up in an A-position in the matrix clause. From this
position, it c-commands the stranded lexical DP. However, since the stranded
complement DP is a referential expression, it is subject to Condition C of the Binding
Theory, which states that a referential expression must not be bound. Clearly, this
condition is now violated if the raised pronoun (the remnant ,big’ DP) is coreferential
with the stranded DP. However, this coreference is a consequence of the ,big’ DP-
analysis of resumption. This means that constructions such as (43) and (44) with stranded
lexical DPs can never converge; long A-movement is only possible if the ,full’ lexical

. . . . 44
DPcowmpr is raised, stranding the resumptive pronoun.

* This explanation implies that the option of stranding the DPcoypy is ruled out only if the complement DP
is a referential expression. In contrast, if DPcompp 1S also a pronoun, the derivation illustrated in (41) is
permitted, since there is no condition C violation. This means that a construction with a raised pronoun
which leaves behind a resumptive pronoun has two possible underlying representations: it is possible that
the ,,big” DP is in [Spec, TP] while the DPcompr has raised, but it could also be the case that the resumptive
pronoun is the DPcoppL Which has been stranded in the embedded [Spec, TP] while the remnant ,,big DP’
has raised. As far as I can see, there is no way to tell these two derivations apart.
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To conclude, the only available option for a finite clause with a ,big’ DP subject to
converge is that T probes the ,big’” DP, while C probes the the complement of the
resumptive pronoun. In addition, this structure requires C to have an edge-feature (EPP),
in order for the lexical DP to be able to escape the CP-phase via [Spec, C]. In the final
subsection of this chapter, I briefly discuss the EPP-feature on C.

6.4.2 A note on the EPP- and edge-features

I have suggested that in the “winning” derivation in (41), the head of the finite CP from
which long A-movement takes place is equipped with an EPP-feature that licenses
movement of the subject. In contrast, in examples such as (36a) and (37a), in which no
long A-movement has occurred, the C-head lacks the EPP-property, and no movement to
[Spec, C] takes place. However, given that the C-head agrees with the subject DP in both

examples, the question arises why the EPP-feature only appears in the former case.

My answer to this question is based on the idea that EPP- or edge-features of phase heads
are optional in general, but can be freely inserted in exactly those cases where grammar
requires movement in order to guarantee that the derivation converges.” As the
discussion in section 6.2 has shown, this idea is applied in the case of the insertion of
intermediate edge-features in long A-bar movement constructions. If an embedded clause
includes a wh-phrase, which needs to undergo A-bar movement into the main clause, then
the C-head needs to be equipped with an edge-feature that allows the wh-phrase to escape
the CP. Without the edge-feature, the wh-phrase would not undergo movement, and the

derivation would crash (or converge with a deviant interpretation).

The same considerations apply to the edge-feature of v. In discussing movement to the
edge of VP in languages such as Icelandic and English, Chomsky (2001:34-36) suggests
that the optional edge-feature of a phase head is licensed when it has ,an effect on the
output’. Chomsky’s example is the presence of an EPP-feature on the phase head v,

which is present in English in exactly those contexts where the direct object DP is a wh-

* See, for example, Chomsky (2000), who argues that the EPP-feature of T is universal, while the edge-
features of C and v are optional.
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phrase and must escape the vP in order to be able to move to [Spec, C] to take scope.
While the latter movement step is triggered by the edge-feature of C, the wh-phrase can
only be attracted by C if it is in the edge of VP (because of the PIC). Grammar then
licenses the edge-feature on v which enables the wh-phrase to move to [Spec, V], in order
to become accessible for the edge-feature of the next phase head. In contrast, languages
such as Icelandic, which have object shift, allow for the EPP/edge-feature of v to appear
in other contexts as well. In Icelandic, object shift is impossible when v has not raised to
T (a phenomenon known as Holmberg’s Generalisation (HG) (Holmberg 1986)).

Consider the Icelandic examples in (45):

(45) a. Hann las par ekki (*par)
he read them not

He didn’t read them.’
(Icelandic; Diesing, 1996: 67)

b. *Hann hefur bodkina; [yplesio ti]
he has book.the read
,JHe has read the book.’

(Icelandic; Bobaljik, 2002: 208)

In (45a), it is assumed that the verb in v has raised to T and that the object has also
shifted to the edge of the VP, thereby yielding a grammatical sentence. In contrast, in
(45b), v has not raised. Therefore, movement of the direct object DP bokina ,book’ to the
edge of the vP results in an ungrammatical sentence. Chomsky (2001:35-36) argues that
in examples such as (45b), where v has not raised and object shift cannot take place, v is
not required to have an EPP feature. In contrast, in (45a), where v has raised, creating the
right environment for object shift, v is assigned an EPP feature in order to attract the
object to the edge of the vP where it can be given a new interpretation. In other words,

the EPP feature is licensed when its occurrence forces movement which has an effect on

the output which here means that the object receives a particular interpretation.
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Miiller (2004) also discusses the possibility that grammar provides certain heads with
features that trigger movement in those contexts where independent requirements make
movement of a particular constituent necessary. Miiller (2004) analyses verb second
phenomena in Germanic languages in terms of vP-(v*P)-fronting. In his theory, the
fronted VP may only include one phrase in its edge and the finite verb in v or V. This
condition implies that all other material vacates the vP before the vP moves. Miiller
(2004: 187) therefore considers the possibility that the features of higher functional heads
which trigger the necessary evacuation movement are licensed if and only if there is also

vP movement to [Spec, C], i.e. ,only if this operation has an indirect effect on outcome’.

Zeller (2006c¢) also proposes that EPP-features can be associated with functional heads in
order to trigger movement operations that are required for convergence. In his analysis of
Kinyarwanda ditransitive locative constructions, Zeller suggests that the locative DP in
these constructions is generated as the complement of a preposition. However, when the
preposition incorporates into the verb as an applicative marker (cf. Baker 1988), the
locative DP is left without case (since incorporated lexical heads cannot assign case). The
only potential case assigner is v. However, Zeller shows that the necessary Agree-relation
between v and the locative DP in situ is blocked by the intervening Theme DP in [Spec,
V] — unless the locative DP moves to a second specifier of VP on top of the theme. For
this movement to be licensed, V needs to be equipped with an EPP-feature. Crucially, in
Zeller’s analysis, this feature is not related to an Agree-relation between the moved DP
and the attracting head V. Rather, the EPP is associated with V only to trigger a
movement operation that allows the locative DP to end up in a position from where it is

accessible to a higher probe and can get its case feature valued.

Based on these considerations about the availability of EPP/edge-features, I assume that
an EPP-feature can be associated with C bearing an uF-feature if the respective A-
movement step ,has an effect on the outcome’, i.e. if it is a last resort operation to
produce a convergent derivation. This is the case if an embedded finite CP includes a
,big’ DP. As was shown above, such a construction can only converge if the embedded

DP can leave the CP in order to establish an Agree-relation with T or v in the matrix
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clause. Therefore, grammar supplies C with an EPP-feature in this context, and the DP-
complement of the resumptive pronoun can move to [Spec, C] from where it is accessible
to a probe in the matrix clause. In contrast, when there is no ,big’ DP in the embedded
clause, only T is associated with an EPP-feature, and even though the subject DP also

agrees with uF on C, no movement of the lexical subject to [Spec, C] takes place.*°

6.5 Conclusion

I have developed a theory of long A-movement that expands and elaborates the analysis
outlined in chapter 5. I have argued that a language has long A-movement if it (1.) can
form a ,big’ DP whose head does not assign case to, but which allows extraction of, its
complement DP, and (2.) if it has Raising and ECM-verbs which select CPs with an uF-
feature.*” Empirical data from some of the languages under consideration, as well as the
theoretical discussion provided in this chapter, support the conclusion that C in languages
with long A-movement has a grammatical feature that can enter an Agree-relation with
DPcompr. The existence of this feature implies that subsequent movement of DPcompr to
[Spec, C], which is triggered by the edge (or EPP-) feature of C, counts as A-movement.
DPcompr in [Spec, C] hence remains accessible for further Agree-relations with
functional heads in the matrix clause, and can undergo further A-movement. Importantly,
although the nature of the feature uF on C which enters the first Agree-relation with
DPcompr may vary from language to language, all other aspects of my analysis of long A-
movement constructions (the ,big” DP, the Agree-relation between C and DPcompr, and
A-movement to [Spec, C]) can be applied to, and explain the properties of, Hyperraising,
Hyper-ECM and Copy Raising constructions in all the languages I have examined here.
This means that my analysis has shown that it is possible to explain the possibility of long
A-movement in different languages through one and the same underlying mechanism.

An interesting implication of my account is that the main difference between a

construction with and one without A-movement is not found in the nature of the CP

% Note that an edge-feature on C can still be licensed in constructions without ,,big’ DP if it has an effect on
the outcome, e.g. in order to allow long A-bar movement of a wh-phrase.

7 Given Pesetsky & Torrego’s (2001, 2004) analysis, English has the latter property, i.e. a uT-feature on C.
The impossibility of long A-movement in English suggests that English does not have the first property, i.e.
it cannot create ,,big” DP-constructions which allow resumption in A-movement contexts.
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(strong vs. weak phase; indicative vs. subjunctive etc.), but in the nature of the embedded
subject. Apart from the EPP-feature on C, which is present only when movement occurs,
the properties of a CP from which the subject is extracted are identical to those of the CPs
whose subjects have remained in situ. In each case, CP is a strong phase, and if it is
selected by a Raising or ECM-verb, its head bears an uF-feature which needs to enter an
agreement relation with a DP acting as a goal. The difference between the variants with
and those without A-movement is the structure of the thematic subject: if it is an ordinary
DP, this DP can act as a goal for two probing heads, but if it is a ,big’ DP, the uF-probe
of C targets the lexical DP-complement inside big DP, and the EPP-feature associated
with C attracts this DP to [Spec, C], ultimately creating a long A-movement construction

with a stranded resumptive pronoun in the embedded clause.
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CHAPTER 7

Conclusion

In this chapter, I summarise the main points of the thesis. 7.1 summarises the research
findings, while 7.2 highlights the outstanding problems and suggests areas of further

research.

7.1 Summary of thesis

The standard treatment of Raising constructions in recent versions of Generative
Grammar, such as the Minimalist Program (Chomsky, 1995, 2001, 2005) is based on the
premise that Raising is only possible from defective clauses. In contrast to this
assumption, which I discussed in detail in chapter 1, I have shown in my thesis that a
large number of languages allow A-movement out of finite complement clauses. In
chapter 2, I presented data from Shona, Kikuyu and Kirutindi collected during my own
fieldwork, as well as data from the literature that illustrate that many languages manifest
long subject-to-subject Raising out of finite complements: Kipsigis (Jake & Odden,
1979); Kikuyu, Kiruindi and Shona (Perez 1985); Kitharaka (Harford (Perez) 1997);
Rumanian (Grosu & Horvath, 1984; Rivero, 1991); Hebrew (Lappin, 1984); Haitian
Creole (Deprez, 1992); Turkish (Moore, 1998; Aygen, 2004); Igbo (Ura, 1998); Greek
(Joseph, 1976; Soame & Perlmutter, 1979; Alexiadou & Anagnostopoulou, 1999);
Japanese (Uchibori, 2000, 2001;); Brazilian Portuguese (Rodrigues, 2004; Martins &
Nunes, 2006); Yoruba (Adesola, 2005); Mandarin Chinese (Li, 1990; Ura, 1994); Zulu
(Zeller, 2006a, 2006b); Telugu (Ura 1994); Persian (Darzi, 1993); Finnish (Sulkala &
Karjalainen, 1992 Ura, 1994); Dholuo (Creider, 1989; Ura, 1994); Morrocan Arabic (Ura,
1994); Bhojpuri (Shukla, 1981; Ura, 1994) and Maithili (Yadava, 1989). In chapter 3, I
further presented data from the literature on languages that manifest long subject-to-
object Raising out of finite complements: Greek (Joseph, 1976); Rumanian (Rivero,
1991); Korean (Hong 2005); Japanese (Bruening, 2001; Tanaka, 2002); Turkish (Sener,
2008); Herero (Kavari & Marten, 2005); Quechua and Kipsigis (Jake & Odden, 1979);
Chamorro (Gibson, 1992; Davies and Dubinsky, 2004); Fijian and Niuean (Massam,
1985) and Dholuo (Gu, 2009). I observed that an embedded subject DP can be moved to
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the matrix subject or object position, not only from finite subjunctive complements in
languages such as Greek, Japanese and Rumanian, but also from finite indicative clauses
in languages such as Turkish, Brazilian Portuguese and many Bantu languages. In some
cases (e.g. in languages like Yoruba, Igbo, Haitian Creole and Hebrew), a subject DP that
is moved out of a finite clausal complement leaves a pronominal copy at the point of

extraction.

In chapter 4, I reviewed existing analyses of long A-movement that exist in the
Minimalist Program. Some authors have suggested that T inside the embedded CP that
allows long A-movement of its subject is defective, and that this defectiveness is the
result of the lack of tense (Alexiadou & Anagnostopoulou, 1999; Uchibori, 2000, 2001),
mood (Aygen, 2004) or because of the nominal nature of T (Zeller, 2006a). The
proponents of the ,case assignment’ approach argue that although case can be assigned in
the embedded CP, case assignment could be delayed if there was no expletive in the
numeration to satisfy the EPP feature of the matrix T (Rodrigues, 2004). Moreover, Ura
(1998), argues that the case feature of the embedded subject DP and the ¢-features of the
embedded T are not checked in the embedded clause because case valuation is only
required for convergence. In the small clause approach, Deprez (1992) and Kawai (2006)
argue that the embedded DP moves because the embedded clause is a small clause, while
the base generation analysis assumes that a copy pronoun originates in the embedded
clause, and that the matrix subject DP is base generated in the matrix subject position
(Harford (Perez), 1997; Potsdam and Runner, 2001; Hoji, 2005). I noted that there are
various problems with these existing theories. For instance, the fact that full agreement is
normally only attested in non-defective clauses poses a problem for the proposal that the
embedded CP in Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM constructions is defective, since the
embedded T in these constructions triggers full agreement. Also, the observation that it is
possible for the base position of an extracted subject in long A-movement constructions
to be overtly realised as a pronominal copy indicates that case is assigned in the
embedded clause from which long A-movement has taken place, which contradicts the
assumption that case assignment is delayed and does not happen in the embedded clause.

Furthermore, I noted that the existing theoretical approaches are not uniform, and that
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they are mostly motivated by the idiosyncratic properties of the respective language
under investigation. An account which is based on an idiosyncratic property of a specific
language can naturally not be extended to a language which does not have that property.
Therefore, I have attempted a unified approach which explains what is essentially the
same phenomenon in terms of the same theoretical assumptions, rather than using

different, and often unrelated, theories.

In chapter 5, I outlined the first part of my own analysis of long A-movement
constructions. I noted that what all the Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM constructions
discussed in chapters 2 and 3 have in common is that they license null subjects (pro-DPs)
— a correlation that I labelled Ura’s generalisation (after a similar observation made in
Ura 1994). 1 also took into account the observation that pro drop languages like Shona,
Greek and Japanese allow Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM, while non pro drop languages
like Yoruba and Igbo have Copy Raising. Based on this observation and Ura’s
generalisation, I then suggested that languages which allow Hyperraising and Hyper-
ECM must be pro drop languages because the gap in the subject position of the embedded
finite clauses from which Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM has occurred is filled by pro. In
languages with Copy Raising, which do not have null pronouns, the embedded subject
position is realised by an overt pronoun. In this way, my proposal provides an obvious
bridge between languages which allow Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM and those
languages with Copy Raising: these constructions are identical in all crucial respects,
with the main difference being that the pronominal resumptive copy is a full lexical
pronoun in the latter languages, whereas it is a null pronoun in languages with
Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM. The main conclusion of chapter 5 is that the data
discussed in chapters 2 and 3, in which an A-moved matrix subject or object is linked to
the subject position of an embedded finite clause, are best captured if it is assumed that
this embedded subject position is filled with a (null or overt) subject pronoun which is
coreferential with the moved DP. This proposal amounts to saying that A-movement of
DPs out of finite clauses triggers resumption, i.e. the occurrence of a (null) pronoun in the

embedded subject position.
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Chapter 5 also provides a technical implementation of the suggested theory of resumption
in long A-movement constructions. I have argued that languages with Hyperraising,
Hyper-ECM or Copy Raising allow for the formation of recursive ,big” DPs, i.e. DPs in
which a pronominal head selects another DP (DPcompr), in the subject position of
embedded finite clauses. The theta-role associated with the subject is assigned to the
complex ,big’ DP, which includes DPcompr. The ,big” DP also agrees with the embedded
T, its case feature is valued as nominative, and the DP moves to [Spec, T]. However,
although the whole ,big’ DP counts as the argument of the embedded verb, both DPs
need case. Assuming that pronominal DPs are not case assigners, this means that
DPcompr still has an unvalued case feature. It therefore is still active, and its ¢-features
are available as the goal for a probe in the matrix clause. Eventually, DPcompr. moves out
of the embedded clause into the matrix clause, leaving behind the remnant ,big DP’,
stranding its pronominal head (which is pro in languages with Hyperraising and Hyper-
ECM and an overt pronoun in Copy Raising languages). As I have shown, the proposal
that recursive DPs can be formed to allow the generation of “extra” DPs makes the
interesting prediction that we also find instances of ‘“successive-cyclic” long A-
movement, and | presented data to demonstrate that this prediction is indeed realised in

languages such as Shona, Greek, Turkish, Japanese, Chinese and Korean.

In contrast to Ura (1994) and many of the analyses of Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM
discussed in Chapter 4, my proposal does not imply that long A-movement is only
possible from clauses whose embedded T-head is defective, or that the embedded subject
position is a non-case position. Rather, I take agreement inside the embedded clause to be
indicative of the ability of embedded T to license nominative case on the embedded
subject. In this respect, no deviation from standard Minimalist assumptions is required.
More specifically, I suggested in chapter 5 that the role of the resumptive pro or overt
pronoun in Hyperraising, Copy Raising or Hyper-ECM constructions is precisely to
receive the case assigned by the probing T-head inside the embedded clause. It is the
existence of a resumptive pronoun which causes the coreferential subject DP to be
without case, which in turn creates a context in which long A-movement of this DP

becomes possible.
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One of the key questions that is not yet answered by the analysis presented in chapter 5 is
why the embedded DPcompr is accessible for a higher functional head, despite an
intervening finite CP-boundary. My explanation of this possibility, which I motivate and
develop in detail in chapter 6, is based on the idea that finite CPs are phases, but that a
phrase that undergoes Raising out of a finite CP escapes the CP by moving through the
edge of the phase, i.e. through [Spec, C]. In other words, I assume that long A-movement
never proceeds directly from the embedded subject position to an A-position in the main
clause. Rather, I suggested that it always proceeds in a successive-cyclic manner via the

embedded [Spec, C]-position.

In order to explain that DPcompr, once moved to [Spec, C], can undergo further A-
movement into a matrix clause, I challenged the assumption that movement to [Spec, C]
is always A-bar movement, and argued instead that in Hyperraising, Hyper-ECM and
Copy Raising constructions, [Spec, C] can become an A-position. I proposed, following
Chomsky (2006: 6), that all lexical items which can be merged have edge-features; it is
the edge-features of lexical items that allow them to combine with other lexical items or
phrases to derive larger syntactic objects. I argued that whether movement triggered by
an edge feature counts as A- or A-bar movement depends on the feature content of the
head whose edge-feature triggers movement. I suggested that movement triggered by an
edge-feature on a head H is A-movement if the head bears an uninterpretable formal
feature that acts as a probe in an Agree relation. This suggestion led me to the further
assumption that the C-head of an embedded finite clause in long A-movement
constructions must be equipped with a formal feature uF, which enters an Agree-relation
with the embedded subject DPcompr. Much of the discussion in chapter 6 was devoted to

the presentation of conceptual and empirical arguments in favour of this analysis.

7.2 Suggested further research

One limitation of the present study has to do with the available data. Most of the data
discussed in chapters 2 and 3 were adopted from existing literature. In many cases, my

analysis gave rise to certain questions or expectations that I would have liked to test by
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checking more and different examples from the respective languages. However, due to
obvious geographical constraints, it was not always possible to gain access to mother-
tongue speakers of the relevant languages mentioned in the study to substantiate and
further develop claims about Hyperraising, Copy Raising or Hyper-ECM in these

languages.

As already noted at the end of chapter 6, my proposal that the feature uF on C which
which acts as a probe for an Agree-relation with DPcompL 1S an uninterpretable and
unvalued categorial feature uCAT, and that the goal for this probe is the subject’s
categorial D-feature, should be further investigated. It is expected that such an
investigation will result in finding at least some languages in which Hyperraising, Copy
Raising or Hyper-ECM is accompanied by visible agreement between the categorial
feature of an embedded lexical subject and the uninterpretable categorial feature of a
complementiser. That is, one expects to find languages in which A-movement takes place

out of finite clauses with determiner-like complementisers.

Although the analysis proposed in this study accounts for the properties of Hyperraising
and Hyper-ECM across several languages, it does not account for the type of Raising

found with Spanish predicates like parece ,seems’:

(D) a. pro parece que Juan y Pedro son muy listos
It seems that Johnand Peter are very smart

.1t seems that John and Peter are very smart.’

b. Juan y Pedro parece que son muy listos
John and Peter seems that are very smart

,John and Peter seem to be very smart.’
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(2) mala hierba parece que nunca muere
bad herb seems that never dies

,A bad herb seems never to die.’ (literal)

,A bad person seems to live for a long time.’ (idiomatic)

(Fernandez-Salgueiro:2005: 100-102)

Like Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM constructions discussed in chapters 2 and 3, parece
,seems’ also licenses an expletive pro and alternatively triggers what looks like Raising
from a finite complement, (1). The idiomatic interpretation is also retained when the
subject-part of an idiom embedded under parece is moved to the matrix clause, as
illustrated by the example in (2). However, as observed in (1b), the raised DP Juan y
Pedro ,John and Peter’ fails to trigger agreement with the matrix T: the matrix verb
shows (default) singular agreement, and no plural number agreement with the extracted

subject DP.

A similar example is also found with Greek predicates like ine pioano ,js likely’. The
predicate ine pioano behaves like the Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM predicates discussed

in chapters 2 and 3 in many respects, as shown in the following examples:

3) a. pro ine pieano oti 1 kopeles ea fevgun
pro is likely Comp the girls-NoMm Fur-leave-3PL

Lt is likely that the girls will leave.’

b. 1 kopeles ine pieano na fevgun
the girls-NoMm is likely = SuBJ leave-3PL

,The girls are likely to be leaving.’

4) a. O Janis ine piBano na apoperatosi  to ergo
the- NomM. MAsc John is likely SuBJ to finish/complete the- NOM.NEUT task

,John is likely to finish /complete the task.’
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b. to ergo ine piBano na  apoperatoei
the- NOM.NEUT task is likely SuBJ to finish/complete-3SING.PASS
apo to Jani
by the-Acc. Masc John
,»The task is likely to be finished/completed by John.’

(%) a. pro ine piBano o kombos na ftasi sto xteni
pro is likely  the- NomM. MASC knot SUBJ arrive at-the comb
4t 1s likely that the knot will arrive at the comb.’
4t 1s likely that things will come to a head.’

b. 0 kombos ine piBano na ftasi sto xteni
the- NOM. MAsC  knot is likely SuBJ arrive at-the comb

,»The knot is likely to arrive at the comb.”’ (literal)

,Things are likely to come to a head.” (idiomatic)

Like the Spanish predicate parece ,seems’, ine pifano ,js likely’ takes an expletive pro
subject in (3a) and triggers Raising out of a finite complement in (3b). In (4), when the
verb embedded under ine pifano is passivised, both active and passive sentences are
similar in meaning, and (5) shows that when the subject-part of an idiom chunk
embedded under ine pifano is raised to the matrix clause, the sentence still retains its
idiomatic meaning. However, in contrast to the Hyperraising and Hyper-ECM
constructions discussed in chapters 2 and 3, the raised subject in ine pi@ano constructions

does not trigger agreement with the matrix T, as seen in (6):
(6) *1 kopeles ine piBanes na fevgun
the girls-NoMm are likely  SuBJ leave-3PL

,»Lhe girls are likely to be leaving.’

It is interesting to note that in the expletive variant of the idiomatic construction (5a), the

subject of the embedded clause precedes the subjunctive complementiser na and bears
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nominative case. My analysis predicts constructions such as (5) to be possible. A
language which has the expletive construction: EXPL-V [COMPL-subj-V] and the alternative
Raising variant: subject-V [COMPL- pro- V] should also have EXPL-V [subj-COMPL- V]
structure where the subject has raised to [Spec, C] but no further. However, in general,
constructions like (5) do not seem to be attested in most of the languages which have both
long A-movement and the corresponding expletive constructions, as shown by the Zulu

example in (7) taken from Zeller (2006b: 6):

(7) a. *Ku-fanele abantwana ukuthi ba-dlal-e =~ ngaphandle
Loc-ought  child2 that  SM2-play-SUBJ outside

,The children must play outside.’

b. [cp [tp EXPL [verb [cp DPcompr [c> C [tp [Dp PRON BPegmpr] [T ...

If structural case is assigned under Agree, and if the EPP-feature of T is independent of
case-assignment and can be checked by an expletive, then it is unclear why (to the best of
my knowledge) examples with the word order in (7) are not attested in most of the

languages examined in this thesis.

However, it is well possible that the absence of data with the word order in (7) is due to
another reason. It has become part of the standard analysis of the Minimalist Program
since Chomsky (2000) to assume that all that is required for case assignment is that the
case-assigning head C-commands the respective DP. However this assumption has been
challenged by various authors in recent years (Epstein & Seely, 2006). If these alternative
proposals are on the right track, then it could indeed be possible that nominative case-
assignment actually requires a Spec-Head relation between T and the DP, exactly as was
assumed in earlier versions of the Principles and Parameters theory before Chomsky
(2000). If this is the case, then the impossibility of examples such as (7) follows without
further stipulations: although DPcompr in (7) has entered an agreement relation with uF
on C and has been attracted to [Spec, C] because of C’s edge (= EPP-) feature, and

although it could possibly even Agree with matrix T or v from this position, DPcompr
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would still not be able to have its case feature valued by T if it remained in [Spec, C]. For
nominative case to be assigned, DPcompr. would have to move to [Spec, T] or [Spec, v] of

the matrix clause. If this movement step does not take place, the derivation will crash.

As far as I can see, the analysis of long A-movement presented in my thesis is entirely
compatible with the idea that case assignment requires a Spec-Head relation. This idea
would also explain that the ,big” DP which includes the resumptive pronoun is always
located in the embedded [Spec, T]-position: the ,big’ DP cannot be stranded in the
embedded [Spec, v], since [Spec, T] is the only position in which it can receive
nominative case. On the basis of the apparent absence of data with the word order in (7), I
therefore tentatively conclude that my analysis, if correct, provides further evidence for
the (old) idea that structural case can only be assigned if the relevant case assigner and

assignee are in a Spec-Head relation.
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