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INTRODUCTION

1 Where Languages Differ

Language is a function of the human species, It is unclear how this
function has developed and in what way its properties are determined by
the structure of the human brain, What is clear, howaever, is that only
humans have language.

In this respect, the use of language is comparable to counting and
caleulating, to staging rituals and creating atrt, and to eontriving decsit.
Apparently, only the human brain harbors a computational system of the
complexity that is required for performing these funciions.

If language is a function of the human speciss, its properties must be
jargely determined by the properties of the human computational system.
This implies that a number of properties of linguistic structures are
universal.

In studying the universal properties of language, considerable progress
has been made in recent years within the theoretical framework of
generative grammar {Chomsky 1957 and much later work). According to
this theory, the computational system creates language particular
syntactic representations by deriving them from language independent
basic representations, The structure of these representations is simple and
universal, hierarchically ordered in a binary branching system. The
various representations are related by universal operations, affecting the
constituents of the representations by movement, deletion, and insertion.
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The basic representations (originally called deep structures and later
D-structures) are considered to be the interface betwesn the computational
system and the lexical-conceptual component of the mind. The way tha
various positions in the basic representations are filled depends on the
thematic and aspectual properties of lexical items in a particular
language.

" The gbservabls representations {originally called surfuce strucfures and
later S-structures) are derived from the basic representations by applying
or not applying the universal operations in a language particular way. It
is assumed that they are mersly intermediate stages in the derivation of
asentence. Eventually, the observable language particular representations
will be turned into language independent representations again {called
logical form or LF). These final representations are the interface to
anether mental component for set of mental components), which operates
independently of the computational system, and takes care of the
interpretation of sentences.

Thus, the computational system takes a sentence from an initial state
to a final state, through a number of intermediate states, The initial state
and the final state are interfaces with other components of the mind.
Therefore, the properties of these states are supposed to be universal. The
intermediate states, however, are not interfaces with other mental
components. Therefore, only at this intermediate stage is language
variation to be expected.

At the same time, the intermediate states are the only states which
are open to immediate empirical observation. It is assumed that at a
¢ertain point in the intermediate stage instructions to the articulatory-
perceptual system are issued. These instructions coastitute a third
interface Ievel {called phonetic form or PF), and without them sentences
could not be spoken or heard, Therefore, sentences that can be empiricaily
observed are always in an intermediate state of their derivation:!

! It may be the case in certain languages that the intermediate state of the derivation differs
minimally from or is identical with the initial state or the finalstate. However, it is crucislly
assumed that the intermediata stats is not necessarily identical to either the initial stats o2
tha final sfate. '

INTRODUCTION 3

{1) derivation of a sentence
{Lexical.Conceptual Componsnt)
Initial Representation
(Artieulatory- ny

Perceptial Component}

Final Reprezentation

S

{Intsrpreiative Component)

Intermediate states can be more or less advanced in the direction of
the final state. There is no reason why the derivation of sentences should
take place in rigorously identical ways in all languages. A certain
arbitrariness is expected hers. If the theory developed since Chomsky
(1957) is eorrect, it should be possible to describe all syntactic variation
between languages as arbitrary diffecences in the intermediate states of
the derivation of the sentences of these languages®

In this dissertation, certain phenomena in the syntax of Duich, a
continental West Germanic language of the Indo-Hittite phylum, will be
analyzed within the approach to syntactic variation sketched above. The
most recent stage of this approach will henceforth be called the Minimalist
Program, after Chomsky (1992). A fuller exposition of the Minimalist
Program will be presented in section 2 of this introductory chapter, and
some extensions of the approach will be proposed in section 3.

In Chapter If, the facts of Dutch which will ba particularly relevant
throughout this study will be presented first in a separate reference
section. In sections 2 and 3, the traditional generative analysis of these
phenomena, based on Koster (1976} and Den Besten {1977} will be
discussed. In section 4, T will argue that our understanding of the
phenomena of Dutch improves greatly when the more restrictive
minimalist approach is chosen,

? The existence of implicational universals {Gresnberg 1963) suggests that not all variation
among languages is arbitrary, and that there ara marked and unmarked combinations of
paramater settings.
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it will turn out that in Dutch, the derivation from the initial state to
later states invariably involves movement of syntactic heads and phrases
to the left. This is at variance with previous analyses of Dutch, in which
various rightward movements had to be assumed. However, this result is
welcome, since it suggests that the directionality of the derivation is the
same in Dutch and in English. It might even suggest that this
directionality is universal, in that the target positions for the movements
are always found to the left of already existing structure, and never to the
right of it.

There is no a prieri conceptual reason why movement should always
be to the left and never to the right. It follows from well-known conditions
that movement is always upward (picturing syntactic representations as
inverted tree structures), but there is no reason why the arbitrary
differances between languages determining syntactic variation sheuld not
include a directionality parameter.

However, as will become clear in section 3.3 of this introduction, there
ars several reasons to conclude that movement is in fact invariably
leftward (Kayne 1993). If this is correct, the analysis of Duteh that will be
developed in this study is in agreement with this universal mechanism,
a marked improvement over the standard analysis of Dutch within
generative grammar.

This, then, has been my major guideline in writing this book: to argue
that the phenomena of Dutch can be profitably analyzed as involving
leftward movement only, It follows that the structurs of all syntactic
catagories can be represented as in {2), where specifier and X are the only
possible targets for movement of slements in the complement of X:

2 Xp

A

X complement

specifier

In chapter 11T, T will argue that the structure in (2) applies to the
functional projections in Dutch (which are ereated in the process of
movement, see section 2 of this introduction). This will invelve a
discussion of clitic placement, complementizer agreement, and verb
movement. In chapter IV, I will argue that the structure in (3} also
applies to the lexical projections of Dutch (constituting the initial
representations). This will be argued mainly on the basis of the syntax of
the VP, involving a discussion of verb clusters in Dutch.

The major conclusion of this study is that Dutch is a head initial
language throughout. A second conclusion js that a strict application of
the minimalist principles leads to a simple and elegant analysis of the
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complicated functional domain in Duteh. The analysis presented therefore
provides empirical support for the universality of the structure of
linguistic representations as well as of the operations affseting these
representations.

2 The Minimalist Program (Chomsky 1992)

In this study, the phenomena of Dutch syntax will bs analyzed in a way
that is at some points sharply diverging from the traditional analysis,
discussed in chapter IL.

To some extent, the novel character of the analysis is a direct
consequence of the theoretical framework adopted. This thecretical
framework is the so called Minimalist Program, after Chomsky (1992 and
MIT class lectures of Fall 1991). It is the latest developmaental stage of the
theory of (Transformational) Generative Grammar {Chomsky 1957).°

As in earlier stages of the theory, the Minimalist Program considers
grammar to be a derivational system, A sentence is first built up in a
basic form, then medified through processes of movement, deletion, and
insertion, until it reaches a final form which may serve as input to other
components of the cognitive system. However, unlike earlier stages of the
theory, the mechanism ec¢reating the basic representation and the
mechanism performing the other operations (movement, insertion,
deletion) are the same (it is the mechanism of Generalized
Transformation).

As in earlier stages of the theory, movement takes place because
elements must be formally licensed. Unlike earlier stages of the theory,
however, the need for formal licensing is the enly reason for movement to
take place. In addition, it is assumed that elements can never be formally
licensed in a position they occupy in the initial representation.

As in earlier stages of the theory, movement may take place before or
after the peint in the derivation at which the instructions to the PF-
system {the articulatory-perceptual system) are issued. Unlike earlier
stages, however, it is now assumed that movement preferably takes place

? Earlier stages that can be distinguished are the Standard Theory (Chomsky 1965), the

Batended Standard Theory {Chomsky 1970; JackendofF 1972), the Revised Extended Stendard

Theory (Chomsky 1973, 1977; Chomsky and Lasnik 1977; Chomsky 1980), the Government

e;m:' f;‘nding Theory or the Principles and Parameters Approach (Chomsky 1981, 1956a,
9866),
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aefter this particular point in the derivation, so that overt movement is, in
a way, the marked option,

As before, the amount of overt movement may differ from language to
language. But, unlike bhefore, the presence or absence of overt movement
is the onfy instance of parametric variation in syntax among languages.

In the next four subsections, the key aspects of the Minimalist
Program are briefly sketched. Some extensions to the pregram will be
introduced in section 3. ’

2.1 Building Up Trees; Generalized Transformation

Representations are built up in a bottom-up fashion by a mechanism
called Qeneralized Transformation. A Generalized Transformation
combines two phrase markers. Two phrase markers are combined by
expanding one of the two phrase markers (the "target phrase marker’) so
as to include an empty position, This expansion takes place by adding to
the target phrase marker a projection of the target phrase marker, This
projection is binary branching and has two daughters: the target phrase
marker and an empty position. This empty position is substituted for by
the other phrase marker. The wheole process, iltustrated in (1}, ymlds two
sister phrase markers connected in a binary branching subtres.!

* Binary branching is a result of this particular formulation of the Generalized
Transformation mechanism. The atlractiveness of binary branching has been argued for
several times in the literature (Kayne 1984, E, Hoakstra 1991).
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{1) I Two independent phrase markers
h'd NP
| ]
Fkiss Mary

1L Expansion of the target phrase marker

v ’ NP
v /\ . \
]
kiss Mary

1. Substitution of the empty pasition in the projection of the target
phrase marker

¥
V/\ NP
¢ \
kiss Mary

The projection of the target phrase marker has the same categorial
features as the target phrase marker. The phrase level of the projection
of the target phrase mazker is determined by the rules of X-bar Theory
{Chomsky 1986b, going back to Chomsky 1970, Jackendoff 1977).

These rules specily that the ultimate projection of an X (or X°, or head)
will be an XP {or X", or maximal projection), and that there is an
intermediate projection X' (X-bar) which is the immediate projection of X.
This is illustrated in the following two rewrite rules:®

] a, b U] X
b. X S0P X

The order of the elements to the right of the arrows in (2} is irrelevant.®
The sister of X°, YP i ln (2b}, is called complement; the sister of X/, ZP in
{2a), is called spectﬁer

® Rowrite rules are used to construct trea structures in a top-down fashion. A rule like 4 —
B C yields a binary branching tree in which B and C are sach other's sisters and A's
daughters.

® But 528 section 3.3.

7 Stuurman {1985} and E. Hoekstra (1991} proposs modified versions of X.bar theory, in
which the intsrmediate bar level category disappears and is replaced by a maximal
projection. S¢4 section 3.2 for incorporation of ths one-level X-bar theory inte the minimalist
program.
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The Generalized Transformation illusirated in (1} combines &Hwo
independent phrase markers. Therefora, it is called a &inary operation.
Lexical insertion is a typical binary operation.

It is alse possible that the empty element created by expanding the
target phrase marker is substituted for by an element contained in the
target phrase marker, This would be called a singulary operation.

Consider a standard case of raising to subject, as in John arrived. In
this type of construction, Jokn is generated as a complement of arrived,
and moves to the subject position at some point in the derivation (Burzio
1981, Chomsky 1981).

A binary operation of the Generalized Transformation will first
combine arrived and John, as in (3).

{3) ;\
v NP
l i
arrived John

Next, another binary operation will combins the phrase marker in {3} with
a functional head in which the tense and agresment featurss are
represented (ealled INFL, for the time being).

4) r
~
INFL: v
v NP
t t
arrived Jokn

For reasons that de not concern us hare, John has to mave out of the
projection of V to a position in the domain of INFL. To this end, I’ is
expanded in such a way that there will be an empty vlement in the
position of sister of T, to be substituted for immediately by John.

B¥PRODUCTION 9

8y I iy H. pi g
R we < p
1
/\ Jokn /\
INFL v INFE v

v NP v ]
1 1

arrived John arrived

In (6}, the target phrase marker is expanded by adding a former subpart
of the target phrase marker. Ne new phrase marker is added to the
construction. Therefore this is called a singulary operation. All movement
operations that were subsumed under the term Afove o in the Government
and Binding framework are now redefined as singulary operations of the
Generalized Transformation.?

Chomsky {1992) notes that the expansion of a target phrase marker,
the introduction of an empty element, and the substitution of that empty
element by a second phrase marker, are all part of one indivisible process.
The intermediate stages, represented separately above for expository
reasons, are never open to inspection as phenomena of language.

Crucially, the Generalized Transformation always adds material
external {o existing phrase markers, It is not possible, Chomsky {1992)
suggests, to insert material inside a phrasa marker.’

* Anoteon terminology isin order here. In the earliest stages of Transformational Grammar,
a distinction was made batween singulary transformations and generalized frensformations.
The former ¢perats en a single phrass marker, are srdered, and do not intreduce meaning-
bearing elaments; the latter embed a constituent phrase marker inte a matrix phrase
markar, are unordered, and do introduce meaning-bearing elements {Katz and Postal 1964,
Palmatier 1972, and references cited there). In Chomsky {1992, 30f), singulary
transformations are a subcass of generalized transformations. The two operations work in
the same way, the only difference bsing the crigin 0f the phrass marker substituting for the
empty position (the formal idsndity of generalized transformations and simgulary
trans{ormations was already pointed out in Chomsky 1986:52, cf. alse Chomsky 1961:134
note 35), Generalized transformations, especially thosa governing sentence embedding, have
bean replaced by the rewrite rules of the base component {Chomaky 1965:65, 1965 chapter
3). Singulary transformations gradually dsveloped inte Mave a {Chomsky 1931}

? This, then, is the modern version of the Strict Gyele Condition {Chomsky 1973).
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2.2 Licensing Elements: Morphological Feature Checking

A classic distinction exists in linguistic theory between conteniful elements
and functional elements. Word stems are contentful elements, whereas
inflectional morphemes are functional elements, Functional elements
express agreenient relations between constituents.

In the Minimalist Program, it is assumed that agreement relations are
highly local. A maximal projection « agrees with a head Bonly i ot is a
spacifier of f. A head o agrees with a head B only if & is adjoined to .10
Moreover, § must be a functional head.

in the Government and Binding framework, the distinction batwveen
cantentful {or lexical) elements and functional elements gradually took the
following shape. Functional elements are generated as heads of
independent phrasal projections. These functional projections are situated
outside and on top of the lexical projections. Thus, the inflectional
morphemes for tense, person, number, etc., are generated separately from
the lexical stems, The stems have to be united with the inflectional
morphemes through a process of movement and adjunction.

This yislds a sentence structure as illustrated in Figure It

1 Tha locality requirements are further restricted in Zwart {1992b), where it is argued that
an element ¢ agrees with an element P only if & adioins to B, This implies that in a specifier-
head agreement ralation, the specifier doss not agres with the head, but with the immediate
projection of a head. See below, saction 3.2,

 The developments in the Governmant and Binding period ara marked by Stowell (1981)
and Pasetsky (1952}, on the structura of IP, Chomsky {1986b} on tha structure of CP, Kayne
(1987}, Polleck (1989) and Chomsky (1991} on the division of IP into AgrP and TP, and Abney
{1987} on the functional domain of noun phrases, DP. Sea Fukui and Speas (1986} on ths
relavanca of of functional projections for parametrization.
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op
~
¢
o < agse
-
Agr§
Agis® L~ ™
.
T .
o 7 agop
Agrl
a0 < ~vp
FIGURE 1

In figure 1, C stands for the complementizer position, T for tense, and
Agr8 and AgrO for subject and object agreement morphology, respectively.
These functional heads project phrases in accordance with the rules of X-
bar Theory given in (2) of section 2.1. AgrOP, TP, AgrSP and CP together
constitute the functional domain of a syntactic structure, VP constitutes
the lexical domain,

In the Minimalist Program, this analysis is maintained in a simplified
form, The major difference concerns the content of the lexical and
functional heads, In the Minimalist Program, lexical heads are occupied
by fully inflected forms (stems plus inflectional affixes). These forms carry
a feature associated with the inflectional affix. The functional heads are
likewise occupied by features associated with inflectional morphology
{instead of by the inflectional morphology itself).’?

** The assumption that abstract features associaled with inflectional morphology are of
greatar syntactic significancs than the overt morphology itselfis atready a erucial part of the
€asa Theory medule of the Govarnment and Binding framework. This Casa Theory refers to
abstract Case features which are associated with nouns and noun phrases regardless the
morphological manifestation of Case ou these nouns and noun phrases (Vergnaud 1979,
Chomsky 1981}, This theory of abstract Casa is subsumed undar the Minimalist Program.
As a result, the inflectionat featurss associated with Case are assumed fo be present en
Iexical ¢ategories, sven if thers is no overt morphological manifestation of Case on these
categories.
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The features associated with the inflectional morphology of lexical
categories have to match the features represented in the functional heads,
Matching is checked under the same striet locality requirements as
agresment {in fact, apreement is a subcase of feature matching),
Therefore, the requirement that morphological features match triggers
movement of lexical elements to positions in the functional domain.
Licensing inflected elements consists in moving the inflected elements to
positions in the functional domain, and checking whether the features
associated with the inflection match the features represented in the
functional heads.

Recall that movement is an application of the QCeneralized
Transformation mechanism. The structurs in figure 1, therefors, is
eompletely built up in the process of moving elements from the lexical
domain to positions in which their features can be checked (which yields
the functional domain). There is no top-down ruls systam to ensure that
syntactic structures are always like figure 1, The structure in figure 1 is
the tesult of the fact that inflacted elements have to be licensed outside
of the lexical domain.

The inflectional features relevant to the phenomena of verb movement
and noun phrase movement are tense, agreement, and Case.? It is very
well possible that other features exist, but these thres appear to be
indispensable features of sentence structure

The features represented in the functional heads trigger both head
movement (to the functional heads) and XP-movement (to the specifier
positions of the functional heads). For this reason, Chomsky (1992}
distinguishes two types of features represented in the functional heads:

' The exact difference befween Case and agreament is not very clear in this system, It is
assumed that the specifiers of AgrS and Agr) are the positions for checking Nominative and
Accusative Cass features, respectively. This suggests that Case and agreement ars identical
concepts. However, Chomsky (1992:42) suggasts that, whils Nominative and Accusativa Case
features are checked in the spacifier positions of AgrS and AgrO, respectively, the features
rolsvant for checking Case do not 7esida in AgrS and AgrO, but in T and V, respectively. I
will continus to consider Casa as an independent feature of Agr, leaving the relation with T
and V a subject for farther study.

" Tatridou (1990) contends that the appreach to inflectional morphology sketched hsre leads
to an explosion of functional categories, assuming that avery functional category discoverad
in studying the languages of the world should ba present in the grammar of every singls
language of the world. This does 1ot appear to be sound argumentation, since we cannot
conclude, fa biclogy for instance, that svery aspect discovered in the study of biological
systams should bs present in every singls spacies of the world. Yt seme biological functions
appesr to be indispensable in any biological system, Likewise, we may assume that a small
aumbar of inflectional faatures are present in all languages of the world, whereas a larger
number may ba mslevant t6 specific languages only. What is universal, howavar, is the way
inflectionat features determine ward ordsr,
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N-features and V-features. N-features are relovant for checking features
of XPs {maximal projections), V-features are relovant for checking features
of heads.

The derivation of a sentence consists in these two processes only:
insertion of elements from the Lexicon (by a binary eperation), and
moventent of elements to the functional domain (by a singulary eperation).

2.3 Restrictions: Economy, Procrastination, Greed

The derivation of a sentence is subject to general conditions of economy.
The derivation should take as few steps as possible (economy of
derivation), and the resulting representations should have as few symbols
as possible (economy of representation) (Chomsky 1991).

One consequence of economy of derivation is that movement always
takes the shertest route.”® Another consequence is that any movement
that is not triggered by a well-established requirement of morphological
feature checking is excluded.' Thus, elements, once licensed, are doomed
to ineriness.

Economy of representation excludes the presence of irrelevant material
at any given level of representation. One instantiation of economy of
representation is the principle of Full Interpretation, which excludes the
presence of uninterpretable material at the interface representations.'’

The derivation of a sentence is a finite process. At a certain point, the
process yields a representation that will function as the output of the
grammatical system, This representation will serve as the input to other
parts of the cognitive system, for instance these having to do with
interpretation. The principle of Full Interpratation requires that every

¥ Shoriness can be interpreted in two ways, viz. as involving the smalfest number of steps
and as invoiving the shoriest steps. These two interpretations appear to ba contradictory {cf.
Chomsky 1992:21). I will argue in section 3.1 that the interpretation of economy of derivation
zs involving the smallest number of steps is the only correct one.

" The modification “well-established’ is neaded to exclude movemants triggared by ‘ghost
{features’, whoss presance is only motivated in onder to ascount fer a specific word order
phenemeron. : . -

¥ This principle was first iutroduced in Chomsky (19862:98), in the context of a discussion
of the relation betweesn Casa assignmeant and theta-rols assigement. The idea was that noun
phrases must bs assigned Case at S-structure, becauss gnly then would thay ba visibls for
theta.role assignment at LF. Since only noun phrasss that carry a theta-role are
interpretable at the interface of LF and othar components of the cognitive system, the
principle of Full Intsrpretation requires Case assignment at S.structure. This concept has
been slightly changed in the Minimalist Program. Case thecking eliminates features that
cannot be interpreted at the interfaces, Without Casa checking, Full Intsrpretation {and
economy of representation) is violated, since unchecked features are uninterpretable,



14 DUTCH SYNTAX

element of an output representation should provide a meaningful input to
the relevant other parts of the cognitive system. Only these elements are
considered to he legitimate objects at the interface level.

The features associated with inflectional morphology are considered to
be relevant for syntax only. They play a crucial part in the licensing of
inflected elements. However, these features are of no direct relevance to
componsnts of the cognitive system external to the grammatical
component. In other words, the faatures associated with inflectional
morphology are not legitimate objects at the interface level: thay cannot
be a part of the final representation that is to serve as input to other
componaents of the cognitive system,

For this reason, these features have to be elffminated during the
derivation. It is assumed that matching features are eliminated as soon
as they are checked.

Therefore, a minimal number of derivational steps is required to
achisve a minimal representation at the interface of the grammatical
component and other compenents of the cognitive system.

Two other principles ave directly derived from economy of derivation,

First, picture the derivation as a step-wise procedure. At each step,
economy of derivation will allow only a minimum of activity. Eventually,
movements will have to take place, but economy of derivation dictates that
these activities take place as late in the derivation as possible. This can
ba formulated as a separate principle, Procrasiinate (Chomsky 1952:43),

Second, movement is triggered by the need to license inflected
efements {more szactly, by the need to check off the abstract features
assoctated with inflected eloments). Elements that are already licensed,
or that do not need licensing, are neither forced nor allowed te move. It
follows that such elsments can never be farced to move in order to assist
in the licensing of another element. The frigger for movement always
works directly on the element to be licensed. The principle that movement
only to help out other elements is disallowed is called Greed (Chomsky
1992:47).

2.4 Parametric Varistion: Strength of Features

According to the Minimalist Program, the derivation of a sentence
yields interface representations which are subject to the principle of Full
Interpratation: they must consist of legitimate objects only. If they do, the
derivation is said to converge. If not, the derivation is said to crash.

The other components of the cognitive system that the grammatieatl
component interacts with are performance systems, having to do with,
roughly, speech and interpretation, Thersfore, there are two types of
performance systems: articulatory-perceptual and conceptual-intentional
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{(Chomsky 1992:3). In accordance with this, the grammatical system will
yield fwe interface representations, each consisting of instructions for one
of the two performance systems, These interface representations are called
PF {for the articulatory-perceptual performance system) and LF {for the
conceptual-intentional performance system).

On the assumption that the cenceptual-intentional performance system
is identical in all humans, the interface representation called LF must he
largely identical in all languages. In contrast, the interface representation
called PF varies from language to language, as can easily be cbserved.®
1t follows that the two interface levels PF and LF are not identical.

In the Minimalist Program, it is assumed that the LF interface level
is the final stage of a derivation, and that the PF interface lavel is the
reflection of an intermediate stage in the derivation. That is, at a certain
point in the derivation, instructions to the articulatory-perceptual system
will be issued. This peint is called Spelf Out. The part of the derivation
before Spell Qut is called overt syntax, the part of the derivation after
Spell Qut is called covert syntax.™®

The problem of comparative linguistics is to find out how and why
languages differ in their overt syntax. Recall that ths principle of
Procrastination dictates that movements take place as late in the
derivation as possible. This principle, than, has to be violated to some
extent in the grammar of certain, perhaps all, languages. The question is,
Why?

The ondy possibla answer to this question is that Procrastination must
be violated to ensure convergence at the PF interface level. In other
words, certain etements that would count as illegitimate objects at PF
have to be eliminated in overt syntax. Sticking to the minimalist
assumptions made abave, it must be the case that certain inflectional
features count as illegitimate objects at PF, These features, then, have to
bs checked and eliminated in overt syntax, through a process of movement
of heads and phrases to pesitions in the functional domain.

* The paint fo ba madas here is actually more subtla. What differs in the PF representation
in the various languages is the ordsr of words and phonemas in a string. The way the
cotresponding instructions are handled by tha articulatory.perceptual psrformance systam
isjust as universal as tha way the LF instructions are handled by the conceptual-intentional
performanca system. Tha differencs betwsan the two interface lavels is that word ordar
and/or hierarchical order affects interpretation in the conceptual-intentional systam, but not
in the articulatory-perceptual system. Therefore, word ¢rder must ba universal at the LF
interface, but not at the PF interfaca.

' Thers are two significant diffsrences betwsen overt synlax and covert syntax: binary
transformations are only allowed in ¢vart syntax (Chomsky 1992:31), and the Strict Cycle
Condition does not apply in covert syntax (Chomsky 1992:33).
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The surprising aspect of this merhanism is that not olf inflectional
features count as illegitimate cbjects at PF. If that were the case, overt
syntax would be largely, perhaps completely identical in all languages of
the world. As we know, there are very distinct differences in word order
hetwegan even so closely rolated languages as English and French {Pollock
1989).

This, then, appears to be the locus of parametrization between
languages: an inflectional feature may or may not he visible as an
illegitimate object at PF. Thoss that are visible as illegitimate abjects at
PF will have to be eliminated in evert syntax. Those that are not visible
at PP will not be eliminated in overt syntax, by the principle of
Procrastination. Features that ars v/sible {thus: potentially harmful) at PF
are called strong; features that are invisible {thus: harmless) at PF are
¢alled weak®

A minimal assumption is that the stronghveak distinction is the only
instance of parametric variation among languages. This implies that
parametric variation is restricted to functional categories (Fukui and
Speas 1986), It furthermore implies that there are no directionality
parameters, such as directionality of government.”? The latter
implication is supported empirically by Kayne (1993), who argues that
movement is always lefwvard.

This concludes the presentation of the minimalist approach to syntax, as
put forward in Chomsky (1992). I will adopt this approach throughout this
study.” However, many parts of the approach are left unresolved in
Chomsky {1992). At the same time, it has become clear that certain other
recent developments can be advantageously combined with the minimalist
approach (E. Hoskstra 1991, Kayne 1893).

In the final section of this introductory chaptsr, I will briefly mention
a few theoretical points which result from the most recent developments,
and which 1 consider as welcome additions to the minimalist program as
sketehed above,

= Engﬁsh and Freuch ars called ‘closely related’ hete ot for typological or genatic reasons,
but because the same set of functional categories appaars to suffice in the description of the
two [anguages.

! Sea Koster 1986, Pollack 1989 for the origin of this terminology.

2 In fact, government has no formal status in the Minimalist Program. For example, Case
assignment is reduced to feature checking in a specifier-head configuration. Sea section 3.1
for the consequences for the Empty Category Principls of Chomsky (1951}, which includes
the notion ‘proper gevernment’.

2 Cortain erucial aspects of the analyses presented in thia beok antedate the emergencs of
the minimalist pregram, howaver, as is clear from Zwart 1991a.
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These points, which will also be adhered to throughout this book are:

1. Econoemy of derivations doas not involve a ‘shortest steps’
requirement (section 3.1; f. Zwart 1993¢); :

2. Feature checking is matching of features between sisters
(section 3.2; cf, Zwart 1952d);

3. Directionality is not a possible linguistic parameter (section
3.3; ¢f. Kayne 1993).

8 Minimalist Extensions

3.1 Shortest Steps vs. Fewest Steps

In Chomsky (1992), economy of derivation (the requirement that
derivations be as short as possible, see 2.3) is implemented in two,
apparently contradictory ways:

{1} Eeonomy of derivation
a. Use the shortest steps
5. Use the smallast number of steps

(ib) appears to be firmly rooted in the minimalist approach. Both
Proczastinate (2) and Greed (3) can be reduced to (ib}.

{2) Procrastinate
Move as lata as possible

3 Creed
Mave @ only if moving o contributes to licensing &

Both restrictions can be summarized as ‘maove as little as possible’, which
is equivalent to {1b).% .

(1a} is firmly raoted in the generative tradition. I will argue, however,
that it is superflaous in the minimalist approach. Given that (1a}and (1b)
are contradickory, we have to conclude that the shortest steps requirement
does not exist,

* Procrastinate consists in applying the fawest staps requirement to stages in the derivation
before Spell Out.
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It is generally accepted that steps in a derivation may not exceed a
certain fength (cf, Chomsky 1973, 1981, 1986b; Koster 19784, 1987; Rizzi
1990a), Thus, nonlocal movement yields a deviant sentence:

{4) * What did he wonder where John put ¢ 7

1t is not a priori clear, howevar, whether {(4) is bad becauss the movement
of what from the position indicated by its trace ¢ is nonlocal, or because
what cannot be construed with a trace in a different local domain (in {(4),
a so-called wh-island).

Research in the past decade has clearly gravitated towards the latter
peint of view, The Empty Category Principle (ECP), according to which
empty elements must be properly governed (i.e., antecedent governad,
following Chomsky 1986b:88) is essentially a condition on the
interpretation of trages (cf. Chomsky 1991:429). A trace can ba construed
with its antecedent if the two are connected by a chain consisting of local
links, If not, the interpretation of the trace becomes more difficuit.

Crueially, as has been clear from the sutset (¢f. Chomsky 1973:244),
wh-istand constructions give rise to considerable variation in
grammaticality judgments, Thus, (4} is relatively acceptable in comparison
with {(5);

{B) ** Where did he wonder what John put § 7

Since any vielation of economy yields a crashing derivation, the difference
between {4) and (5) cannot be described in terms of economy. Moresver,
the relatively mild ungrammaticality of (4) is unexpacted if the derivation
of (4) contains a vielation of economy of derivation.

Cinque {1990) and Rizzi (1990a, 1991b} have argued that wh-island
constructions involving argument traces are relatively grammatical
bacause of the availability of an interpretation mechanism for these traces
that does not rely on conditions on ¢hain formation (¢f, also Koster 1987,
chapter 4}, If s0, it is clear that a theory of interpretation, incorporating

. locality conditions on chain formation, holds more promise for an
explanation of the local character of movement than economy of
derivation. .

If this is correct, locality conditions on wh-movement reduce to a
principle of interpretability. A wh-trace is most easily interpreted when
it is part of a chain which links it lecally with its antecedent. If not, other
options are open when the wheirace is an argument trace, yielding a
slightly degraded representation, Otherwise, the derivation will converge,
but the trace will not be able to receive the required interpratation.
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This suggests that {1a) is superfluous as a condition on wh-movement.
Interestingly, similar considerations make (1a) superfluous in the domain
of head movement and raising to subject.

Conditions on head movement are expressed in terms of the Head
Maovement Constraint (Travis 1984:131):

{6} Heod Movement Constraint
An X* mey only move to a Y* which properly governs it

It is generally assumed that the Head Movement Constraint reduces to
the ECP {Travis 1984:133, Chomsky 1991:429). However, head movement
constructions never show the kind of variation exemplified in (4)-(5), and
nonlocal head movement, as in (7a), always appears to yield a crashing
derivation, rather than a converging derivation that is hard te interpret:

{1 a * Whokiss John will?
b. Whe will John kiss?

This suggests that nonlocal head movement is Tuled out by economy.
However, it is net clear that {1a), rather than (1b), plays a role here.

The question that must be asked first is, What is the trigger for verb
movement in wh-constructions like (7)? It is generally assumed that the
verb in (7b) moves to the complementizer position, C. The principle of
Greed dictates that the verb itself has something to gain by moving to C.
Therefors, the verb movement in {7b) must also result in the elimination
of a feature of will.

There is ample evidence that verb movement te C in Germanic is
¢losely linked to tense (Den Besten 1977:Appendix II). Consider the
following facts from Duich:

8) Hoopt Jan ¢en huis?
buys John a house
“Does John buy a house?”

®  a Jan een huis  kopen?

John  a house buy-INFP
"John buy a houss?®

b. * Kopen Jan een huls?
buy-INF  John a house

Assuming that the structure of yes/no questions matches that of
whequestions, (8) and (9) are comparable to (7). We may consider the
counterpart of the wh-word in {7) to be empty in (8} and (9). Fhis suggests
that the verb movement in (8), as in (7h), targets C. As can bs seen in (3},
such verb movement only takes place when the verb is finits.
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In terms of Chomsky (1992}, we may suppose that C hosts a tense
feature, comparable to the V-features of AgrS ete., which must be checked
by moving T(ense) to G (cf. Wilder and Cavar 1993). This triggers
meovement of the finits auxiliary in (7h).%

Likawise, the movement in {7a) is never tripgered, hence excluded by
the fewest steps requirement {1b). At the same time, we may assume that
the tense feature on the auxiliary in (7) must bas checked against the tense
feature in C. From this perspective, moving the infinitive to C in (7a) 1obs
the finits auxiliary of the possibility to check its tense feature. This again
yields a violation of economy of representation, assuming the relevant
feature to be strong (as the overt movement in {7b) bears out). More
generally, movement of a head « across a head P which contains a V-
featurs to be checked against the features of & is trivially excluded by
ecoenomy of representation, because it yields an interface representation
with unchecked features.

Thus, economy of representation and the fewest staps requirement of
economy of derivation suffice to exclude a standard nonlocal head
movement construction like (7a),

In the domain of raising te subject, the shortest steps requirement
excludes the supsrraising constructions in (10):

{10} a. * John seems is iikely to win
b. * John seems it is likely to win

The sentences in {10} are derived from more basic representations in
which John is the subject of win, generated inside the VP as praviously
assumed., As (11) shows, the subject position of the embedded clause is a
legitimate target for subject movement:

(11) It seerns John is likely to win

It seems, then, that the sentences in (10} are derived by moving John
across a legitimate target for subject movement, in violation of the
shortest steps requirement of economy of derivation {Chomsky 1992:21).

However, it is immediately abvious that (10a), at least, is excluded on
standard minimalist assumptions regarding movement and feature
checking. If John moves to the subject position of the embedded clause, as
in (11), its features are checked, and it will from then on be doomed to
inertness (unless additional features like [topic] or {wh] are pressnt), On
the other hand, if Jokn in {10a) is moved to the subject position of the

* In section IL.5.3.2 I will present a skghtly different analysis of verb movement to G,
linking the phancmenon to agreemont rather than tense.
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matrix clause directly, the N-features in the AgrS of the embedded clause
will remain unchecked. Hence, (10a)} always yields a crashing derivation.

In (10b), the N-features of the embedded AgrS can be checked against
the features of if. However, in (10b) the problems lie elsewhere. Following
Bennis (1986), we must assume that i is not a dummy pronoun, inserted
in the specifier position of AgrS, but an argument generated in the
complement domain of a raising verb, If {7 is generated as an internal
argument of seems, (11) results. In that case, John is likely to win must
be analyzed as an adjunct clause associated with i#, and Jokn is the only
candidate for checking the N-features of AgrS inside the adjunct clause.
Hence, (10b) cannot be derived from the representation underlying (11},
itlustrated in (12a).%®

£12) a. seems |41 Lis likely John to win };

Alternatively, one could assume that i is gensrated as the internal
argument of the lower raising verb {assuming be fikely to be a single
raising verb, for ease of exposition) This yields the underlying
representation in {12b):

(12} b, seems [ is likely [ it} { John fo win };}

In {12b}, i could raise to the AgrSP associated with is likely, and Johin
could raise to the AgrSP associated with seems, This would yield (10b), in
viglation of the shortest steps requirement. Howsver, if {12b} were the
structure underlying multiple raising verb constructions, (11) could not be
derived without violating the shortest steps requirement either: it would
have to cross the AgrSP position associated with the lower raising verb.
Hence, the shortest steps requirement cannot exist if we assume (12b) to
be the structure underlying multiple raising verb constructions. Therefore,
no argument that assumes the structurs in (12b) supports the shortest
steps requirement.

I assume that the internal argument of raising verbs must be either
it (in combination with a finite ¢lause) or a nonfinite clause, but not a
single finite clause {without ¢} or a combination of # and a nonfinite
clause. This excludes (12b) as a possible structure. Conseguently, there is
no derivation of the sentences in (10) that violates the shortest steps
requirement without ailso violating standard feature checking

* Alternatively, Jokn is tikely to win in (11) is not analyzed as an adjunct clause but as tha
subject of a Smail Clausa, of which it is the predicate (cf. Moro 1998). (£1) would then ba the
result of predicats raising, structuraily similar to locative inversion in the analysis of
Hosckstra and Mulder 1990. This does not affect the argument, however, which is that Jokn
muat be licensed inside the subordinate clause.
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requirements, Henes, superraising construetions are excluded by economy
of representation, which requires features to be checked before the
derivation reaches the interface state.”

It seems, then, that none of the standard phenomena indicating that
movement must be local support the shortest steps requirement of
economy of derivation.

An even stronger argument against {1a) would be te show that the
shortest steps requirement is incompatible with other minimalist
prineciples. This can actually be demonstrated, as argued in Zwart {1993¢).
The arpument can be summarized as follows.

Recall that in the minimalist approach, representations are built up
by jeining two phrase markers (Generalized Transformations). By the
condition of striet eyclicity, it is not allowed to insert one phrase marker
inside another phrase marker. It follows from this condition that nonloeal
wh.-movement, as in {13}, always violates the shortest steps requirement,

{13) What do you think { e that hs willdo #) ?

In the traditional approach to (13}, what moves from the position
indicated by ¢ to the specifier position of the embedded CP, indicated by
e, and from there on to the specifier position of the matrix CP. Chomsky
{1992:21), noting that this derivation violates the fewest steps
requirement {1b}), propases to describe long distance wh-movement in
terms of the operation Form Chain. This operation performs the
movement from ¢ to the specifier position of the matrix CP in one step,
while at the same time introducing an intermediate trace ¢ in the specifier
position of the embedded CP. This yields a chain with local links, needed
to facilitate the interpretation of (13).

However, if we think of Form Chain in terms of the strueture building
process Goneralized Transformation, i€ becomes clear that e cannot be
introduced after the embedded CP has been joined with the matrix verb
thirk, This derivation would vielats the condition of strict cyclicity.? To
comply with the condition of strict cyclicity, the intermediate empty wh-
glement ¢ must be introduced before the embedded clauss and ¢hink are
joined together, hence, also before movement of what to the specifier
position of the matrix CP takes place. We may assume that after the wh-
movement has taken place, ¢ functions as an intermediate trace in the
chain linking what and ¢

™ Wa wilt return to the derivation of supercaising constructions in section IT.5.3.1.

# Chemsky {1992:33) restricts the condition of strict eyclicity te overt syntax. This means
that the exnpty element in the intermediate position could be generated in covert syntax, but
then Form Chain would no longer be a singie operation in cases of overt wh-movement.
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The crucial point here is that if the strict eyelicity condition is obayed,
long distance wh-movement necessarily violates the shortest steps
requirement of economy of derivation. Since the condition of strict cyclicity
is a crucial part of the minimalist structure building process, the shortest
steps requirement cannot exist,

1 therefore conclude that economy of derivation contains a fewest steps
requirement only. The picture that emerges is that movement must take
place as little as possible, and that if it takes place, it must immediately
result in featurs checking, No intermediate steps are allowed.

This revision of economy of derivation will become especially relevant
in the domain of head movement,

3.2 Matching

In the minimalist program as developed in Chomsky (1992}, the structurs
building precess of Generalized Transformations interacts with the
traditional theory of phrase structure, X-bar theory. The X-bar theory
specifies that all phrases are built up according to a category neutral
schema of phrase structure rules {Chomsky 1986b:3):

(14 a X - YP X
b. X - X Zp

The structures described by {14) have the following tree structure
reprasentation:

am x
P A X
X /\ZP

In (153, XP is the maximal projection of the head X°, YF is the specifier of
XP, and ZP is the complement of X°,

If X* is a functional head, the N-features of X° can only be checked by
moving an appropriate XP, say UP, into YP. Thus, the N-feature of X°
cannoft be checked when an adjunct is generated in YP, and UP is
adjoined to XP, as in (16}



24 DUTCH SYNTAX
{18) Xp
v 7 xp
P
adjunch x
o~
X 7P

The ungrammaticality of (17), for example, is explained by the fact that
{16} is not a possible configuration for checking off the features of UP (who
in (17)) against the N-features of X* (didy®

{17} * Who suddenly did Bill discover?

Thus, YP in {15} is the designated checking position for the N-features of
X°. The question is whether this follows from any independent aspect of
the minimalist approach.®

Another question that the X-bar schema in {14) raises, is whether it
is necessary to distinguish an intermediate projection X next to the
maximal projection XP, It has been argued several times in the litarature
that the intermediate lavel X° is redundant (Stuurman 1985, E.Hoekstra
1991). If it does not exist, (14) reduces to (18%

{18} =, XP -~ YP XP
b. XP -+ X ZP

(18a) instantiates the possibility of adjunction of a maximal projection to
another maximal projection. Since this possibility exists independently of
X-bar theory, (18} can be reduced to {10k

(19} XP —= X+ 2P

(19} contains the following information: a) there is a distinction belween
heads and maximal projections, b) a maximal projection ¢ has a head of
the same categorial status as « (¢f. Lyons 1968:331).

Obviously, b} is already expressed in the mechanism of generalized
transformations {cf. section 2.1), As we have seen, a phrase marker « is
combined with a phrase marker B iff ¢ projects a moether node, which
dominates both o and an empty position, to be filled by B.

% Take the relovant N-features to be wh-features, of, Rizzi 1650b.

# Chomsky {1992:16f) includes UP in (16) in the checking domain of X%, in view of Kayna's
{1987} analysis of past participle agresment in whonstructions in Remanes (class lectures
Fail 1991), This, however, does not dstract from the observation that in geaeral(3) iz net a
legitimate configuration for licensing UP, which calls for an sxplanation.
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Therefore, if the intermediate projection does not exist, X-bar theory
reduces to a), the statement that there is a distinetion between heads and
mazimal projections.

Notice that if the intermediate projection dees nob exist, the
mechanism of generalized transformations can be simplified. Without the
distinction between intermediate projections and maximal projections, the
following two statements are required:

(20) a. If a head is adjoined to o, the projection of a is a head
b. If a nonhead is adjoined to w, tha projection of @ is a nonhead

These two statements can ba reduced to one:
{21 If a B is adjoined to g, the projection of & {3 an o*

On the other hand, if the intermeadiate projection does exist, the two
statements in (20} do not sufiice. It has to be stated that if ¢ is a head,
the projection of ot is an X', unless the element adjoined to « is a head, in
which case the projection of o is also a head; that if « is an X, the
projection of e is an XP; and that if « is an XP, the projection of « is an
XP. Consequently, the reduction to (21}, or a statement of comparable
simplicity, is impossible.

Let us therefore assume that the intermediate X'-level does not exist.
X-bar theory reduces to the distinction between heads and XPs. The
mechanism of generalized transformations ensures that all nedes in a
projection line have the same categorial features. The tree structure
resulting from these assumptions is represented in (22):

{22} Xp
iz < xp
specifier - xXr
X complement

This takes us back to the question why the specifier of a head a is the
designated checking position for the N-features of o. Intuitively, the
spacifier position in {(22) is the position tlosest to X° where the N-foatures
are represented. The only position closer to X° is the pesition adjeined to
X®, but this position can be excluded as an adjunction site for XPs on the
assumption that only heads may adjoin to heads (ef. Baltin 1982,
Chomsky 1986b),
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However, wa must allow adjunction of an XP to a head « when the XP
is the complement of «.® Apparently, only left-adjunction of an XP to a
head must be blocked. The ban on left adjunction of an XP to a head can
be derived from the condition of strict cyclicity.

Suppose o, a head, has a complement. I so, it has projected an XP.
Therefore, adjunction of YP to ot would involve projecting an additional XP
between o and the projection of o XP (the mother node of ¢ and the
complement of ). Let us take the condition of strict cyclicity to exclude
precisely that. On this interpretation of the Strict Cycle Condition, left-
adjunction of a head to « is not excluded, since adjunction of a head does
not involve the projection of an additional XP.%

On this interpretation of the condition of strict cyclicity, adjunction of
a maximal projection to a head can be excluded. However, the intuitive
notion ‘closeness’ still has to be defined mors exactly, to ensure that the
adjunct position in {22} is not close enough to X°.

In order to define the special relation between a head and a specifier,
I proposa that the first XP projection of X°, the sister of the spacifier, has
a special status, This special status is not expressed in terms of bar levels,
but in terms of features. More specifically, I propose that the
morphological features of a head o are also present on the first XP
projection of o.

Lot us call the first XP projection of X* in (22) Projection, and the
remaining XP projections Segment, according to the following definitions
(cf. Zwart 1992d):>

{23} For «, § where « dominates B, and X! = XP:

{23a) PROJECTION
« i3 & Projection of B iff (1) foro=X,#=X°and
{il} thers is no y, y = X, such that
« dominates ¥ and ¥ dominates §

# Pechnieally, the complemant of a head « is adjoined to & by generalized transformation,
evan though complaments are not ganerally regarded as adjuncts,

* This definitioa of the Strict Cycle Condition differs slightly from the cns assumed in
Chomsky 1992:33, but the two definitions share the underlying idaa that cyclicity is violated
only if target extension eccurs,

* In the definitions in the text, domiration is undersived in the classical sense, ie. asan
asymmetrie, irreflexive, and transitive relation between nodes in a tree structure. «
dominates B, ¥, if & results from joining P and y by generalized transformation. It is assumed
in the definitions in the text that the status of & as a segment or projection is irrelevant for
the domination relation between « and any B.
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{235} SROMENT
a is & Segment of B iff i fre=X"§=X and
(ii} there is no y, y# X% such that
¥ dominates p and « dominates y

Specifier and Adjunct can now be defined as follows:™

24 a SPECEPIER -
o is a Specifier of B iff (i) «@and§ are sisters, and
(ii} B is & Projection

b. ADNUNCT
o is an Adjunct of § 1T {i} «andp are sisters, and
{ii) B is 2 Segment

Weo can now formulate the proposal regarding the special status of
Projections as follows:

(23} FEATURE SHARING
o aad §§ share merphological features only if « is the Projection of f

According to (25), the N-features and the V-features that are represented
in a functional head o may also be present on the Projection of c.

I assume that the special status of Projections results from the
mechanism of generalized transformations. The only way for a head X° to
bs integrated in a larger structure is to project an XP Projection. Heads,
therefore, cannot exist without a Projection. They can, however, exist
without a Segment, on the assumption that not every head has a specifier
associated with it {¢f. Fukui and Speas 1986), The mechanism of
generalized transformations therefore leads us to consider the combination
of a Head and its Projection as an indivisible unit.®

It follows that a Head and its Projection have the same set of features.
A Segment is added to a Projection only in erder to make room for a
specifiar, But neither the Head nor the Projection need a Segment in order
to be integrated in a larger structure, It follows that the Segment does not
constitute an indivisible unit with either the Projection or the Head.

* & and {§ are sisters iff there is no y such that ¥ dominates o oad doss not deminate §, or
such that ¥ dominates § and does not dominate .

* Head movement doas not rezlly separate the Head from its Projaction, assuming that head
maovament leaves a tracs.
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Hence, no complete feature sharing between a Head and a Sepment is
expected.®

It has now become possible to define “loseness’, the proximity
condition on feature checking needed to explain (17), in terms of
sisterhood. The closest relation betwesn bwo nodes that are not in a
domination relation is the sisterhood relation. The most restrictive
condition on feature checking therefore requires a sisterhood
canfiguration. Let us propose this (follewing Zwart 1992d):

(26) FEATURE MATCHING
Matching features of « and B takes placa only if ¢ and B are sisters

Suppose we want to check the features of an XP against the N-features of
a functional head o. By (25), the N-features of « are also represented on
the Projection of «. By (26), XP must adjoin to a node carrying the
relevant N-features, in order to create the sisterhood configuration
tequired for feature matching. It follows independently that adjunction of
XP to « is excluded. Hence, the Projection of o is the only possible targst
for adjunctien for the purpose of N-feature checking,”

In short, the specifier is the designated position for N-feature checking,
berause its sister is the enly node the XP can adjoin to in which the
relevant N-features are represented. Adjunction of XP to the functional
head « itself is excluded by the condition of strict cyclicity. Adjunction to
a Segment of ¢ is excluded because the Segment of & does not carry the
N-feature of o.

It also follows that the specifier position of the complement of « is not
a possible landing site for checking the features of an XP against the N-
features of «. This configuration is illustrated in (27):

@n XP
7~
X Zp
™
ur’ zp
s
z

* This is not intended to exclude standard percolation of features from a head to its maximat
projection.

¥ 1 assume that the N-fzatura rapresented in the head o is automatically eliminated as a
result of the foatura matching aperation involving the specifier and the Projection of a.
Likewise for the V.featurs of o reprosented in the Projection of a: it will disappear
tmmediately when the V.featurs in a is checked. Ses section 4.4 for a refinement of the
analysis which makes this assumption superfluous,
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By {25), X°® does not share its N-features with ZP. Hence, the sisterhood
relation required by (26) is not established when UP is moved into the
specifier position of ZP.

Notice that X° does govern UP in (27), assuming any standard
definition of government (ef. Chomsky 1981, Aoun and Sportiche 1983). It
therefore follows from {25) and {26) that government is not a sufficiently
restrictive relation for licensing operations. If all syntactic relations
involve featura checking in the functional domain, and if featurs checking
involves matching betwean sisters, it follows that government can be
dispensed with as a meaningful relation in syntax {cf, Chomsky 1992:9),

Chomsky {1992:8f), noting that basic relations are typically local,
describes the head-complement relation as the core local relation. The
head-specifier relation, in this view, falls into an ‘elsewhere’ category. If
T am corract, there is no distinetion between ‘core’ local relations and
‘elsewhere” lIocal relations. All local relations require the same
configuration: sisterhood. Sisterhood is relevant for @.role assignment (by
head-complement sisterhood), checking of V-features (by head-head
sisterhood), and checking of N-features (by specifier-Projection sisterhood).
‘The division of labor between the various sisterhood relations follows from
the basic assumption that checking takes place in the functional domain,
and from the condition of striet cyclicity.

As we will ses later on in this study, adopting the restrictive matching
condition (26) will have the effect that the definition of the notions
checking domain and complement domain of Chomsky (1992} can be made
more restrictive {see section 111.4.3),

A second consequence of the assumptions made here is that an
additional locus of parametric variation becomes available. At present, the
only parametric variation in the system resides in the strength of the
morphological features represented in the functional heads. The
parameter sstting forces or disatlows overt movement to positions in the
functienal domain. The formulation of the feature sharing mechanism
(25), however, allows a second parametric choice: the features of o can or
cannot be shared with the Projection of .

We may assume that functional heads carry a feature [zaccessible},
where the features of a [-accessible} head do not automatically spread to
the Projection. I will propose that various operations affecting the
functional head can remove the [-accessible] feature in this case. Since the
N-features cannot be removed before o becomes accessible to the
Projection, the operations that remove the [-accessible] feature are a
precondition for N-feature checking in the relevant constructions. The
[taccessible] feature, then, makes it possible to account for verb
movements which appear to take place for no other reason than to make
N-feature checking possible. This will tum out to be a characteristic
aspect of verb movement in Dutch.
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3.3 Directionality

Neither the structure building process of generalized transformations of
Chomsky 1992 (section 2.1}, nor the sisterhood condition on feature
checking of Zwart 1992d (section 3.2) contains a specification of the linear
order of head, complement, specifier, and adjunct. Superficial
crosslinguistic examination suggests that languages may differ with
respect to the linear order of these elements. In the tradition of generative
grammar, the attested variation is deseribad in terms of a parametric
option: heads may govern te the left or to the right. A head that governs
to the left takes its complement to the left in the initial representation,
yielding a basic OV structure,

In the minimalist approach, a directionality parameter is no lenger
available. First, parametric variation must be expressed in terms of the
featutes of functional heads only. A directionality parameter would
therefore not suffice ta account for the ordering of elements in the lexical
domain, Second, government no fonger plays a role in the minimalist
approach {cf. section 3.2). Therefore, it is unclear whether a directionality
parameter could be reduced to properties of an independently established
grammatical relation. Third, a directionality parameter would be
redundant, sinee much of the word order variation can be accounted for
by the interaction of overt and covert movement.

Kayne (1092) presented empirical evidence showing that movement
into the functional domain is invariably feftward. The evidence consists
in what we do not find, in compsring movement phenomena in the
languages of the world. Thus, we can conclude from the general lack of
Wh-movement to the right that the specifier position of CP is always to
the left. Similarly, there are no known cases where verb movement
changes a verb-complement order from VO to OV, which suggests that
verb movement to the right does not exist. Hence, the functional
projections hosting V-features must all be head initial. Also, the subject
‘precedes the object in almost all languages of the world (Greenberg 1963,
Universal 1). Assuming, in connection with this, that AgrSP is
hierarchically higher than AgrOP, it also follows that the specifier of
AgrSP is situated to the loft. Likewise, if the complement of a preposition
is extracted, the compiement always ends up to the laft of the preposition,
never to the right of it. Again, this suggests that licensing positions, i.e.
specifier positions, under our assumptions, are on the left hand side. For
a fuller exposition of this line of argumentation, see Kayne (1993).

Let us therafore assume that functional projections are head initial,
and that the specifier of functional projections are always to the left of the
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projection line. In other words, singulary operations invariably consist in
[eft-adjunction te a Projection.

As we will see, the assumption that the functicnal projections are
universally head initial is problematic for the standard analysis of Dutch
within the generative tradition. Howaever, I will argue extensively in
chapter III that the relevant phenomena provide clear support for the
head initial character of the functional projections in Dutch. That the

. specifiers of the functional projections in Dutch are situated to the left I

will assume without diseussion.

Kayne {1993} in addition argues that the lexical projections in the
world's languagss are invariably head initial as well. This is an attractive
hypothesis, considering the empirical evidence for the universal structure
of the projections of the functienal domain. However, empirical evidence
in support of this hypothesis is infinitely more difficult to obtain, in view
of the fact that the observable word order reflects an intermediate state
in the derivation of a sentence. In other words, ong never knows whether
the constituents are in a basic position or not.

I will nevertheless present some arguments based on the syntax of
Duteh multi-verb constructions and complex prepositional phrases in
support of the hypothesis that the lexical projsctions in Dutch are head
initial {chapter IV}

Kayne {1993) also presents conceptual argumentation in support of the
idea that all phrases are head initial. Kayne proposes that asymmetrie ¢c-
command invariably maps into linear precedence. In order for this
mapping to be suceessful, it must be possible to express the relations
hotween the nodes of & phrase marker that asymmetrically c-command
each other into a set of ordered pairs <r,y> of the terminal (lexical’)
elements dominated by these nodes. The pairing of two terminal elements
x,y thus expresses a relation batween x and y. Kayne proposes that the set
of ordered pairs of these relations must express a lineer ordering, i, a
total, tramsitive, and antisymmetric ordering.

Thus, according to this proposal it must be possible to read the relation
of each terminal element to all other terminal elements off of the set of
ordered pairs. Crucially, these relations must be antisymmetric, i.e,, it is

= The position of the specifier in lexical projections is extremely unclaar, Possibly, as Fukui
and Speas (1986) suggest, fexical projections do not have a specifier (¢f. 2lso E.Hoskstra
1991}, I am sympathatic to the idea, but will accept in ths remainder of this book that at
Ieast VPhas a specifier, and that the external argument ofthe verb is gznerated there in the
initial stage of the derivation, as is currently assumed.
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excluded that twe terminal elements L each other, where L stands for the
relevant relation between thess two elements.”

Tha axiom that the set of ordered pairs of terminal elements derived
from the set of relations between the nodes of a phrase marker that
asymmatrically c-command each other i3 a linear ordering of the terminal
elements is called the Linear Correspondence Axiom (LCA).

In addition to the LCA, Kayne proposes that the relation expressed by

the pairing of terminal elements is a precedence relation. I will refer to
this hypothesis as the Extended Linear Correspondence Axiom (ELC.

Kayne shows that the adoption of the LCA explains many basic facts
of phrass structure, such as binary branching and endocentricity. In this
respect, the LCA is compatible with the mechanism of generalized
transformations as presented in section 2.1, It follows from the ELCA that
adjunction always takes place on the left hand side.

In some respects, however, the LCA appears to be too restrictive, as
Kayne notes. In fact, the LCA excludes adjunction of specifiers and
adjuncts, Kayne therefore medifies the definitions entering into the notion
¢-command in order to allow adjunction of specifiers. He argues, however,
that adjunction of adjuncts (i.e. in addition to adjunction of a specifier) is
excluded.

To see why adjunction of specifiers is difficult, consider the tres
structure in (28), where y and x represent terminal elements:

(28) Xp

Assume tha following definition of ¢-command:

# ‘Antisymmetry’ and ‘fotality’ are two of the three defining proparties of linear relations,
Hayne assumes that the third definining propetty, transitivity, alse appties fo the relations
hetween the ferminal ¢lements expressing the relations between the nodes that
asymmetrically s<ommand sach sther.

¥ Kayns (1993:section 5.8) derives the definition of the rolation betwesn the terminal
slaments in a phrasa marker as a precedence relation from the hypothesis that avery phrase
marker contains a root nods deminating all other nodes excspt itself, On the assumption that
thiz oot nods also dewinates an abstract tarmiral element a, which, as Kayne argues, has
to preceds all other terminal slements of the phrass markes, it follows thal the linear
relation between a and the other terminal slaments is alse 2 precedencs rolation. Hancs, the
{inear relation betwesn terminal elements must always be a precedence relation, For
empirical justifications of the Extended LCA, ses above,
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29 & ccommands B il every y that dominates « dominates f

C-command is asymmetric where, for « ¢-commanding B, § doss not e-
command d.

In {28), YP asymmetrically c-commands X and XP asymmetrically
¢c-commands Y, YP dominates the terminal element y, and X dominates
the terminal slement x. The relation between YP and X therefore can be
expressed in the ordered pair of terminal eloments <yx>. But since XP
dominates x and Y dominates y, the ordered pair of these terminal
alements <x,y> is also part of the set of ordered pairs expressing the
relations betwesn YP, XP, Y, and X. So now this set contains <y,x> and
<x,y>. Hence, the relation between x and y (i.e., between a head and its
specifier} is not linear, because it is not antisymmatric.

To solve this problem, the pair <x,y> or the pair <yx> must be
excluded, This can be achieved if sithar YP does not e-¢command X {kicking
out the pair <y,x>) or XP does not ¢c-command Y (kicking out <x,y>).
Kayne proposes to modify the definition of ¢-command in such & way that
XP no fonger c-commands Y. This can bhe done by excluding segments from
the definition of c-command, assuming XP and XP in {28) to be two
segments of the same category:*!

€30} a ccommands 8 iff (i} o and B are net segments, and
(ii) @ excludes §, and
(iii} every y dominating & dominates §

{313 o excludes B if no segment of ¢ dominates 8

In (28}, XP is a segment, hence does not ¢c-command Y by clause (i} of the
definition of c-command in {38). Fhis gives the desired result that the
relation between x and y in (28) is described by <y,x>, hence is a linear
ralation (hence, following Kayne, a precedence refation).

Notice that the fact that the higher XP is a segment of the lower XP
suffices to exclude that the lower XP c-commands Y, Since the higher XP
is a segment, the lower XP deces not exclude Y, and the c-command
relation is barred by clause (ii) of the deﬁmhon of ¢-command in {30) (cf.
Kayne 1993, note 9).

It follows that the lower XP does not c~command Y, even if the tower
XP is not a segment. According to the definitions of Segmeni and
Projection proposed in section 3.2, the higher XP in (28) is a Segment, and
the lower XP i3 a Projection, The Projection XP does not exclude Y in (28),

tt Poilowing Chomsky 1986b:7. I will turn to the consequancss of the definitions of Segmant
and Projection of section 3.2 below.
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because the Segment XP includes Y. Hence, the Projection XP does not ¢-
command Y, because of (30)(ii).?
To see why adjunction is difficult, consider (32}

B2
X
N

xr
N
X ZP

e

#-ceg ya

“

In {32), not only the specifier UP, but also the adjunct YP is adjoined to
XP, YP asymmetrically c-commands U, yielding <yu> and UP
asymmetrically ¢-commands Y, yielding <u,y>. Hence the relation betwesn
the terminal elements y and u is not antisymmetric and therefore (32) is
not allowed by the LCA.

Kayne concludes that multiple adjunction (i.e., adjunction of an
slement in addition to adjunction of a specifier, as in (32)) is universally
impossible, It follows that adjunct elements, such as adverbs, can only be
present in a structure as spacifiers. Thus, for every adjunct there must be
a head in the structure creating the required specifier position.

This seems overly restrictive, in the sense that numercus ‘adjunct
phrases’ in various positions must be assumed. Kayne acknowledges this,
but doubts "that other theories can do without such entities" (p.45). Be
that as it may, it remains the case that the adjunet phrases are
unacceptable frem a minimalist point of view, if ne demonstrable
marphological features are associated with them.

Let us thersfore try to make (32) acceptable for the LCA, by
eliminating the asymmetric c-command relation hetween UP and Y.

The problem in (32) is that the middle XP does net dominate up,
hecause it is a segment. Kayne adopts the standard definition of
domination in refation to segments of Chomsky (1986b:7x

{33) & is dominated by B only if it is dominated by every segment of

Assuming all XPs in {32) to be segments, UP is not dominated by all
segments of XP. Hence, there is no 7 that dominates UP but not Y, and
UP c-commands Y by (30)(iii).

4 This requires that {31) be modified as: & exciudes § if no Segment of a dominates B, whare
an XP Segment is a Segment of the XP Projection, but an XP Projection is not a Segment of
an XP Sagmeat.
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This problem disappears, however, if the distinction betwveen Segments
and Projections as defined in section 3.2 is accepted. According to the
relevant definitions, only the top two XPs in (32} are Segments, and the
towest XP is a Projection. Applying the definition of domination in (33}
now gives the result that UP is dominated by all Segments of XP. Y, on
the other hand, is not dominatad by all Segments of XP, and hence is not
dominated by XP. It follows that XP in (32) dominates UP but not Y, and
hence UP does not c-command Y.

This is the desired result, The pair <u,y> that is the image of the
c-command relation between UP and Y disappears, and the relation
between the terminal elements y and u is characterized by the pair <y,u>
only. Therefore, (32}, like (29}, is allowed by the LCA.

It follows, however, that a third adjunction operation is excluded. In
that case, the probloms described above for {32) surface again, because the
top three XPs would have to be regarded as Segments.

Twill therefore assume throughout that adjunction of a single element
in addition to adjunction of a specifier is possible, This will become
relevant in the discussion of scrambiing phenomena, in which I assume
that adjunction of adverbs te various maximal projections is possible.

The upshot of this minimalist extension, however, remains that
directionality specifications are redundant. Since directionality was
considered to be a praperty of government, this result again undermines
the conceptual and empirical basis for the relevance of the government
relation in syntax.

¥ This requires that (33) be redefined as: @ {s dominated by f, B a Segment, only if a is

dominated by every Segment of B. This modification of dominate applies only when g is a
Segment, not when B is a Projection. Thus, X in (28) is dominated by the XP Projection. This
is neaded to ensure that X does not c.command YP in (28) (thanks to Marcel den Dikken for
discussing this point with ms).



IX

A MINIMALIST APPROACH
TO THE SYNTAX OF DUTCH

This chapter contains four sections. Section 1 is intended as a reference
section. Tt contains the basic facts of Dutch inflectional morphology and
syntex that are discussed in this book. Section 2 reviews the standard
analysis of these facts within the generative framework. Section 3
discusses the problematic aspects of the standard analysis on its own
terrms, i.e. as an implementation of the so-called Government and Binding
approach.! In section 4, the consequences of the Minimalist Program for
the analysis of Dutch syntax are briefly sketched; it contains a review of
the traditienal analysis, this time on minimalist terms, and the first
outline of a minimalist approach to the syntax of Dutch.

1. Phenomena of Dutch Syntax

1.1 Inflectional Morphology
1.1.1 Verbs
Dutch has an inflectional paradigm for the formation of the present and

past tense verb forms. All other tenses are formed periphrastically.
The present tense is formed as in (1), the past tense as in (2):

t See chapter I, note 3.

37
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[43] Present tense
188G kus 1PL kussen ‘kiss’
285G  kust kus  2PL Kkussen
38G  kust 3PL kussen

()] Past fensé®
ISG - Kuste 1PL kusten ‘kiss”
253G kuste - 9PL kusten
328G  kuste 3PL kusten -

The present tense 258G verb form is kust when the subject precedes the
verb, and kus when the verb precedes the subject. This is the case in
topicalizations and wh-constructions, for which see section 1.3.

The imperative verb forms are kus for the singular and kust for the
plural®

The non-tensed verb forms of Dutch are the bare infinitive, the
infinitive with fe, the present participle, and the past participle:!

(3} Non-tensed verd forms
Bare Infinitive: kussen
Infinitiva with te: to kussen
Present Participle: kussend
Past Participle: gekust

The future tense is formed by the auxiliary zullen ‘shall, will' in
combination with & bare infinitive:

{4} Jan zal Marle kussen
John will Mary kiss
"John will kiss Mary.”

The perfect tense is formed by a combination of one of the auxiliaries
hebben *have' and zijn 'be’ and a past participle:®

% The -¢- in the past tense inflection is a -d- if the verbal stem ends in a vowet or a voiced
consonant.

3 tn addition, thers are subjunctive verb forms, husse for the S8G and kussen for the PL.
Thess ars hardly ever used.

¢ On the status of te, ses IILL.

5 Moare complex tenses are created by changing the tense of the auxiliaries, sither
inflectionally, in the case of tha pluperfect (had gekust had kissed) and the past future (zou
kussen would kiss’), or periphrastically, in the cass of the Future parfect (gekust zal hebben
“wilk have kissed), or by a combination of inflectional and periphrastic techniquas, as in ths
past future perfect {gekust zou hebben ‘would have kissed).
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(5} a. Jan  heeft Maria gelkust
John has Mary  kissed
“John kissed Mary.”
b. Marie is door Jan gekust

Mary s by John kissed
"Mary has bean kissed by John.”

The bare infinitive can be nominalized, as in (8), and is alse used in
tenseless main clauses (7) {cf. Kostar 1984):

{6} Dat alsmaar Marie lussen Isleuk
that  all the time Mary  kiss is fun
"This kissing Mary all the time is fun.*

n Jan  Marte Yussen? Dat nooit!
Jehn  Mary  Kkiss That never
“John kiss Mary? Weverl®

The bars infinitive and the infinitive with fe are used in infinitival
complement clauses. In adjunet clauses only the infinitive with te is used.

The present participle is used only as a secundary predicate or as an
adjective,

1.1.2 Nominal projections

MNouns in Dutch are inflected for number (singular and plural). The plural
is formed by adding -en, pronounced -¢ in the South and West of the
country {-e- a schwa), or -5 to the stem.®

Nouns in Dutch have no Case inflection, with the exception of
pronouns {see section 1.1.5).

Gender agreement is marked on the adjective, only when used
attributively in singular indefinite noun phrases. The masculine/feminine
agreement suffix is -2, the neuter suffix is zero." In the plural, and in
definite noun phrases, the adjective invariably has a -e suffix. Predicative
adjectives show no agresment with the noun.

Definite determiners are de {plural, and masculine/feminine singular}
and Xef {neuter singular). The plural indefinite determiner is zero, the

® In tha variety of Standard Dutch that is speken in the North and East of the Netherlands,
the plural suffix is pronounced as -en. In the dialects of theze regions, the plursl suffix
actually appears to be a syllabic -,

! Sea Kester (1993) on other forms of adjectival agreement in Duteh.
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singular indefinite determiner is een, apparently a weak form of the
numeral ‘one’?

1.2 Main Clauses and Embedded Clauses

1.2.1 The Position of the Verb

The neutral order of main clauses in Dutch containing a finits verb is
Subject-Verb-Object (SVO}:

8y a. Jan  kust Marie
John  kisses  Mary
"John kisses Mary"
5. * Jan  Marie kust
John Mary  kisces

For non-neutral word orders, see section 1.3,
The word order of main clauses containing no finite verb is SOV?°

%) a * Jan TKussen Marle
John  kiss Mary

b. Jan  Marie Hussen
Jeha  Mary  kiss
“John kiss Mary."

The neutral word order ¢f main clauses containing both a finite verb
and a non-finite verb is SVOV, with the non-finite verb following the
object. In {10), the finite verb is an auxiliary and the non-finite verb is a
past participle. In (11)-(12), the finite verb takes an infinitival complement
clause, and the non-finite verb is an infinitive:

® Zwarts (1992:178) argues that the indefinite deferminer is an adjective, like the numeral
#4n “one’. In that casa, the indefinits detorminar would be zere ia bath the singular and the
plural. In connection with this, note that een is inflected as an adjectivs in certain dislects,
e.g. Brabantish {'ne gosie mens ‘a good man’ vs. ‘a goei pért “a good horee),

* Nonfinite main ¢lauses ars used in narration and in cerfain questions. In the first case,
modal particles like maar, expressing habituality or iterativn, are often Teguired.
Actaptability also increases when tha object is indefinite. A perfect example is: En bif maar
Auizen Bopen {and he just houses buy), "And he just goss/went on buying houses™. In the
zecond case, a certain intonation expressing denial or disapproval is required, as in English
“What? Me worry?" or "John kiss Mary? Over iy dead bodyi™. The sentences in the text
express the correct word order gensrafizations, if not correct usage.
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{10) a. Jan  heeft Marie gekust

John  has Mary  kissed
"John (has) kissed Mary.”

b. * Jan  heaft gekust Marie
John  has kissed  Mary

e. * Jan  Marie heeft gekust
John  Mary  has  kissed

d. * Jan  DMarie gelust heeft
John Mary  kissed has

{i1) a. Jan wil Marie kussen

John wants  Mary  kiss
“John wants to kiss Mary.”

b, * Jen  wil kussen Marle
John  wants  kiss Mary

¢ * Jan Marie wil kussen
John Mary  wants kiss

d. * Jan DMarie kussen wil
John Mary  kiss wants

{12) a. Jan probeert Marie te kussen

John  tries Mary to kiss
*John tries to kiss Mary.”

b, * Jan  probeert tekussen Marie
John  tries ta kiss Mary

¢, * Jan Marie probeert te kussen
John  Mary  kriss to kiss

d. * Jan  Mavie te kussen probeert
John Mary  to kiss tries

When a main clause contains one finite verb and more than one non-finite
verb, the non-finite verbs form a cluster, This cluster cccupies the same
position as the non-finite verb in (10}-(12), to the extent that the ohject of
the most deeply embedded verb appears to the left of the cluster as a
whole.’® The finite verb again precedes the object:

{13) a. Jan  heeft Marie willen kussen
John has Mary  want kiss
"John (has) wanted to kiss Mary.”
b, * Jan  heeft willen Marie Ekugsen
John has wanted Mary  kisz

In each of the grammatical sentences in (8)-(13}, the finite verb is
strictly adjacent to the subject, as is illustrated for (8a) in {14):

? The syntax of the verb clustars in Dutch is infinitsly more complicated. A mora detailed
exposition will be given in chapter IV, Ses Evers {1975) for seminal work. For recent studies,
ssa Rutten (1991) and Breekhuiz {1992), and refarences cited thare.
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{14} * Jan altijd  kust Marie
John always kisses Mary

On the correct position of the adverb, see section 1.4. L
In embedded clauses, the neutral word order is SOV. This is
independent of the finiteness of the verb:"!

(16) a. * .dat Jan kust Marie
that John kisses Mary
b. «dat  Jan DMarvie kust
that  Johe Mary kisses
*..that John Kisses Mary.”

(16} a. * Piet ziet Jan kussen Marie
Pate  sees John kiss Mary

b. Piat  ziet Jan Marle |lussen
Pete  gees John Mary kiss
"Pate se23 John kiss Mary.”

See also (11b) and (12b).

For non-neutral word orders, see 1.3 and 1.4

Embedded SVO orders are not employed in Standard Dutch. In
colloquial Duteh, however, twa types of embedded SVO constructions are
used {cf. De Rooij 19652, 1965b). First, the erlebte Rede type diseussed in
Weerman {1989) and De Haan (1990):

(17 Jan  zei, hi] kon mnist komen Spoken Dutch
John said he couldnot  come
“Fohn said that ha couldn’t come.”

Second, a construction with an embedded SVO order in the complement
of a complementizer:

(18} Jan  zei dat hij kon niet komen Spoken Dutch
John  said that he could not come

The properties of these constructions will be discussed in section
m.s3.3.° : ;

The verb in the final position in embedded clauses need not be
adjacent to the object. See section 1.4, The term final position’ is slightly

" Throughout this book, embedded clauses will ba fntroduced by two dots {..) when presented
in isolation.

1 In previous work, T have been less clear about these phenomena {cf. Zwart 1990a,b, 1991a
note 23).
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misleading, since the verh may be followed by complement clauses and
adjuncts. See section 1.6,

1.2.2 Complementizers and Complementizer Agreement

Complement clauses containing a finite verb must be introduced by one
af the two complementizers of and daf, or by the combination ofdat (cf. De
Raooij 1965a, Hoekstra and Zwart 1993a)"”

(19} a. Plet zei datMof/*ofdat Jan DMarie kuste
Pale  said  that/ififthat  John Mary kissed
“Pele said that John kissed Mary.®
b, Piet vroeg offofdat™dat Jan Marie kuste
Pete  asked  ififthatdhat John Mary kissad
*Pate asked whether John kissed Mary.”

The choice betwesn of, duf, and ofdot is determined by properties of the
verb selecting the complement clavse, but also by properties of the
construction as a whole, For example, the complement clause selected by
zeggen ‘say must be introduced by dat (see (19a)). But the complement
clause selected by zeggen can be introduced by both daf and ofdat when
a wh-slement has been extracted out of it {Hoekstra and Zwazt 1993a):

{209 Wia zel Piet datfoffofdat Jan kusta?
who  said Paste that/ififthat  John kissed
“Wha did Pete say John kissed?”

In many dialects of Putch, the complementizers introducing a tensed
complement clause can be inflected, The inflection expresses person and/or
number agreement with the subject, A typical example is given in {(25);**

21} a. Piet zel datMdattie Jan Marie luste
Pete  said thatfthat-PL  John Mary  kissed
“Pete said that John kissed Mary."
b. Piet zei dat/datte de jonges Marie kuste
. Peta  sald thathhat-PL  the boys Mary  Kissad
“Pote said that the boys kissed Mary™ .

This phenomenon will be discussed extensively in section I1IL3.

 In addition to of, dot, and ofdet the combination alsdat is also possible, but restricted to
substandard Dusteh,

¥ The morphology of the plural verb forms and noun ferms in the exampls is adapted to
colloquiat speech. Complemantizer agreement is absent in written Dutch,
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Complement clauses containing an infinitive with fe, except these in
tha complement of raising verbs (like schijren ‘seem’) and certain control
verbs (like menen ‘think’}, may be introduced by the complementizer om,
which is optional.® If te is absent, so is om:'®

{22) a. Jan  probeert (om) Marie te kussenfkussen
John  tries Mary 1o kise/kiss
"John tries to kiss Mary.” .
b. Jan schijnt (“om) Marie te kussenPlussen

- John sesms Mary to kiswkiss
“John seems to kiss Mary."
<. Jan wil {(*om} Marie lkussen/*ta kussen
John  wants Mary kissito kiss

"John wants to kiss Mary.”

The complementizer om is never inflected.

Embedded questions containing a tensed verb are introduced by a wh-
word and an optional complementizer. The complementizer can be of,
ofdat, or dat. An example is given in (23):¥

{23} Ik weet niet wie offofdab?dat Marle gelust heeft
I know not who iffifthat/ithat Mary kissed  has
*F dow't kmow who Mary kissed”
*T don't know who kissed Mary."

The complementizer, if present, can b inflected in those dialects that
have complementizer agreement. If the complementizer is absent, the
inflection shows up on the wh-element:

24) a. Ik weet niet wat ofdatte deojonges gedaan hebbe
I kpnow not  what iftkat-PL the boys done hava
“F don'¢ know what the boys have done.”
b, 1k weet niet watte de jonges gedaan hebbe
I3 koow not what-PL the boys done have

=t don't knew what tha boys have dons.”

Embedded questions containing infinitival verb forms only are
introduced by a wh-word, but not by a complementizer:

 In certain infinitival adjunct cfauses, such as purposs clauses, om is obligatory.

¥ Tha combination of om and ¢ appears to have been pleonastic st first, In Middle Dutch
{£1200-1600), te was optional after prepositions like om. This is still the case in esrtain
dialects of Duteh, such as West Flomish and Grenings, which have constructions like mooi
om zien [heautiful for seel, 'good locking'. Alternatively, om could ba left cut in adjunct
clatises with le, like vaten die assche in Pontfane (urns the ashes in to recoive] ‘urns to recsive
the ashea in’ {Stoett 1977:2020.

¥ Dat alons is strange, unless the matrix verb s2lects a noninterregative complement clause.
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{235} Ik weet niet wat {*of) te deen
1 knew not  what if to do
*1 dor’t know what ta do.”

The wh-word in this case never shows any inflection.

1.3 Topicalization and Wh-Movement

Dutch main clauses may be introduced by elements other than the
subject. In that case, the finite verb immediately follows the first
constituent:'®

28) a. * Weer Jan kust Maria
again John kisses  Mary
b. Weer kust Jan Marie
again kisses  John Mary
"Again John kisses Mary.”

27 a. Merie de jongens kussen vaak
Mary  the boys kiss oftan
b. Marie kussen dejongens vaak

Mary kiss the boys often

“Mary the boys kiss a lol.”

Wasrom dJan kust Marie?
why John kisses bfarie

b. Wasrom kust Jan Marje?
why kisses  John Mary
"Why dees John kiss Mary?”

{28)

o
*

'8 Excapt when the verh itself {s the first eloment, as in imporatives, counterfactuals, and
yes/no-questions. Orders with the verb in third positien are possible when the first
constituent and the verb are separated by an unstressed sentance connecting advarb like nu
{non-*emporal} ‘now’, dan {non temporal) ‘then’, echter howsver’, daarentegen ‘in contrast’,
imimers "as is known". It is not clear that thess adverbs are not part of the first constitasnt,
even though their syntactic functien clearly lies on the sentence lsvel. They are comparable
to the Ancient Greek maneclive particles de but', ger "as we know', and may also appear
inside the first constituent (though not preceding the lexical head of the first constituent (in
contrast with Aneient Grask). Cf Zwicky 1985, Zwart 1991b:298. Other verd third orders
invelva topicalization in combination with a resumptive demonstrative pronoun {Jan diz ken
ik [John that-one kaow I, ef Koster 1978b and section 2.3) and stacking of adjuncts
(Gisteren, Hjdens de pauze, zag ik Piet [yestarday during the break saw I Pete)).
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29 a * Wie Jan kust?
who  Jfohn kisses

b. Wie  kust Jan?

who  kisses  John

"Whe does John kiss?*
“Whe kisses John?*

In {26}, the first element is an adverh, in (27), it is a fronted argument.
“These two constructions are grouped together as fopicalizations.” In the
wh-constructions {28)-(29), the first element is a fronted wh-phrase.
Topicalizations and wh-constructions invariably trigger inversion of the
subject and the verb in tensed main clauses. The tepic/wh-element and the
finite verb are strictly adjacent. The finite verb and the subject no longer
have to be adjacent:

(30} a. Marie (*vandaag} kussen de jongens vaak
Mary taday kiss the bays often
b, Marie kussen (vandaag} de jongens vaak
Mary kiss today the boys often
"Mary ths hoys kiss a lot {today).”
{31} a. Wasrom (*altijd} kust Jan Marvie?
why always kisses  Johm Mary
b. Waarom kust (altijd) Jan DMarie?
why kisses  always John Mary

"Why does Jehn (always) kizs Mary?®

In infinitival main clauses, topicalizations and wh-constructions are
very marginal at best, However, it is clear that the verb must stay in the
final position typical for non-finite verb forms:

Y The tarm fopiealization suggests that the first constituent is a fopic. But the first
constituent can alse be a nontopic, assuming ‘topic’ to be ‘what the seatence is zbout'
{Hockett 1958:201), as in MARIE kust Jan MARY John kisses', whare the preposed
constituent Marie is a focused part of the comment rather than a topic. On the other hand,
subjects {even weak pronouns} can be topics in the ‘aboutness’ sense. It is not cleaz, howaver,
whether preposed constitusnts in Putch should always ba characterized as focus elements,
As poted by Janson {1978:107, 1981:32) and Kooij (1978:34), fronted constifuents in Dutch
do not gensrally receive a marked intonation {as dfarie doas in MARIE kust Jan MARY,
John kisges), and appear to be part of ths ground rather than the focus in most cases. It
appears that naither tha iopic-comment distinctien nor the focus.ground distinclion is
instrumental in characteriziog fronting phenomena in Dutch. The tepic-comment distinction
appears Lo be a funciion of linsar erdering, but intonation may have an overruling effect. The
focus-ground distinction appears {0 be more closaly linked to intonation. I will eontinue to
usa ths term topicalization for the fronting of XPs in Duteh, whils kesping the terminological
difficulties in mind. (A posting by Enzic Vallduvi on seilang, April 13, 1993, was very helpful
to mo in sorting out the terminelogical distinctions.}

A MINIMALIST APPROACH 47

{32} a. 77 Marie de fongens kussen? Dat nooitl
Mary the boys kiss that never

*Ths boys kiss Mary? Nevarl”

b. * Marie kussen dejongens? Dat nooitl
Mary |kiss the boys that never
“Mary, the boys kiss? Nevarl”

Wh-movement in embedded ¢lanses does not cause a change of position
for the verb:

{33} a. .wie f{offofdat} Jan gekust heelt
whe  ifiifthat John kissed  has
“.who John (has) kissed,”
b. wwaarom {offofdat) Jan Marie gekust heeft
why iffifthat Jehn Mary kissed  has
*..why John {has) kissed Mary."

Nonwh-elements can also he fronted inside embedded clauses. For
objects the fronting is only possible under certain conditions of intonation
(see section 1.4), These frontings likewise never cause a change of position
for the finite verb:®

34) = ~dat  MaRIE de fongens vaak HUSsen
that Mary  the bays often kiss
*..that the boys kiss Mary a lot.”
b. wdat  dasrom de fongens Marie vask kussen
that  therefore the boys Mary often kiss
“.that becauss of that the boys kiss Mary a [ot.”

Notice that the fronted elements in {84), unlike in (33}, appear to the right
of the complementizer dat. This suggests that these constructions do not
involve topicalization (see section II[.5.3).

In infinitival complement clauses, topicalization is hard te identify.
Wh-constructions do exist, but no effect on the position of the verb is
visible:

35) a, Jan weet niet waar Marie te kussen
John  knows not whexe Mary  {okiss
“John does not know whera te kiss Mary."
b. * dan weet niet waar te kussen Marie
Jehn  knmews not where  tokiss Mary

@ n ambedded passive double objact canstiuctions, ths indirest objact preferably precedes
tha derived subject (dat de jongens het bosk gegeven werd [that the boys the book given was-.
SG}. Broskhuis (1992} arguas that in thasa consiructions the subject is net in tha subject
posilion, so that it is unciear whether thas indirect object is topicalized.
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14 Scrambling

The direct object in Dutch does not have to be adjacent to the verb®
Irrespective of the position of the verh, the direct object can always be
separated from it by adverbs.”

{38} a. Jan  heeft {gisteren) DMarla gelrust

John has yesterday May kissed
“John kissed Mary yesterday.,”
b. Jan  heeft Marie (gisteren} gekust

Joha has Mary  yesterday kissed
“John kissed Mary yesterday.”

87y a. ~dat Jan {gisteren} Marie gekust heeft
that  John yesterday Mary kissed has
®.that John kissed Mary yesterday.”
b. .dat Jan DMarie (gisteren) gelust heeft
that John Mary  yestarday kissed has
*_that Johu kissed Mary yestorday.”

In neutral speech, distinct intonational patterns are associated with
the word orders in the a- and b-sentences, respectively.” In the a-
sentences, the stressad syllabls of Marie, -rie, is pronounced in a higher
pitch than the preceding elsments of the sentence, which are neutrally
pitched, and the past participle gekus? receives an even, low intonation.
In the b-sentences, Marfe has neutral pitch; the adverb gisteren receives
an even, high intonation, which is continued up to the stressed syllable of
the past participls, -kust, which is pronounced at an even higher pitch. In
{37h), the auxiliary heef? gets a neutral, hence lower, intonation.

Many other intonational patterns are possible, however. In general,
when Marie presents old information, it will be evenly pitched, at the
same lavel of intonation as the preceding efements. In that tase, the past
participle in the a-sentences above will have the rising pitch described
above for the b-sentences. When Marie presents new information it will
have the low-high intonation described above for the a-sentences. In that
case, everything following Marie will have an even, low intonation. More
generally, any stressed element in the sentence may have a high
intonation of its stress bearing syllable, and in that case everything
following it will receive a flat, low intonation,

* Eycapt when the direct object is topicalized and the finits verb is in second position.
# Por indefinite objects, see section TV.2.2.3.
B geg Van Buuran (1980) for discussion of the gensral features of intonation in Butch.
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When a sentence has a neutral intonational pattern, the direct object
will present ofd information when it occurs to the left of the adverb, as in
the a-sentences above, and new information when it gccurs to the right of
the adverh, as in the b-sentsnces above. As a result, indefinite noun
phrases appearing to the left of an adverb receive a special interpretation,
as is generally the case when an indefinite element presents old
information {see section IV.2,2.4). Assuming that intonation is related to
focus, the neutral intonation pattern in Dutch suggests that the position
to the immediate left of the verb in embedded clauses is a default focus
position.

The phenomenon that direct objects do not have to be adjacent te the
verh will be referred to as scrambling.®* As demonstrated by Neeleman
{1990}, two types of scrambling exist. The first type is described above. Its
properties will be examined in more detail in section IV.2.2, The second
type of scrambling, called focus scrembling by Nesleman, has entirely
different properties. Throngh focus serambling, objects may appear to the
left of a subject, which is net possible through erdinary scrambling. The
phenomenon is illustrated in (34a). The marked, balanced intonational
pattern indicated there is characteristic of focus scrambling, Other
distinguishing features are its unbounded character, and the fact that
nonsctambiing elements, like resultative predicates, may display it as
well. Foeus scrambling will be ignored in this study.

Indirect objects appear to the left of direct objects, and may be
separated from them by adverbial material:

{38} a. odat  Jan Marie (gisteren) hetboek gegeven heeft

that  Jehu Mary yesterday  the beok given has
*.that Jehn gave blary the book yesterday.”

b. ?? .dat Jan hetbosk Marie gegaven heeft
that John thebook  Mary given  has
“..that John gave Mary the book.”

c. .dat  Jan hetboek Mariaterug gegeven heeft
that Jehn thebook  Mary back given has
"..that John gave the book back to Mary.”

{38b) is unacceptabls in a neutral stress pattern, i.e. with Marie slightly
focused. Abmost any marked stress pattern makes (38b} acceptable,
though. Thus, in {38c) the particle terug is in the default focus position,
and the order of the chjects appears to be fres.

“ Thia should not ba confused with the use of the term scrambling for fres order of
meaningful elerments. The term objest shift would alse be approprizte, but is also used for
pronoun mavement in the Scandinavian langiages, whera clitic placemant would be a bettar
term.
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Indirect objects expressed in a PP have their neutral position to the
right of the direct objeck:

(39) a. .dat dJan hetboek aan Marie gegeven heelt
that Jochn thebock {0 Mary given has
“..that John gava the book ta Mary.”
b. ~dat Jan aan Marie het boek gegoven heeft
that . Joha to Mary  the book given has
".that John gave the bock to Mary.”

When the direct object and the indirect object are clitics, the word order
phenomena are different, as will be discussed in section II1.2.1.5.).
1,5 Clities

Dutch has sets of strong and weak subject and object pronouns (Koster
1978a, Berendsen 1986, Everaert 1986, Zwart 1991a)™

{40} Strong subject prorouns
158G ik 1PL wij
285G jif 258G jullia
3aSG  hijij 385G zij
{41} Weak subject pronouns
186 %k 1PL wa
258G  je 9PL -
3580  iefze 3PL ze
{42} Strong object pronouns
186G  mif IPL ons
258G jeu 2PL, jullie
35G  heovhaar 3PL hen, hun
“3) Weak object pronouns™
18G  me 1PL .
28G s 2PL -
838G  'mfrt 3PL ze

% QObject pronouns and indirect object pronouns are identical,

% In addition to the objact clitics listed here, some dialects of Dutch hava a partitiva objsct
clitic ’r ‘some’, The expletive/locative elemant er ‘there’ and the reflexive pronoun 2ieh {Latin)
s¢" are generally regarded as clitics, too.
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For reasons that will become clear in section I11.2, 1 will refer to the
weak pronouns as elifics (cf. Zwart 1992b).

When a subject clitic is the first element in a main clause, it is
preclitic to the finite verb in second position:®

{44} 'k Heb Marie gekust
Thave Mary  kissed
°I kissed Mary."

In constructions invoiving subject-verb inversion, the subject pronoun is
enclitic to the verb:®

{45) Marie hebk  gekust
Mary havel |kissed
“Mary I kissed”

In smbedded clauses, the subject clitic is enclitic to the complementizer:

{45} .datk Marie gekust heh
that I Mary  kissed  have
*..that I kissed Mary.”

Enclitic subject clitics cannot be separated from the verb, unlike fuil
noun phrases {(section 1.2} and strong pronouns (cf. Koster 1878a, chapter
1

<7 a. Marie heb (*gisteren) 'k mniet gekust
Mary hava yesterday I not  kissed
"Mary I did not kiss yesterday.”
b. «dat  {(*gisteren} 'k Mavie mniet gelrust heb
that  yesterday 1 Mary not  kissed havs
“.that I did net kiss Mary yesterday.”

T The 35G masculine clitic iz is excepticnal, in that it cannot appear as the first element of

-a main clauss, unless the main ¢lause in question is the second slement in a coordinated

construction. In that case, ie may be enclitic ta the conjunction (cant i zat niet altijd {for he-
SOL ¢35t not always} for hs did not always sit dows', from Nescio, De uitvreter (1911}, 6th
impression, p. 16}

 The encliticization does not bleed the devaicing of the final consonant of the verb. Thus,
vond-ie {found he} is pronounced {fonti] instead of {fondi] (Booij 19585).



52 DUTCH SYNTAX

{48) a. Marvie heb {?gisteren) ik niet gekust
Mary hava yesterday I oot Kissed
"Mary I did not kiss yesterday.”
b. ~dat (gisteren) ik Marie niet gekust heb
that  yesterday I Mary not  kissed have
®.that I did not kiss Mary yesterday.”

Object clitics are enclitic to the finite verb in subject intitial main
clauses, and cannot be separated from them: :

{49} Jan heeft (*gisteren} v gekust
John has yesterday her  kissed
“John kisssd her yasterday.”

In main clauses introduced by an element other than the subject, the
object clitics are separated from the verb by the subject:®

(50) a. Gisteren heeft Jan ‘¢ gelcust
yesterday has John her kissed
“Yesterday John kissed her.”
b. * Gisteren heeftr Jan gekust
yesterday has her John kissed

In this case, the object clitic cannot be separated from the subject:

{51} Daarom heeft Jan (*gisteren) v gekust
therefore has John yesterday her kissed
“That’s why John kissed her yesterday.”

Object clitics, unlike subject clities, can never appear in the first position
{Kruisinga 1938:95, Merckens 1961:162, Koster 1978a:210, Travis
1984:123):

62) a. Ze heaft Jan gelust
she:SCE.  has John kissed
*She kissed John."
b, ¥ Hesft Jan gekust
her-QCL  has John kissed
“John kissed hor.”

¥ In West Flemish the order verdfcompl tizer-object_clitic-subject is grammatical
{Haegeman 1981). I have afso obsarved this in dialects spoken in the South of the
Netherlends (o.g. omdafr dat nfet is fbecauss thers that mot is] ‘becatiss it's aot there’,
instead of Standard Duteh omdat dur'r nie? iy [becauss that there not is]).
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In embedded clauses the object clitic again appears immediately to the
right of the subject:™

(63) a. «dat  Jan'r  gekust heeft
that  John her kisced has
"..that Jehn kissed her.”
b. * .dat *» Jan geloust heeft
that  her Jehn kissed  has

{54) .dat Jan ’ (*gisteren} gelaust heeft
that  John yesterday her  kissed has
*.that John kissed her yestarday.”

In double object constructions, when hoth cbjects are expressed as
clitics, the two objects cluster togsther in the object clitic position. In the
preferred order, the direct ebject precedes the indirect object, but the other
order is also possible:

{65) Jan  heeft'tr gegeven
John  hasither given
“Jehn gave it her.”

In Exceptional Case Marking constructions, the object of the embedded
clause may precede the subject of the embedded clause if and only if the
former is & clitie:™

{56} a. Piet heeftr Jan zien kussen
Pate  has her John see kiss
“Pete saw John kiss har,”
b.  * Piet heeft Marie Jan =zien kussen
Pats  has Mary John ses kiss
“Pete saw John kisz Mary."

1.6 Extrapesition

When the verb is in final position {see section 1.2}, a limited class of
elements may appear to the right of the verb or the verbal cluster. Thess
phenomena are nsually grouped together under the name of exfraposition.

* Sea nota 29.
" The fall noun phrass object of the embedded clause may precede the subject of the
embedded clauss only as an instance of focus scrambling, ses section 4.



64 DUTCH SYNTAX

Complement clauses invariably follow the verb:™

(67 a. dat Piet zei dat Jan DMarie kuste
that  Pets gaid that John Mary  kissed
" that Pete said that John kissed Mary.”
b. * .dat Piet dat Jan Marie kuste zel
that  Pete that Jehn Mary kissed  said

(58) a. .dat  Jan  wilde proberen om Marie te kussen
that  John wanted try OM  Mary to kiss
*..that John wanted to try to kiss Mary.”

.dat Jan om Marie telussen wilde proberen
that John OM  Mary to kiss wanted try

L
*

Adjunet clauses may also follow the verb, but they may appear in
various positions farther to the left:

(59 a. .dat Jan Marie kuste toen de film begon
that  John Mary kissed  when the movie starled
= that John kissed Mary when the movis started.”

b, wdat  Janw Marie toen defilm begon  kuste
that  John Mary when the movie  started kissed
2 that John Kssed Mary when the mevis started.”

L3 .dat Jan toen defilm begon Maria kuste
that John when the movia started Mary  kissed
=_that John kissed Mary when the movio started”

4. wdat  toen doe film bagon Jan Barie kuste
that  when the movie started Joha Mary  kissed
@ that whaen tha mavie started Jehn kissed Mary.”

Relative clauses may appear to the right of the verb, but also to the
immediate right of their antecedent:

1 Wogtar { 1989) nokes examples of complement clauses to the left of a factive vorb in finat
position. Thess constructions appear to have the focus scrambling characteristics (see £4).
Thus Koster's sxampls ..dat Jan fdat...] altifd betreurd heeft *.that John always regretted
(that.)" i3 only grammatical with the intonationsl pattern found in focus scrambling
constritctions, with & balance of two stressed elamants (in this case, some part of the
embedded clause must be stressed, as well as either altijd ‘always’ or betreurd ‘regretted?,
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(603 a. .dat Jan het meisje gisteren kuste dat hif liethad
that  John thagir yosterday kissed that he  loved
" 4hat John kissed the girl yestarday that he loved”

b. .dat Jan hetmeisje dat hij liefhad gisteren  kuste
that  John the giri that he  loved yesterday  kissed
®..that John kissed the girl he loved yesterday.”

2, Het meisje  dat  hij liefhad heeft Jan gekust
the girl that ho loved has Jchn kissed
“The girl ke loved, John kissed."

"The girl ke loved kissed Johe.”

In the latter case, the relative clause and its antecedent may not be
separated (Kaan 1992}

81} a. * .dat Jan hetmeisje gisteren dat hij liefhad kuste
that  John thegirl yesterday that he  loved kissed

b. * Hetmeisje heeft Jan dat hij llefhad gekust

ths gir has John that hs  loved kissed

Free relatives may also appear on either side of the verb (cf. Smits
1989:379)

{62} a. .dat Jan kust wie hif liefheeft
that John kisses who he  loves
b. wdat  Jan wis hij liefheelt kust
that John whe ha loves kisses
“..that John Kisses who he loves.”

Prepositional phrases are always allowed to appear to the right of the
verb in final position, with one significant exception. The exception
concerns predicative PPs, which must appear to the immediate left of the
wverb or verb cluster. The rule is Hllustrated in (63)-{67), the exception in
(68):

{63) a. .dat  Jan houdt van Marie
that  John holds  of Mary
°_.that John loves Mary.”

b. .dat Jan van Marie houdt
that  John of Mary loves
~_.that John loves Mary.*

{84) a. .dat Jan eenboek geeft aan Maria
that  John a bock gives to Mary
®_.that John gives a book to Mary.”

b. .dat Jan eenboek aan Marie geeft
that  John a book to Mary gives
* that John gives a book to Mary.”
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{65) a. wdat  Jan  verliefd s op Marie
that John inlove s en Mary
°.that John is in Jove with Mary.”

b, ..dat Jan vecliefd op Marie is
that John inlove on Mary is
".that John is in love with Mary.”

{66) a. .dat Jan dejas van dezus droeg  van Marie
that  John thecoat of the sister - wors of Mary
*.that John was wearing Mary's sister’s coat.”
b, .dat Jan dejas wvan dezus van Merie droeg
that  John theceat of the sister  of Mary wore
.that John was wearing Mary’s sister’s coat.”

{67} a. dat Jan Marie kuste tijdens de film
that  John Mary kissed during the movia
“that John kissed Mary during the mavie”
b. wdat Jan Marie tijdens de film kuste
that  John Mary  during the film kissed
®.that John kissed Mary during the movie.”

-

(68} a. ~dat  heblijk was inde kast

that  the body was in the closet

*..that the body was in the closst.”

b. wdat  hetlifk in de kast was
that  the body in thacloset wasa
“..that the body was in tha closat.”

In (63)-(64), the PP can be regarded as a complement to the verb, In
the a-sentences of (65)-(66) the PP appears to be extracted out of an AP
and an NP, respectively, In (67), the PP is an adjunct and may in fact
appear in various positions further to the left as well. In (68), finally, the
PP is a locational predicate with ket lijk ‘the body' as its subject. In this
case is the PP not allowed to appear to the right of the verb in embedded
clauses.®

Adverbs show the same distribution as adjunct PPs, and hencs may
appear to the right of the verb in embedded clauses as well (cf. (7))

* Another type of exception invelves idiems containing PPs. These PPs may not appear to
the right of the verb in final position, sven if they cannot bs analyzed as predicates, Thus,
whereas Dat kun jz op je vingers natellen [that can you on your fingers after-count] “Yout can
chack that {by caleulaling) on your fingers' has an idiomati¢ reading that {3 an inevitable
resuit!, this reading is lost when the PP op fe vingers ‘on your fingera® appears to the right
of the verb natellen ‘check’. See Koster (1998} for a minimalist account of the distribution of
thesa PPs in Dutch,
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69 a, ~dat  Jan Marle kuste gisteren
that John Mary kissed  yesterday
®..that Joha kissed Mary yesterday.”

b. .dat Jan DMarie gisteren  kusie
that  Joehn Mary vesterday  kissed
°..that John kissed Mary yesterday.”

Predicative elements, like the locative PP in (68}, invariably appear to
the immediate left of the verb in embedded clauses:

(7) a. * .dat Jan de kast vond leeg
that John thecleset found empty
*_.that Jahn found the closet empty.”
b. dat  Jan do kast leeg vond
that  John the closet emply found
®..that Joha found the ¢loset empty.”

2 Previous Treatments within Generative Grammayr

This section briefly summarizes the standard analysis of Dutch syntax
within the theoretical framework of generative grammar.

The standard analysis goes back to the pieneering work of Jan Koster
and Hans den Besten in the 1970s. This work yielded the two
cornerstones for every analysis of Dutch syntax in the two decades to
follow. These twoe cornerstones are the following hypotheses:

1. Dutch is an SOV language.
2. Tn Dutch tensed main clauses the verb invariably moves to C.!

These twe hypotheses, and their consequences, will be discuszed in the
following two subsections.

' (¢ iz the position of the complementizer. It is assumed to be the head of a functional
projection CP sinee Chomsky (1986b) (¢f. Figure 1 in section 12} Before thaf, the
complementizer position was referred to as COMP, The COMP position was not a functional
head, and could be adjoined to by maximal projections,
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2.1 Dutch as an SOV Language

In generative grammar, a language L is defined as an S0V language if all
possible word orders of I, are derived from an initial representation in
which the grder of meaningful elements is Subject-Object-Verh.

it was concluded as early as Bach (1962) and Bierwisch (1963} that
German is an SOV language in this sense,? German displays by and large
the same word order phenomena as described for Dutch in section 1.2,1
{the position of the verd), 1.3 (topicalization and wh-movement), and 1.4
{scrambling).

Bach (1962) shows that the position of the finite verb in German main
clauses (i.e. the second position) can be derived by a single transformation,
if we assume that the basic order in German is SOV. To make sure that
this transformation does not apply in embedded clauses, Bach makes
crucial reference to the sentence boundary symbol in the description of the
rule?® Back's Verb Second transformation obligatorily moves the finite
verb to the second position to the right of the sentence boundary. This
transformation follows the other mles which determine the erder of
subjeet and object, for instance. This ordering makes the formulation of a
single rule governing verb movement possible.®

Koster (1975) is the first generativist treatment of the basic order
question for Duteh.’® In the spirit of Bach (1962}, Kester argues for a

2 For a diccussion of the status of German in traditional grammatical frameworks, see
Scaglione (1981). In the 19th century & consensus arase as to the SOV status of Proto-Indo-
Europzan and Proto-Germanic {¢f, Behaghel 1878, Delbriick 1911). It was assumed that the
presant asymmetric character of German is dus te an unfinished shift from SOV to SVO
status. After a peried of uncsrtainty, the shift was apparently halted arouad 1600-1600, For
unclear reasons, the embedded clause word order reverted to SOV, whereas the main clause
word order remsined SV,

# This requires a distinction between a clause boundary 2nd a sentenca boundary, and a rule
changing the Arst into the latter at some point in the derivation of a sentencs in the proper
contaxts.

+ Bach's view was challenged by JR Ross (1970), who concluded that German was an SVO

lsnguaga on acoount of the fact that it allows forward gapping, which is unexpectedin a fruly -

verb final language. Bach appeart to have bean convinced by this argument (¢f. Bach 1971},
Ross on his turn became convinced that German was SOV after his analysis of gapping wes
challsnged by Maling (Maling 1972, sea Koster 1975:112), Koster {1975} is in part an
{mprovement of Maling’s argument. The discussion concarning basic word order typology was
obscured in the late 1960', early 1970°s by the emsrgence of the theory of generative
semantics, which on principied grounds favored a VSO base, or a basa without linsar
ordering. This explains the hesitance of Kooij {1973:26) an the matter. For recent suggestions
in this directisn within the principles and parameters approach, ses Quhalla (1991}

5 The paper was first read at the first annual meeting of the Algemens Vereaiging voor
Paalwetensthap in January 1973, and published in ths proceedings ofthat meeting as Putch
as a 8OV Language’ (Kraak, ed., 1975}
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single verb movement transformation deriving the various main elause
word orders of Dutch. This transformation {called Verd Placement) moves
finite verbs to the left of the subject and to the right of a clause initial
position called comp® This coMp position must be substituted for by
either the subject (in subject initial main clauses), or 2 wh-phrase {in wh-
constructions), or a nen-subject {in topicalizations).

Koster defines Verb Placement as follows:

(1) Verd Placement
X - COMP - ¥ - ¥V - Z
5.0, i3 2 3 4 &
-3 obl.
s.C. b 2 443 2 5

Verb Placement turns the initial representation (2) into the intermediate
representation (3):

@ g

T

COMP ]

AN

NP NP v

i i ]
Jan Marie  kust
(3} g
COMP S

b 1 i

kust Jan Marie e

¢ See noto 1 of this section,
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The coMP position is filled by subsequent transformations, so that the
verb ends up in the second position in the final representation.

In €3), the finite verb is immediately dominated by the root node 8.
Thus, Verb Placement is a root {ransformation (see Emonds 1970). It
follows that Verb Placement cannot take place in embedded clauses.

Po be more exact, it must be stipulated that Verb Placement is a root
transformation only, or a last eyclic rule. Koster notes that there are many
transformations that are last cyclic only, but no known cases of
transformations that take place in every cycle but the last. If the
embedded clause word order were derived from the main clause word
order, we would be forced to accept a non-last cyclic verb postposing rule.
This is less attractive than positing Verb Placement as a last cyclic rule.

Thus, by embedding Verb Placement in a general theory of possible
transformations, and by characterizing it as a last cyclic rute, Koster
maintains Bach’s result that a single rule takes care of the position of the
finite verb in all constructions.

Tn addition, Koster presents an empirical argument for the basie SOV
order of Dutch which has become influential.” Koster notes that in main
clauses in Butch containing a particle-verb construction, the particle and
the verb constitute 2 discontinuous category embracing all other categories
{except the first element):

4 a Jan  helde gisteren Marie op
John called  yesterday Mary up
°John catled Mary up yesterday.”

b. * Jan belde gisteren op Marie
John called  yesterday up Mary
c. * Jan belde op gisteren Marie
John called up  yesterday Mary
d, * Jan op belde gisteren Marie
Jan up called yesterday Mary

Koster assumes that verb-particle combinations are compound verbs, i.e.
the particle and the verb are both generated in V.2

Fhis implies that one of two situations obtaing in Dutch, Either there
is a rule moving particles to the right in main clauses and embedded
clauses, and a second rule moving the finite verb to the right in embedded
clauses; in that case Dutch has a basic SVO order. Or there is no rule
affecting the position of the particle and there is a rule moving the finite

7 Koster {1975) also presents another empirical argument in support of the hypothesis that
the main clause word order is derived from the embedded clause word order, involving the
distribution of PPs in main and embedded clauses.

* According to Koster's present analysis, the particle is either incorporated as part of V or
moved to the specifier position of a PredP (Kester 1993, ¢f. section IV.2.3).
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verb to the left in main clauses (Verb Placement); in that case Duteh has
& basic SOV order.

It is obvious that the rule system connected with the basic SOV order
is more economical,

Kaoster then proceeds to demonstrate that the particle in (4a) signals
the basic verb position, by showing that the particle in the main clause
has exactly the same distributional properties as the finite verb in the
embadded elavse. In particular, all and only those elements that may
appear to the right of the finite verb in embedded clauses may appear to
the tight of the particle in main clauses {c¢f. section 1.6). This will go
without demonstration here {ses Koster 1975:119ff).

Koster's conclusion that Dutch is an SOV language has deeply
influenced the study of Butch syntax in the generative framework.

First, the analysis of the main clause word order of Dutch as involving
a combination of verb preposing and topicalization has become standard
{see among others Den Besten 1977, Thiersch 1978, Koopman 1984,
Weerman 1989),

Second, the characterization of Dutch as an SOV language was often
considered to imply that the VP in Dutch is head final. Consequently,
when the existence of the independent functional head for inflectional
features I(nfl} was established, it was concluded that its maximal
projection JP was head final as well® In connection with this, it was
assumed that the finite verb in embedded clauses occupies the Infl-
position in overt syntax.

These assumptions were based on the idea that the inflectional
morphemes are generated in Infl, and have to be combined with the verbal
stem in overt syntax (‘at S-structure’). It was assumed that in English this
combination takes place by lowering the inflectional morphemes onto the
verbal stem in V, whereas in Dutch, the verbal stem raises to the
inflectional morphemes in Iafl.'"" Since finite verbs are clauss final in

® The idea that inflectional slements are generated separately from verbal stems is alraady
pressnt in Chomsky (£957), and is rooted in the post-Bloomfieldian practice of considering
inflectional morphemes as ssparate constituents (Zwart 1993d). The idea that INFL is the
head of the clause appears o be due to Ken Hale, who proposed this in class lecturas at MIT
in 1977 {sea Stowell 1981:99, Safir and Pesetsky 1931:342, Borer 1981:16). This idea appears
to have been wide-spread around the year 1980, Tha idea that Infl projects a regular X-bar
structure, with a specifisr and 2 complement, was first formulated in Stowell {1981:67), s2e
also Pagetsky {1952:253).
™ Tha reordering of inflectional morphemes and lexical sters was introduced s a linear
permutation ruls in Chomsky 1957:62. This ruls, later called Affix Hopping, did not yot have
the hierarchical dimension associated with the terms raising and lowering. The raising-
towering distinction was Iatreduced in Emaonds (1975} to account for differences in verb
position between French and English. The lowering ruls is adopled as Rule B in Chomeky
{continued...}
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embedded clauses in Dutch, it follows that Inf? is located to the immediat:,a
right of the VP in languages like Duteh and (German. The same 'logtc
applies to the infinitives with fe. Te was considered as an inflectional

element, generated in Infl, and the verb stem was analyzed as raising to

te in overt syntax, These assumptions have yielded a kind of typological
truism, aceording to which SOV languages have head final functional
projections. )

A third imajor consequence of the assumption that Dutch is an SOV
language was that a number of rightward movement rules had to be
assumed. Thus, the phenomena described in section 1.6 (known as
extraposition phenomena) were considered to involve movement to the
right across the verb, These rightward movements were alse empirically
motivated by the existence, in various languages, of constructions where
clauses and PPs are separated from the elements they appear to belong
to {cf, Ross 1961

A book on linguistics came out teday

{5) a.
-3 A book camo out today on linguisties

{6} a A book that I wrots years ago came out today
b. A book came out today that I wrote years ago

A fourth major consequence of the analysis of Dutch as an SOV
language has been the introduction of a directionality parameter for
grammatical relations. Since Dutch is an SOV language, one contld
suppose there to be a canonical direction of government in Dutch,
according to which heads govern their complements only in a right-ta-left
fashion. SVO languages, like English and Italian, would have the apposite
canonieal direction of government.

The idea that the verb governs to the left in Dutch suggests an account
for the distribution of noun phrase complements and clausal complements
{Reuland 1981). Noun phrases must be formally licensed through Case
assignment {Vergnaud 1979, Chomsky 1981}, and Cass is assigned to a
direct object under government by the verb (Chomsky 1981). Clausal
complements do not need to be licensed through Case assignment; in fact,
they resist Case {Stowell 1981). One could assume that for that reason
sentential complements flee from positions in which they would otherwise
be assigned Case. Hence, in Dutch they move to the right of the verb,

# (. continued)

1981. Chomsky {1921} proposas a combination of lowering in overt syntax and raising at iF
for English {sometimes referred to as yoyo-movement), but this analysis was rejected in
Chomsky {1992, whera it is assumed that functional heads host abstract features instead
of concrets morphemes. On this assumption, lowering is just the absencs of overt verb
movement.
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where they are not governed by the verb and consequently cannot be
assigned Case by the verb."!

2.2 Verb Movement to C

Koster's Verb Placement transformation moves the finite verb to a position
to the left of the subject and to the right of the clause initial element
coMp {followed by movement of a maximal projection to COMP). Den
Besten (1977) modified this analysis slightly, by arguing that all root
transformations invelve movement te coMp.!

Thus, in Den Besten’s influential analysis, the target of the verb
movement in finite clauses in Dufch is COMP itself. Wh.movement,
topicalization, and subject preposing alse move constituents into COMP.
The verb is adjoined to the right of COMP, and the cther preposed
constituents are adjoined to the left of COMP.

Den Besten asserts that there are two sets of root transformations, the
verb movement fransformation making up one set and the other root
transformations making up the other. Only one transformation per set
may be chosen for each sentence.”®

Den Besten's principal argument in support of the hypethesis that all
root transformations involve COMP is based on the consideration that
preposings must involve raising to a higher pesition, rather than leftward
shifting to a sister position.” Thus, an element that is preposed out of
8 has to move to the sister position of S, or higher. Since COMP is the only
known sister of S, all preposings must target COMP.

Den Besten in addition presents some empirical evidence in favor of
the idea that verb preposing invariably involves movement to COMP
(1989:25f). Recall from section 1.5 that Dutch subject clitics have to be
adjacent to the complementizer in embedded clauses. As was illustrated
thers, the subject elitics similarly have to be adjacent to the finite verb in

" The idea of directionality of government has had numerous cther implementations{ssa a.o.

Kayne 1985, Koster 1987, Bayer 1990). Space does not permit a full discussion of the
relavant work in this study, R ’

1 Raeall that bafore Chomsky {1956b} tha clause initial efement COMP was theught of as
containing both fronted maximal projecticns arnd the verb/complementizer. Thase two
functions of COMP wara later distributed among the specifier of CP and €, respectively.

Y This distinction between two sets of root transformations to COMP foreshadaws the
distinction between head movement to C and XP-movement to the specifier of CP (of
Chomsky 1986b).

¥ For tha details of this argument the reader is referred to the original text, Den Besten
{1989:40MM).
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topicalization constructions. This can be captured in a single statement if
the verb cccupies the complementizer position in topicalizations.

As Den Besten admits, this evidence is neutral as regards the proper
description of subject initial main clauses (1989:25). Den Besten
nevartheless concludes that the verb moves to COMP in this case as well,
since "the superiority of a grammar of Dutch that accounts for all verb
preposings by means of one rule that moves the verb from a VP-final
position {..) to one specified position in COMP, is evident” (loc.cit.).

In a later modification, Den Besten argues that verb movement to
COMP is not adjunction to the complementizer, but substitution in the
position of the complementizer.’ This explains why the preposed verb
and the complementizer are never found in COMP together."”

In this modified version, Den Besten clearly links verb prepoesing to
tense. The COMP position i3 considered as a tense position, because the
complementizer dat specifically tequires a finite verb, and the
complementizer om specifieally requires a fe-infinitive, Verb preposing is
then redefined as Move Tense’. This movement i3 blocked when the tense
position {COMP) is already lexically filled, but obligatory whenever the
complementizer is absent.

There is a very clear complementary distribution of the
complementizer and the finite verb in German. In certain embedded
¢lauses in German the complementizer ean be left out. In that case, the
embedded clause has the main clause word order;!”

7 a Johann  kilBt Maria German
Jehn kisses  Mary
b. * Johann DMMaria kit
Jehn Mary kisses

1 This modification was published as Appendix IF ta Chapler £ of Den Besten (1989), but
dates back from a presentation at GLOW in 1978.The Appoendix conteins other modifications
as well, for instanes in arguing for a landing site for Wh-elements outside COMP. This is
another step towards the davelopment of a specifier of CP. This latter modification appears
to be based on the analysis of topicalization of Kester (19785},

i In the adjunction anatysis proposed by Den Besten in his original text, it was assumed
that the complementizer is automatically delsted whaen the verb moves to COMP.

¥ The subjunctive (SUBJ} verb form shows that the embedded verb second clauses ara really
gubordinated, according to Sc¢hwartz and Vikner {1989). Similar constructions are alse
posaible in colloquial Dutch, as illustrated in section 1.2.1. Note, however, that the embedded
verb movement in ¢olloquial Dutch is possible with the complementizer present, unlike in
German.

A MINIMALIST APPROACH 85

8 a. Peter Dbehauptat, daB Johann Maria kilsse
Peta  claims that John Mary  kisses-SUBF
"Pata claims that John kisses Mary.”

b. * Peter behaupiet, dafi Johann kilsse Maria
Pata  claims that John kiss2s-SURJ Mary
9 = Peter behauptet, Johann kitsse Marja
Pate  claims John kisses-SUBJF Mary
"Pete claims that John kisses Mary.
b, * Peter behauptet, Johann Maria kiisse

Pote  claims John Mary kiss-SUBJS

A similar complementarity is found in counterfactuals in both German
(10} and Dutch:

{10) a. Lals ob  der Himmel dieEBErde  still geldilt hitta
as if the sky tha earth  silently kissed had-SUBJ
“.as if the sky had sifently kissad the earth.”
b. .als  hiitbe der Himmel dis Erds  still gokiiBt
as had-SUBJ  the sky the earth  silently kissed

*..as if the sky had silently kissad the earth.”

The complementary distribution of the complementizer and the fronted
finite verh is often adduced as an argument for the correciness of the
hypothesis that verb fronting involves movement to COMP."

Den Besten's analysis has had a considerable impact on the study of
Dutch and other Germanic languages.™

In the next subsection, the standard analysis of the phenomena of Dutch
syntax (based on the assumption that Dutch is an SOV language with
invariant movement to C in main clauses} will be briefly sketched.

¥ As will becoma clear in section 3.2, the complementary distribution of complementizer and
verb does not prove Den Besten's analysis to be correct {¢f. also Travis 1991), I will argue in
section II.4.1 that this complementary distribution actually supports the hypothesis that
verb movement in subjsct initial main ¢lauses does not target the complementizer position.
1 Bes among meny others Kayna (1982), Platzack (1953), Holmberg {1986}, Haider and
Prinzhorn, eds. {1986), Vikner {19%1a), The short list of dissidents includes Travis (1984,
1591}, Rheinholtz [1689), Zwart (19912). For Varb second effects in Romance described in
terms of Pen Besten’s analysis, sea Rizzi {19%0b), Lema and Rivero £1992). Verb Second
effects in non.Indo-Europaan languages are also standardly deseribed in terms of movement
to . Sqo Sproat {1985) and Schafer {1991} for Celtic, among others, and Black (1392) for
Shipibo.
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2.3 The Standard Analysis of the Phenomena of Dutch Syntax

The phenomena of Dutch syntax Hsted in section 2.1 have received the
following standard analysis in the Government and Binding framework aof
generative grammar, Most features of this analysis derive from the basie
assumptions discussed above: Duteh is an SOV language and the vezb
moves to C in main clauses,

1t foltows from the SOV status of Dutch, and from the assumption that
S0V languwages have a head final IP, that Dutch sentsnces are structured
as in {11k

(11} CcP
spec 7 ¢
—
c i
P .
spec T
.
ID
N
v
A~
g Ve

The inflectional morphemes, including e, are generated in Z. The verbal
stem, generated in V, raises to 7 in order to combine the verbal stem and
the inflectional morphemes, In main c¢lauses, tensed verbs move on to C.

The subject oceupies the spec position of IP in embedded clauses. In
main clauses, the subject either moves to the spec position of CP (a
subcase of topicalization), or stays in the spec position of IP, In the latter
case, the spec position of CP is occupied by another XP, by way of
topicalization or wh-movement.

Complementizer agreement, first noted in the generative framework in
Den Besten's Appendix If to his 1977 paper {(Den Besten 1989:93), has
given rise to two types of analysis. First, one could argue that C is an
inflectional category, hosting abstract agreement features. In Chomsky
(1981), these abstract agreement featurss are generated as a subpart of
7. Tt coutd be the case that in Dutch they ars generated as a subpart of
(Bayer 1984a:249, Bennis and Haegeman 1984:41, Koopman 1984:214,
Haider 1986:69).

According to a second analysis, the agreement morphology originates
in I but is moved to C, whers it shows up on the complementizer
{Hoekstra and Méracz 1989).

For fopicalization, basically two analyses have been proposed.
According to cne analysis, the topic is moved to the spec position of CP
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{Koster 1975, Baltin 1982). According to the other analysis, topicalization
involves base generation of the topic outside CP (Chomsky 1977, Koster
1978b}. In this analysis, the spec position of CP is occupied by an empty
eperator {Chomsky) or a -possibly empty- demonstrative pronoun (the d-
word, Koster), which is moved from within the VP, The latter analysis is
supported by the existence of constructions like {12), in which the
presence of the d-word die is optional:

{12} Jan  (die) ken 1k niet
John  thatona know I not
"John I don't know.”

In both analyses, the placement of the subject in front of the finite
verb in main clauses is considered to be a subcase of topicalization.
Subjects may be vesumed by a d-word as welk:

(13 Jan  (die} komt niet
John that one comes not
“John dozsn’t coma.”

Wk-movement in both main clauses and embedded clauses targets the
spec position of CP (Chomsky 1986h)

The standard analysis of scrambling goes back to Kerstens {1975), Van
Riemsdijk (1978) and De Haan {(1979). According to this analysis, adverbs
have a fixed position. Sentence adverbs, like gisteren ‘yesterday’, are
adjoined to VP. As a result, scrambling consists in optional movement of
a noun phrase to the left.®

It was discovered in the mid 1980s that scrambled objects in Dutch
license parasitic gaps (Bennis and Hockstra 1984, Koster 1984; ¢of, Felix
1983 for German}):

{14} .dat Jan Marie zonder e aan te kijken t gelust heeft
that John Mazy without on to look kissed has
".that John kissed Mary without looking at her.”

In (14), the direct object Marie is moved from the position indieated by the
trace across the adjunet clause zonder aan fe kifken *without looking at’
as an instance of serambling. The adjunct ¢lause contains a gap which is |
parasitic on the trace of the direct object.

The fact that scrambling licenses parasitic gaps characterizes it as an
instance of A-movement {movement to a position that is not a potential

# ’I‘he other possibility, according to which noun phrases have a fixed position and adverbs
optionally move to the right, was commonly hald in the early 19702 (cf, Keyser 1963, Booij
1974}
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argument position, Chomslky 1981), This has become a standard aspect of
the analysis of scrambling in Duteh.™

The clitic status of the weak pronouns in Dutch is argued for in Koster
(19782:2090) and Van Riemsdijk (1978:33). Stowell (1981:120f) foilows
their argumentation and concludes that these clitics must be adjoined to
2 head paosition to the left of the V. In general, however, the consensus
was that the Germanie clities differ from the Romance clitics in that the
former are adjoined to VP, whereas the [atter are adjoined to heads
(Everaert 1986}, In this view, then, scrambling is an optional leftward
shift inside VP, and the Dutch clitics are left-adioined to VP. This explains
why clitics show up further to the left than {full NPs.

Elements appearing to the right of the clause final verb position, such
as clausal complements and adjuncts, relative clauses, PPs, and adverbials
are assumed to have been moved there by rightward exiraposition,
¢rossing the final verbal position.®

This coneludes the survey of the main aspects of the standard analysis
of Dutch syntax within the Government and Binding framework. In the
next subsection, I will discuss certain aspects of this analysis which are
problematic within the set of assumptions which make up the Government
and Binding framework.

3 Problems of the Standard Analysis

In this section, I will mention a number of problems connected with the
traditional analysis of Dutch syntax as sketched in ssction 1.2, These are
problems from the point of view of the relevant stage of the theoretical
framewaork, i.e. the Government-Binding approach.

Obviously, theoretical developments, such as the emergence of the
minimalist approach, necessitate reassessments of traditional analyses.

 Laterdevelopments have mads it clear that scrambling in Dutch also has many properties
of A-movament. Ses Vanden Wyngaerd {1959a), and section IV.2.2.2.

# Stowall {1981) argues for a doubls headed VP in Dutch. Tho head positicn te the right is
the basic position of the varb, the head position to the lefs is the varb second pesition. Ina
foatnota {fn 25, p.221) Stowell notes that *it may be that{..) the second position corresponds
to the INFL position in S, suggesting that INFL should be in¢luded in the discontinuons verb
complex”,

# Tha alternative analysis, according to which complement ¢lauses are base-ganerated to tha
Tight of the final verbal position, faces the problem that diffezent basic positions for ¢lausal
objects and neun phrase cbjects must be assumed {cf. Hoskstra 1987).
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However, it is important to note that the traditional analysis of the syntax
of Dutch already had many problematic aspects, even within the
framework of the Govermment and Binding approach. In fact, the
traditional analysis is basically a pre-Government and Binding analysis,
which failed to make the transition into the Government and Binding
stage {even though its main points were widely accepted within that
stage). ]

It comes as ho surprise, therefore, that a further sharpening of the
notions that became important in the Government and Binding era (such
as economy of derivation and representation, visibility, Full
Interpretation, feature checking), which yields the minimalist approach,
makes the standard analysis untenable in a very obvious way. The
problematic aspects of the standard analysis wers already clearly present
in the Government and Binding era.

3.1 INFL

In the standard analysis of Dutch syntax inflected verbs occupy the INFL
position in overt syntax, in embedded clauses, or the COMP position, in
main clauses. The underlying assumption in this analysis is that
inflectional morphology is generated in INFL and has to be combined with
a verbal stem in overt syntax (ef. Lasnik 1981},

A problem of this aspect of the analysis is that there are two ways to
combine the verbal stem and the inflectional morphology. The verb can
raise to INFL, but INFL can also lower onto the verb, This latter mechanism
is assumed o apply in English (Emonds 1876, Chomsky 1981}

Assuming that INFL in English is occupied by the auxiliary do, by
modal verbs like will, and by the infinitival marker ¢o, constructions like
{1) indicate that INFL is located to the left of VP:

1} a John did not kiss Mary
b. John tried to quickly kiss Mary

Quickly is a VP modifying adverb (instead of a sentence modifying adverb
like yesterday). It is assumed to gccupy a VP internal or VP adjoined
position. Therefore, (2} shows that finite verbs in English may occupy a
VP internal position:

{2} John quickly kissed Marcy

On the assumption that inflectional morphology is generated in INFL, (2)
must be derived from (3), and the inflectional merphology must have
moved down to the verbal stem to yistd {2).
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{3} John -ed quickly kiss. Mary

A similar example of [owering is provided by Swedish. Swedish, unlike
English, displays the same asymmetry between main clauses and
embedded clauses as Dutch and German {Kosmeijer 1986). Thus, in main
clauses the finite verb is in second position, and in embedded clavses it is
further to the right. Unlike Dutch and German, however, and like
English, embedded clauses in Swedish show an SVO word order. For this
reason, the asymmetry between main and embedded ¢lauses can only be
demonstrated when the sentsnce contains an adverbial,

1t is assumed that the negative slement fnde ‘not’ is such an adverbial.
Furthermore, it is assumed that inte marks the VP boundary. Thus,
Swedish has the following paradigm:

4} a. Johann kdpte inte boken Swedish
John beught =not book the
*John didn’t buy the book.”
b, * Johann inte kipte boken

John not bought book tha

(5) a. * .att  Johann kipta inte boken
that John  bought mnot  book the
b. watt  Johann Inte képte bhoken
that  Johaon net bought book the
*.that John didn’t buy tha book."

The word order in (5b) indicates that the finite verh is inside the VP in
embedded elausss in Swedish. Thus, whereas the phenomena of Dutch and
Swedish are identical, the set of assumptions leading to the analysis of
verb raising to INFL in Dutch leads to an analysis of INFL lowering in
Swedish.

Therefore, the choice for verb raising in the analysis of Dutch
embedded clauses, instead of INFL lowering, is arbitrary.!

The suggestion that the verb moves to INFL, in embedded clauses in
Dutch would be stronger if it resulted in perceptible changes in word

It has been argued that Dutch and Swedish differ in one important respect, namely the
numbsr of diffarent inflectional forrs within a verbal paradigm (Holmoborg and Platzack
1989, Vikner 1991h, Robarts 1993} Thus, Dutch has 3 different verb forms within the
present indicative paradigr, whereas Swedish has oaly 1 verb form for all persona and
numbers in each paradigm. Howerer, that does not detract from the fact that the Swedish
finite verb forms are clearly both marked and perceived as finite, since the forms for preseat
and past are different, and also the infinitival form diffors from the finite forms. The finite
verb forms are recognized as such from the earliest pariod of language acquisition (Wexler
1981
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ovder, However, the verb-to-INFL. movement, if it takes place, is always
vacuous {Reuland 19205},

This is not a necessary state of affairs, It could be that there are
adverbial elements, or PPs, or clausal complements or adjuncts adjoined
to the right of VP and that these elements were crossed by the verb on its
way to INFL. But this can never be demonstrated,

In part, this is due to two other assumptions of the standard analysis.
First, the extraposition rule always moves eclausal complements to the
right. Apparently, this means to the right of INFL. Second, it is assumed
that alt verbs, including the non-finite forms, move to INFL. As a result,
nothing is Ieft behind to mark the original position of the verb. This
makes the verb raising vacuous by definition.

However, the conclusion that nothing is left behind to mark the
original position of the verb cannot be drawn as easily as that, First, while
infinitives obligatorily form a cluster, past participles appear to be
included in the cluster only optionally, They may show up both to the left
and to the right of the cluster:

B5) a. ~dat  Jan Marie gekusf zou mooten hebben
that  John Mary kissed  should must have
®..that John should have kissed Mary."

b, .dat Jan Marie zoumoeten hebben gekusi
that  John Mary should must have kissed

Other orders are excluded in standard Duteh (but not in West Flemish, for
instance, ¢f. section IV.2.4). The verb clustering mechanism in its simplest
form (adjunction to the right) yields (6b), not (6a). It may be the case then,
that the past participle is left behind in the verb position in {8a).

If so, it should be possible for adjuncts that are right adjoined to VP
to intervene between the past participle and the finite verb if the latter
moves to INFL, But this is never the cass;

() a. * .dat Jan Marie gekust tijdensdefilm  Theeft
that  John Mary  kissed during the movie has
b. wdat  Jan Marle tijdens de film  geloust heeft
that Jehn Mary  during the movis kissed has
“.that John-kissed Mary during the movia,”

So the vacuous mevement hypothesis for verb-te-INFL movement requires
a verb clustering mechanism that moves past participles out of the VP,
but to different positions in {6a) and (6b).

A similar consequence applies to verb particles and resultative
predicates, Recall from the discussion of Koster {1975} that particles are
assumed to be part of a compound verb, left behind when the verb is
preposed. It must now be assumed that the particle does move along with
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the verb to INFL, and is stranded there. Otherwise, the particle would
mark the original position of the verb, and we would expect certain
elermants to be able to intervene between the particle and the verb in INFL.
But this is never found:

(8 a * .dat Jan Marie op tljdensdefilm  helda
that John Mary up  during the movie called
b. .dat  Jan Marie tijdensdefilm op belde
that  John Mary during the movia up  called
°.that John called Mary up during the mavie.”

Similarly for resultative predicates:

9) a  * .dat Jan de deur rood met é&n kwast verfde
that  John the door red  with ons brush painted
b. ~dat  John met één kwast  de deur rood verfde
that  John with one brush the deor red painted
“..that John painted tha door red with a single brush.”

Thess elements must also be assumed t¢ move along te INFL, because
nothing may appear between them and the verb. This is not an attractive
conclusion, because resultative predicates can be phrasal (L.e. reod ‘red’ in
(?) can be replaced by the phrase net 2o reod als de kast ‘just as red as the
closet’).

Thus the hypothesis of vacuous verb-to-INFL movement can only be
maintained on the auxiliary assumption that ail elements that could have
marked the original position of the verb, whether heads or phrases, are
moved along in the vacuous movement to INFL. This makes the hypothesis
rather suspect,

In addition, Reuland {1990b) presents an empirical argument sgainst
vacuous verb-to-INFL. movement in Dutch. This argument is based on the
hypothesis that adverbial scope is determined by hierarchical rather than
linear relations {cf. Reinhart 1978). Thus, an element higher in the tres
has scope over an element lower in the tree, regardless of linear order. In
S0V languages like Dutch, VP-internal elements are ordered in such a
way that the linear order equals the hierarchical order. Thus, both
sentences in {10) have only one reading:

{10} a. «dat Jan Marie herhaaldelijk op beide wangen gekust heoft
that  John Mary rapaatedly oa both cheeks kissed has
".that John repaatedly kissed Mary on both cheeks,”
b. .dat Jan Marie op beide wangen herhaaldelijk gelrust haeft
that  John Mary  on both cheeks rapeatzdly kissed has
“..that John on both cheeks kissed Mary repeatediy.”
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In {10a)}, John on several occasions kissed Mary twice, once on each chesle
In {10b}, John gave each of Mary’s cheeks a streak of kisses.

Since op beide wangen ‘on both cheeks' is a PP, it can presumably be
adjoined to the right of the VP.? This is not visible if all verbal material
has moved out of VP to INFI,, yet it cannot be excluded. At the same time,
herhaaldelijk ‘vepeatedly’ must still be assumed to be inside the VP {or
adjoined to VP), If so, we may expect the linear order to be different from
the hierarchical order; the right adjoined PP may be higher than the
adverb. Thus we predict that (10a) also has the reading of {(10b}, which is
not the case.

Wa see hore that the vacuous V-to-INFL movement hypothesis predicts
a possibility that dees not exist. This makes the V-to-INFL movement
suspicious, if not impossible.

I will retumn te the problems of the vacous V-to-INFL movement
hypathesis below (section 111.1). A final remark must be made here on the
nature of the lowering process,

Lowering {or rightward movement) of inflectional morphemes to the
verbal stem has besn an aspect of generative grammar sver since its
beginnings.® It is also very obvicus that lowering is a problematic
mechanism. Thus, it is countercyclic and it does not leave a c-commanded
trace. Chomsky (1991} solves the latter problem by assuming that the
verb-INFL, combination moves back te the INFL position at LF. This,
however, yields other problems, having to do with economy of derivation.
All these problems are due to the basic assumption that inflectional
morphemas are generated in the INFL position,

There is howsver a separate tradition within generative grammar
according to which inflected elements are generated in fully inflected form
(Lieber 1980, Williams 1981, Lapeinte 1981, Reuland 1986). In this
approach, it can be assumed that functional heads are not occupied by
inflectional morphemes but by inflectional features (Travis 1984:139, Fabb
1984, Zwart 1987, Zwart and Hoekstra 1989). In this assumption,
languages like English and Swedish are characterized by the circumstance
that inflected verbs procrastinate raising to INFL until LF, If that is the
correct approach, it is an open question whether verb raising to INFL in
Dutch takes place in overt syntax or at LF. As we have seen in section 1.2,
the assumption that functional heads host features rather than
morphemes is a crucial part of the Minimalist Program.

In sum, if doubt is cast on the existence of verb movement to an INFL
position to the right of the VP in Dutch, this does not automatically lead
to the conclusion that Dutch has the suspect RNFL-lowering mechanism.

? This argumesnt 2ssimes that PPeover-V phenomoens invelve movement to the right.
? See note 10 of section 2.1.
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3.2 COMP

Den Besten {1977) argues that the verb invariably moves to C in main
clauses in Dutch.

As pointad out in section 2.2, Den Besten's empirical arguments in
favor of verh movement to C in Dutch relate to inversion constructions
only. In these constructions, the verb is subject to the same adjacency
conditions as the complementizer. Den Besten presents no direct evidence
relating to the position of the verb in subject initial main clauses. He
notes, however, that a grammar of Duich containing enly one verb
movement rule {verb movement to C) is superior to a grammar having
more than one rule (verb movement to C in inversion constructions, and
movement to a lower position in subject intial main clauses).

This argumentation is no longer valid in the Government-Binding
framework (Chomsky 1981). In this framework, particular movement rules
do not exist anymore. Rather, all movements have the same format (Move
&, "move anything anywhere"), The output of the application of Move «is
subject to various grammaticality conditions, as specified by the modules
of grammar (Case Theory, Theta Theory, Binding Theory, Bounding
Theory, etc.; see Chomsky 1981, Koster 1987).

Consequently, rules can no longer be counted, and grammars can no
longer be compared by counting the rules they need. In the Governmant-
Binding framework, a movement ¢an be ruled out only if it results in a
representation which does not meet all grammaticality requirements.

Does Den Besten's observation that the verb moves to C in inversion
constructions in Dutch lead te the conclusion that the verb also moves to
C in subject initial constructions in Dutch?

To ses this, wo have to ask whether an alternative landing site for the
verb movement is available. This depends on where INFL i3 situated in
Dutch. If BVFL is situated to the right of the VP in Dutch, then verb
movement rust target C. On the other hand, if Duteh is like English, and
INFL is located to the left of VP, verb preposing may target INFL in one
case (the subject initial main clauses) and C in another (inversion
constructions). Therefore, this point is dependent on another problematic
point, and hence, a problematic point in itself.

Suppose Ehere is an INFL position to the left of the VP in Dutch.! Then
we should wonder whether moving the verh to this BNFL, position in subject
initial main clauses would violate any grammaticality requirements. If so,
Dan Besten's conclusion that ail verb preposings target € still hoids.

* This was argued by Travis (1934},
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; Consider sentence (11} and its analysis under the relevant assumptions
12):

{11) Jan  kust  Marie
John  kisses  Mary
a2 s
conp ]
NP INFL vP

I AN

dan  Rust Marie

It is not easy to see what would be wrong with the representation in (12)
(assuming the VP is aderned with the reguired traces). The finite verb
kust ‘kisses' is in INFL, wherae the tense features are canonically located.
‘The subject is in the ‘structural subject position’, where it is governed and
assigned Nominative Case by INFL, as required by Case Theory (Chomsky
1981). {12} is a perfect structure.®

Thus, if there is an additional functional head to the left of VP in
Dutch, it must be considered a sericus candidate for hosting the verb in
subject initial main clauses. Hence, it does not suifice to show that tha
verh moves to C in inversion constructions. It must be demonstrated for
subject initial main clauses as well, or the hypothesis that there is V-to-C
movertzent in suhject initial main clauses must be rejected.

A difierent problem, closely related to the one discussed above, is posed
by the behavior of subject clities in subject initial main clauses, Recall
that subject ¢litics have to be right adjacent to both the complementizer
and the preposed verb in inversion constructions. If the verb always moves
to C, one would expect subject clitics to always be right adjacent to the
preposed verb. But this is not the case in subject initial main clauses:®

: The tree structure in the text follows Chomsky (1981). The conclusions would be the same
if the structare of 8 (IP) proposed by Stowell (1981), adopted by Chomsky (1986b), is
asaumed.

¢ D?l} Be_sten (1_985:27) mentions that the 385G subject clitic ie may not appear in the first
position in su!:}ect initial main clauses. All other, elitics, however are fine in the fist
position. Crucially, fe likewise may not appear right adjecent to the verb in neutral
constructions:

i * Heeftia Mazie gekust
has ke Mary kixsed
{eontinued...}
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(13) a. * Heb'’k Marie gekust {deciarative)
have ] Mary  kissed
"I have kissed Mary.”
b. &k Heb Maria gekust
Ihave Mary  Kissad
I have kissed Mary.”

So if the position of the subject clitics tells us that the verb is inCin
inversion constructions, it likewise tells us that the verb is not inCin
subject initial constructions. )

A third problem of the generalized V-to-C hypothesis concerns the
grammatical trigger for verb movement to C. Den Besten {1989, Appendix
11} assumes that C is a {+Tense] category, and he describes verb
movament to C as Move Tense’. But the V-to-INFL hypothesis requires
that Tensa is located in INFL. If C is really a [+Tense} category, one would
axpect the tense morphology {or the tense features) to be generated in C,
and this would leave us without a trigger for V-ta-INFL movement. If the
Tense morphology is located in INFL, then Tense cannot provide the
trigger for the movemaent of the verb to C.

For this reason, it has been proposed that Tense is a feature of INFL,
but that an independent language particular property requires that Tense
ba realized on the highest head (i.e, C) {cf. Platzack and Holmberg 1989).7
While this is a possible instance of parametric variation between
languages, an analysis along these lines leaves open the question why
languages should differ at this point.

A fourth problem of the generalized V-to-C hypothesis concerns the
complementary distribution of the complementizer and the fronted finite
verb, This complementary distribution is clearly visible in German, whera
the complementizer may be absent. In that case, the embedded ¢lause has
the main clause word order {see section 2.2).

This complementary distribution is generally taken to provide an
empiricat argument for the correctness of the generalized V-to-C analysis
{see o.g. Vikner 1991a). But Travis (1991) correctly objects that it might
be that the complementizer, if present, wiolds some power over a [ower

# {..continued)}
*Ha Kissed Mary.”

{I naither shars por understand Den Besten's judgment that the 35G wask {Le. unstressed}
pronoun Aif may not acear to the immediate right of the complementizer or ths verb in C.)
! The hypothesis that Tanse must be realized on the hightsst head leads to the question
whether CP is alwaya present in neutral erder main clauses. CP is typically tha level for
topicalizations and wh-movements, If CP is absent in other constructions, the proposed
principle lsada to the conclusion that the finite verb is in (NFL in nautral order main clauses
in Dutch. The hypothesis of I-to-C movemant is also adepted in Stowsll 1981, Posatsky 1982,
Evers 1982,
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functional head (INFL), thereby making movement of the finite verb to
INFL either superfluous or unnecessary (see also Zwart 1991a, 19915).2

The problem connected with the complementary distribution of
complementizer and finite verb is the following. Suppose verb movement
to (' is triggered by the requirement that Tense be moved to the highest
head. Assume that Tense is located in INFL, that INFL is located to the
tight of the VP, and that the verb moves to INFL in both main clauses and
embedded clauses, because the verb has to be united with the tense
morphology {or the tense features). Then, in embedded clauses, the
presence of the complementizer blocks firrther verb movement to C. As a
result, Tense will not be realized on the highest head, and we expect the
construction in question to be ungrammatical. But this not the case, and
it is unclear why.

3.3 The specifier position of CP

A third class of problems connected with the traditional analysis of verb
movement in Duteh éoncerns the obligatory presence of a constituent
preceding the fronted verb,

It is certainly observationally correct ta characterize Dutch as a ‘verb
second’ language. Neutral order main clauses, topicalizations, wh-
constructions all have the finite verb in second position. Imperatives {14}
and yes/no questions (15) have the finite verb in first position, but the
particular character of these constructions makes it Hkely that the first
position is actually occupied by an empty operator (¢f, Xatz and Postal
1964). The same is probably true of counterfactuals like (16):

{14) Kus  Mariel
kiss  Mary

{165} Kust dJan Marie?
kiszes John Mary
"Does John kiss Mary?"

* Travis {1984, 1991) argues that verb movemsent i3 nacessary to fill up empty, ung.overned
heads, as a consequence of the Empty Category Principle (ECP). In embedded clauses in
Dutch, INFL is governed by the complementizer, se no verb movament is necessary. In main
clauses, the complementizer is absent and verb movement is needed to fill up the empty
INFL position. Similarly in the complemantizerless smbedded clauses in German. Schwartz
apd Vikper (1999} argue apgainst the ECP as a factor datermining verh movement in
Germanie, If they are correct, which I believe they are, that stiil does not disqualify the
possibility that the complementarity of the complementizer and the fronted verb in Dutch
and German invelves two positions (INFL: and COMP) rather than ons (COMP alona).
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{18} a, Had Jan Marie maav gelust
had John Mary but  kissed
"I only John had kissed Mary.”
b. Had Jan Marie gekust, dan..
had John Mary kizsed  then
*If fohn had kissed Mary, then...”

The obligatory verb second character of Dutch, then, appears to be the
majar explanandum of the grammar of this language. However, the
traditional analysis offers no explanation for the fact that somse
constituent always has to preceds the finite verb in Dutch. This is a
serious inadequacy of the traditional analysis on any count.

1t is clear from inversion constructions and embedded clauses that the
subject in Duteh can be licensed in the specifier position of IP (the
‘structural sabject position’). If that is the case, it is not clear why
movement of the verb ta C triggers an additienal mevement of the subject
to the specifier of CP. Assuming that a trigger for verb movement to &
exists, even when the specifier position of CP is not occupied by a wh-
element or a topic, this does not necessarily also force the subject to leave
its licensing position and move on to the specifier position of CP. The
crucial question in this respect is why Dutch neutral order main clauses
are not VSO.?

It is important to nate that invoking a ‘verb second constraint’ te
account for the position of the finite verb in main clauses in Dutch is
merely a way of concealing the problem. A ‘verb second constraint’
naturally matches the observations, but dees nothing to explain them.

One might suppose that a ‘verb second constraint’ forces the specifier
of CP to be filled whenever C is filled, But this is an inadequats
formulation, because nothing fills the spacifier of CP when C is filled by
a complementizer:

{17 Piat  zegt (*gisteren) dat Jan Marie gelrust heeft
Pate  says yesterday that Joha Mary kiased has
"Pate says that John yesterday kissed Mary.”

Moreover, it is clear from long distance movement constructions that the
specifier position of CP must remain empty in embedded clauses in order
to provide an intermediate ¢hain position:

¥ Notice that the characterization of movement as ‘mevs anything anywhere’ do¢s not make
it uanecessary to formulate a trigger for obligatery movements. In other words, it must be
made preciss what grammaticality conditions are violated when the verb movesto Cand the
subject stays behind in the specifier position ¢f IP if and only if no other sonstituent occupies
the specifiar position of CP.
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(18} Wia zei Piet ¢ dat Jan  gekust had?
who  said Pote that John kiszed had
"Wha did Pate say John had kissed?*

Therefore, the requirement that the specifier of CP be filled must maka
specific reference to the preposed finite verb, which makes it ad hoe.

Finally, even if we allow the verb second constraint to be formulated
in this way, it is still unclear why languages should differ in this respect.
Again, one wonders why Dutch is not a VSO languaga like the Celtie
languages or Arabic.

The problems e¢onnected with the specifier position of CP that the
traditional analysis of Dutch syntax faces are in fact more complicated.
The traditional analysis of Dutch contends that the finite verb always
moves to C in main clauses. As a result, the placement of the subject to
the left of the finite verb is regarded as a subcase of topicalization.
Howaver, there are clear differences betwean subjects and topics. These
will be discussed in section IIL5.1.

Here, it suffices to note that object elitics may not appear in preverbal
position in tensed main clauses, while subject clitics may {see section 1.5,
and roferences cited there). An easy explanation for this would be to
prohibit topicalization of weak elements, such as clitics, in general. But
then the placament of the subject cannot be a subease of topicalization,
because this would exclude subject clitics in the first position of a finite
clause. Travis (1984) solves this problem by assuming that RIFL is located
to the left of the VP in Dutch and German, and that the finite verb moves
to INFL in main clauses, and to C in topicalizations and wh-constructions.

Fhis latter point has received some attention in the recent literature
and certain interesting proposals have been made to derive the asymmetry
bebween subject clitics and object clitics in a way that leaves the
generalized verb-to-C analysis unaffected (Holmberg 1988, Rizzi 1991a).
Wa will return to these proposals in section 111.4.4.2.

3.4 Serambling and Clitics

As wa have seen, in the analysis of Dutch syntax within the Government
and Binding framework, clitics, scrambled NPs, and sentence adverbials
are aH considered to be adjeined to VP. The order of elements is as in {19}
{19} Clitics - Scrambled NP - Sentence Adverb - Non-Scrambled NP

i i] 3} 4l

There are several unsatisfactory aspects of this analysis.
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First, it is unelear why the Germanie clitics should be different from
the Romance elitics. The latter are considered to be heads (Kayne 1976},
For that reason, they have to adjoin to heads, not to phrasal categories
(Baltin 1982), As several authors have shown, the Dutch clitics have the
same head-like properties as their Romance counterparts (Koster 1978a,
Fveraert 1986, Zwart 1992h). It therefore seems appropriate to analyze
the Dutch clitics as heads as wel.

In subject initial main ¢lauses in Dutch, nothing may intervene
hetween the finite verb and the object clitic. Cf. {20), repeated from section
1.6:

{20) Jan  heeft (*gisteven) b3 gekust
John has  yesterday her  kissed
“John kissed her (yesterday).”

In these constructions, then, the object clities appear to be adjoined to a
head. A problem arises in inversion constructions, however. In Romance,
the object clitic is pied piped with the verb, but in Germanic the clitic is
stranded in a position to the right of the subject.

{21) a. Bla-til embrassé?
herhas The kissad
“Did he kiss her?
b, * Atdl Pembrassé?
has The her kissed

*r heeft Jan gelrust?
herhas  John kissed
b, * Heeftr Jan gekust?

has her  John kissad
<. Heeft Jan'r  gekust?
has John her kissed
"Did John kiss her?

{22} a.

This is presumably ene of the reasons why the Dutch clitics have not
generally basn considered heads."

However, we have to nate that this issus is intimately connected with
the generalized V-to-C analysis. Assuming that the fronted verb is always
in C, (22) tells us that the clitic cannot be adjoined to the verb in (20)
either. This leaves the adjacency of the clitic and the verb in (20) a
mystery, however. Similarly, it is unclear why the clities have to be the
leftmost VP-adjuncts, no matter how much serambling goes on in the rest
of the VP.

1 A notabla exception is Stowell {1981:221)
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A second problem connected with the analysis of clitics and scrambling
is the assumption that the sentence adverbs have a fixed position, namely
adjoined ta VP. It is clear from examples like (23) that adverbs can move
further to the left:

{23) a. .dat gisteren Jan Marie gekust heaft
that  yesterday John Mary kissed has
®.that John yestorday kissed Mary." :
b. dat dJan gisteren Marie waarschijnlijk  gekust heeft
that  John yesterday Mary probably kissed has
".thet John yesterday probably kissed Mary.”

In {23a), gisteren ‘yesterday has moved to the left, crossing the subject
Jan ‘John'. In (23b), two sentence adverbials are present. The object,
Marie Mary', appears to the left of one of the adverbs, waarschijnlijk
‘probably’. Referring to the positions indicated in (19}, it must have moved
from position [4] to position {2]. Still to the left of the object is the other
sentence adverh, gisteren "yesterday’. This means that [3} in (14) cannot
be the sole position of the sentence adverbials.

This implies that scrambling can actually take place to a position to
the right of a sentence adverb. As a result, wa do net have a single clue
as to where the cbject noun phrase really is in a standard scrambling
paradigm like (24}

{24} a. dat  Jan gisteren Marie gekust heeft
that  John yesterday Mary kissed has
b. wdat  Jan Marfe gisteren gelust heeft

that  John Mary yesterday  kissed has
".that John kissed Mary yestarday.”

A third problem, related te scrambling, is the question how the
serambled object is assigned Case. In the Government and Binding
framework, objects are assigned Case under government by the verb {or
by the trace of the verb), 'Government’ is defined as a relation between a
head and an element it ¢-commands (provided no other governors of the
same glement intervena). ‘C-command’ i3 a relation between elements in
a tree structure such that the first branching node dominating the ¢-
commander dominates the c-commandees,

If an object is scrambled away from the verb {(or its trace}, it is no
longer c¢-commanded by the verb, hence it is neo longer governed by the
verb. Therefore, a scrambled object can only be assigned Case via the
trace left behind in the scrambling process. This means that scrambled
objects are formally comparable to topics and wh-elements, which likewise
can only be assigned Case via the trace they leave behind as part of the
movement operation. In ether words, scrambling must be A-movement,
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We noted in section 2.3 that serambling in Duteh has one property of
Asmovement, namely that it creates a configuration in which parasitic
gaps are lcensed, However, we will see below that scrambling in all other
respects resembles A-movement, like Passive and Raising {(Vanden
Wiyngaerd 1989a). For example, as already noted in Huybregts and Van
Riemsdijk (1986), scrambling, unlike wh-movement and topicalization,
does not yield weak crossover effects:

{25} a. Jan  heeft Masie op haar voorhoofd gekust
John has Mary  on her forchead kissed
*John kissed Mary on Aer forehead.”
b, ? Wie hebben zijn ouders  onterfd?
who  have his parents disinherit
*ho did his parents disinherit?”

Tha absence of weak crossover effects, as in (25a), in contrast to (25b), is
considered to be a test for A-mavement.

In A-movement, the trace is not assigned Case, but the movement
targets a position in which the notn phrase in question can be assigned
Case. If this is correct, our conception of scrambling in Dutch must change
radically, because a position adjoined to VP is not the fype of position in
which Case is assigned, under standard assumptions of the Government
and Binding framework.

3.6 Extraposition

A final problem of the standard coneeption of Dutch syntactic structure
touches on the status of Dutch as an SOV language.

Eiements appearing to the right of the final verb position in Dutch are
supposed to have moved there by a rightward movemsnt ecalled
extraposition. It has been known since Ross {1967) that such rightward
movements create islands, i.e. constituents out of which no extraction is
possible,

However, Dutch sentential complements, though appearing to the right
of the final verb pesition, are not islands:

£20) Wie heeft Piet botveurd dat  Jan ¢ geloust heoft?
wha has Peta regrettad that John kissed has
“Who did Pets regret that John kissed?”

In this respect, there is a ¢lear contrast with non-complement clauses (T.
Hoekstra 1983, Bennis 1986):
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{21) * Wie heeft Piet het ‘hefreurd dat dJan ¢ gekust heeft?
who did Pete it regret that John kissed has
“Whe did Pate regret it that John kissed?”

In {21), ket ‘it' is the direct object of the verb, and dof Jan gekust heeft
‘that John kissed’ is construed as an adjunct to the direct object. In this
case, the embedded clause is a clear island.

The fact that the embedded clause in (20) is not an istand suggests
quite strongly that it is in its basie position, and that no extraposition has
taken place {thus T, Hoekstra 1987). This has led several authors to
suggest that Dutch has two different complement positions for NP-
arguments and sentential arguments, the former preceding the verb and
the latter following it."!

This, however, is incompatible with the important idea that the
categorial status of arguments is irrelevant for the encoding of thematic
relations into syntactic structure (see Pesstsky 1982, Chomsky 1986a,
Balker 1988). In this respect, then, the standard analysis is problematie,
and, in fact, casts doubt on the basic assumption that Dutch is an SOV
language.’

3.6 Conclusion

The crucial features of the standard analysis of verb movement are all
problematic. Verb movement to INFL in embedded clauses is always
vacuous. The hypothesis that this movement takes place is based on the
assumption that inflected verbs must oceupy the DNFL position in overt
syntax. However, this is not necessarily the case, given the possibility of
lowering INFL to the verb (or procrastinating verb movement until LF),
Verb movement to C can only be demonstrated in inversion constructions.
The conclusion that this verb movement takes place in subject initial main
clauses as well is based on the idea that a grammar containing fewer
rules is more attractive. However, this evaluation metric is no longer valid
in the Government and Binding approach, where all movement rules are
reduced to one, Move . Verb movement to € in subject initial main
clauses therefore needs independent evidence, but the evidence that is
available suggests that the verb in these constructions is not in C but in

' Sea Koster 1978a, 1989; Do Haan 1979; T-Hoekstra 198%, 1987; Bennis 1956,

2 As Marcel den Dikken notes {p.c.), an additional argument against extraposition of
sentential comploments out of VP is tha fact that the VP shows no 'freezing’ effect. Thus, in
Wie heb je verteld dat f¢ zou komen {whom have you told that you would come] the VP eut
of which dat je 20 komen ‘that you wonld coma' is supposedly exteapssed is still transparent,
witnesa the extractability of the indirect object wis "wha'
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a lower functional head to the left of the VP. Finally, the transparency of
clausal complements suggests that the position to thae right of the verb in
embedded clauses is their basic position. This in turn casts doubt on the
assumption that Dutch is an SOV language.

4 A Minimalist Approach to Dutch Syntax

In this section, I will resxamine the phenomena of Duich syntax from a
minimalist perspective. First I will discuss the two basic assumptions
underlying the standard analysis of these phenomena; the hypothesis that
Dutch is an SOV language and the hypothesis that the verb moves to C
in all main clauses. Next I will review the problems of the traditional
analysis discussed in section 1.3. It will turn oul that these problems
become even more serious if the minimalist approach is taken. Finally, I
will sketch the outlines of an analysis of Dutch syntax which seems to be
forced upon us by the assumptions of the Minimalist Program. This will
serve as the starting point for the more detailed analysis of the syntax of
Dutch in chapters I and IV,

4.1 Basic Assumptions

Recall that the two basic assumptions underlying the standard analysis
of Dutch syntax are the following:

1. Dutch is an SOV Language
2, In Dutch tensed main clauses the verb invariably moves to €

The Minimalist Program does not immediately affect the fivst of these
assumptions. It is imaginable that when the verb and its object are first
. combined in a binary operation, the divect object ends up to the left of the
verb.

However, as painted out in section 1.3.3, the minimalist approach in
its most restrictive implementation leaves no room for a parameter
determining the position of the object with respect to the verb at this
initial stage in the derivation. Moreover, such a parameter would be
superfluous given the fact that word order variation can be derived from
interactions of overt and covert movement.

In view of this, the question arises whether it is necessery to make a
typological distinction between kanguages on the basis of their order of
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words in the initial stage of the derivation. We will return to this issue in
chapters IIT and IV of this book, and I will argue there that, at least in
Dutch, both the functional heads and the lexical heads take their
complements on the right hand side.

The second assumption underlying the standard analysis, according to
which the finite verb invariably moves to C in main clauses in Dutch,
appears to be incompatible with the minimalist approach.

First, according to Figure 1 in seetion 1.2, the functional domain
contains at least three head positions other than (. Therefors, Den
Besten's (1977) conclusion that C is the only host available for the
preposed verb is no longer valid.!

Second, verb movement to C, if it takes place, must be triggered by the
need to eliminate a strong inflectional feature represented in C. However,
inflectional features have designated positions in the Minimalist Program:
the tense features are located in T, the subject agreement (Nominative
Case) features are located in AgrS. Even if these features are strong in
Dutch, they cannot {rigger verh movement to C*

Third, even if the verb moves to C in subject initial main clauses, there
has to be a trigger for movement of the subject to the specifier position of
CP in these constructions. Again, the relevant trigger must be a strong N-
feature that has to be eliminated. However, the N-features for licensing
the subject are not represented in C but in AgrS. Hence, unless the
subject shows additional features which would wavrrant a further
movement, it has to move to the specifier position of AgrSP, not CP.
Movement of the subject to AgrSP, of course, is well attested in inversion
constructions and embedded clauses. The default hypothesis appears to be
that the subject ends up in AgrS in subject initial main clauses as well.
If s0, we must conclude that verb movement to € does not take place in
subject initial main clauses in Duteh.?

! One couid argue that in Duteh, the heads of the AgrPs and TP are situated to the right of
the VP. 'Fhis would make € the only availabls hast for tha preposed verb again. Howaver, the
exact location of the functional heads in Dutch is an empirical issus. We will return to this
isstza in chapter T, where I will argue that all functional projections in Dutch ara head
initial. ’ .

? A way out wounld ba fo assume that tense has to end up on the highest functional head.
This could trigger verb movement to C. However, this presupposes that all clauses are CPs,
which is net a priori elear. In particular, nsutral main clauses may be complete as AgrSPs.
If s, the requirement that tense end up on the highest functional head would teigger verb
movement o AgrS.

? This does not exclude the possibility, howevar, that subjects sometimes carry a topic
featurs, triggering additional movement to the specifier position of CP {(Zwart 1991c).
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The minimalist approach, then, suggests that a distinction be made in
Dutch syntax between subject initial main clauses on the one hand, and
topicalizations and wh-constructions on the other hand.

4,2 Problems of the Standard Analysis 2

In section 3.3, it became clear that certain aspects of the traditional
analysis of Dutch are prablematic, even from the point of view of the
theoretical framework underlying it (the Government and Binding
framework). In this section, 1 will show that these aspects make the
traditional analysis downright untenable from the point of view of the
minimalist approach,

4.2.1 INFL

In the traditional analysis, it was assumed that the functional heads host
inflectional morphemes rather than features. As a result, in embadded
clauses in Dutch the verb must have moved to INFL {assuming that
lowering is not an option, but ses section 2.3.1). Consequently, INFL had
10 be located to the right of the VP in Dutch.

In the minimalist approach, the functional heads host inflectional
features rather than morphemes. As a result, verbs are inserted in a
structure (by means of Generalized Transformations) in fully inflected
form. At some point in the derivation, the verb will have to move to the
functional heads in order to check the features associated with its
inflectional morphology. Buk this movement may take place before or after
Spelt Out. Movement after Spell Out is even preferred, by the economy
related principle of Procrastination.

Consequently, it is not surprising that the inflected verb should remain
in a final position in embedded clauses in Dutch. We may assume that the
verb is still in its base position, procrastinating movement Into the
functional demain. As a result, the position of the verb in embedded

clauses in Dutch does not provide a single argument for the [ocation of the

functional heads in Dutch.

Recall from section 3.3 thaf the assumption that the finite verb moves
to an inflactional head to the right of VP in embedded clauses is
problematic anyhow. The movement is always vacuous, and predicts non-
existing scope phenomena (Reuland 1990b). Thess problems disappear
under the minimalist assumption that the verb does not move in overt
syntax in embedded clauses in Dutch.
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422 COMP

We have seen in section 4.1 that the assumption that the finite verb
invariably moves to € in main c¢lauses in Dutch is untenable in the
minimalist approach, I comes as no surprise, therefore, that maintaining
this assumption would yield the very problems noted in section 3.3.

In particular, Den Besten's (1977) argument in favor of the generalized
verb-to-C analysis based on rule counting is not valid in the minimalist
framework, any more than it was in the Government and Binding
framework. The minimalist approach is unrestrictive in that it has no
rules, On the other hand, it is very restrictive in that every movement
must be motivated by a morphological licensing requirement.

Economy, in other words, is not an evaluation metric for rule systems,
as it was in the Extended Standard Theory, but a principle requiring that
avery single movement be mativated independently of the total of
movements in a particular grammar. For this reason, we cannot conclude
from the fact that some movements in Dutch target C, that ¢/l movements
in Duteh target €. Every singls movement to C must be motivated
independently in terms of elimination of inflectional features.

Tense and agreement appear to be the features triggering verb
movemant and noun phrase movement in subject initial main clauses.
These features are represented in T and AgrS. For all we know, then, the
relevant movements target tha checking domain of these functional heads,
not the checking domain of C. The adjacency of the subject and the finite
verb indicates that the subject and the verb are in the specifier-head
configuration of a single functional category, presumably AgrS.

In contrast, other features like [+topic] and [+wh] appear to be
relevant in topicalizations and wh-questions. These features are
conventionally represented in C {as in Den Besten 1977), For all we know,
then, these movements target the domain of C,

Therefore, from a minimalist point of view, the simplest analysis
appears to involve two different movements, or, rather, two different
targats for movement.

As we have seen, this analysis raises the question why verb movement
is restricted to main clauses. The answer to this question mentioned in
section 3.2 implies that the complementizer in C wields some power over
the lower functional head so that this head need not be filled when the
complementizer is preseat (cf. Travis 1984, 1991),

This answer is problematic, because it is not clear what kind of
influencs could prevent the lower functional head to be filled. It remains
to be seen to what sxtent this part of the answer is compatible with the
minimalist approach. However, the second part of the answer is very
much in line with economy of derivation, If movement to the lower
fanctional head is unnecessary hecause of the presence of the
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complementizer, this movemsnt is automatically blacked by economy of
derivation (Zwart 1991a).

Wo will return to this problem extensively in chapter I, In the mean
time, we may conclude that, as before, the complementary distribution of
the complementizer and the fronted verb does not provide an argument for
the generalized verb-to-C movement,

423 Thé Specifier Position of CP

In the standard analysis, the specifier position of CP must always he
filled. This is unexplained, even if the observation takes the form of a
language particular and construetion particular *verb second constraint’
{Vikner 1991a).

A verb second constraint may match the observations, but should be
derived in terms of movement of heads and phrases to the functional
domain. Each of these mavements must be explained independently in
terms of pliminating strong inflectional features. These explanations, then,
proevide the real challenga for the analysis of Dutch syntax.

These explanations should take into account the differences existing
betwesn subjecks and topics in Duteh that were briefly mentioned in
section 3.3. These differences suggest that different features are involved
in topicalizations and subject initial main clauses, If so, movement must
target different positions in each case.

4.2.4 Scrambling and Clitics

In the standard analysis, scrambling is optional movement of a noun
phrass across a sentence adverb. The scrambled category adjoins to the
VP, but to the left of the clitics (which are adjeined to the VP as well), A
basic assumption of this analysis is that sentence adverbs have a fixed
position.

In a minimalist approach, this analysis cannot be maintained.

First, optional mevements are not allowad in the Minimalist Program.
Every movement is {riggered by the need to eliminate a strong feature, If
thera is a strong feature that must be eliminated, movement cannet be
optional, since the derivation will only converge when it takes place. The
fact that the direct object and the verb (in embedded clauses) are not
necessarily adjacent in Dutch indicates that at least sometimes the direct
object moves away from the verb. Consequently, we must assume that
direct objects in Dutch always move to a particular position. In other
words, scrambling may seem to be optional, but in fact it is not.
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Second, if direct objects in Dutch always move to a particular position,
sentence adverbs cannot have a fixed position. This was alveady concluded
in section 3.4, In particular, in & typical serambling paradigm like (1), the
direct object must be in a single position throughout, but the adverb must
be further to the left in (1a) than it is in {ib), Consequently, it can no
longer be maintained that sentence adverbs ars always adjoined to VP.

) . a odat  Jan gisteren Marie gekusi heeift
that  John yesterday Mary kissed has
b. .dat . Jan Marie gisteren gekust heeft

that  John Mary yesterday  kiszed has
"_.that John kissed Mary yesterday.”

Third, movement of the direct abject cannot target VP, because the
position adjoined to VP is not known as a position for licensing inflected
elements. In the minimalist approach, it is more likely that the noun
phrase movement targets the specifier position of AgrOP (Vanden
Wyngaerd 1989a). This is the designated position for checking the Case
features of the direct objest. Assuming that the N.feature of AgrO is
strong in Duteh, the need to eliminate these features yields a trigger for
ths noun phrase movement.

We have ssen in section 3.4 that scrambling in Dutch has one property
of A'-movement: it creates the configuration needed for parasitic gap
licensing. If we now assume that scrambling is movement o a position
where Case is checked, we expect scrambling to look more like A-
movement. Much retent research suggests that this is in fact the case, as
already pointed out in section 3.4. I will return to this issue in section
V.22,

Finally, if neither scrambled noun phrases nor sentence adverbs are
adjoined to VP, abject clitics (which appear to the left of both scrambled
noun phrases and sentence adverbs) eannot be adjoined te VP either. This
aecords well with the generally held idea that clitics must adjoin to a
functional head (Baitin 1982, Kayne 1991, Sportiche 1992).

4.2.5 Extraposition

In the standard analysis, it is assumed that elements appearing to the
right of the verb in embedded clauses have undergone movement to the
right (extraposition). This was shown to be problematic because
‘extraposed’ clausal complements are not islands.

In the minimalist analysis, extrapesition is an impossible movement.
All movements must be triggered by the need to eliminate inflectional
features, and for this reason they must target designated positions, Thers
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is no known position to the right of the final verbal position designated for
checking inflectional features. Simitarly, thereis no inflectional feature all
extraposed elements have in commeon,

Extraposition, then, should not be part of a minimalist analysis of
Dutch (see alse Kaan 1992, Kayne 1993).

It will turn out that this conclusion has serious consequences for the
assumption that Dutch is an SOV language. This Issue will be addressed
i chapter IV,

4.2.6 Conclusion

The problems the standard analysis of Dulch syntax faced in the
Government and Binding framework still exist in the minimalist
framework. If the minimalist approach is adopted, many additional
problems for the traditional analysis arise, and certain key aspects of the
analysis turn out to be untenable.

This is particularly true of the two basic assumptions underlying the
traditienal anatysis. The assumption that Dutch is a basic SOV language
is questionable from the point of view of possible parametric variation.
The assumption that the finite verb invariably moves to C in main clauses
would be a far from straightforward implementation of the Minimalist
Program.

4,3 Dutch Syntex: A Minimalist Approach

Let us now return to the phenomena of Dutch syntax described in section
1, and see how these phenomena might be analyzed from a minimalist

point of view,
Consider first the difference between tensed main clauses and
untensed main clauses {section 1.2):

1y a Jan  kust Marie
John kisses Mary
3John kisses Mary”
b, * Jan  Marie kust
John Mary  kisses

2y a. * Jan kussen Marie
John  kiss Mary
b. Jan Marle kussen
John  dary  kiss
*John kiss Mary.”
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Finite verbs move up front, infinitives do not. This is alse clear from
constructions containing more than one verb:

3 a Jan heeft  Marie gekust
John  has Mary  kissad
*John thas) kissed Mary.”

b. * Jan heeft gelust Marie
John  has kissed Mary
* Jan  Marfe heeft gekust
John Mary has  kissed
d * Jan DMarie gekust heeft
John  Mary  kissed has

<.

Only the finite verb moves to the left, the non-finite verb stays behind,

Finite verbs in Dutch express both tense and subject agreement, Non-
finite verbs express neither tense nor agresment. Apparently, verb
movement is a function of tense and/or agreement.

In the minimalist approach, the feaktures for tense and subject
agreement aze represented in the functional heads T and AgrS. We may
now hypothesize that T and/or AgrS have a strong V-feature, This feature
must be eliminated before Spell Out, therefore the verh carrying the
corresponding features {the finite verb} moves to T and or Agr, in violation
of Procrastination, Assuming, as we have done, that AgrS is higher than
T, it must be the case that the finite verb moves to AgrS, via T.

However, this hypothesis yields a problam, since finite verbs do not
move to the left in embedded clauses:

(4} a. * .dat Jan kust Marie
that  John kisses  Mary
b. «dat  Jan Marie lkust
that  John Mary kisses

".that John kisses Mary.”

In {4a), it is unclear why the finits verb hust kisses’ does not have {o
move to the position it apparently moves to in {1a).* Therefore we must
reject the hypothesis that a strong V-feature of T and or AgrS triggers th
verb movement in (1) and {3), .
Wa could try to aveid this problem by assuming that in {4} the
complementizer occupies the AgtS position, so that the movement of the
verb to AgrS is blocked. But this does not solve anything, because if the

1 Recall that in the minimalist approsch, ‘vot having to’ amounts to ‘not being allowed to',
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movement is blocked, the strong V-feature triggering the movement would
not be eliminated, and the derivation would crash at PF.?

Therefore, something else must be going on. Recall that functional
heads carry both V-features {triggering head movement} and N-features
{triggering XP-movement). Assuming that the verb in {1) and (8} is in a
derived position, there must be an N-feature triggering movement of the
subject to a position in the functional domain in at least (1) and (3). .

In subject initial main clauses, the subject is adjacent to the finite
verb:

(5} * Jan  altijd kust Marie
John  always kisses Mary

This suggests that the subject is in a local licensing relation with the head
hosting the finits verb. If the finite verb moves to Agr8, the subject must
be in the spec position of AgrS.

In this position, the N-features of AgrS are checked off against the
inflectional featuras of the subject {person, number, and Case).® These N-
features, tharefore, must be strong. H so, it is expected that the subject
oceupies the spee position of AgrS in embedded clauses as well, (4}
suggests that this is indeed the case,

The hypothesis that the N-features of AgrS are strong appears to
account for the distribution of the subject. But how does this explain the
distribution of the finite and non-finite verb? Apparently, this verb
movement must be a subsidiary movement, required only as a last resort.
This is only possible if the V-features of AgrS {or T} are not themselves
strong.

How exactly this works out will be the main problem to be studied in
chapter 111, The phenomena of complementizer agreement will be crucial
to the analysis presented there. It will turn out that the functional head
AgrS moves to C if and only if C is present, and that this AgrS-te-C
movement obviates V-to-AgrS movement. 1 will argue that AgrS-to-C
movement has a morphological reflex in the phenomenon of
complementizer agreement in various dialects of Dutch.

Let us next consider the distribution of elements in topicalizations and
wh-constructions, These constructions show subject-verb inversion:

¢ For the same reason, assuming that the verb maves to € in (1) and (3) does not solve the
problem why verb movement is restricted te main clauses.

¢ The picturs is slightly more complicated if the N-feature for Case is represented in T.
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{6} a. * Weer Jan kust Marle
again John kisses Mary
b. Weer kust Jan Marie
again kisses John Mary
“Agaia John kisses Mary,”

{7} a. * Waarom Jan Iast Marie?
why John kisses Marie
b, Waarom kust Jan Marie?
why kisses  John Mary
“Why does John kiss Mary?”

Topies and wh-elements typicaily move to a position in the left periphery
of the clause, In the minimalist approach, these movements must be
trigpered by the need to eliminate a morphological feature. Chomsky
(1992} proposes to include features like [+topic], [+wh] in the set of
morphological features. Assuming (with Koster 1975, Den Besten 1977,
Chomsky 1977) that tepicalization and wh-movement involve movement
to the CP-domain, these features must be characterized as N-features of
the head of CP, £

The sentences in {6)-(7) suggest that the features [+tepic] and [+whi}
are strong in Dutch.” This would explain the preposing of the non-
subjects,

But again, this does not suffice to explain the distribution of the verb
in these constructions.

Now we may assumes that C also has a strong V-feature associated
with topicalization and wh-movement, such that verb movement to C is
required whenever the [+topic} feature or the {+wh] feature ars present in
C (i.e. in topicalizations and wh-constructions). The fact that English
topicalizations de not, or not always, require verb movement, could then
be explained as an instance of paramaetric variation of the strength of the
relevant features in C. Compars (6) with {8):

@ a Again John kisses Mary
b. * Again kisses John Mary

For the moment this will suffice as an hypothesis, but we will see in
section II15.3 that this analysis must ultimately be rejected for an
analysis lnking the verb preposing in topicalizations and wh-constructions
to AgrS-te-C movement.

Let us next consider scrambling and clitic placement.

' Watanaba (1992) suggests that the wh-featurs is universally streng, He argues that in so-
called whein.situ languages like Japaness the wh-featare is sliminated by movemsant of an
empty operatoer to the spec position of CP.
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Clitic placement is not addressed in Chomsky (1992). Sportiche (1992}
proposes that clitics are generated as functional heads in the clause
structure. However, alse in this analysis, clitics must be allowed to
underge head movement. It is not clear whether this clitic movement can
be accounted for in terms of feature checking requirements, as is desivable
in a minimalist approach. Kayne (1993} argues that clitics are subject to
what we have called the Extended LCA (section 1.3.3). 1t follows that if
¢lities undergo head movemsnt, they can only adjoin to the left. In section
1112, I will adopt Sportiche's assumption that clitics are generated as
functional heads. On the other hand, the prohibition of right adjunction
of clitics of Kayne (1993) will turn out to be problematic for the analysis
of cliticization in Germanic.

In contrast, the Minimalist Program appears to fit scrambling like a
glove. Considsr the standard scrambling paradigm in (9%

@) a. .dat Jan gisteren Maria gekust heeft
that  John yesterday Mary Kissed has
b. .dat Jan Marle gisteren gelust heeft

that  John Mary yesterday  kissad has
“ that John kissed Mary yesterday.”

Recall that the minimalist approach does not allow optional movement.
Consequently, the movement of the object which is clearly visible in (Ob)
must also be present in {9a). The obvious hypothesis, therefore, is that the
N-feature of AgrQ is strong in Dutch, triggering movement of the object
to the specifier position of AgrOP.

If this is correct, the N-features of both AgrS and AgrO are strong.
Chomsky (1992:11) argues that there should be a symmetry between the
the inflectional systems associated with the subject and the object. In
other words, the feature specifications of both Agr heads should be
identical, in the ideal case. This appears to be the case in Dutch.

Consider the consequences for adverbs. It must be possible to generate
these in various positions in the course of the derivation of a sentence. But
this is an atbractive consequence, If adverbs are not freely generated, they
too must underge movement. This movement should be triggered by the
need to license inflectional features. But at present it is unclear what
features are associated with adverbs, and where in the functional domain
these features would be represented. Therefore, the assumption that
adverbs are freely generated is not unattractive,

Many other problems are associated with scrambling in Dutch. Some
of these will be discussed in section IV.2.2.

Tuening to extraposition finally, this type of movement is nat possible
in the minimalist approach, as we have seen. There is no known specifier
to the right of the VP in which the features of extraposed elements could
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be checked. Also, this type of movement is excluded by the ELCA (section
1.3.3). What, then, explains the relevant word order patterns?

Recall that there ars two sets of extraposition facts. Clausal
complements must appear to the right of the final verbal position:

a0 a. odat  Piet zei dat Jan Marie kuste
that  Pete said thst John Mary kisged
“.that Pete said that Jeho kissed Mary.*
b, * .dat Piet dat Jan Marle kuste zei
that  Pate that John Mary kissed said

All other extraposed material may also appear to the left of the final
verbal position (illustrated here for adjunct clauses)

{11}  a. .dat Jan Marie kuste toen de film hegon
that  John Mary kissed when thamovie started
®..that John kissed Mary when the movie started.”

b. .dat Jan Mavie toen de film begon kuste
that  John Mary ™ when the movia started kissed
“..that Johu kissed Mary when the movia started.”

<. .dat Jen tosn de film begon Marie kusta
that  John when the movie started Mary kissad
*.that John kissed Mary when the movis started.”

d. ~dat  toen de film begon  Jan Marie louste
that  when the movie started Jfohn Mary  kissed
"..that when the movie started John kissed Mary.”

We may set the latter category apart, and consider them to be fresly
generated in the course of a derivation. We must make the same
assumption to account for the fact that adverbs occupy various positions
in the scrambling paradigm? .

Clausal complements, on the other hand, appear to be internal
arguments of a verb. An implicit assumption in the minimalist approach
is that Generalized Transformations first join a head and its internal
argument. If no movements take placs, then, the verb and the complement
clause are both in their initial positions in (10a).

Do complement clauses undergo movement? To answer this question, .
we should look for inflectional features associated with the complement
clavse, and for functional projections in which these features should be
licensed. In the absence of established knowledge in this respect, we
should concluds that complement clauses, at least these of the Dutch type,

¥ Ses Kaan (1992) for an analysis of ‘extraposition’ of these elsments.
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do net undergo movement.? This is corroborated by the fact that these
clauses are not islands, as we have seen.

The observation that ¢lausal complements in Dutch are not islands
must be accounted for in terms of bounding theory. I will assume,
following Chomsky and Lasnik {1991), that the notion of L-marking
{Chomsky 1986b) is crucial in this respect. I will make the following
assumptions, A maximal projection is transparent only if it is L~
marked.'” A projection is L-marked only if its sister is an L-related head.
A head is L-rslated only if it is a lexical head or a functional head hosting
features associated with a lexical head, Hence, clausal compiements are
i-marked by the lexical head V if they are in their basic position.

_ If this is correct, it may very well be the case that Dutch has a basic
SVO structure.

In the next two chapters, this minimalist analysis of the syntax of Dutch
will be devaloped in more detail.

* 1t is conceptually attractive to assums that clausal complements have a licensing position
in the functional domain just liks noun phrass complements do. If 5o, the facts from Putch
indicate that ths liconsing position for clausal complements is not the same as the licensing
position for noun phrass eomplsments.

¥ Poilowing what was said in section 1.3.1, ‘transparency’ relates to chain formation rather
than to movement. Thus, an empty categery {trace) in a transparent phrass can be
interpreted as a trace of the moved category, because the empty category and its antecedent
are in the sams local domain, or becauss nothing prevents generation of an intermediate
empty element in a peripheral position of the phrase centaining the trace, which can serve
as a link betweon the trace and its antecadent in case they are not in the sams local domain.
In opaque phrases, generation of such an intermediats empty category linking the trace and
its antecedsnt must b impossibla.

IIx

VERB MOVEMENT IN DUTCH:
THE POSITION OF THE FUNCTIONAL HEADS

I have arpued in section L3.3 that the most straightforward
implementation of the Minimalist Program does not involve a
directionality parameter. This is also expressed in the extended version
of the Linear Correspondence Axiom of Kayne (1993) (the ELCA).

The more detailed discussion of the phenemena of Dutch syntax in this
chapter and in chapker IV will start from that angle. Many aspects of the
standard analysis are built on the assumption that Dutch is an SOV
language. In connection with this, it is also generally assumed that the
functional heads in Dukch, with the exception of C, are generated to the
right of the Iexical projections. I will take issue with these two basie
assumptions.

In this chapter, I will present several arguments in support of the idea
that the functional projections in Dutch are head initial. These arguments
inctude an analysis of the preposition/infinitival marker fe (section 1),
clitics in Puteh (section 2), complementizer agreement (section 3}, and the
position of the verb in subject initial main clauses (section 4) and in
inversion constructions (section 5). In the course of this chapter, an
analysis of verb movement in Dutch will be developed, in which the verb
moves to AgeS in subject initial main clauses, and to € in inversion
constructions (cf. section 11.4.3). .

The position of the lexical heads will be discussed in chapter IV.

97
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1 The Syntax of te

The Dutch morpheme te, a cognate of English {0 and German 2z, is
generally considered to be an infinitival marker. On the assumptions
underlying the standard analysis of Dutch syntax, fe must be generated
in INFL, Since fe invariably appears to the immediate left of the infinitival
verb, the standard analysis of infinitival constructions involves raising of
the infinitival verb to INFL, with right-adjunction of the verb to te.

As noted by Giusti (1991), this analysis, thongh generally adopted, has
never received any empirical justification. Giusti attempts to fill that gap
by proposing an analysis of infinitival preposing in German which
crucially relies on the assumption that infinitival verbs adjoin to zu in
INFL.

In this section, I intend to argue for two points. First, f¢ {s not an
infinitival marker and is not generated in INFL. Consequently, the
adjacency of fe and the infinitival verb does not support rightward
movement of the infinitival verb and adjunction to fe in INFL. Second, the
infinitival preposing facts studied by Giusti have no bearing on the issue
of the position of either te or INFL.

1.1 The Status of e
1.1.1 Origin and Distribution of te

There is little doubt that the Dutch morpheme fe, commonly characterized
as an infinitival marker, originated as a preposition. This preposition,
taking dative complements, is morphologically related to English ¢o,
German zu, and Gothic du. Its meaning would be roughly equivalent to
towards, onto, at, and for.' Te as a preposition {s no longer in productive
use in Dutch, except in combination with place names {ie Gronirgen ‘in
Groningen’).?

! Other infinitivel markers like Scandinavian ai(t/ed, French &, Flemish van, and the
morphemes om {(Dutch), um and am (German, ¢f. Bhatt and Schmitt 1993), and for (English)
derive from prepositions of tha same semantic feld.

! Te does figure in idiomatic expressions like thuis < te huis {at) home'.
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As a preposition, fe could take a deverbal noun as its complement.® In
Old English, Old High German, and Middle Dutch, and o the present day
in certain dialects of Dutch, the prepositional status of fe in this
combination is apparent frem the dative Case morphology on the
infinitival, yielding forms like fe lesene.!

These aspects of the history of fe do not necessarily affect the analysis
of present day fe as an infinitival marker, generated in INFL. However,
infinitival verbs do not strictly speaking require the presence of te. T2 is
excluded in a number of contexts, listed below. The invariant
maorphological element in infinitival verbs in Dutch is not fe, but the suffix
-fela. If inflectional morphemes were generated in INFL, -fe)n, not fe,
should be generated there.

Te is excluded in the following contexts:

s infinitival main verbs

£} Jaon  Marie (*te) kussen? Dat nooltl
John Mary  to kiss that ngver
“John kiss Mary? Never!®

+ infinitival imperatives

2} {*Te) stoppanl
te stop
“Stop!”

+ infinitivals used as subjects or objects®

@ a (*Te} kussenr  Is leuk
to kiss is fun
“Kissing is fun.”
b. wdat  Jan Marie (%t} kussen leerde
that John Mary to kiss taught

°, that John taught Mary kissing'™

? Mistorically, the Indoeuropean infinitive is considered to be a verbal noun in the accusative
Case, ending in -ciom, where -m is the accusative Case suffix, -no- 4 pominalizing affix, and
-0~ a hinding vowel (Krahe-Meid 1969:118). In Germanie, the om part of the ending was lost,
in North Germani¢ the -n- of the nominalizing affix was lost as well. [n West Germanie, the
infinitive appears to have been aligned with other nouns, acquiring a full set of GCase endings.
* Vanacker {1963:142), Landheer (1951:78), Bayer {1993), and refzrences cited there,

* In the bsentencs, the infinitive occurs Lo the left of the matrix verb, like object NPs. When
the infinitive appears to the right of the matrix verh, we are no [onger dealing with an object
infinitival, and te is possible; dat Jar Marie tezrde (te} hussen “that John tavght Mary to kiss',
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* nominal infinitives

{4) Dat  alsmaar meisjes (*te} kussen wordt vervelend
that  all the time girls to kiss becomes boriag
=Thia kissing girls all the time gels boring.”

+ complements of auxiliary verbs

%) a Jan  wil Marie (*te) kussen
John wants Mary tokiss
"John wants to kiss Mary.”
b. Jan  komt Marie (*te) kussen
John comes Mary  te kiss
*Jahn comes and kisses Mary.®

+ complements of perception verbs and causative verbs®

6} =& Piet ziet Jan Marle (*te) kussen
Pete sees Joho Mary to kiss
“Pete sees Joho kiss Mary,”
h. Piet laat Jan Marie (*fe) kussen
Peta  lets  John Mary to kiss
“Pete lets Joha kiss Mary.”

Te is required in the following contexts:

+ complements of prepositions and nouns

{7 a door Marle *{te) kussen

by Mary  tokiss
* by kissing Mary."

b. Jan  houdt ervan DMarie *{te) kussen
John  holds there of Mary to kiss
"John loves it to kiss Mary.”

< de mogelljkheid Marie *(e} kussen
the possibility Mary  tokiss
"do possibility of kissing Mary”

% In Middle Dutch, te was not excluded in the complement of causative doen 'do’s doen e
weten et know (Stoett 1877:203).
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* in fough-constructions”

8 a Marie is meoeilljk *(te) kussen
Mary is hard to kiss
b Eent vaas om deas in *(te} ontvangen

A vase OM theashes in 10 receive
“A vazs to receive the ashes in*

¢ in gerundives

@ a Marie is *(te) vertrouwen
Mary i3 totrust
*Mary can be trusted.”
b. En dan  *{te) bedenken dat..
and then to think that
“Ta think that...*

¢ in the complement of control verbs®

{10} =a. Jan probeert DMarie *{te) kussen
John  tries Mary to kiss
“John tries to kisa Mary.”
b. Jan meent intelligent *{te) ziin

John  belisves inteiligent tobe
“Johr, thinks he, ig intelligent.”

+ in the complement of certain raising verbs

£11) Jan schijnt Marie gekust *(te) hebben
John  seems  Mary  kissed to have
“John seams $o have kissed Mary.”

? In Middle Dutch, and still in certain dialects (West Flomish, Groningen) te does not appear
in combization with om in adjunct clauses: mooi om zien ‘beautiful ta see’ {Stoett 1977:204).
Alternatively, om can be left out in Middle Dutch adjunct clauses: vate die asschen in
tontfane ‘urns the ashes in to receive?. .

® In Flemish dialects, fe appears to ba absent in certain control complements {cf Pe Rooij
1969).
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¢ in durative constructions’

(12) Jan  staat  Marie *{fe) kussen
Johr stands Mary 1o kiss
"John stands and kisses Mary®, "John kisses Mary {for some time)."

+ in infinitival questions

{13y a Jan  wist niet wat *(te) doen

John  knew not what todo

“Johno didn't know what to do.”
b. Wat  *(te} doen?

what  todo

*What should we do?*

In all of the examples {11{13), the non-finite tense on the verb is
expressed by the morpheme -en. This, then, appears to be the infinitival
morpheme. Like all tense markers in Dutch, -er is a bound morpheme
appeering as a suffix to the verb.

Te, on the other hand, may be present or absent, depending on the
configuration in which the infinitival verb appears. Te, then, appears to
be invoived in expressing a syntactic relation rather than tense. In this
respect, fe looks like a complementizer or a preposition, more than like an
inflectional element.

This does not exclude the possibility that fe in Modern Dutch functions
as a tense marker rather than as a preposition, However, this would be
strange given the fact that there is a clear infinitival marker -en on Dutch
infinitives, and given the fact that fe is excluded in a number of contexts

where infinitivals appear, What we can say is that fe signals the presence

of an infinitive, but not that the tense features of the infinitive are
represented in fe. Also, the intimate connection between fe and the
infinitival may be due to the circumstance that fe is no longer productively
used as a preposition, rather than to the presence of infinitival features
in fe.

In the next subsection, I will investigate the properties of te in a little
more detail.

# 1f the durative verb is an infinitival, fe is optional: Jan heeft Marie slaan (fe) hussen Wit
John has Mary stand éto} kiss’, ‘John kissed Mary (for a while). This also happens whenever
the durative verb is in the complemont of the auxiliary Aebben ‘have’. In thal case the
durative verbs always take the form of an infinitival instead of a past participle {the
Infinitivius Pro Participio or IFP effect).
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1.1.2 Further Properties of te

It is tempting to censider Dutch fe as a prefix attached to an infinitive.
However, there are at least four reasons not to describe fe as a prefix,
First, as shown by the distribution of fe in 1.1.1, fe appears to have the
syntactic function of a complementizer/preposition. Such elements are not
generally deseribed as prefixes, but as (functional) heads.
Second, ¢e and the infinitive can be separated in certain dialects of
Dutch, especially Gronings (Schuurman 1987).

{14} a. Zai begon te toavel schoon moaken
she started 1o table clean make
“She staried io clean the table.”
b. Hai zat  te kraanten lezen
he sat  to newspapers read

“He was reading nawspapers.”

Schuurman (1987} observes that this construction does not have most of
the expected properties of incorporation constructions. For instance, as is
clear from (14b), the noun phrase intervening between fe and the
infinitive can be marked for number. Also, the intervening constituent can
be a complete Small Clause:

{15} Hest volk genog  te heu inschuur bringen?
have-250G people  enough to hay inbara briag
*Bo you have enough people to bring the hay into the barn?'

These and other phenomena studied in Schuurman (1987) make it

- unlikely that the Groningen construection is an instance of incorporation.

Consequently, te cannot be a prefix attached to the infinitive here.
Third, te can in some dialects appear on the “wrong’ infinitive
{Vanacker 1969}

(18) a. .voor komen te werken diatect of Gesl
for come to work .
"..to come and work.”
b. ~om te komen werken Standard Dutch
for to come work -

*.to come and work"

The complementizers om (Standard Dutch) and voor (Southern diglects)
introduce adjunct clauses or contrel complements. Te is required on the
infinitive heading the complement of these complementizers, In the
sentences in (16, this infinitive is an auxiliary verb komen ‘come’, This
verb does not require te on the head of its complement (cf. (6b)). The
construction in (16b), therefore, is as expected. In {16a), le appears to have
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shifted to the complement of the auxiliary. Let us refer to this
phenomenon as fe-shift."”

Te-shift is an unexpected phenomenon if 2 should be analyzed as a
prefix of the infinitival verb."

Fourth, one fe suffices for two coordinated bare infinitives:"

an ~wom  inL.A, televenen {te) sterven
for in LA, tolive and todie
® tg live and die in LA"

This is impossible with prefixes like perfective ge-:

(18} .om inLA. geboren en  *(ge)storvem tezijn
for inLA  bom and died to ba
“_.to ba born and have died in LA”

The properties of the coerdination of #e-infinitivals are peculiar and
merit further exposition.
Te must be present on both infinitives if one of them has an object:

19 a. +wom inLA tewonen en kinderen *(te) krijgen
for inltA  iolive and children to get
= te live and got children in LA."
b. wom  in LA, kinderen te krijgen en *{te} sterven
for in LA children to get and  todie

* to get children and die in LA"

¥ Ty-shift appears in parts of East Flanders, Antwerp, and in Belgian and Dutch Brabant.
1t is apparently unrelated to Verb Projection Raising, which is predominaat in the West of
Belgium {Vanzcker 1970), Geel is in the Belgian province of Antwerp, just south of the Dutch
part of Brabant.

1! & posaible explanation for the phenomenon of fe-shift i3 that the relevant construction is
derived from & construction in which both infinitives have fe. Aecording to my observations
of Brabantish, fe-shift is most frequent with auxiliary verbs like staan “stand’, liggen "lie’,
2étten 5it, ete. Thesa are aspectual verbs, expressing duration. When tensed, these verbs take
an infinitival complement with f2, When nontensed, these verbs take a te.less infinitival
comptement in Standard Dutch, but fe Is retained in several dialacts {Shepherd 1946:60 on
Maastrichts}. If this 13 also the casa in fe-shift dialects, the relevant constructions could be
derived from a lfe-V le-V order by deletion of the first te, Weijnen {1952:51) reports that
Bredero{1685-1618) allows deletion of either fe in such constructions. I leave this for further
study.

1 Examples with more than two verbs are also possible, as in LA is een mooia stad om in te
wonen, werken, en sterven ‘LA is a great city to live, work, and die in". 1t should be noted that
aet all Dutch speakers accept coordination of bare infinitives in the complement of fe. For
me and several other native speakera from various regions of the country, the judgments are
perfectly clear. For others, at least the relative judgments reported in the text ars correct.
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On the other hand, one te suffices when the two infinitives share the
same object:

20) .om boeken te kopen en {te) lezen
far bocks  to buy and toread
*..to buy and read books.”

When one of the infinitives is a particle verb and the other is not, fe
cannot be left out when the two infinitives are coordinated:

2D a wom  kinderen optevoeden en *{ta) verwennen
for children up to feed and to speoil
*..4o raise and spoil children.”
b, .om kinderen tekrijgen en op *{te) voeden
for children to get and upte feed

*.ta get and spoil childrea.”

But when the two verbs are construed with the same particle, fe can
be left out again:

[£:43] wom  dat bericht  door {e faxen of ({door} e} bellen
for that message onio fax or on to call
*_.to forward that message by fax or phone.”

Apparently, a complete parallellism between the two infinitives is
required for leaving out the second fe. This suggests that leaving out fe is
an instance of gapping. If so, fe cannot be a bound morpheme.

‘This suifices as an argument against analyzing fe as an infinitival
marker. A more positive approach to the phenromena at hand will not be
attempted here. An interesting suggestion might be that fe started out as
a preposition/complementizer, on a par with eét in Scandinavian and fo in
English.” The combination of fe with the infinitival complementizer om
is considered to be pleonastic in Middle Dutch (Stoett 1977:204). In
present day Standard Dutch, however, #e is regularly combined with om
in infinitival clauses (with the exception of raising complements and
control verbs selecting states like menen ‘think’). Apparently, the syntactic
function of f¢ has changed. One possibility could be that fe has been
reduced {o a clitic. This may be supported by the observation that fe,
unlike English fo, cannot be stressed. I will leave this as a subject for
further study.™

" See Lencho (1992) for arguments that o is a complemeatizer.

" Possibly, the reduction of fe to elitic status has not been completed in the Groningen
dialeet. This makes it unoecessary to enalyze the Groningen phenomena studied in
Schaurman (1987} as incorporation phenomena.
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1.2 Preposing of Infinitivals

In this subsection, I will discuss an argument advanced in Giusti (1991}
in support of the idea that INFL is generated to the right of the VP in
German. The argument assumes that German zu (Dutch fe) is an
infinitival marker generated in INFL. I will assume that too, for the sake
of the argument. Giusti contends that certain phenomena of infinitival
preposing can only be accounted for on the assumption that the infinitival
verb raises to INFL and adjoins to zu. The argument is based on German
facts, but the facts in Dutch are similar, and both the argument and my
refutation of it are applicable to both languages.

1.2.1 Giusti (1991)

In Dutch and German, past participles and infinitives can be preposed.
The phenomenon is illustrated in (23} with examples from Dutch:

(23) a. Gekust heeft Jan Marie niet
kissed has John Mary not
“Joha did not KISS Mary."
b. Hussen wil Jan DMMarie niet
kiss wants  John Mary not

“Joha does not want to KISS Mary.”

The preposed element in (23) may include complements of the verb, as
well as VP-adverbs:

24 a Snel Marie gekust heeit Jan wniet
quikly Mary  kissed has Joho not

*Kiss Mary quickly is not what John did.”
b. Spel Marie kussen wil Jan niet
quickly Mary kiss wants John aot
"Kiss Mary quickly is not what John wants.”

It is generally assumed that the sentences in (24) are derived from the

representations in (25} by moving the complement of fieeft has’ and wil
“wants', respectively, to the specifier position of the matrix Cp:¥

¥ 1 will leavs the status of the complement of auxiliary verbs open,
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25) a. Jan niet [ snel Marie gekust ] heeft
John  nat quikly Mary kissed has
b. Jan  niet [ soel Marie kussen | wil
John  nmot quickly Mary kiss wauls

(23) appears to be different from (24). In (24), the preposed element is
a phrase, whereas in (23), the preposed element appears to be a head. If
the preposed element in (23) really is a mere head, {23) must be analyzed
in a different way than (24), because heads cannot move to a specifier
position. In view of the obvious parallels between (23} and (24}, this would
be an undesirable consequence.

For this reason, Pen Besten and Webelhuth {1987} argue that in (23)
the preposed element is a phrase, just like in (24). It only looks like a
head, because atl the other elements have been moved out of the phrase
through scrambling, prior to the prepoesing eperation. What is preposed,
then, is the remnant of a phrase, but it is still a phrase. Therefore, the
movement fo spec of CP is allowed and {23} and (24) can be described in
the same terms, Den Besten and Webelhuth ¢all the preposing in {23)
remnant topicalization.

Giusti (1991} now mentions the following facts of preposing of zu-
infinitivals in German:

(26) a. * Zuschreiben hat er mich den Bericht ermuntert

to write has he me thereport encouraged
"He encouraged me TO WRITE the report.”

b Zu schreiben hat er  den Bericht versucht
to write kas he  thereport tried

“He tried TO WRITE the letter.”

(26b) appears to be a simple case of remnant topicalization: der Bericht
‘the report’ is first scrambled out of the moest deeply embedded VP den
Bericht 2u schreiben ‘to write the report, after which the remnant of the
VP is preposed to the specifier of CP.

However, (26a} can be derived by the same mechanism. This would
leave unexplained why (26a} is ungrammatical and {26b} not. Therefore,
an additional step in the analysis is required. .

Giusti notes that the complement of versuchen ‘try’ is more transparent
than the complement of ermunfern ‘encourage’, a phenomenon already
noticed in Evers (1975). Consequently, she hypethesizes that in (26b), den
Bericht ‘the report’ is scrambled into the matrix clause, and that zu
schreiben ‘to write' is not the remnant of a VP, but the remnant of a
clausal category (IP or CP).' In {26a), den Bericht ‘the report’ cannot be

™ Giusti in particular argues that the preposed consiituent Is a GP, but that does not affect
the argument here.
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scrambled into the matrix clause, because of the opacity of the
complement of verbs like ermuntern ‘encourage’. As a result, preposing of
a clausal category like in (26b) will result in {27}, not in {26a}):

20 Pen Bericht 2u schreiben  hat er mich ermuntert
the report to write has he me entouraged

Ta make this solution work, another problem must be solved. Suppose
we choose to prepose a VP instead of a clausal category in (26a). Then,
assuming again that den Beriché can be scrambled out of the VP, (26a)
would still be expected to be a grammatical instance of remnant
topicalization.

This problem is solved if we assume that zu-infinitivals are always in
wFL. In that case, the VP in {26) is completely empty, The preposed
catepory has to be at least an IP, and inevitably contains the scrambled
object as well, Hence, (27) is the only grammatical outcome.

The upshot of this discussion in Giusti (1991) is that it provides
evidence for the following two assumptions:

1. The verb moves to INFL in embedded clauses in German
2, IP is head final in German

The first assumption is directly supported by the analysis of remnant
topicalization of zu-infinitivals. The second assumption is not directly
supported by this analysis, unless it is assumed that scrambling is
adjunction to VP. In that case, zu schreiben in (27) would precede den
Bericht if IP were head initial, contrary to fact.

In the next section, [ will address this argument in support of a head
final IP in German, it will furn out that if topicalization is studied from
a minimalist point of view, the argument vanishes.

1.2.2 A Minimalist Analysis

Giusti’s {1991} analysis of infinitival preposing obscures two points that
I think are sssential to an understanding of the phenomenen.

First, it is a remarkable fact that only non-finite verbs can be
preposed. See (28), from Dutch:

{28} a. Schrijven denk iknigt dat hij datboek wil
write think I not that he that book  wants
={ don't think he wants to WRITE that book.”

b, * Schrijft denkilkniet det hij datbosk
writes think I not that he  that book
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Second, it is not clear that the initial element in the‘ remnant
topicalization cases is really preposed to the specifier of (?P instead of
generated in a sentence initial position to the left of the specifier of QP {cf.
1L.2.3). Notice that, at least in Dutch, the so-catled d-werd optlonal!y
appears between the preposed verb projection {or clause) and the verb in

(29 a. Gekust  (dat) heeft Jan Marie niet
kissed that has John Mary not
=John did not KISS Mary.”

b, Kussen {dat) wil Jan Marie niet
kiss that wants John Mary not

John does not want to KISS Mary.”

Following the analysis of topicalization in Koster (19?81)), we may assume
that in (29) the d-word dat has been preposeq, Ieean.'m,-c,r a trl?ce, and that
the preposed VPs are generated in a left adjoined position.

The d-word analysis is independently needed for examples ot: VP-
preposing where reconstruction of the ?reposed VP does not give a
grammatical result. An example is given in {30}

30) a. Meisjea kussen (dat} doet Jan niet

Girls kiss that does John not
*Kissing girls is not something John does.”

b * Jan doet niet meisjes kussen
John does not girls kiss
sJohn does not kiss girla.”

. at  doet Jan niet
that  dees John not
*That is not semething John does”

As can be seen, reconstruction of the d-word does tead to a grammatical

result. .
Surprisingly, the pattern of (30) is Tepeated when the object of the

proposed verb is not part of the preposed constituent:

Y Sag section 5.3 for a more detailed analysis of topicalization.
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31) a Kussen (dat} doet Jan Marie niet
kiss that does John Mary not
*John does not KISS Mary.”

b. * Jan doet Marfe mniet kussen
John  does Mary oot kiss
°*John does not kiss Mary.”

¢ Dat  doet Jan Marle niet
_that  does John Mary rot
“John does not X Mary."

(31c) iz only grammatical when a certain verb is present in the context or
the discourse so that its lexical content can be subsituted for X in the
translation. A similar phenemenon is found in €32):

32} a. Kussen? Dat doet Jan Marie niet
kiss that does Joha Mary not
"Kiss? That is not something John does Mary.”

b, # Hetis moof weer, Dat deet Jan Marde niet

Tt is nice weather. that does John Mary  nat

Remarkably, constructions with dat as a placeholder for a verb or verb
projection are only grammatical when there is at least one verb left:

(33) Kussen? Dat denk ik oiet dat Jan Marie *{doet)
kiss that think I not  that John Mary does
“Kiss? [ don't think John does that Mary."

This is reminiscent of the impossibility to prepose finite verbs {cf. {28)).

Let us now consider these phenomena from a minimalist point of view.
Two questions should be answered. First, how is it that finite verbs cannot
be preposed? Second, why is it that there always has to be one verb left
in the non-preposed part of the construction?

The first question is easy to answer, A finite verb carries a feature
agsociated with the finite inflection. This feature must be checked off
against the corresponding features in the functional domain, I these
features are not checked off against each other, the V-features of the
relevant functional head will not be eliminated at the interface levels and
the derivation will-crash. Notice that this answer is only valid if the d-
word is unable to check off the relevant features. So let us assume that,

The second question can be answered along the same lines. Consider
a standard case of remnant topicalization:

{34 Gekust  (dat) heeft Jan Marle niet
kissed that has  Jehn Mary not
“John has et KISSED Mary."

Under the d-word analysis, {34} is derivad from (35):
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38 [Jan heeft Marie daf niet]
John has Mary that not

In (35}, the d-word dat is reconstructed in the final verbal position.

However, as we have assumed, daf is not equipped with the features
needed to match the V-features of the functional heads in (36). Fer
instance, Marie, the object of the understood verb, checks its Case features
in the spee position of an AgrO somewhere in (35). This AgrQ also has V-
features, and these must be checked as well. Dat cannot do that.

Fortunately, there is another verb left in (35), the auxiliary verb heefd
‘has’. This verb can check off all the V-features present in the functional
heads needed in the derivation of (84). In fact, the minimalist approach
predicts that in remnant topicalization constructions there always has te
be at least gne verb left in the non-preposed part of the construction.
Without this verb, certain V-features (associated with AgrS, AgrO} would
remain unchecked, and the derivation would not converge.

This analysis presupposes a particular organization of the functional
domain with respect to the lexical domain. More exactly, it must be
assumied that the functional projections associated with elements of an
embedded clause may be part of the functional domain of the matrix
clause. Thus, the AgrO assoclated with AMarie in (35) must not be
generated in the embedded clause but in the matrix elause. Only then will
the matrix verb be able to move through AgrO and check the relevant V-
features.

We will see in section 2 that this assumption is independently needed
to account for the position of the embedded subject and object in
Exceptional Case Marking constructions (see also Kaan 1992, Hasgeman
1992a). For now, let us assume that this is at least a possibility,

We are now in a position to address Giusti's (1991} argument. Consider
again the constrast in {26), now exemplified in Dutch:

(36} a. * Te kussen heeft Piet Jan Marie gestimuleerd

to kiss has Pete John Mary  stimulated
*Pete stimulated John to KISS Mary.”

b. Te kussen  heeft Jan MMarie niet geprobeerd
to kiss has John Mary not tried

“John didn’t try to KISS Mary."

As noted by Giusti, the complements of the verbs that allow the
construction in (36b} (like proberen “ry', German versuchen) show
transparency effects. Giusti mentiens clitic placement and scrambling
from the embedded clause into the matrix clause as exemples. See (37) for
an example of serambling into the matrix clause in Dutch:
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(37} a. wdat  Jan Marle geprobeerd  heeft te kussea
that  Joha Mary tried has  to kiss
b. ~dat Jan geprobgerd heeft Marie te kussen
that  John tried has  Mary to kiss

“..that John tried o kiss Mary."

Since scrambling in the minimalist approach is analyzed as movement to
the specifier position of AgrOP (ef. section IL.4.3), this confirms the
assumption made above: apparently the AgrOP needed fo check off the
features of the embedded object may be part of the functional domain of
the matrix clause.

In contrast, verbs like stimuleren ‘stimulate’ {and German ermuntern
‘encourage’} do not show these transparency effects. Crucially, no
serambling into the matrix clause is allowed:

38) a. * .dat Plet Jan Marie gestimuleerd heeft te kussen

that  Pete John Mary  stimulated has to kiss
* that Pete stimulated Jehn to kiss Mary.”

b. wdat  Plet Jan gestimuleerd heeft Marie te kussen
that  Pate Joho stimulated has Mary to kiss

“.that Pete stimulated John to kiss Mary.”

This implies that in these constructions the functional projections
associated with elements in the embedded clause cannot be part of the
functional domain of the matrix clause.

This has a major consequence for remnant topicalization in these
constructions. Consider {36a)

(36) a. * Tekussen heeft Plet Jan Marle gestimuleerd
to kiss hzs Pete Johrn Mary stimulated
"Pete stimulated John to KISS Mary."

In the d-word analysis, {36a) looks like (39a), derived from (39b)

89) a. * Tekussen dat heeft Plet Jan Marle gestimuleerd
to kiss that  has Peta John Mary stimulated
b. {Pist heeft Jan [ Marie dat] gestimuleerd)
Pete has  John Marie  that stimulated

In {39), as in (35), dat stands for a verb the lexical content of which is
present in the context or the discourse. Marie is a direct object of this
verb, and has features to be checked in the specifier of an AgrOP. Since
stimuleren ‘stimulate’ takes an opaque complement, Marie must check its
features in an AgrOP inside the complement clause. Consequently, the V-
features of the head of this AgrOP must be checked by a verb in the
embedded clause. But there is no such verb in the embedded clause, just
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the d-word dat. As a result, the V-features of the AgrQ in the embedded
clause will remain unchecked, and the derivation will erash.

In this analysis, the contrast in (26} and {36} is explained in general
terms, in accordance with the minimalist approach. The analysis provides
an explanation for the contrast noted by Giusti (1991}, but in addition
explains why preposing of finite verbas is impossible, and why there always
has to be at least one verb that is not preposed.

A minor result of this analysis is that Giusti’s conclusions as to the
position of INFL and the occurrence of verb movement te INFL in
infinitivals in German (and Dutch) are not valid. The impossibility of
preposing zu schreiben and stranding den Bericht in (26a) has nothing to
do with the position of zu schreiben. (26a) is ungrammatical because
preposing zu schreiben robs the embedded clause of its only verb. This
makes it impossible to check the V-features of the functional heads of the
embedded clause. In (26b), preposing of zu schreiber and stranding of den
Bericht is grammatical, because the functionat projections associated with
the embedded clause are part of the functional domain of the matrix
clause, This assumption is independently needed to account for scrambling
of der Bericht into the matrix clause. As a result, the V-features of the
functional heads of the embedded clause can be checked by the matrix
verb.

In fact, the peradigm in (26) is spurious, because (26a) is
ungrammatical for independent reasons: den Bericht has been scrambled
out of an apaque domain. The eorrect paradigm is {267 helow:

26F a. * Zuschrelben hat er mich ermuntert den Bericht

to write has he me encouraged the Report
“He encouraged me to write the report.”

b, Zu schreiben hat er  den Bericht versucht
to write has he  the report tried

“Ha tried to wrile the report®

It is clear that (26%a} is wrong for the same reason that (28b} is wrong.
There i3 no verb left to remove the V-features of the functional heads of
the embedded clause.

‘Fhis analysis predicts that {28b) becomes gramumatical again when the

“embedded clause contains a second verb selecting a transparent

complement. This is correct.

40 ? Te kussen heeft Piet Jan gestimuleerd Marle te proberen
to kiss has Pets John stimulated Mary to try
“Pete stimulated John to try to KESS Mary.”

Compare also the following (Dutch) contrast:
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{41} a. * Gekustte hebben heeft Piet Jan  wijsgemankt Marie

kissed to hava has Pete John wise-made Mary
"Pete made John believe to have kissed Mary.”

b. Gekust  heeft Piet Jan wijsgemaakt Marie te hebhen
kissed has Pete John wise-made Mary to have

*Pete made John beliave to have kissed Mary.”

Like stimuleren ‘stimulate’, wifsmaken ‘make believe' takes an opaque
complement:

(42) a ¥ .dat Plet Jan Marie wijsgemankt heeft gekust te hebben

that Pete John Mary  wise-made has kissed to have
b. .dat Pilet Jan wijsgemaakt heeft Marie gekust te hebben
that  Pete John wise-mads has Mary  kissed to have

"_that Pete made John believe to have kissed Mary.”

Marie in {42) cannot be scrambled into the matrix clause. Therefore, in
(41a) Marie is stranded in the embedded clause, without a verb left to
check the V-features of AgrQ. In {41b), the auxiliary is left behind in the
embedded clause, and the construction is grammatical again,

In short, (26'a) and {41b) are ungrammatical for the same reason that
(28b) is ungrammatical. Hence, this paradigm does not atlow us to draw
conelusions as to the position of INFL in Dutch or to the occurrence of verb
movement to INPL in infinitival constructions.

1.3 Conclusion

There does not appear to be a compelling reason for analyzing fe as an
infinitival marker, generated in IN#L. Consequently, the fact that Ze
invariably appears to the immediate leR of the infinitive does not prove
or suggest that INFL is generated to the right hand side of the VP, or that
the infinitive raises to INFL in embedded clauses.

However, even if we assume that #¢ is an infinitival marker, generated
in INFL, the hypothesis that INFL is located to the right of the VP is net

supported by any empirical tonsiderations, The argument advanced in.

Giusti (1991) disappears once the phenomena are considered from a
minimalist perspective.

This ties in with the observations made earlier in section IL.3.1
concerning the hypethesis that IP in Dutch is head final. This hypothesis,
I concluded there, is not supported by empirical argomentation,
considering the fact that the proposed movement of the verb to INFL in
embedded clauses is always vacuous.

In the remaining sections of this chapter I will consider some empirical
argumentation in support of the hypothesis that the functional projections

in Dutch are all head i_nitial.

VERE MOVEMENT 115
2 Clitics in Dutch

In this section, and in the following sections, I will provide positive
evidence in support of the hypothesis that the functional projections in
Butch are head initial. The first piece of argumentation comes from an
analysis of clitic phenomena in Dutch,

The argument has three steps. First T will d1scuss the nature of the
weak pronouns in Dutch and conclude that they are syntactic clitics
(section 2.1). Second, I will discuss the categorial status of clitics, and
adopt the hypothesis that clitics are generated as heads of functional
projections (section 2.2). It then follows from the distribution of the clities
in Dutch that there are functional heads to the left of the VP in Dutch. In
section 2.3, an attempt at a minimalist analysis of clitic placement will be
made,

The argumentation goes back to Zwart (1990b), and has heen
developed in subsequent work (Zwart 1991a, 1992b).!

2.1 The Status of the Wezak Pronouns in Butch
2.1.1 Types of Clitics

In Zwicky’s 1977 discussion of clitics from the peint of view of generative
syntax, three classes of clitics are distinguished: simple clitics, special
elitics, and bound words,

Bound words are unaccented bound morphemes that can be associated
with a variety of hosts, like Latin -que ‘and’. Simple clitics are
phonologically reduced free morphemes that show no special syntax, like
English im in (1%

n I can't standim {st®om]

Special clitics are unaccented hound forms that act as variants of
stressed free forms, and show special syntax, like French le in {2):

! Jaspers {1989) was the first te conclude from the distribution of elitics in Dutch that there
must be funciional heads to the [eft of VP in Dutch. However, his conclusion is pot
generalized over all functional heads in Dutch. Haegeman (1991} applies the analysis of
clitics in Datch of Zwart (1991a) to West Flemish and reaches identical conclusions as ta the
position of the functional heads, See also Cardinaletti and Roberts (1991) and Cardinaletti
{1992a} foe further discussion of clitics in Germanie.
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2} Je te vois
I him see

Simple clitics and special clitics are sometimes difficult to tell apart.

Simple clitics are obviously the result of phonological reduction, as in
casual speech, Accordingly, in (1) the clitic can be replaced by an
unreduced variant:

(53] © Ican’t stand him (stend him]

But special clitics are often morphologically related to unreduced
variants as well, as in French le and /ui, In that case, they may be
analyzed as simple clitics that have achieved a special syntactic status in
some way (Zwicky 19776},

Accordingly, the clitic in (2) cannot be replaced by its full variant:

{4) * Je lui  vols
1 him ses

Thus, the behavior of simple clitics is to be described in phonological
terms, whereas the behavior of special clitics is to be described in terms
of syntax.?

The weak pronouns in Duteh, repeated here from section IL.1.5, are
obviously morphelogically related to the corresponding strong variants:

%) Strong subject proncuns
8¢ ik 1PL wij
935G i 98G Juilis
asG hijfdj 385G i

* From the facts presented here, it cannot ba concluded that elitics in Freach are not simple
clitics. It may be that the natural pattarn of French sentence intonation blocks fult variants
in certain posiions. However, it can be shown that the general pattern of intonation dees not
restrict the occurrence of Franch clitics. In affirmative imparatives, the pattern of intonation
requires stress on the ultimate, but this does ot restrict clitics from that position, as in fuez-
LE %&ill him"
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13 Weak subject pronouns
18¢ & 1PL we
285G  je 2L -
358G iefze 3PL ze
(63 Strong object pronouns
185G mij 1PL ons
285G jou 2PL jullie
385G hem/haar  3PL hen, hun
8 Weak object pronouns’
156G me 1PL -
256 e 2PL -
3G 'mfrft 3PL ze

The question arises whether these weak pronouns show special syntax
compared to the strong variants. In other words, should they be regarded
as simple clitics or as special clitics in Zwicky’s terminology?

2.1.2 Phonological Reduction

Berendsen (1986} argues that the weak pronouns in Dutch are not derived
from the strong pronouns through phenological reduction, His argument
is based on the observation that the weak pronouns may have a
specialized meaning which the strong pronouns lack. This indicates that
they are stored in the Iexicon as weak pronouns, and that their weakness
ig not a result of phonological rules.

For example, the weak forms of the 25G and 3PL pronouns may have
a gtenen'c interpretation (‘people’}, but the corresponding strong forms may
noc:

9 a Ze zeggen zoveel
they  say somuch
“Fheyfpeopls say a lot.”
b. Zif zeggen zoveel
they say somuch

“Theyf*people say a lot.”

* 1n addition to the object ¢litics listed here, some dialects of Dutch have a partitive object
clitic ' ‘some’.
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(1) a. Je leeft maar één keer
you live but onoetime
“YouladdresseeMyou(people) only live once.”
b, Jif leeft maar één keer
you live but onoe time
"You{addresseeM*you{people) only tive once.”

. Similarly, the weak 3PL pronouns (both subject and object} can be
used to refer to both persens and things, whereas the strong 3PL
pronouns can enly be used to refer to persons {cf, Kayne 1975, 86):*

an a ZeM*zij zijn  uit voorraad
they are oul stock
“They are cut of stock.”
b Ik heb zef*hen gerepareerd
I have them repaired
“F repaired them.”

This semantic specialization is unexpected if the weak pronouns arve
derived from the strong pronouns by phonelegical rules. Hence, it must be
the case that the weak pronouns and the strong pronouns, though
morphologically related, are stored in the lexicon separately.

Berendsen also shows that in 18G and 258G only weak pronouns are
used as SE-anaphora (in the terminology of Reinhart and Reuland 1991).%
Thus:

£12) a. Ik schaam mef*mij
I shame me
“Fm ashamed.”
b. Jij schaamt  je/*jou
you shame you

You're askamed.”

Again, if the weak pronouns are phonologically reduced forms of strong
pronouns, this syntactic specislization of the weak pronouns is
unexpected.

In addition, Berendsen argues that separate storage of weak pronouns
in the lexicon is needed te account for the fact that certain idiomatic
expressions involving pronouns allow only the weak form. The examples
Berendsen gives are of the following type:

It is assumed that people cannot be repaired.
5 In 35G and 3P1, a special pronsun zich is used as a SE-anaphor.
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{13) a Daar gaat ie/*hij
there goes he
"Here goes.”
b. Daar kun fe/*Hj donder op zeggen

there can you thunder on  say
“You ¢an bet your bottom dollar.”

These examples can easily be multiplied. For example, numerous stock
phrases containing a pronoun require the weak variant, The stock phrases
in{14} are not of a productive type, and the weak pronouns are obligatery.
When made productive, as in {15), the phrases allow both weak and strong
pronouns.

{14} a. Dank je/*jou

thank yeu

b. Ben  jeMijl
ara you
"Are you crazy?™

. Denk jef*jij 2
think you
"Do you think sa?"

d. Zie  jeftjij
see you
“You see.”

{15) a. 1k dank jefjou

1 thank you

b. Ben Jefij nu helemaal gek geworden?
are you now totally crazy  become
“Are you completely out of your mind?*

<. Denk jefjij nogweleens aan vroeger?
think you still sometimes on earlier
“Do you still thiak of the old days sometimes?”

d. Zio  jefjif wat ik bedoel?
sea you what I mean
"Do you see what I mean?”

Berendsen argues as follows, Assuming that idiomatic expressions are
stored in the lexicon, then under a phonological reduction analysis the
pranouns in the idiomatic expressions should be associated with a feature
[obligatory reductionl. In a lexical storage analysis the weak prenouns are
available from the outset and no feature specification is needed. Since the
feature [obligatory reduction] is ad hoc, the lexical storage analysis must
be preferred.

This argument is not entirely satisfactory, because idioms may be
stored in the lexicon as phrases (DiSciullo and Willlams 1987). Ifidiomatic
expressions for some reason are learned with the pronouns in reduced
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form, then the fact that they are always #sed with the pronecuns in
reduced form does not imply that weak pronouns are stored in the lexicon.

It is a common property of idiomatic expressions to require
phonologically reduced forms. An example not including pronouns is given
in (18). Again, this does not show that phonologically reduced forms are
lexically stored.

{18} Hij knijpt’m als een ouwelfouds dief
he pioches him like an old thief
“He is very much afraid that he wil be cavght.”

Berendsen’s argument implies that otawe ‘old’ is also lexically stored
separately from oude ‘old’. In that case, we seem to be missing a
generalization, considering the existence of pairs like gouden-gouwe
‘golden’, koude-kouwe ‘cold’.

Nevertheless, Berendsen's observations do warrant the conclusion that
the status of the weak pronouns in Dutch is not due to a phonological
reduction operation taking place during sentence produciion. This forms
the first piece of evidence that these weak pronouns are ‘special clitics’
rather than ‘simple clities’, in Zwicky’s terminology.

2.1.3 Heads or Phrases

Baltin (1982), building on earlier work by a.o. Kayne {1975:81ff), argues
that clitics are heads {lexical nodes' in his terminology, Baltin 1982:4).

According to standard argumentation, this is demonstrated by the fact
that clitics cannot be medified, conjoined, or used in isolation, We can use
these tests to determine the status of the weak prenouns in Dutch.
However, it appears that these tests are not sufficient, since they
generalize over ‘special clitics’ and ‘simple clitics’.

Consider the following examples from French (Kayne 1975):

{17} a Ne tue queux deux
NEG kill than THEY twe
*Kill enly the two of them.”

b. Tue-les {(*deux)
Kill them two
“Kilk them.”
{18) a. Tue Jean ef Marie
kilt John and Mary
h. Tue-le {*et la)

kill him  and her
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{19) Q Qui as-tu vu?
A Lui*Le
"Who did yeu see? -- "Him,”

In Dutch, the weak pronouns cannot be modified, conjoined, and used
in isolation, whereas the strong prenouns can (Koster 1978a, Everaert
1986

{20) a. Dood hen tweegn
kill them Ewo
b. Bood ze  (*tweedn)
kill them two

2 a. Dood hem en haar
kilk him and her

b. Dood 'm {*en'n)

itk him  and her

(22) @ Wie heb jo gezien?
A Hemm
“Who did you see?” ~ "Him.”

Kayne {1975:82) in addition shows that French weak pronouns cannot
be contrastively stressed:®

{23} Je laf*LA  préfére
1 her prefer
*] prefer her.”

This is true for the weak pronouns in Dutch also:

24) ik wil  jeMJEAIQU
[ want you

However, reduced pronouns in English (simple clitics’ in Zwicky's
terminology) cannot bear contrastive stress either;

§ Theré are curious excoptions to this rule, See note 2 of this saction, and the following piece
of dialogue I caught in the film "Nuit d'6té en ville™ {Michel Deville, director, 1691):

(i1} She: Tu ne me connals  pas
you NEG =ma knaw NECG
“You doa’t krow ma.”
He Tu ne TE coanals pas

you NEG YOU krow KEG
"You daa't konow yoorself.”
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{25) I want ya*YA/YOU

In other words, this test does not distinguish special clitics from simple
clities.

Similarly, the tests involving modification, conjunction, and use in
isolation do not allow us to draw the line between simple clitics and
special clitics. Compare the following examples involving reduced
pronouns in English: -

{26} a. Kill him over there [=that man over thezef
b Kill'm {*over there)
27} a. Kill him and ber
b. Kill'm (*and ’r}
{28 Q Who did you see?
A HimM™'m

Thus, the tests for clitic status invelving stress, medification,
coordination, and use in isolation generalize over simple clitics
{phonologically reduced pronouns) and special clitics (weak pranouns with
special syntax). Consequently, we cannot use them {o argue that Dutch
weak proneuns are special clitics.

This ig alse true of another test for clitic status mentioned in Everaert
(1988} in cannection with Dutch weak (object) pronouns. According to this
test, clitics canmnot be topicalized (Koster 1978a, Travis 1984):

{29) Hem/*'m zie ik
him sca |
"Him, { ses.”

Again this does not obviously identify weak pronouns as clitics, since
reduced pronouns in English cannot be topicalized either:

(&0 Him/*m [ like

To conclude, the tests discussed in this section do not altow us to draw
a line between simple clitics and special clitics. Therefora they do not
serve to determine the exact status of the weak pronouns in Dutch.

The tests mentioned here are also generally taken to suggest that
weak pronouns are heads, rather than phrases, This distinction is of great
significance for the nature of the position these pronouns are generated
in or moved to. However, the fact that weak pronouns cannot be stressed,
modified, conjoined, used in isolation, or topicalized appears to be related
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to their status as ‘weak’ elements in general, since the English reduced
preneuns perform exaetly like unsuspected clitics in these tests.
Nevertheless, it may very well turn out to be the case that the weak
pronouns in French and Dutch are heads rather than phrases {(and
possibly this would yield the conclusion that the weak pronouns in
English are heads as well). However, this should be decided on the basis
of word order phenomena. The crucial test must demonstrate that the
weak pronouns occupy positions that cannot be aceupied by noun phrases.

2.1.4 Word Order 1

In French, the weak object pronouns occcupy positions that noun phrases
cannot oceupy:

(31} a. Je [eM*Plerre  vols
1 him/Pete see
“I see him.”
b. Je vois Pierreftle
i see  Pierre/him
"I see Pate.”
32} a L'MPlerre as-tu v ?

him/Peta hava you seen
"Have you seen him?”

b. Asitu vu Plerrele ?
have you seen Pete/him
“Have you seen Pete?”

{33) a. LeMPiecre voir serait dangereux
him/Pate see  would be dangerous
™To see him would be dangerous.”

b. Voir Pierref*le serait dangereux
ses Pete/him  would be dangerous
*To see Pete would be dangerous.”

Kayne (1975) argues that the weak pronouns differ from full noun
phrases in that they are adjoined to V. On the assumption that enly heads
can adjoin to heads {Baltin 1982, Chomsky 1986b}, this would effectively
identify the French weak pronouns as heads. As heads, these weak
pronouns would have a special syntactic status, and therefore fall in the
category of special clitics in the terminology of Zwicky (1977).

The English reduced pronouns do not obvieusly ¢ccupy positions that
cannot be occupied by phrasal noun phrases:

34 I've seen im/John
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(3s) Have you seen {m/John ?
{36) To see im/John would be dangerous

This confirms their status as simple rather than special clitics.”

As shown in section II.1.5, the weak pronouns in Dutch in certain
constructions occupy positions that cannot be cccupied by noun phrases
(see also Jaspers 1989, Zwart 1991a, Haegeman 1991, 1992a),

This is most clearly the case in Exceptional Case Marking
constructions:

37 a wdat  Piet 'r Jan heeft zien kussen
that  Pets her John has  see kiss
“,.that Pets saw John kiss her.”
b. ~dat Piet Jan ’'r  heeft zien kussen
that  Pets John her has  see kiss
“..that Pete saw John kiss her.”

{38} a. * .dat Piet Marie/haar Jan heeft zien kussen

that  Pate Maryher Jokn has  see kiss
“..that Pete saw John kiss Mary/her.”
b. .dat Piet Jan Mariethaar heeft zien kussen

that Pete John Maryher has  see kiss
"_that Pete saw John kiss Mary/her.”

In {(37)(38), Jan is the subject of the embedded clause. The object of the
embedded clause, Marie/ker/’r can precede the subject of the embedded
clause only if the ebject is a weak pronoun.

In the minimalist approach, the paradigm in (37)-(38) must be
analyzed as follows. Assume that the functional domain in Dutch has a
syntactic structure as in Figure 1 of section 1.2.2. Recall that we have
assumed that in Dutch, direct objects always move to the specifier of
AgrOP (see section I1.4.3). This assumption is necessary if we choose not
to accept optional movement. Therefora the object of the embedded clause
in {38) must be the specifier of an AgrO head. The subject of the matrix
clause in both {(37) and (38) is assumed to be in the specifier position of
AgrSP (section I1.4.3}. It goes without illustration here that the object of
the embedded clause cannot precede the subject of the matrix clause.
Therefore, the structure of (37} must have the following rough frame:

? However, the distributicn of noun phrases and pronouns differs in double object
constructions and particle verb constructions (cf. Johnson 1991x they lovked up the
information v3. *they looked up if. This suggests that English weak proncuns are special
elities as well. T will leave this for further research.
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39 C© spec,AgrS AgrS specAgr)  AmO VP

dat Piet Marie/haar heeft zlen kussen

The next question is, where to fit in the subject of the embedded
clause, This subject is formally an object of the matrix verb zien "see’, This
can be concluded from the objective case of the embedded subject when it
is a pronoun: '

{40 .dat Plet hem/hij Marie heeft zien kussen
that  Pete himme Mary has see kiss
*_that Pete saw him kiss Mary.”

Hence, the embedded subject must be the specifier of an AgrQ as well
{Vanden Wyngaerd 1989b, Haegeman 1992a). Apparently, this AgrO is
located bebween the AgrS and the embedded AgrO designated for licensing
the embedded object:

41 © spec,AgrS AgrS specAgr0 AgrQO specAgrd AgrO VP
dat  Piet Janfhem Marie/haar heeft..

The three noun phrases in {41} are moved from positicns inside the VP
in such a way that their paths cross:?®

{42} SUBJ.1  SUBJSE OBJ-2  {s-1 V-1 [s2V-2oll

Piet Jan Marie zien kussen

As (38) shows, a derivation in which the paths of the embedded subject
and the embedded object do nof cross erashes. This is surprising, given the
observation that dependencies are generally nesting rather than crossing
{Pesetsky 1982).°

* The auxiliary Aeeft ‘has’ is left out in (42) for expasitory reasons, The lower case s and o
indicate the traces of the subject and object, respectively. The numbers indicate the hierarchy
of the verbs and the affiliation of the arguments with these verbs at tha initial stage of the
derivation. [ is assumed that the subject is first generated inside VP (Kitagawa 1936,
Sportiche 1988, many others).

¥ Pesetsky (1982) formulates a Path Containment Condition prohibiting crossing paths.
However, this condition was devised for dependencies involving Apositions. If the specifier
position of an AgrP is an A-position, we do oot autormatically expect the Path Containment
Conditicn te be applicable. It appears to be the case that movement to an agreement
projection is generally erossing rather than nesting {¢f. Chomsky 1992:26; Chomsky derives
the crossing character of movement 1o AgrP from the shortest steps requirement of economy
of derivation, an option which is not available to us if we abandea the shoriest steps
requiremest, as proposed in section 1.3.1).
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One way to ensure that the paths of the embedded subject and the
embedded object cross is to assume that the AgrO designated for licensing
the embedded object is generated in the complement of the matrix verb.
However, it can be shown that this would not be correct.

Recall from section 1.2.2 that in constructions involving preposing of
te-infinitivals one verb always has to remain behind. I argued that this is
explained on the minimalist assumption that the V-features associated
with the object of the embadded clause have t0 be eliminated by this verb.
As Giusti {1991) demonstrates, matrix verbs selecting & transparent
complement clause allow preposing of the fe-infinitival of the embedded
tlause with stranding of the object of the embedded clause. Following our
reasoning, this should only be allowed if the matrix verb is capable of
eliminating the V-features associated with the AgrQ designated for
licensing the embedded object. This is only possible if the AgrOP in which
the embedded object is ta be licensed is part of the functional domain of
the matrix verb.

Liliane Haegeman (1992a) also presents an argument in support of the
hypothesis that the ‘embedded AgrOP should be in the functional domain
of the matrix clause. This argument is based on the assumption that the
negative element nie mot’ in West Flemish (Dutch niet) is in the spec of
NegP (Haegeman 1992b). If nie expresses sentential negation, this NegP
must be in the functional domain of the matrix clause. Crucially, the
embedded object in an Exceptional Case Marking construction in West
Flemish has to appear to the left of nie:

(43} a. «dan’k eur dawerk nie en-cen zlen doen
thatf her thatwork not NEGhave seedo
=.that | haven't seen her do that job.”

b. * .dan’k eur nie dawerk en-een zien doen
thatI her wmot thatwork NEGQhave sesde

If nie is in the specifier position in the functional domain of the matrix
clause, the AgrQ associated with the embedded object must be in the
functional domain of the matrix clause as well.

Therefore, the crossing paths in (42) cannot be explained by assuming
that the two AgrOPs invelved belong to different functional domains. The
strict ordering of the two AgrOPs therefore has to be explained in another
way, which does not directly concern us here.'

What concerns us here is the fact that the embedded cbject does
appear to the left of the embedded subject when the embedded object is a
weak pronoun (372). This indicates that there are different forces at work
here. The full noun phrase object is forced to move to the spec of AgrO to

¥ Soa note 5.
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get its Case features checked. After that, no further movement is allowed,
by economy. The weak pronoun moves further to the left, We don’t know
where it moves and what triggers the movement, but we do know that
weak pronoun movement targets a different syntactic pesition than noun
phrase movement.

Here we have the kind of evidence that allows us to conclude that the
weak pronouns in Dutch are ‘special clitics’ in the sense of Zwicky (1977).
Like the clitics in French, and unlike the weak pronouns in English, the
weak pronouns in Dutch move to a position that cannot be occupied by a
full pronoun or a full noun phrase. Consequently, if Kajme (1975, 1991)
is correct in identifying the clitic position as a head position, we must
assume that the weak pronouns in Dutch occupy head positions. If so,
there is at least one functional head to the left of the VP and to the right
of C in Dutch.

2.1.5 Word Order 2

Several other word erder phenomena of Dutch support the hypothesis that
the weak pronouns in Dutch are {special} clitics.

a. Serambling
Recall from section 1L.1.5 that clitics cannot appear to the right of
sentence adverbials {Koster 1978a):

“y a «dat  Jan gisteren DMarle gekust hesft
that  John yesterday Mary kissed has
“,.that John kissed Mary yesterday.”
b. ~dat Jan ({*gisteren)'r gekust heeft
that  John yesterday her  kissed has

This fact again shows that clitics and full noun phrases move to different
positions,

In section I1.4.3 I argued that the direct object Marie in (d4a) moves
to the specifier position of AgtOP. The sentence adverb gisteren ‘yesterday’
may be adjoined in various positions, both to the right and to the left of
the position of the direct object {cf, section 1.3.3).

{44h} now shows that the clitic moves to a position where it cannot be
separated from the subject by adjunction of an adverb. This gives an
indication as to the nature of the position occupied by the clitic.

We know from subject initial main clauses that the spec of AgrS
(occupied by the subject} and AgrS {eccupied by the finite verb) cannot be
separated:
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{45) Jan (*gisteren} heeft Maria  gekust
John  yesterday has Mary kissed

The strict adjacency of the subject and the object clitic in (44b) now
follows if we assume that the clitic adjoins to AgrS."

This approach makes the prediction that the object clitic can appear
to the right of the sentence adverb if the sentence adverb appears to the
left of the subject. This prediction ig borne out:

(46} a. ~dat gisteren Jan 'r gekust heeft
that  yesterday John her  kissed has
*..that John kissed her yesterday.”

b Gisteren heeft Jan 'r gekust
yesterday has John her kissed
Yesterday Joha kissed hez.”

Notice that movement of the object clitic cannot be forced, in view of
the grammaticality of (37b), repeated here:

(31 dat Piet Jan r  heeft zien kussen
that Pete John her has seekiss
“.that Pete saw John kiss her.”

Since the embedded subject Jan is in a specifier position of AgrOP, and
sentence adverbs may appear to the left of AgrO, we predict that the
presence of a sentence adverb between Pief and Jan in (37b) will not
interfere with the possibility of having a clitic to the right of Piet. This
prediction is also borne out:

{47} .dat Piat gisteren Jan r heeft zien kussen
that  Pete yesterday John her has see kiss
*.that Pete saw John kizs her yesterday.”

1 agree with Haegeman (1992a) that the following is ungrammaticak:

{48} * .dat Piet Jan gisteren 't heeft zien kussen
© that  Pete John yesterday her has seslkiss

This sentence is grammatical when the embedded object is a full noun
phrase:

1 Gee section 2.3 on the issue of the direction of elilic adjunction,
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{49) «dat Plet Jan gisteren Marie heeft zien kussen
that Pete John yesterday Mary  has see kiss
* .that Pete saw John kiss Mary yesterday.”

Again, the object clitic and the full noun phrase appear {o oceupy different
positions, The ungramunaticality of (48) suggests that in (37b), (47) the
object clitic is adjoined to the AgrO associated with the embedded subject,
Jan., : -

Consider finally a peculiar fact concerning weak pronouns and -
serambling, not present in all dialects of Dutch.” In section IV.2.2.3, T
will argue that indefinite objects in Dutch move to specifier position of
AgrOP just like definite objects do. This is at variance with the standard
ansalysis of scrambling, according to which scrambling is an optional
movement of definite noun phrases only. The optimal minimalist
assumption appears to be that scrambling is an obligatory moevement of
all noun phrases carrying the relevant Case featurs.

In fact, scrambling of indefinite noun phrases is very well possible, but
as soon as an indefinite noun phrase appears to the left of a sentence
adverbial, it acquires a specific reading (see De Hoop 1992 for a recent
discussion). Consider the paradigm in (50%

x50 a «dat Jan vaak meisjes kust
that  John often girls kisses
°..that Joha often kisses girls.”
b. «dat Jan melsjes vaak Kust
that  John gitls often kisses
“,.that John kisses girls often.”

In {50a), there is only one kissing event per girl, whereas in (50b) meisfes
has scope over gffen, which results in a reading involving multiple kissing
events per girl."”?

2 The paradigm is present in southern dialects. My intuitions relate to the Brabantish
dialect spoken in the diddle Scuth of the Netherlands and the Northern Central part of
Duteh speaking Belgium. Haegeman {1991} demonstratea the existence of a similar paradigm
in West Flemish.

1 If tha verb in (60) is contrastively stressed, the adverb appears to be able to take wide
scops again. The judgments in the text are about neutral slress patteras. In addition fo the
readings discussed in the text, (50a) Iacks, but {(50b} has, a generi¢ raading of the indefinite
necun phrase.
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Now in the relevant dialects indefinite plural noun phrases can be
replaced by a partitive weak pronoun ‘. This pronoun has to precede
the sentence adverbial:

51 a * .dat Jan vaak ’r kust
that  John ofien thers kisses
b, wdat  Jan ’r vaak kust
that  John there often kisses
= _that John often kisses some.”

In this respect, r behaves exactly like the weak object pronouns of

Standard Dutch discussed above.

But, crucially, (§1b) has both the reading of (§0a) and the reading of
{(60b), with a clear preference for the reading of (50a),"* Thus, scopal
relations appear to be determined on the basis of linear order where
phrasal noun phrases are concerned, but not where weak pronouns are
concerned. This is unexpected if weak pronouns do not have a special
syntactic status.

b, Double Object Constructions o
The neutral order of constituents in doubte ebject constructions in Dutch
is Indirect Object-Direct Object:

{52) a. .dat Jan Marie hetboek gegeven heeft
that  John Mary the book given has
= that John gave Mary tha book.”
b. 7 .dat Jan het boek Marie gegeven heeft
that John the book  Mary given has

" The partitive weak pronoua 'r should not be confused with the 35G feminine weak procoun
*r in Standard Duteh. The » in (51} appears to be morphologically related to the quantitative
erthere' in Standard Dutch (Bech 1952). In Brabants, the 35G feminine weak object pronoun
is ze rather than r (Hanneke Ramselaar, p.e), :

% The wide scope reading for ¥ is iriggered in sentences like (i)

iH Soms kus ik 'r vaak en dan weer kuy ik 'r masr é4n keer
“Sometimes 1 kiss of often ard thea again T Eus of bat cace”

Ta embedded clauses, soms ‘sometimes’ obligatorily follows the weak pronoun, whi.ch shows
(just tike (51b) does} that scape is not determined by linear order whaera clitics are involved.

(i} ~dat i% {(*soms) ' (soma) vaak kus
~_that | sometimes kiss ef often.t

In addition, {51b} lacks the generie reading mentioned in note 13.
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However, when one of the objects is a weak pronoun, the weak pronoun
abways has to precede the full NP:

{63} a. «dat Jan "t Marie gegeven heeft
that  John it Mary  given has
“..that Joha gave it Mary.,™
b 77 .dat Jan Marie 't gegeven heeft
that  John Mary it given has

(54 a, .dat Jan ’r het boek  gegeven heeft
that John her the book given has
..that John gave her the boak.”

dat Jan het beek ’r gegeven heeft
that John theabook  her given has

e
»

When both objects are weak pronouns, the order is free, with a slight
preference for the order Direct Object-Indirect Object:'®

G5) a. Wdat Jan ’t'r gegeven heeft
that  John it her given has
“.that John gave it her.”
b. 7 .dat Jam 'rt gegeven heeft
that  John her it given has
“.that John gave her it.”

These facts lend prima focie support for the hypothesis that the weak
pronouns in Butch are (special) clitics, and move to positions unavailable
to strong prenouns and phrasal noun phrases.

Full noun phrases have to move to a pesition in which they can be
licensed: the specifier of a functional head. Apparently, it is required that
the functional projection designated for licensing the Indirect Object is
ranked in between the AgrSP and the AgrOP."” But none of these
cansiderations are relevant for the position of the double objeet clities.

¥ Unlike in West Flemish, the double object elitics in Drutch cannot ba split. Neither can they
adjoin to the complemeatizer, as is also a possibility in West Flemish, as well as in several
dialects speken in the South of the Netherlands. Cf. Haegeman {1992a). .

Y I assuma here that Iadirect Objects are noun phrases and that they are licensed in the
specifier position of an AgrOP. As Den Dikkea and Mulder (1931) show, the Indirect Object
behaves just like the Direct Object in Jicensing parasitic gaps. The assurption that both
objects move to their licensing position in overt syntax in Duteh alse accounts for a problam
discussed in Den Dikken and Mulder {1991), This is the (act that the order of tha two objects
is invariant, np matier where the sentence adverh appears {tha adverb may appear before
and after each of the three argument noun phrases). This is explained under our assumption
that scrambling paradigms do oot invelve additional movements of the ohjects, but
adjunction of the adverb in different positiens. In other words, the relative position of the two
objects is fixed because their absolute position is.
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This once again shows that the weak pronouns are syntactically different
from the fult noun phrases.

Aceording to many speakers, including me, {(52b} is grammatical when
the double object verb contains a particle:

{56) a. .dat Jan Marie hefboek terug gegeven heeft
that  John Mary the book back given has
®_that John gave Mary the book back.”
b. +dat  Jan het boek Marle terug gegeven heeft
that  John thebook  Mary back given has
*.that John gave the book Mary back.”

Furthermors, sentence adverbs can appear on either side of each of the
two objects in both sentences in (56). Therefore, it cannot be the case that
in {66) Marie is not in a position in the functional demain.

Also, a marked stress pattern enhances the acceptability of (52b):

D ? odat Jan het boek MaRIE gegeven heeft
that John thebook  MARY  given has
" that Joho gave MARY the book.™

These observations, however, do not detract from the conclusion that
in double object constructions, weak prenouns and full noun phrases
display different syntactic behavior. None of these manipulations are
needed to make the Direct Object-Indirect Object order acceptable when
the two objects are clitics.

2.1.6 Conclusion

1t is clear from the word order phenomena in Exceptional Case Marking
constructions, scrambling constructions, and double object constructions
that weak pronouns and full noun phrases do not cccupy the same
positions in Dutch. This is explained if the weak pronouns are clitics, on
the standard assumption that clitics adjoin to functional heads, whereas
full noun phrases move to the specifier position of an Agreement Phrase.

It follows that there are a number of functional head positions te the
left of the VP in Dutch, The exact distribution of these functional heads
will be investigated in the next section.
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2.2 Clitics as Functional Heads
2.2.1 Base Generation versus Movement

There is a general consensus in the generative literature as to the status
of clitics: they are heads. Qur conclusion that object clitics in Dutch are
heads ties in with that generalization,

More controversy surrounds the question of whether clitics are
generated in head positions or in argument positions.! The analyses
taking the former option are generally referred to as ‘base generation
analyses’ (Strozer 1976, Jaeggli 1980, Borer 1984). The analyses taking
the other option are generally referred to as ‘movement analyses’, since in
this type of analysia the clitic has to move from the argument positien to
the head position (Kayne 1975, 1991). The distinction in terms of
movement vs. base generation is only partly felicitous, since nothing in
principle excludes head movement of a ‘base generated’ clitic (¢f. Sportiche
1992}, Nevertheless, I will use the terms ‘movement’ and ‘base generation’
to refer to the two types of analysis, as is usual.

As Sportiche (1992} argues, there are sound arguments for both the
movement analysis and the base generation analysis of clitics. T will
mention just a few for each type of analysis.

First, the movement type of analysis is supported by the fact that
clitics induce past participle agreement in French {Kayne 1987}

! Many issues are concealed by pulting the controversy in these terms. Thus, ifone assumes
that clitics are genecated as heads, it could be that they are generated as affizes to the verb,
ot a3 determiner efements inside a DP, or as functional heads of some sort. Similarly, if
clitics are generated as phrasal arguments, it could be that they are adjoined to the verb, or
that they move to the specifier position of a functional head and adjoin to a functional head
afterwards, or that they move aand adjein to a functional head directly. Not all of these
analyses have been explored in the literature, to my knowledge. Sea Haegeman {1992a) and
Haverkort €1992) for discussion of some of these options. | assume, follswing Baltin {1982}
and Kayne (1991}, that clitics are always associated with a functional head. This leaves us
with basically two options: either clitics are generated as {affixes fo) functional heads, or they
are generated as phrasal arguments aad adjoin to functional heads in the course of a
derivation. The latter option goes back to Kayne (1975), the former to Strozer (1376}
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Ny a Jean arepeint(*es} les chalses
John  has repaintedlAGR)  the chairs
“John repainted the ¢hairs.”
b. Jean les arepeint(es)
John  them has repainted(AGR)
*John repainted them.”

L3 les chaises gque Jean a repeint(es)
the chairs that Joho has repainted(AGR)
“the chairs John repainted®

In {(1b,c}, but not in (1a), the past participle repeint ‘repainted’ may agree
with its object. What differentiates {1b,c) and (1a) is that in the former,
but not in the latter, overt movement of the object takes place. In Kayne's
analysis, past participle agreement is a morphological reflex of movement
of the object through the ¢hecking domain of an agreement head, Hence,
the fact that clitics induce past participle agreement indicates that
something, presumably the clitic itself, must have moved through the
specifier of the agreement phrase identified by Kayne.?

A second observation supporting the movement type of analysis is that
clitics have to be in one local domain with the verb of which it expresses
one of the arguments, unless this local domain is transparent for noun
phrase movement. Thus, in (2), from Dutch, neither the clitic nor the full
noun phrase may be non-locally construed with the embedded verb,
whereas in (3) both the clitic and the full noun phrase may appear in the
matrix clanse.

2 a .dat Piet ziet dat Jan ‘r/Marie kust
that  Pele sees that John her/Mary  kisses
=_that Pete sees that John kisses her/Mary”

b, * .dat Plet ’‘riMarie ziet dat Jan kust
that Pete herMary sees that John kisses
»..that Pate sees that John kisses her/Mary”

* Chomsky (1991} takes the past participle agreement phrase identified in Kayne {1987} to
be AgrOP. However, this is not very likely, since in that case the full noun phrass chject
would have to move to this specifier position at LF, and we would not expect past participle
sgreement to be impossible in that case, Therefore, the past participle agreement phrase
must ba different. T will not discuss this issue here. (Originally, agreeing past participles
were predicates of a resultativs Small Clause {cf. Vendryes 1937). In Old French, the order
Auxiliary-Object-Participle wag'stil possible, and the participle agreed with the object in this
construction, in contrast to to the order Auxiliary-Participle-Object, which was also possible
butshowed no agreement {Bourciez 1946:380, Speijders-De Vogel 1919:204, Foulet 1963:104).
The resultative consteuction has disappeared in Modern French.)
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)] .dat Piet Jan ’rMarie zlet Kussen
that Pele John her/Mary  sees kiss
“,.that Pete sees Joha kiss har/Mary®

This suggests that both the clitic and the full noun phrase are generated
in close connection with the verb {say, as a sister of the verb), and that
they both move up when such is required or allowed.

The latter argument is most familiar from Romance, but Haegeman’
{1992a) shows that it applies equally well to Germanic. Haegeman
discovered that clitic placement in Germanic is always contingent on
scrambling (taken to be movement to spec of AgrO), in the sense that clitic
placerment is impossible wherever scrambling is impossible.® This appears
to be a strong argument in favor of the movement analysis of clitics.*

The base generation type of analysis is supported by the phenomenon
of clitic doubling, where the position of the argument associated with the
clitic is taken by a full noun phrase:

4y a Lo vimos & Juan River Plate Spanish
him we-saw  John
“We saw John"
b. Mario ¢ parla Ficrentino

Mario he speaks
"Mario {s speaking,”
[\ Za komt zie West Flemish
she comes  she
“She's coming.”

In this type of construction, a eertain argument of the verb is expressed
twice, once as a clitic, and once as a full noun phrase or pronoun. This
seems to argue against generating the clitie in an argument position.

Thus, both the movement analysis and the base generation analysis of
cliticization phenomena are supported by prima facie evidence, For this
reason, Sportiche (1992} concludes that both analyses are basically right,
and [ will follow him in this respect.®

* However, thera is not a biconditional relation betw clitie placement and scrambling, as
shown in seckion 2,1.4. In Exceptional Case Marking constructions in Dutch, the clitic moves
to a position vaavailabls to the full noun phrase,
* It is shown In Zwart {1992b) that the contingency of clitic placement on scrambling explains
the Hmited character of ¢litic placemant in mainfand Scandinavian fanguages (which lack
serambling),
8 Haverkort {1892) argues that "(t]hs vecent efaboration of phrase structure, whereby the
verb picks up its inflectional endings in syntax, provides a strong argument in favor of a
movement analysis and against base-generation® {15). The argument ruas as {ollows; if the
clitic is base-generated on V or as an AGR head, it would have to appear in between the
{continued...}




136 DUTCH SYNTAX

In particular, Sportiche argues that clities are base generated as heads
of independent projections, Clitic Phrases, and that at some point in the
derivation the specifier position of the Clitic Phrase has to be filled by an
empty noun phrase, This noun phrase is generated as an argument of the
verb, associated with the clitic. It is lexicalized in clitic doubling
constructions, but empty in all other clitic constructions. The agreement
phenomena and the locality effects associated with clitic placement are
caused by tha movement of the (empty) noun phrase from the argument
position to the specifier position of the Clitic Phrase.

Sportiche argues for the existence of a number of Clitic Phrases on top
of AgrSP and dominated by CP. I will not follow his proposal in this
respect. Instead, I will argue that the Clitic Phrases are equal to the
familiar agreement phrases AgrSP and AgrOP, and that the clitics are
gonerated as heads of these Agreement Phrases.®

My main argument for assuming that Sportiche’s Clitic Phrases are
really Agreement Phrases is based on an analysis of the intricate facts of
object cliticization in West Flemish {cf. Haegeman 1991, 1992a; Zwart
1992¢). To the extent that the assumption that clitics are generated as
heads of agreement phrases yields a rather straightforward analysis of
Woest Flemish object cliticization, we may conclude that the intreduction
of Clitic Phrases, which would essentially double the work done by the
Agreement Phrases, is unmeotivated.

2,22 QObject Clitics in West Flemish

In Standard Dutch, object clitics form a cluster (cf. I1.1.5%

% {...continued)}

varbal stem and the subject agreement morphology, which is hardly ever the case. The
argument prasupposes that inflectional morpholegy is picked up in the process of syntactic
verb movement. It is faulty, however, whea it is assumed that verbs are generated in fully
inflacted form, as in Strong Lexicalist approaches to mozphology, as well as in Chomsky
1992}, and in this book. }

§ For a similar proposal, s¢s Brandi and Cozdin (1989), who generate suirject clitics as the
AGR slot in INFL (in terms of the Qovernment and Binding framework). The abstract for
Spartiche (1992), published i GLOW Newsletter 28, 46-47, suggests that Clitic Phrases are
Case phrases, as proposed in the text, but this was not the intention of the paper {Spertiche,
po.).
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& a wdat Jan ‘t'r gisteren  gegeven heeft
that  John ither  yesterday given has
"..that John gave it her yesterday.”
b. * .dat Jan 't gisteren 't gegeven heeft
that  John it yesterday her given has
¢, * .dat 't Jan ’'r  gisteren gegeven heeft
that it John her yesterday  given has

We have assumed in section 2.1.5.a, that the object clitics in Standard
Dutch adjoin to AgrS. If this is correct, (5b) indicates that o/l object clitics
in Dutch must be adjoined to AgrS, and {5c} indicates that the object
clitics in Dutch may net move on to adjoin to C.

Recall from sections 1£.4.3 and 2.1.5 that [ have argued that direct
objects and indirect objects in Dutch have to move to the specifier position
of an AgrOP in overt syntax. If object clities always adjoin to Agr8 in
Duteh, we predict that they cannoet appear to the right of phrasal objects.
This is correct, as the following examples from section 2.1.5 show:

©) a 77 .dat Jan Maxie *t gegeven heeft
that Jehn Mary it given has
~..that John gave it Mary.”
b * .dat Jan hetboek 'r gegeven heeft
that John theboek  her  given has
“..that John gave her the book.”

In West Flemish (WF), a Dutch dialect spoken in the West of Belgium,
the situation is more complicated (Haegeman 1991). First, object clitics
may move to C.

7 a .da Jan ‘tze gisteren  gegeven eet WwE

that  John it{DO-cl) her{lO-cl}  yesterday given has
"..that John gave it her yesterday.”

b. wda't ze Jan gisteren  gegeven ¢et
that it her John yesterday  given has
“.that John gava it her yesterday.”

[ ~da't Jan ze  gisteron  gegeven ect
thatit John her yesterday given has
* that John gave it her yesterday.”

As can be seen in (7b-¢), the object clitics in West Flemish may move to
C as a cluster, or one of the clitics may move to G leaving the other one
behind, As in Standard Dutch, adverbs may not separate the subject and
the object clitic{s):
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8) a. * .da Jan gisteren 'tze gegeveneet
that  John yesterday it her given has

b * .dat Jan gisteren ze gegeven eet
that it John yesterday ther  given has

As for Standard Dutch before, we may conclude that the object clitics in
West Flemish are in AgrS when immediately following the subject. The
facts in (7) therefore show that there are two object clitic positions in West
Flemish: C and AgrS. ’ ’

Another difference between Standard Dutch and West Flemish is that
in West Flemish the direct object clitic may appear to the right of a
phrasal indirect object {ef. Duteh (6a)):

9 a .da Jan 't Marie gegeven eel
that Joho it Mary  given has
®_.that John gava it to Mary.”

h. .da Jan Marie 't gegeven eet
that  John Mary it given has
°_that John gava it to Mary.”

However, as in Standard Dutch {cf. {8b)), the indirect object clitic may not
appear to the right of the phrasal direct object in West Flemish:

(1 a wda Jan ze dienen boek gegeven eel
that  Joho her that book given has
*..that John gave her that book.”
b * .da Jan diemenboek ze  gegeven eet
that  Joha that book her given has

Also as in Standard Dutch, the object clitic may never appear to the
immediate right of an adverbial:

{11} a. .da  Jan DMarie ‘¢ gisteren gegeven eet
that  Joha Mary it yesterday given has
" that John yesterday gava it to Mary.”
b, * .da Jan Marie gisteren % gegeven eet
that  John Mary yesterday it given has

The paradigm in (9) shows that there is a clitic position to the right of
AgrS in West Flemish. In (9b), the direct object clitic 4t cannot be
adjoined to AgrS, because tha indirect object Marie intervenes between the
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direct object clitic and the subject Jan.” Therefore, the object clitic must
be in a position lower than AgrS in (9b),

Thus, the facts from West Flemish show that there must be at least
three clitic positions: C, AgrS, and a head position to the right of AgrS.
Haegeman {1991} argues that this third clitic pesition is the head of an
Agr projection designated for the licensing of the indirect object.
Haegeman assumes the following structure for the functional domain in
West Flemish: :

(12} CP
~
¢
PN
o] AgrSP
PN
SUBS  AgrS'
fa
AgrS AgrOP
10 ™~ Agr0'
~
AgrQ AgrOP
FaN
DO AgrO®
N\
Agrd TP
PN
T vP

Haegeman assumes for West Flemish what we have assumed for Standard
Dutch, namely that both direct objects and indirect objects move to the
specifier position of an Agreement Phrase in overt syntax, and that the
Agreement Phrase designated for licensing indirect objects is higher than
the Agreement Phrase designated for direct objects {see section 2.1.5.b).

Haegeman also assumes the movement analysis of cliticization: the
clitics are generated as arguments of the verb and moved to a head
position at some point in the derivation. Haegeman argues that the clitics
first move to the specifier position of the relevant Agreement Phrase, and
from that position adjoin to the first head up. After that, subsequent head
movement i3 possible to all the heads higher in the tree.

* Recalt from section 1.3.2 that XPs may not intervene betwean a head and its specifier. In
other words, whenever a phrase @ and a head § are separated from each other by another
phrase, e and P are not in a specifier-head configuratica.
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It follows from these assumptions that the higher AgrO head is the
lowest clitic position. Consider cliticization of the direct object. The direct
object first moves to the spec of the lower AgrOP, From there the direct
object cliticizes to the head of the higher AgrOP, Subsequently, the direct
object clitic may move to the head of AgrSP and to C. It follows that there
are three clitic positions in West Flemish.

1t also follows that the indirect object may precede the direct object
clitic, as in (9b). The indirect object moves to the spec of the higher AgrOP
in overt syntax. If the direct object clitic, after adjoining to the head of
this AgrOP, does not move on, it will appear to the right of the indirect
object. It also follows that the direct object may not precede the indirect
abject clitic, as in {10b). The direct object moves to the spee of the lower
AgrOP in overt syntax. The indirect object clitic, after moving to the spec
of the higher AgrOP, can only adjoin to AgrS and move on to C. Thus, the
indirect object clitic will always appear to the left of the direct object.

These results of Haegeman’s analysis are maintained in a base
generation analysis of cliticization.? Under such an analysis, the clitics
would not first move fo the spec of an Agreement Phrase and
subsequently adjoin to a higher head. Rather, the clitics would be base
generated as functional heads themselves,

Consider again direct object cliticization. We now assume that the
direct object clitic is base generated in the lower AgrO head. The indirect
object moves to the spec of the higher AgrOP in overt syntax, Thus, the
indirect object may precede the direct object clitic, as in (9b), The direct
object clitic may also move on, to the head of the higher AgrOP, and to
AgrS and to C. This yields the orders in {9b), {9a), and {7¢), respectively.

On the other hand, the indirect object clitic is generated in, or adjoined
to, the head of the higher AgrOP. The direct object moves to the spec of
the lower AgrOP in overt syntax. It follows that the direct object may not
precede the indirect object clitic, as in {10b).

Haegeman's analysis, and its reformulation in terms of a ‘basge
generation’ analysis, allows us to draw an impertant conclusion: there is
a relation between the position of the functional projections designated for
the licensing of phrasal arguments and the possible position of argument
clitics corresponding to these phrasal arguments. For example, the
explanation for the ungrammaticality of (10b} is based on the assumption
that indirect object clitics cannot appear in a position lower than the AgrP
designated for the Hcensing of indirect object phrases.

¥ Recall that at this point, the choice between ‘movement’ and ‘base generation’ is not the
issue. Since we have adopted Sportiche’s {1992) idea that ¢litics are base generated ag
functional heads, we need to determise the nature of these heads: are thoy heads of separate
Clitic Phrases, or the heads of the familiar Agreement Phrases?
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This conclusion supports Sportiche's {1992} proposal to analyze clitic
placement as a combination of a) base generation of clitics in head
positions and b} movement of corresponding, possibly empty, phrases fo
the spec positions of these heads, However, it does not support Sportiche’s
proposal to identify the heads the clitics are generated in as heads of
separate clitic phrases.

Suppose clities are generated as heads of separate clitic phrases. These
clitic phrases are all stacked between C and AgrS, as illustrated in (13}
(the specs and intermediate projections have been left out):

(13} cep
M

3-01P
e
§-C1 10-CiP
e
10-C1 DO-CIP
~~

B0-Ct AgiSP

~~
AgrS AgrlOP
~~

Agrl0 AgeDOP
~~
AgeDO TP

(10b) can now be excluded in the following way. The direct object clitic is
generated in DO-CI {the head of the direct objeet Clitic Phrase). There is
no indirect object clitic. Nevertheless, we must assume that the indirect
object Clitic Phrase is present, and that the indirect object moves to the
spec of the indirect object Clitic Phrase in overt syntax, This yields the
order indirect gbject - direct object clitic in (10b). Similarly, the subject
has to move to the spec of the subject Clitic Phrase {8-CIP). Tn other
words, regardless of the presence of clitics, we have to asswme that afl
Clitic Phrases are always there, and that overt noun phrase movement
does not target Agreement Phrases but Clitic Phrases. This amounts to
saying that Sportiche's Clitic Phrases are in fact the familiar Agreement
Phrases.

This argument can be repeated in a variety of ways. For instance, verb
movement ean be seen to target the same positions in constructions with
clitic arguments as in constructions with phrasal arguments, Consider
Dutech. In subject initial main clauses, the finite verb immediately follows
the subject:
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(14) a. Ik (*vandaag) weet't niet Dutch
[ today know it not
°I doa't know {today).”
b. 3 (*vandaag) weet't nlet
ESCl  today know it mot
*I doa't know (today).”

We have argued in section I1.4.3 that in subject initial main clauses, the
finite verb is in AgrS and the subject in'spec of AgrS. In (14a), the subject
is a full pronoun, Howaver, the word order facts are exactly the same
when the subject is a clitic, as in (14b)*? In the latter case, the subject
clitic must be generated as the head of the subject Clitic Phrase, and we
must conciude that the verb is adjoined to the head of the subject clitic
phrase, This makes sense, since there is an object clitie in (14b} as well,
which indicates that the verb must be at [east as high as the head of the
object Clitic Phrase. But, returning to {14a}, in (14a) there is an object
clitic as well, which indicates that the verb must be as high as the head
of the Dbjact Clitic Phrase in {14a) as well. Consequently, we mus{ have
been wrong in assuming that the verb is in Agr8 in (14a), rather, it must
have been in the head pasition of the subject Clitic Phrase (considering
the adjacency effect), even though thera is no subject clitic around. Again,
there turns out to be no empirical distinction between AgrSP and the
subject Clitic Phrase. As a result, there is no empirical evidencs for the
existence of separate Clitic Phrases, in addition to Agreement Phrases.

1 will therefore continue to assume that Clitic Phrases do not exist. I
adopt Sportiche's {1992) propesal, but assume that argument clitics are
base generated as heads of agreement phrases. Associated with the clitics
are full noun phrases, which may be overt or empty, and which move te
the spec positions of the agreement phrases at some point in the
derivation. In addition to being generated as heads of agreement phrases,
the clitics may undergo head movement. This will be the subject of section
2.3. First, I will make some minor adjustments to the analysis of
cliticization in West Flemish prese'nted above.

2,2.3 Clitie Doubling in West Flemish

The structure of the functionel domain of West Flemish according to
Haegeman (1991), illustrated in (12) in the previous section, differs

® There is one difference between subject initial ¢lauses introduced by a fubl pronoun and
subject initial clauses introduced by a clitic. In the former, the subject and the finite verh can
be separated by modal particlea like echter but’, nu {noa-temporal) now’. This is impossible
when tha subject iz a elitic.
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slightly from the structure of the funciional demain adopted in the
Minimalist Program (cf. section 1.2.2, Figure 1), In particutar, TP {the
projection of the tense features} is the lowest functienal projection in
Haegeman’s structure, whereas in the structure I have adopted, TP is
situated in between AgrSP and the AgrOPs.

In Chomsky (1992), TP is considered to be closely associated with
AgrSP, a reflection of the fraditional close association of tense and
agreement {cf. Chomsky 1981).

Far from being able to decide where TP should be located, I would like
to consider here the question whether Haegeman's results will be lost
when her structure is rejected in favor of the structure adopted in section
1.2.2. It will turn out to be the case that Haegeman's analysis of clitic
placement in West Flemish can be maintained under the assumptions of
the Minimalist Program.

The structure of the functional domain adopted in the Minimalist
Program, and in this book, is tllustrated in (15} (cf. (12)).

{15) cp

Recall that the following word order pattern has to be explained: in a
double object construction in West Flemish, the direct object clitic may
precede ot follow the phrasal indirect object, but the indireet object clitic
must precede the phrasal direct object. The relevant facts are repeated
here for convenience:
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9 a .da Jan 't Marie gegeven eet West Flemish
that John it Mary  given has
“..that John gave it to Mary.”
b. wda Jan Marie ‘'t gegeven est
that John Mary it giveo has
= .that John gave it to Mary.*

{10 a. ~da  Jan ze dienenboek gegeven cet
that  John her that book given has
".4hat John gave her that book.”
b ¢ .da Jan dienenboek ze  gegeven eet
that  John that book her given has

1t is easy to see that the position of TP does not affect the explanation
of this word order paktern presented in section 2.2.2, based on Haegeman
{1891). The diract object clitic is generated in the lower AgrQ, and may
stay there or move on to the higher AgrO, T, AgrS, or C. The indirect
object moves to the spec of the higher AgrO in overt syntax. Hence, the
direct object clitic may precede or follow the phrasal indirect object. The
indivect object clitic is generated in the higher AgrO. The phrasal direct
object moves to the spec of the lower AgrQ in overt syntax. Hence, the
indirect object clitic may only appear te the left of the phrasal direct
object. In sum, Haegeman's analysis of the word order pattern in {9}(10)
stays in force when the minimalist structure of the functional domain in
(15} is adopted.

However, the adoption of the minimalist structure has one non-trivial

consequence. Because TP now dominates both object sgreement phrases,
an additional head is avatiable for the object ¢litics to move to: T. In other
words, (15) predicts that there are two clitic positions between the positien
of the subject {spec,AgrS) and the position of the indirect object {the spec
of the higher Agr0O), namely T and AgrS, whereas (12) predicts that there
is only one such position, namely AgrS.
. At this point, the West Flemish subject clitic doubling phenomenon
becomes relevant (Bennis and Haegeman 1984; Haegeman 1990, 1591; De
Geest 1990; Zwart 1992¢). This phenomenon demonstrates that there is
& landing site for clitics between AgrS and the higher AgrQ, and hence,
that there must be a TP between AgrSP and the higher AgrOP.

In West Flemish, subject clitics may be doubled by a pronoun. The
pronoun obligatorily follows the subject clitic, but may be separated from
it by the finite verb and by object clitics. The phenomenon is illustrated
in (16)-(19).1%

¥ In the examples, ze and ¢ are always clitics, and zie is always a [ull progoun. The initial
consonant of ze devoices when ze adjoins to € or to a verb in C.
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{16) a. ~dase zte  komt
dat she-CLk  she  comes
=.that she comes,”

b, * .idase Marie komt
that she-CL  Mary tomes

{17 a Ze komt zie
she-CL comes  she
"She’s coming.”
b. * Zie I8 komt
sha she-CL  comes
e. * Zie komt 2o
she wmes  she-CL

{18) a. .dase zie 't gekocht eet
that she-CL:  she it bought has
*_that she bought it.”
b. ~dase't zia  gekocht eet
that she-CL it she  bought has
°.ihat she bought it.”

£19) a. Gisteran ¢ese zle 't gekochi
yesterday has she-CL she it bought
"Yesterday she baught it.”
b. Gisteren eess't zie  gekooht
yesterday hassheCLit she  bought
“Yesterday she bought it.”

{18} shows that the feminine 358G clitic z¢ can be doubled by the fuil
pronoun zie ‘she’, but not by a full noun phrase with the same features.
{17) shows that the clitic has to precede the doubling proneun. {17a),
{18b), and (19b) show that the clitic and the doubling pronoun can be
separated by the finite verb and by object clitics, respectively. (18) and
(19) demonstrate the distribution of object clitics in clitic doubling
constructions, These sentences also show that embedded clauses and
topicalization constructions are identical in relevant respects, assuming
the verb is in C in the latter {Den Besten 1977).

If we compare (17) and {18}, we notice that the order of subject clitic
and finite verb changes from CHtie-Verb in {17) to Verb-Clitic in (19). This
suggests that the finite verb moves to different positions in the two types
of construction.

I have assumed (in section I1.4.3), that in subject initial main clauses
in Duteh, the verb moves to AgrS, whereas in topicalizations, the verb
moves te C (Den Besten 1977). Apart from the clitic doubling
phenomenon, which is absent in Standard Dutch, subject clities {n
Standard Duteh and in West Flemish display the same behavior, Standard
Duteh has inversion of the subject ¢litic and the finite verb in
topicalizations, like West Flemish:
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{(20) a. Ze komt Butch
she-CL ¢omes
b, Morgen  komt ze

tomorrow  eomes she-ChL

We may assume, therefore, that the analysis of verb movement proposed
for Dutch carries over to West Flemish, and that the verb is in AgrS in
{1 and in C in (19). _

Applying the base generation analysis of cliticization, we may further
assume that the subject clitic is generated in AgrS in {17}, and that the
finite verb adjoins to AgrS. In (19}, the verh apparently skips AgrS on its
way to C. This part of the analysis will be presented more fully in sections
2.3 and 3.3.2).1

If the finite verb is in AgrS in (17), the doubling pronoun must be
further down. Assuming, with Haegeman (1991) that the doubling
pronoun is a phrase and not a clitie, it must be in the spec position of a
lower functional category. This lower functional category cannot be one of
the object agreement phrases, as the presance of the doubling pronoun in
the spec of an object agreement phrase would make noun phrase
movement to this spec position impossible. This would leave the features
in the head of the relevant agreement phrase unchecked, and would yield
a crashing derivation. Therefore there must be a functional projection
between AgrSP and the higher AgrOP. This supports the structure of the
functional domain in (15), as adopted in the Minimalist Program.

If this is correct, we predict that object clitics may adjein to the head
of TP. This can be tested in double object constructions.

In double object constructions, the doubling pronocun precedes both
objects when the objects are full noun phrases. When the objects are
clitics, they either precede or follow the doubling prenoun:

21 a. Z'eo zie Marie dienen boek gegeven WF

she-CL has  she Mary that book given
“She gave Mary that book.”

b, * Zes Marie dienen boek zle gegeven
she-CLhas  Mary that book she given
fsame reading) .

e * Zee Marie zie dienenboek gegeven
she-CL has  Mary sha  that bock given

{sams reading}

1 Recall that | have assumed that economy of derivation does not contain a shorlest steps
requirement (section [.3.1),
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(22) a. Z'ee zie ’tze gegeven
she-CL-has  she {ther  given
“Bhe gave it her.”
b Z'ee't ze zte gegeven

she-CL has it her  she given
"She gave it her.”

<. Zeo’t zie ze gegoven
she-CL has it she her given
“8he gave it her.”

We now need to consider double object constructions in which the indirect
object is a phrase, and the direct object a clitic. In these constructions, the
object clitic can appear in three positions:

{23 a. Z'ee zie Marie ’f gegeven
she.CLhas  sha  Mary it givea
“She gave it to Mary.”

b, Z'ee 2te 't Marie gegeven
she-Chhhas  she it Mary given
“She gave it to Mary.”

[ Z'ga't zie  Marle gegeven

she-Cl-has it she Mary given
"She gave it to Mary.”

We have made the following assumptions so far: a) the direct object clitic
is generated as the head of the lower AgrOP; b} the subject clitic is
generated as the head of AgrSP; o) the indirect object moves to the spec
of the higher AgrOP in overt syntax; d) the finite verb is in AgrS in
neutral order main clauses; e} the doubling pronoun is in the spec of a
functional projection between AgrSP and the higher AgrOP, presumably
TP.

This final assumption allows us to make the prediction that the direct
object clitic may move to a head position between the doubling pronoun
and the indirect object. As (23b) shows, this predictien is borne out, This
shows that the doubling pronoun cannot be adjoined to the higher AgrOP,
and that the position of the doubling pronoun signals the presence of an
additional functional prejection.

In (23a), the object clitic may be in the head of the lower or higher
AgrOP. In (23¢), finally, the object clitic must be adjoined to AgrS.

Thus, the clitic doubling phenomenon of West Flemish shows that (152
is the correct structure of the functional domain.*?

" This argument czn only be circumvented by assumiog that the finite verb is in C in
neutral order main ¢lauses in West Fiemish (and Dutch). It will be clear from this book that
that would be an infelicitous assumption. Moreover, this assumption would feave the Clitic-

{continued...}
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2.2.4 Conelusion

In this section, I have argued, following Sportiche (1992), that the clitics
in Dutch are generated in functional head positions. I have also argued,
contra Sportiche (1992}, that the functional heads the clitics are generated
in are the heads of the. well-known agreement phrases for licensing
subjects, objects and indirect objects. Again following Sportiche, I have
assumed that clitics may undergo additional head movement. The
properties of the relevant movement phenomena will be discussed in
section 2.3.

If clitics ave generated in functional head positions, the word order
phenomena of Dutch again lead to the conclusion that there are functional
heads to the left of the VP in Dutch. On this assumption, the intricate
word order facts of clitic constructions in West Flemish can be accounted
for if the structure of the functional domain proposed in Chomsky (1992}
is adopted.

2.3 Clitic Movement and Verb Movement

In the previous sections, I have argued that the Dutch clitics are heads,
and I have adopted Sportiche's (1992) proposal, according to which clitics
are base-generated as heads of functional projections. In this section, I
will discuss one further aspect of the syntax of clitics, namely the fact that
ditics may undergo head movement. This clitic movement interacts inan
interesting way with verb movement, as is also clear from illuminating
work by Kayne (1091}, Ouhalla (1989), and Haverkort {1992},

As has become clear in this worl, the interaction of verb movement
and clitic placement cannot be described in an attractive way if a strict
version of the Head Movement Constraint (p. 19) {s maintained. In order
to achieve a maximally elegant analysis, the verb must sometimes be
allowed to skip the functional head hosting the clitic.

‘This aspect of the analysis of clitic placement is not problematic from
the minimalist point of view, if the minimalist extension {s adopted
according to which economy of derivation does not involve a shortest steps
requirement (section 1.3.1), I will therefore assume that it is in principle
possible for the verb to skip heads.

# (...continued)
Verb inversion in topicalization constructions in Dutch and West Flemish unexplained. See

Zwart {1992¢} for extensiva discussion.
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A second important aspect of clitic placement is the directionality of
¢litic adjunction. Kayne (1901, 1993) assumes that clitics invariably adjein
to the left. This foltows from the ELCA {section 1.3.3). Howaver, we will
see in this section that there is reason to suppose that clitics in Germanic
invariably adjoin to the right. This puzzling aspect of the analysis can
only be maintained if clitics are somehow exempt from the ELCA.

From a minimalist point of view, clitic placement is problematic in
several respects. In the Minimalist Program, optional movements are not
allowed. However, we have seen that in West Flemish, object clitics may
appear in at least four well discernable positions: G, AgrS, T, and AgrO.
These four possibilities are illustrated in {1).

{I}) a. Gigteren ea't Valdre Marie gegeven West Flemish
yesterday hasit  Valery Mary given
"Yesterday Valery gava it to Mary."

b. Zea't zie Marie gisteren  gegeven
she-CL has it she Mary yesterday  given
“She gave it to Mary yesterday.”

o Zee zie ‘'t Marle gisteren  gegeven
she-CL has  she it Mary  yestarday given
*She gave it to Mary yesterday.”

d. Z'ee zie DMarie 't gisteren gegeven
she-CL kas  she Mary it yesterday given
“She gave it to Mary yeaterday.”

As Haegeman {1991) shows, the pattern in (1) can be derived by assuming
that clitics may optionally move from head to head. Optional movement,
however, is not a part of the minimalist approach.! ’

Similarly, in the Minimalist Program all movements must be triggered
by ‘morphological’ requirements. Thus, movement is excluded unfess the
movement contributes to eliminating (abstract) inflectional features. It is
not at all clear that clitic movement is related to any kind of feature
checking,

A third problem is that it is unclear how differences in cliticization
between languages should be parametrized in minimalist terms. In the
Minimalist Program, parametric differences are expressed in terms of the
atrength of the inflectional features represented in the functional heads
{section 1.2.4). Differences in strength yield different amounts of overt
movement, However, if we consider the differences in cliticization
between, say, Standard Dutch and West Flemish, a parametrization in
terms of strength of inflectional features does not immediately suggest

t Optional clitie movement is also atteated in clitic climbing constructions (see Rizzi 1982:1).
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v

itself.? Recall that in Dutch, object clitics always form a cluster, whereas
in West Flemish, the object clitics can be scattered:

[ R «dat Jan t'r gegeven heeft Dutch
that  John it her given has
°,.that John gave it her.”
b, * .dat't Jan ’r gegeven heeft
thatit Jan her given has

{3 a. ~da  Valtre 'tze gegeveneel West Flemish
that  Valery it her given has
*,. that Valery gave it her.”
b. ~da't Valdre ze gegeven eet
that it Valery her given has
®.that Valery gave it hez.”

Thus, it is not clear what a minimalist approach to cliticization sheuld
look like. On the other hand, it is clear that some ‘minimalist’ approach
to the phenomena of cliticization is called for. For example, clitic
movement does net appsar to be lowering. Haegeman's (1921) analysis of
object clitics in West Flemish, discussed extensively in the previous
section, is built on the crueial assumption that indirect object clitics
cannot lower to a position to the right of phrasat direct objects. Similarly,
clitic movement is beunded, as many analyses of clitic climbing have
brought to light (cf. Rizzi 1982, Kayne 1989, Ouhalla 1989, Haverkert
1992}, These are all familiar properties of movement, and consequently,
a restrictive theory is as desirable for cliticization as it is for other
movement processes.

Devising such a theory lies outside the scope of this book. Still, I wish
to explore one aspect of clitic movement in some detail, because the
phenomena of Dutch cliticization give rise to it. This aspect concerns the
direction of clitic adjunction,

Kayne (1991, 1993) argues that clitics invariably adjoin to the left.
Thus, when clitics move and adjoin to a functional head, a structure asin
{4) results.

? Haverkort {1992) argues that differences in the syntax of clitics can be parametrized in
terms of opacity of the functional heads T and Agr. As in Policck (1939), only verb movement
to a Lransparent functional head is grammatical. This verb movemant ramoves barriers {as
in Chemsky 1986b, 1891), which makes clitic movement possible. This is a promising
approach, which seems feasibla in a minimalist framework. However, it is unclear to me how
the subtle differences between Standard Dutch and West Flemish may falf out from this type
of parametrization.
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However, there are several languages in which cliticization can be argued
to involve adjunction to the right. For example, when object clitics in West
Flemish move to C, they always appear to adjoin to the right (cf, (3b)).
This has also been argued for subject clitic movement in embedded clauses
and topicalization constructions in Dutch {Den Besten 1977, Zwart 1991a).
Adjunction to the right would yield a structure as in (5%

5) x Y
o
Xe.CL

1 agree with Kayne {(1991:648) that the correct analysis of cliticization
should involve a uniform direction of adjunction. It is true that languages,
and even constructions within a language, differ as to the relative order
of clitic and verb. But Kayne (1991) demonstrates that the mechanism of
verb movement is powerful enough to derive these differences. In view of
this, we seem o be missing certain {potential) generalizations by
parametrizing the direction of adjunction.

If clitic placement in Germanic must be analyzed as right-adjunction,
it must be the case that clitics universally adjein to the right. Recail that
I have assumed that clitics are generated as heads of agreement
projections, basically following Sportiche (1992), I also followed Sportiche
in assuming that clitics may undergo additional head movement. I will
now propose the following:

(6) 1. When a clitic & moves to a functional head B, « adjoins ko the
right of 3,
2, When a verb « moves to a clitic f, ¢« adjoins to the right of B.

Still assuming Kayne's (1993) hypothesis. that syntactic adjunction

- invariably takes place to the left, these generalizations suggest that clitic

placement is not a syntactic adjunetion operation. . R

Let us consider the censequences of the propesed clitic adjunction
generalizations for Dutch and French.

The distribution of object clitics and verbs in Dutch can be summarized
in the following way. In embedded clauses, the object clitics are right
adjacent to the subjeet, and the verb is inside the VP, The object clitics
may not adjoin to C. In subject initial main clauses, the finite verb is right
adjacent to the subject, and the object clitics are right adjacent te the
finite verb. In topicalizations and wh-constructions, the verb is in C, and
the object clities are right adjacent to the subject. In infinitival clauses,
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the verb follows the ohject clitics, but the object clitics are not adjacent to
the verb. In imperative constructions, the verb is in the first position and
the ohject clitics are right adjacent to the verb. These observations are
illustrated in (7).

(M a ~dat  Jan ’'r pisterem  gegeven heeft
that  John it her yesterday given has
= that John gavs it her yesterday.”

b ¥ .dattr Jan gisteren  gegeven heeft
that it her John yesterday  given has
€. Jan  heeft't'r gisteren  gegeven

Joha hasither yesterday given
= Jchn gave it her yesterday.”

d. Daaromfwaarcm  heaft Jan ‘'t'r gisteren  gegeven
there forfwhere for  has John it her yesterday given
*Fhat’s why John gave it her yesterday.”
"Why did John give it her yesterday?”

e Jan  t'r morgen geven? Dat nooitl
John ither  tomerrow  give that never
"John giva it her tomorrow? Neveri®

A Geeft'r morgen!

Give it her fomorrow

T have assumed that ohject clitics are generated as heads of agreement
phrases. 1 have alse argued that the subject moves to the spec of AgrSP
in overt syntax in Dutch, and that in subject initial main clauses in Dutch
the finite verb is in AgrS. Therefore, the adjacency of the object clitics and
the subject in {7a,d,e) and of the object clitics and the verb in {7¢) suggest
that after being generated in the AgrOPs, the object clitics move on teo
Agr3 by head movement.

We have also assumed that when a verb moves to a head containing
a clitic, or when a clitic moves to a head containing a verb, the adjunctien
always takes place on the right hand side. This leads to the following
conclusions for head movement in Duteh. a) In subject initfal main
clauses, the verb skips the AgrO heads where the clitics are generated,
and moves across these heads to AgrS (possibly landing in T first). b} In
topicalizations and wh-constructions, the verb in addition skips AgrS and
maves to G in one swoop.? :

These conclusions are forced upan us, because if the verb were to land
in any head occupied by a clitic, a Clitic-Verb order would result,
Therefore the verb has to skip the AgrO heads, and the clitics have to
adjoin to the verb, instead of the other way around. Similarly, the verb
and the clitic cannot merge in AgrS hefore the verb moves on to C.

3 This analysis of verb movement to C wiil be metivated more extensively in section 3.3.2.
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Otherwise, we woutld expect the object clitic to appear right adjacent to
the verb in C in topicalization constructions, contrary to fack:

{8} * DaaromfWaarom heefi't'r Jan gegeven
thers forfwhere for  hasit her  John given

Turning to subject clitics in Dutch now, the following generalization
can be made:; Subject clitics in Dutch are proclitic in subject initial main
clauses, and enclitic in embedded clauses, topicalizations, and wh-
constructions. This is illustrated in {8)-(11) {cf. Den Besten 1977)*

9 a 43 {*echter) heb *t'r gisteren gegeven
Cl  however have it her yesterday given
°I (however) gave it her yesterday.”
b. Ik {echter}  heb ’tr  gisteven  gegeven
I howaver have it her yesterday given
"I {hewever) gave it har yesterday.”

19} a. dat  (*gisteren) 'k tr gegeven heb
that  yesterday I.Cl it her given have
¥.that 1 gave it her {yesterday)."

b ~dat (gisteren} ik 't'r gegeven heb
that  yesterday I ither given have
“.that I gave it her {yesterday)."

{1y a Daarom helb (*gisteren) 'k r gegeven
there for have yesterday 1-Cl ither given
*That's why I gave it her yesterday.”
b. Deaarom heb (gisteren} ik "r gegeven
there for have yesterday T it her given
“That's why I gave it her yesterday.”

Assuming that subject clitics are generated in the head position of AgrSP,
the Clitic-Verb order in {9a) is as expected under our analysis. The fnite
verb moves to AgrS, and adjoins to the right of the subject clitic. The
object clitics subsequently adjoin to the right of the Clitic-Verb complex.

¥ The properties of topicalizations and wh-constructions are illustrated with examples of
topicalizatica only, The adjacency of the subject cliti¢c and the finite verb in subject initial
main clauses cannot be demonstrated by inserting an ordinary adverbial like gisteren
‘yesterday’, since full NP subjects and finite verbs are alsa necessarily adjacent in subject
initial clauses in Dutch. The element echter however, which is part of a group of modat
particles expressing intersentential connection (much like the Ancient Greek particles run
‘now’, gar ‘for’, d¢ ‘then’, etc. studied by Wackernagel 1892}, does bring out tha difference, The
particles of this group, which alse includes nu ‘now’, immers 'for!, dan ‘then’, as well as
certain others, may separats tha first constituent and the fnite verb in Dutch, and may even
be seen 1o split the first constituent, in constructions like Hef cerste hoofdstuk echter van
Barriers is briljant 'the first chapter hewever of Barriers is brilliant’,
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In (16)-(11), the subject clitic apparently moves to C. Again, as
expected, the clitic adjoins to the right of whatever element is in C.

‘This analysis, like the analysis of ebject cliticization above, teads to the
conclusion that verb movement to € in Dutch skips AgrS. Otherwise, the
finite verb and the subject clitic would merge in AgrS, and the order
Clitic-Verb would be expected in topiealizations and wh-constructions,
contrary to fact:

{12) * Daarem 'k heb ‘t'r gegeven
there for I-Ct have ither  given
*That’s why I gave it her.”

The ungrammaticality of {12) also shows that subject clitics in Putch
do not adjoin to the left of the verk in C. Likewise, the subject clities do
not adjoin to the left of the complementizer in embedded clauses:

(13) * Wk dat heb ‘t'r gegeven
{-C1  that have it her givea
*.that I gave it her.”

Accepting Kaynes (1981) point that the direction of adjunction in
cliticization should be universal, (12} and (13 indicate that this direction
is to the right rather than to the left.

A comparison of Duteh and French further strengthens this point. In
conskructions invelving both object clities and subject clitics, French and
Dutch display completely opposite patterns:

(14) a. tu Pas vu French
you it have seen
“You saw it."

b. je hebt't gezien Butch
you haveit seen
"You saw it

{18) a. Pas-tu vu? - French

it have you sean
*Did you see it?”

b heb je't gezien? - * Duteh
have you it seen

"Did you see it?*

(14) illustrates the pattern in neutral order main clauses in French and
Dutch, {15) the pattern in inversion constructions in French and Dutch,
These patterns are SOV, SVO, OVS, and VS0, respectively.

On the assumption that cliticization invariably involves right
adjunction, these patterns can be derived fairly easily, as demonstrated
above. The derivations are summarized in (16)-(19) below:
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(16) (=1da) AgrS T Agr0O v
1 soL oL v
I SCL QCL+V
H1 SCIA4+0QCLLY
an (=145 AgiS T AgrO v
1 SCL OCL Y
1 SCL+V OCL
IH SCL+V+0OCL
{18} (=16a} X AgS T AgrO
1 3CL OCL v
11 SCL OCE+Y
1H V+QCL SCL
W V+0OCL+SCL
(19) (=15b} X AgtS T AgrQ
I SCL oCL v
I v SCL OCL
1t V+SCL+CGCL

In (18}, the finite verb adjoins to the right of the cliticin Agr0. In (17),
the finite verb skips AgrO and adjoins to the right of the subject clitic in
AgrS; after that, the object clitic adjoins to the right of the clitic-verb
complex in AgrS. In (18), the finite verb adjoins to the right of the clitic
in Agr(, and moves on to whatever functional head is targeted in
inversion constructions. In so doing, the Clitic-Verb complex skips AgrS,
and the subject clitic subsequently right adjoins to the Clitic-Verb complex
in X. In (19}, the object clitic right adjoins to the subject clitic in AgrS,
while the finite verb moves fo X {=C) in one swoop. The clitics
subsequently adjoin to the right of the verb in C.

Under the assumption that clitics invariably adjein to the left, a
similar result cannot be as easily obtained. Consider the following
derivations of the sentences in (14} and (15).

(20} (=14a) AgrS T AgrO v
1 8CL oL,
1 SCL v QCL
1l SCL OCLsV
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@0 (=14B) AgrS T AgrO A
1 SCL OCL v
¢ sCL Va+0CL
HI SCL V+OCL
22) (=152 X AmS T AgrQ
I ’ " osoL ocL
i1 scL v OCL
Ht scL OGL+V
v OCL+V+SCL
(23)  (=16D) X AgiS T AzxO v
I 0L 0OGL v
I VeSCL OCL
HI V4+5CL OCL

In these derivations, it is assumed that both verbs and clitics always
adjoin to the left of an element in the higher head position. In (20), it
must be assumed that the verb moves to T, skipping AgrO, and that the
abject ¢litic subsequently adjoins to the verb in T. Further movement to
AprS will be impossible, however, as this would yield the order las-tu,
which is not the correct order in neutral declarative constructions, In {21),
the verb adjoins to the left of the object clitic in AgrO, and the complex
possibly moves on to T. However, the verb will never end up in AgrS, just
like in derivation (20}, as this would yield the order hebt je, which is
ungrammatical in any fype of construction in Dutch. As a result, we could
no longer maintain that the finite verb is in Agr$S in subject initial main
clauses in Dutch, which leaves the general adjacency of the subject and
the finite verb unexplained.® In (22), the verb will skip the AgrO position
as in (20), after which the object clitic adjoins to the left of the verb in T.
The Clitic-Verb complex can then be taken to adjoin to the left of the
subject clitic in AgrS. This derivation is unproblematic.’ Derivation (23),
however, yields some serious problems again. Here the verb moves to AgrS
in ene swoop, adjoining fo the left of the subject clitic in AgrS. After that,

$ An alternative derivation would involve an additional movement of the V+OCL complex to
©, with subsequent left adjunction of the subject clitic to the V+OCL complex in €. This
would leave unexplained why the ensuing SCL+¥+0CL order is impossible in inversion
eonslructions (whera verb movement to € ia much more plausible). It will not de to resart to
a‘Werb Sacond Constraint’ here, because ifsuch a constraint were to block the left adjunction
of the subject clitic to the V+OCE complex in C, we would expect the order V+OCL SCL theb’t
Je} to be grammatical in inversion constructions, contrary to fact.

 An alternative derivation would have the verb move to AgrS in one sweep, with subsequent
Teft adjunction of the object clitic to the Verh-Clitic complex in AgrS.
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the complex may move on to C. However, the object clitic will have to
remain in a fairly low position, unless we assume, contra Kayne {1931},
that adjunction of the clitic to a trace in AgrS is a possibility. If not, we
are in trouble, because the object clitic arguably occupies AgrS {as can be
concluded from the adjacency of the object clitic and a phrasal subject, if
there is one present), or even constitutes a cluster with the verb and the
subject clitic in G, This latter possibility cannot be derived if clitic
adjunction is invariably fo the left. : :

In sum, the derivations of the patterns in (14) and (15} are problematic
in several respects if we assume that clitics invariably adjoin to the left.
These problems are absent if we assume that clitics invariably adjein to
the right.

An interesting result of this approach is that cliticization basically
works the same in French and in Dutch, in spite of the commeonly held
view that the clitic systems in Romance and CGermanic are basically
different. In the description of the phenonemena proposed here, the
differences in the syntax of cliticization between French and Duteh result
from different applications of verb movement in the two languages.
Obviously, it needs to be explained why the verb movements are different
in the two languages, and by what principle the verb is allowed to skip
functional heads.

It follows from the requirement that V-features be checked that such
movement should not leave any features unchecked. Hence, if a verb is
seen to skip a head, it must be the case that the features of the skipped
head are checked in a higher functional head. This could be the result of
independent functional head movement. In section 3, I will argue that
independent functional head movement of AgrS to C has the result that
the V-features of AgrS are checked in C. This suggests that functional
head movement takes place whenever verb movement is seen to skip
functional heads.

Space does not permit me to discuss this issue more fully here. [t may
suffice to state that a description like the one given above allows us to
derive certain predictions for the syntax of verb movement and functienal
head movement from the aftested orders of clitics and verbs. .

The analysis of the clitic-verb orders in Dutch and French support the
adjunction generalizations in (8). This is a somewhat puzzling result,
considering that we have adopted Kayne's generalization that adjunction
always takes place on the left hand side. It needs to be investigated to
what extent clitic placement is subject to the ELCA deriving Kayne's
generalization. This is another issue that has fo be left for further
research,
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24 Coneclusion
In this section I have argued for the following points:

1. Dutch weak pronouns are special clitics in the sense of Zwicky
{1977,

2. Dutch clitics are generated in the head of agreement phrases.

3. Clitics may undergo additional head movement, involving
adjunction to a functional head.

4. Clitic placement in Dutch involves either right-adjunciion of
the clitic to a functionat head, or right adjunction of a verb to
a clitic.

1t follows from the first two of these points that the agreement phrases in
Dutch are head initial. One of the consequences of the third point is that
clitics may adjoin to T, I argued that this takes place in West Flemish. It
follows that TP in Dutch is head initial as well. The fourth point is more
contentious. However, this point does not affect the general conclusion to
be drawn from this section, which is that the functional projections in
Dutch are head initial.
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3 Complementizer Agreement

In this section, the phenomenon of complementizer agreement {cf, section
11.1.2.2) will be presented and discussed. The analysis of this phenomenon
provides a second piece of evidence in suppert of the hypothesis that the
functional projections in Dutch are head initial. This argument is based
on the observation that certain Dutch dialects have one type of agreement
for the complementizer and the verb in C, and another type of agreement
for the verb that is not in C {I will refer to these dialects as double
agreement dialecis). In these dialects, the verb in subject initial main
clauses has the second type of agreement. This teads to the conclusion
that in the relevant dialects AgeS is situated to the left of the VP.

This section is organized in the following way. After a presentation of
the relevant facts in section 3.1, previous analyses of complementizer
agreement will be discussed in section 3.2, I will demonstrate, contra
Hoekstra and Mardcz {1989), that complementizer agreement is a reflex
of abstract Agr-to-C movement, rather than movement of an overt
agreement morpheme from Agr to C. Finally, in section 3.3 the
phenomenon will be analyzed in minimalist terms.

3,1 Complementizer Agreement Phenomena in Germanic Dialects

Numerous dialects of Dutch, German, and Frisian display a phenomenon
of complementizer agreement, where the complementizer is inflected for
person and/or number and agrees with the subject.! At the same time, the
finite verb [s also inflected. The inflectional morphemes used are generally
identical, but not always {(¢f. Van Haeringen 1958 and below).

The paradigms are mostly defective. For instance, East Netherlandic
has an agreeing complementizer only in the first person plural {iPL},
South Hollandie only in 1PL and 3PL, Frisian only in 2SG, Munich

' The complementizer agreement phenomenon is well documented. The following is a list of
references. Por Dutch dialects: Yan Haeringen {1939; 1958}, Van Gianeken (1939), Weijoen
{1939), Da Vries (1940}, Vanacker {1949), Do Visser (1979}, Goeman (1980}, Bennis and
Haegeman (1884), Stroop (1987), De Geest (1990), Haegeman (1990, 1491}, Hoekstra (1993);
for Frisian dialects: Hoekema (1955), De Haan and Weerman (1986}, Visser (1988}, Van der
Meer{1991), D2 Haan (1992); for Cerman diafects: Weise (1907}, Pfalz{1918), Van Ginneken
{1939), Kufrer {1961}, Bruch {1973}, Altmann {1984), Bayer {1984a,b), Kérner (1984), Werner
£1988), Harnisch {1989). In addition to the works mentioned, the phenomenon is discussed
in Hoeksema {1986), Hoeksira and Mardcz {1989), Zwart {1991b, 1993a), Law {1991),
Platzack (1992), Shlensky {1992), among othess.
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Bavarian only in 238G and 2P1,. West Flemish has a complete paradigm
{Goeman 1980, Haegeman 1990}

In large areas of the Netherlands (West Friesland, North Holland,
South Holland, also in the Center and East of the country (Van Haeringen
1939, 1958), the agreement morpheme for PL is 3 (schwa). In German
dialects and in Dutch dialects spoken in the Northeast and the Southeast,
as well as in Frisian, there is an agreement morphems for 28G {(and
sometimes 2PL} -3()? Luxemburgish combines the two types of
agreement (Bruch 1973). The Brabantish dialect of Dutch has a morpheme
-de for 23G/PL (Stroop 1987). The Flemish dialects of Dutch have a full
paradigm, with a morpheme -r for 18G, 1PL, and 3PL, presumably a zero
morpheme (&) for 285G, and a - morpheme for 33G/2PL (ef. Goeman 1980,
Haegeman 1990

The following are examples from the Dutch dialects South Hollandic
{Van Haeringen 1939}, West Flemish (Haegeman 1990), and Groningen
{Van Ginneken 1939}, from Frisian (Hoekstra and Mardcz 1989), and from
the German dialects Munich Bavarian (Kufner 1961) and Luxemburgish
{Bruch 1973).

{1y  a dat ik  kom South Hellandie
that 1 come
b. datte we komme

thatPL we come-PL

2) a daan-k ik komen West Flemish

that 1ISG1 [ come15G

b. wda-Zhj gie Lkomt
that 258G you you come-23G

) .da-t-f ij komt
that 38G he  he come-35G

d. da-Fse zij komt {©<tl
that 35G she she come-35G

e .de.G.me wunder komen [3 < n}
that IPL we we come-1PL

f a2 gunder komt @ <t]
that 2PL you you ~  come-2PL

g wda-n-ze zunder komen

that 3PL they they coma-3PE

% %ha status of the -s(i) ending on the complementizer in Germanic dialects has been hatly
debated for about at least a century now. The -s- element, which alse shows up in tha verbal
agreement, appears ta ba inflectional, but it may be the case that the -sf ending combines a
complementizer agreement elemsnt and a subject clitic. See section 3.2, For recant
discussion, ¢f. Van der Meer (1991) and De Haan {1952),
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@ e wof ik kom Groningen
whether 1 come
b. wof-s toe koms

whether 258G you come25G

4 a .datst {do) jin komst Frisian
that-28G you tonight come-25G
b, wdat  (er} jom komt
that he  tonight come-38G
8y a. wdamid ich komm Munich Bavarian
sothat i ceme
b. damidsd  kommsd
sothat-25G  come-28G
¢ ~damidds  kommds

sothat-2PL  come-2PL

{6} a woh ech well Euxemburgish
whether | wank
b. ~oba du wélls
whether 235G you want-28G
<. .daite mir wéllen

that PL.  we want-PL

In these dialects, the agreement morpheme on the complementizer is
identical to the agreement morpheme on the verhb. However, Van
Haeringen (1958} reports on East Netherlandic dialects in which the
complementizer agreement {c} and the verbal agreement (v} differ.

¥} .datte wij speult East Netherlandic
that-1Ple we  play-1PLv

The same appears to be the case in Brabantish:?

{8) .dade gullie  komt Brabaatish
that-2PLe you come-2PEv

Depending on the analysis of the phonological regularities connected with
cliticization, the Wesat Flemish 28G may provide a third example where

? Tha Brabantish facts are from the dialect of my nalive town, Oss. They are representative
of the situation in other Brabantish dialects, as far as I havs been able to check fef. Stroop
[987). The de morpherme is not a clitic, because it cannot appear in subject initial main
clauses, whether indapandently or in conjunciion with a clitic doubling element, aa in West
Flemish. Howaver, the presence of -de does make referentiat prodrop possible (42 fiegde [that
tie-2SG] ‘you're lying {that)).
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the complementizer agreement and the verbal agreement differ (cf. 2b vs
Zekt

) b wda-2j gie komt West Flemish
that 28G you you come-25G
“..that you come,”
<. wdastej ij komt
that 383G he  he come-38G
".that he comes,”

In dialects where the complementizer agresement and the verbal
agreement differ, the verb has verbal agreement in subject initial main
clauses, and complementizer agreement in subject-verb inversion
constructions.

M a Wij speul-tM.a East Netherlandie
wa play 1PLv/e
b, Waar speul.ef.t wij?

where play 1PLevy we
“Where do wa play?®

{10 a Gullie kom.t/*.de Brabantish

you come 2PLvle
b. Wanneer kom-de/*t gullia?
whea come 2PLafv you
"When do you come?”
a1 a Gie  kom.U*3 West Flemish
you come 25Gv/e
b. Kom-@.j/*t:j  gie?

come 25Gcfy you you
“Are you coming?”

This is reminiscent of a peculiar agreement phenomenon in Standard
Dutch, where the choice of the 235G morpheme depends on whether the
verb preceeds or follows the subject {section II.1.1.1; ¢f. Goeman 1992):

(12 a Ji | looptrt@ Standard Butch
. you walk 258G
b. - Daar loop@Ht  jif

there walk 28G  you

¢ Lillane Haegeman {p.c.) suggests that in (2b) the complementizer agreement mozpheme is
not zero hut a phonologically reduced -t morpheme. However, this «f- does not reduce in 38G,
where the context appears to be the same {2¢). Possibly, one could argus that the j of the
3SGM subject clitic is underlyingly different from the f of the 258G subject clitic, but I have
oot seen any analyses in support of this poessibility.
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I will argue that this parallelism is not coincidental.
However, let us first consider previous treatments of the Germanic
complementizer agreement phenomena.®

3.2 Previous Analyses
3.2.1 Base Generation or Movement

The complementizer agreement phenomenon in Germanic has often been
taken to indicate that in the relevant languages (Dutch, German, Frisian}
G is an inflectional category. This leads fo an analysis in which the
agreement features are generated in C {see section 11.2.3 and references
cited there; cf, also Goeman 1980).

There is an obvious connection with the standard analysis of verb
noverment in main clauses in these languages. According to this analysis,
the verb moves to C in all tensed main clauses (Den Besten 1977). If C is
analyzed as an inflectional category, it becomes understandable that the
verh has to move to C whenever C is not eccupied by the complementizer.

This analysis of verb movement in Germanic as attraction by a C
hosting inflectional features was first proposed by Den Besten in a 1983
Appendix to his 1977 paper, This appendix summarizes the main points
of Den Besten (1978). Den Besten proposes that verb movement in Dutch
{and German) is actuaily tense movement: movement of a tensed verb to
a tensed C.°

However, Den Besten (1989:93} is very careful not to eonfuse the tense
feature in © with the agreement features in C, He notes that "these
person endings {on agreeing complementizers} must be generated in a
position separate from the complementizer position, {..) because deletion
of a lexical complementizer does not force a person marking to delete as
weli".

The phenomenon Den Besten has in mind is best illustrated with the
foltowing example from Luxemburgish (Bruch 1973:1086).

{13) et wiem  (datt) s de spazélere gpang bas
with whom  that 285G you walk gone are
*.with whom you weat for a waik”

% The theoretical possibility that complementizer agreemeat is phonetically or phonologically
determined has been discarded as early as Van Haeringen (1939}, and will not be considered
hera (see alse Hoelsemaz 1986}

* This is essentially the same mechanism as movement for feature checking purposes in the
Minimalist Program.
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In (13) the complementizer is optional, but the agreement ending remains.
Den Besten analyzes the complementizer as a tense element (T) and
the agreement ending as a person (P} element, and notes that the T-P
ordering in the inflected complementizers is mirrored in the verbal
motphology, where the person morpheme follows the tense morpheme:

(14) ze lach-t-en Standard Dutch
. they  laugh PAST 3P1. .

Accepting Den Besten’s point that the complementizer agreement
morphology is not generated on the complementizer, we must conclude
that there is a separats inflectional head associated with person
agreement. This leads to a different type of analysis, in which
complementizer agreement reflects movement from this separate
functional head to C. Such an analysis is proposed by Hoekstra and
Mardcz (1989).

3.2.2 Lio.C Movement

Hoekstra and Mardcz {1989) assume that C and T interact in the
following way. C is the canonical locus for a "T-marker”, a scope bearing
element marking I for a specific tense feature. The relation between the
T.marker in C and the tense feature in I can have two types of
instantiation: either the T-marker binds tense, or tense moves to the T-
marker (following Baker 1970). Languages may be paramstrized with
respect to tense movement. In view of this, Hoekstra and Mardes
introduce the I-t0-C Parameter.

Hoekstra and Mardcz propose that this parameter divides the
Germanic languages and dialects into two groups. The languages
positively specified for the I-to-C parameter show complementizer
agreement, the others do not.

In support of their analysis, Hoekstra and Mardcz present and discuss
three phenomena which they relate to a positive specification for the I-to-
C parameter, These phenomena are: referential pro-drop, verb ellipsis in
irrealiz- complement clauses, and complementizer cliticization. I will
illustrate these phenomena below.

Hoekstra and Marécz’ analysis raises the following question. If there
is a parameter governing overt complementizer agreement, there must be
a cluster of properties that to a certain extent correlate with the presence
of complementizer agreement. More exactly, the phenomena Hoekstra and
Marécz discuss should be present in those Germanic dialects that have
overt complementizer agreement, and absent in all others. If such a
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correlation cannot be attested, it is uniikely that the I-to-C parameter
determines the presence of overt complementizer agreement.

Let us therefore turn to the three phenomena Hoekstra and Mardcez
relate o the I-to-C parameter, and see whether these phenomena
constitute a cluster setting the complementizer agreement dialects apart.

a. Referential Pro-drop :

Some dialects showing overt complementizer agreement allow referential
pro-drop. Below are examples from Frisian and West Flemish, both taken
from Hoekstra and Marécz (1988). ’

{16} a. Komst {do} jin? Frisian
come-23G you tonight
"Do you came tonight?”
b. datst {do} jin komst
that-28G  you tonight come-28G
u_that you come tonight.”

(18) a. Goad.se (2ie) goan werken? ‘West Flemish {cf. (2))
g0 38G she-CL  sha  go work
°[s she going to work?”
b. wda-F-se (zie} komt
that 35( she-CL she  come-35G

It can be shown in the case of Frisian that in the absence of overt
complementizer agresment referential pro-drop is not possible.

an a HKomt *er} jin? Frisian
come-33C he  tonight
*Is ha coming tonight?*
b. wdat  *er) jin komi
that he  tonight come-35G
¥ that he comes tonight.”

In the case of West Flemish this cannot be demonstrated, because West
Flemish has a complete complementizer agreement paradigm.

However, it is clear that referential pro-drop in West Flemish is
related to subject cliticization rather than to complementizer agreemeng. .
If the subject clitic is left out and complementizer agreement retained,
referential pro-drop is impossible. Consider the following 3PL examples:
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{18} a. Goa-n-ze {zunder) werk een? West Flemish
go 3PL they-CL  they work have
"Are they going to have a job?”
b. Goa-n *{zunder) werk ¢en?
go 3PL they work hava
*Are they going to have a job?”

(9 a wda-n-ze {zunder} goan  werkeen
that 3PL they.CL  they go-3PL  work have
"..that they are going to have a job.”
b. wda.n *(zunder} goan werk een
that 3PL  they go-3PL  work have
=.that they are going to have & job."

In {18a) and (19a), the subject clitic ze is doubled by a full pronoun zunder
‘they’. This full pronoun can be dropped, but not if the subject clitic is
abgent, as in (18b) and (15b). Note that in these examples the
complementizer agreement (-n-) is present, but unable to Heense
referential pro-drop.

The same may be the case in Frisian. The status of the Frisian
complementizer agreement morpheme has been a subject of debate for a
long time (see Van der Meer 1991, De Haan 1992 for recent discussions).
It has been argued that this morpheme is really a subject clitic, reduced
to the extent that it became unrecognizable as such, which made the
optional addition of a pronoun possible. The similarity of the
complementizer agreement to the verbal agreement would then be
accidental.

It may well be the case that something along these lines took place,
but the presemce of the -s- preceding the -fo-/-te-/-{ merpheme is
unaccounted for in this scenario. It is likely, therefore, that the -sto-
morpheme and ifs variants are combinations of an agreement morpheme
and a subject clitic (Hoeksema 19886, Visser 1988, De Haan 1992). If this
is correct, again refarential pro-drop could be related to cliticization rather
than to complementizer agreement.’

7 However, pro-drop in Frisiaa apparently may be lieeﬁsed by the verbal 28G agreement
alone, witness examples like (i) (from Ble Haan 1992),

{iy Moatkst oy helpe
mest-25G  me help
"Yoave got to help me.!

Also, as pointed out to me by Josef Bayer {pc), even if thers is histerical evidence for the
presence of a clitic element in the Frisian type inflected complementizer, this element does
net function as a clitic anymore, Therelbra, it may be the cass that in certain languages and
diatects, among which Frisian, pro-drop is licensed by agreement, and that in others (among

{eontinued...}
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When we consider other Germanic dialects, thers appears to be no
correlation whatsoever between complementizer agreement and referential
pro-drop. Hoekstra and Mardcz (1989) mention the case of Zurich German
as problematic for their generalizatien (¢f. Cooper and Engdahl 1289).
This dialect shows referential pro-drop, buf no complementizer agreement:

{20} a. owdasg {d/du) in Zari wohnsch Zurich German
that  you in Zurich  live-28G
8, that you live in Zuri¢h.”
b. b {d/du) mnachZird chunasch
whether  you to Zuzich come-25G
*_.whether you tome to Zurich.*

Conversely, Hollandic dialects that show complementizer agreement never
allow referentiat pro-drop.

(21 a. Komme *(zo)? South Hallandic
come-PL  they
“Are they coming?”
b, .ovvae *(z¢) komme

whather-PL,  they come-PL

In short, there seems to be no significant correlation between overt
complementizer agreement and referential pro-drop in the Germanic
dialects. Certain dialects lacking overt complementizer agreement de have
referentiai pro-drop, others that do have overt complementizer agreement
lack referential pro-drop. Pending the analysis of the Frisien type
referential pro-drop, it may even be the case that not a single example of
referential pro-drop in Germanie is related to complementizer agreement.

b. V-ellipsis

In Frisian infinitival complement clauses with an ‘unrealized future’
reading, the infinitive, along with the infinitival marker/preposition fe ‘to’,
can be left out:®

22) Jan  is fan doel om mef Ljouweri ta {te goan) Frisian
John lsofpurpese for  to Leeuwarden to 1ogo
“fohn intends to go to Leeuwarden.”

This is impossible in Standard Dutch.

? {...continued)

which West Flemish) pro-drop i3 licensed by cliticization. Even so, it cannot be maintained
that there is a correlation between pro-drop and complementizer agreement.

® In{22), the directionality is expressed by the ciccumpesition rel.. f2, the second element of
which is not to be confused with the preposition/infinitival marker te.
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{23) Jan  is van plan om  nasr Leeuwarden toe  *{te gaan} St.Dutch
John isofplan for to Leeuwarden to o go

*John intends to go to Leeuwarden.”

Hoekstra and Marscz offer the following explanation for the contrast in
(22)(23). In these constructions, an irrealis feature is present in the
embedded INFL. This feature moves to C in Frisian, since Frisian is
positively specified for the I-to-C parameter. The I-{o-C movement of the
irrealis feature turns C into a proper governor, Hcensing the ellipsis of the
infinitival in {22), In Dutch, I-to-C does not take place, hence C is not
turned into a proper governor, and ellipsis would result in a violation of
the Empty Category Principle.?

Whatever the merit of this analysis, the point to be made here is that
V.ellipsis is a phenomenon Hoekstra and Mardcz (1989) fail to
demonstrate im any other Germanic dialect, with or without
complementizer agreement.

Many dialects of German do not atlow inspection of the presence of V-
ellipsis, because of a distinct preference for finite subordinate clauses
(Alemannic, Bavarian, Luxemburgish).® But the Dutch dialects that
show complementizer agreement pattern with Standard Dutch rather than
with Frisian with respect to the possibility of V-ellipsis, as far as I have
been able to ascertain.

(24} .datte ze venplan benne om naar A toe *(te gaan)
that-PL  thsy of plan are for toAte ke go
®..that they intend ko go to A South Hollandie

V-ellipsis, then, appears to be a curious property of Frisian, not of
complementizer agreement dialects:

¢. Complementizer Cliticization

Hoekstra and Mardcz {1989) note that Frisian has a phenomenon of
complementizer cliticization which Dutch lacks, The phenomenon shows
up in embedded questions and relative clauses:

* Cf. Chomsky 1981, Travis 1984

1 Navertheless, purpose clauses in Luxemburgish can be expressed in a fir ze ‘for to'
construction (Bruch 1973:103). I have found no examples of the Frisian type V-ellipsis,
however,
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{26) a. Hy freget wa {¢D (B jan komé Frisian
he asks whe if that-CL  tonight comes
"He's asking who's coming tonight.”
b de¢ frou dy ('t} jon komt
the woman  that that-CEL tonight comes
"the woman who's coming tonight”

The complementizer clitic is absent in Standard Dutch:

(26} a. Hij vraagt wie (¢f) er vanavond komt 5t. Duich
he asks whe if there tenight comed
*He's asking who's coming tonight.*
b. de vrouw die vanavond komti
the woman that tonight comes

“the woman who's coming tonight”

The origin of the complementizer clitic is unclear. De Rooij {1965a:110f)
notes that it is the functional equivalent of dat in (Southern) dialects of
Dutch, in constructions like (27):

27 Hij vraagt wie (of) {dat) er vanavond komt
he asks whe i that thera tonight comes

But as far as I know, this dat is optional, unlike the complementizer clitic.
A further difference is that def is not allowed in relative clauses, unlike
the complementizer clitic:*

(28) de yrouw dle (*dat} vanavond komt
the womann  whe that tonight comes
“the woman who's coming {enight?

In both Frisian and Dutch, dat occurs as the complementizer in non-wh
complement clauses. This dat cannot be deleted:!

1 The die dat combination in relative clauses occurs in the dialect of Ghent, and may be
shortened to die 't (Gverdiep 1937:600). Also, constructions like oz vropw die waf venavond

. komt appear to ba possibla in certain dialects. Such constructions are found in Limburgian

dialects (Pumoulin and Coumans 1986:113), Bavarian (Bayer 1984a:215f, Fanselow
1991:314). Possibly the complementizer ¢litic ¢an be analyzed as a reduced form of dat and
wat, and perhaps also of asdat, as De Roolj (1965a:116) suggests.

12 1 shstract away from the possibility that complementizerless embedded clauses are saved
by verb movement, as is possibls in German, and mazginally sa ia Dutch and Frisian,
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{29 a. Hy tinkt *(dat} se jln komt Frisian
he thinks that she tonight comes
b. Hij denkt *(dat} ze vanavond komt Standard Dutch

he thinks that she tonight comes
In (29a), dat cannot be replaced by the complementizer clitic:

(30) * Hy tinkt 't - se jon komt Frisian
he thinks that-CL she  tonight comea

These facts suggest the following analysis.

Let us assume that the Frigian complementizer clitic is a reduced form
of dat. Let us also assume that the complementizer system is more
complex than standardly assumed, following much recent work (Culicover
1991, Hoekstra 1992a, Miiller and Sternefeld 1993, Hoekstra and Zwart
19934). Constructions like (27} suggest that the complementizer system
consists of (at least) a Wh-phrass, headed by of, and a second phrase,
headed by dat. This is itlustrated in (31}

(31} WhP

o~

c AgrSP
{

dat

In Chomsky (1992) structures are built up in & bottom-up fashion, by
successive application of generalized transformations, instead of in a top-
down fashion, through a system of phrase structure rules and
transformations. It follows from economy of derivation that structures are
kept as simple as possible. In other words, the levets CP and WhF are
added only if their presence is needed for convergence. Since the
embedded clauses in {20) have no Wh-character, the Wh-level does not
have to be added in the derivation of these sentences. If follows that in
(29}, C is the highest node in the complementizer system. In (28), on the
other hand, both the WhP and the CP must be present.

We can now make the following generalization: complementizer
cliticization in Frisian is possible when Wh is present. The process can be
described as movement from C to Wh. This movement is impossible when
Wh is absent, which explains (30).
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Let us now turn te Hoekstra and Mardce's description of
complementizer cliticization in terms of I-to-C movement. Hoekstra and
Mardécz offer an explanation for the fact that the complementizer clitic in
{25} cannot be deleted {unlike the full complementizer in Dutch}), Their
guggestion is that in Frisian the complementizer has {o remain overt
because I must be hosted by a lexical item after moving to C.%

This analysis predicts that all dialects that have complementizer
agreement must have something in C in relative clauses, either a cliticor
a fult complementizer.

This can easily be disproved. For instance, in West Flemish relative
¢lauses, the compilementizer can be left out (& indicates a phonetically
empty element):

{32 den vent die @ hier geweest eet West Flemish
the man  who here been has
"the man who was here”

West Flemish being a complementizer agreement language, we must
asgume, in Hoekstra and Mardcz’s analysis, that I-to-C takes place, and
therefore that C cannot be emptied. Hoekstra and Mardez (1989:80) note
that in this case the empty complementizer can be identified by spec-head
agreement in CP, which i3 probably correct. But this leaves unclear why
gpec-head agreement does not also permit deletion of the complementizer
clitic in Frisian in (25b).

In fact, there are many dialects in which complementizer agreement
appears even if the complementizer is deleted. In addition to (13), consider
the following facts from South Hollandic and Luxemburgish:

(43} a. jonges die-e  werk wille South Hollandic
guys whoPL work want-PL
“guys who want a job®
b. van die rame, waar-e ze de gordijoe mee spanne

of thesa frames where PL they the curtains with draw-PL
“the iype of frames which they draw the curtains with”

B4 a Gél  wuer s de wells - Luzemburgish
. go where 28G  you wani-25G
“Go where you want.”
b. Xenns de déiLelt, déien dat hehaapten?
know-25CG you these people who PL  that claim-PL
“Da you ¥now the people who claim that?®

£ This explanation is not incompatible with the steuctura of tha complementizer system in
(31), assuming that I-t0-C movemeat targels the highest head in the complementizer system.
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In these constructions, the complementizer agreement appears to be
attached o the wh-phrase. In view of the fact that complementizer
agreement regularly shows up on heads rather than on phrases, it must
be assumed that in {33) and (34} there is an empty complementizer
hesting the complementizer agreement.™ If so, ene cannot claim that I-
to-C movement requires C to be lexically filled, as Hoekstra and Marécz
do.

In sum, the complementizer cliticization facts do not alfow us to make
any generalizations over complementizer agreement dialects,

d. Conclusion

It seems fair to conclude that the four properties listed by Hoekstra and
Marécz (1989) in connection with their I-t0-C parameter do not constitute
a cluster separating languages with overt complementizer agreement from
languages without overt complementizer agreement.

‘This suggests that the I-to-C parameter as proposed by Hoekstra and
Marscz has a very limited scope; it governs the presence or absence of
overt complementizer agreement morphology only. This is an
unsatisfactory state of affairs. A particular parameter setting generally
has a number of tangible syntactic consequences, rather than a single
morphological effect.

In section 4, I will argue that the I-to-C parameter is real, and that the
syntactic consequences of the I-to-C movement (better: Agr-to-C
movement} are pervasive, In particular, Agr-to-C movement will play a
key role in the explanation of the verb movement patterns of Dutch,
German, Frisian, and the Mainland Scandinavian languages. From this
perspective, over! complementizer agreement is just a morphological reflex
of abstract functional head movement, which happens to be suppressed in
the standard varieties of Dutch and German (see Zwart 1993a).

First, however, let us consider the phenemenon of complementizer
agreement from a minimalist point of view,

3.3 A Minimalist Analysis of Compiementizer Agreement

The starting point of the analysis of complementizer agreement that I wilt
propose in this section is the idea that complementizer agreement is a
reflex of functional head mevement (AgrS-to-C movement, cf. Hoekstra
and Mardcz 1989). I will mainly be concerned with two questions. First,

W The presencs of an emply complementizer in (32)-(33) is supported furthermore by the
absence of verb movement in these constructions,
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how can the functional head movement that yields complementizer
agreement be described in minimalist terms? This means that we must
identify a trigger for movement in terms of morphological feature checking
requirements, and that the movement must meet conditions of economy
of derivation and representation. Second, how does the functional head
movement that gives rise to complementizer agreement interact with verb
movement? [ will propese that AgrS-to-C movement has the effect that
verb movement to AgrS becomes unnecessary.

This section has four subsections. In section 3.3.1, the feature checking
requirement giving rise to AgrS-to-G movement is discussed. T will
conclude that AgrS-to-C movement serves to help eliminate the N-feature
of AgrS. In section 3.3.2, the properties of double agreement dialects are
discussed. This will reinforce our earlier conclusion that the finite verb is
not in C in subject initial main elauses. In section 3.3.3, the morphological
aspects of complementizer agreement and the double agreement
phenomenon are investigated. Finally, in section 3.3.4 the relation
between complementizer agreement and verb movement is discussed.

3.3.1 AgrS-to-C Movement

Within the theoretical framework adopted in this book, complementizer
agreement phenomena are problematic in two respects.

First, assuming that all languages have a functional domain with the
structure in (35), we expect AgrS, not C, to be the locus of agreement (cf.
Figure 1 in section 1.2.2):

(33) [ CP [ AgeSP [ TP { AgeOP [ VR IINI)

Complementizer agreement is subject agreentent. In the Minimalist
Pragram, subject agreement features are located in the head position of
a functional projection AgrS. These features must be checked off against
the person/number features of the subject. Checking takes place in spec-
head configurations exclusively. For this reason, the subject has to move
to the specifier position of AgrS at some point in the derivation. From this
peint of view, it is surprising that subject agreement features show up
morphologically in C.

A second problematic aspect of complementizer agreement is that it
never seems to be specifier-head agreement. Thus, assuming that the
complementizer is in C, we expect the subject to appear in the spec of CF
when the complementizer shows subject agreement, contrary to fact:
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@6 a ¥ .k daa-k komen West Flemish
1 that 15G 1-Cl  come-15C
®.that I come.®
b, * .ze datte komme South Hollandic
they  that-PL come.FL
= _that they come.”
e. * ,doe ofs koms Groningen
you whather 285G come-25G
v whether you come.”

Similarly, when the verb shows the complementizer agreement, the
subject always follows it. This can be seen in dialects where the verbal
agresment {v) differs from the complementizer agreement {c) {from now
on: double agreement dialects):

{37} a. Wii *speul-e f speul-t East Netherlandic
wa play }PLe / play 1PEv
"We are playing.”
b. Speul-¢ / *Speul-t wij?
play 1PLe/ play 1PLv  we
*Are wa playing?®

In (37h), the verb arguably occupies the C position. Accordingly, it shows
complementizer agreement morphalogy. As can be seen, the subject never
appears in the specifier pesition of the head hosting the verb when the
verh shows complementizer agreement morphology. Thus, although
complementizer agreement is subject agreement, it does not seem to be
spec-head agreement.

The first of these problems could be selved by assuming that the
complementizer dat is in AgrS, instead of in C. This, however, would leave
the second problem intact. Such a solution would also lead to the
conclusion that the verb is in AgrS in subject-verb inversion constructions
only, assuming that a verb with complementizer agreement morphoI?gy
is in the same position as the complementizer. This is not an interesting
conelusion, for the following reason.

In double agreement dialects, the complementizer agreement shows up
in topicalizations and wh-constructions. As in Standard Dutch, the
topic/wh-element and the fronted verb are obligaterily adjacent:

38) a. Daorom  (*altijd) speule wij East Netherlandic
therefore always play-IPle  we
*That's why we play {all the time).”
b. Wasrom (*altijd) speule wij?
why always play wa
“Why are we always playing?
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If we take adjacency to be a diagnostic of a spec-head configuration, (38)
indieates that the topic and wh-element are in the spec of the head
occupied by the verb carrying complementizer agreement morphology. If
this head is AgrS, the topicivh-element would be occupying the spec of
AprSP. But the spec of AgrSP is the designated position for licensing the
subject. Even if the subject does not have to appear in the spec position
of AgrSP in evert syntax, it will have to move there at some point in the
derivation. This is impossible if that position is occupied by other
elements.! This makes it unattractive to assume that the verb is in AgrS
in (38).

Consequently, it is unattractive to assume that the agreeing
complementizers are in AgrS.” This leaves us with the two problematic
aspects of complementizer agreement mentioned before: C is not a
designated agreement position, and complementizer agreement is never
spec-head agreement.

In agreement with Zwart (1991b), I will adopt the following solution
to these problems:

Complementizer agreement is a morphological reflex of AgrS-
to-C movement.

AgrS-to-C movement is a case of funetional head movement: the mavement
of a functional head independently of overt verb movement®

Consider how AgrS-to-C movement solves the two conceptual problems
associated with complementizer agreement.

First, gince complementizer agreement results from AgrS.to-C
movement, the features involved in complementizer agreement can
properly be represented in AgrS, the designated head for subject
agreement.

t It eould be argued that the topiciwh-element is removad from the spee,AgrS positien before
the subject maves there, without leaving a trace. This requires a trigger for the additionat
mavement of the topichwh-glement. If such a trigger exisis, one wonders what the trigger for
the movement of the topiciwh-element to spec.AgrS was.

? Many analyses in the literature incorporate 2 more flexible approach to subject licensing.
It is assumed, in these analyses, that the subject may be licensed in a lower specifier position
or in the VP, undezr carlain circumstances, This would leave the spec position of AgrS
available for fronted non-agreeing elements like topics and wheelements. As a matter of
methodelogical principle, I will not consider this possibility before having lested a strictar
version of the minimalist approach to syntax. This stricter version implies that the specifier
position of 2 head & is a designated licensing position for checking the features represented
in o As a result, this specifier position can only be cotupied by elements carrying the
features corresponding to the features of @

! Independent functional head movement is also proposed in Chomsky (1992:10), Bobaljik
and Camie (1992).
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Second, since agreement originates in a lower functional head (AgrS3},
we expect subject agreement te be checked in the specifer position of that
head, not in the specifier position of C. In short, the AgrSP still is the
designated projection for subject agreement, even though the head of Agx8
moves to C.*F

Thus, the hypothesis that AgrS moves to C removes the problematic
character of the Germanic complementizer agreement morphology. In
section 4, | will argue that the AgrS-to-C hypothesis does more than that:
it also explaina the well known asymmetry between main ¢lauses and
embodded clauses in Duteh, German, Frisian, and Mainland
Seandinavian. However, we first have to further investigate the properties
of AgrS-to-C movement from a minimalist point of view.

Recall that in the minimalist appreach, every movement has te be
triggered by the need to eliminate morphological features. Moreover, the
economy-related principle of Greed prescribes that the moved element
should benefit directly from the movement. We may wonder whether this
applies ko AgrS-to-C movement as well. .

What morphological feature might be removed through the application
of AgrS-1o-C movement? Obviously, this morphological feature has to be
represented in AgrS itself. Ifnot, AgrS-to-C movement violates the Greed
principle. We may therefore make the following conjecture:

AprS-to-C movement eliminates a feature of AgrS.

_ Recall that AgrS hosts two features: a V-feature and an N-feature. The
former has a counterpart in the features of the verb, the latter in the
features of the subject noun phrase. Since complementizer agreement is
subject agreement, it must be the N-feature of AgrS which is eliminated
through AgrS-to-C movement {(cf. Zwart 1991b).

However, at this peint a problem arises. In the minimalist approach,
N-features are eliminated through XP-movement, not through head
movement. Thus, the N-feature of AgrS is standardly eliminated through
movement of the subject to the specifier position of Agr3P. In
complenientizer agreement dialects, like in Standard Dutch, the subject
moves to the specifier position of AgrSP in overt ayntax. Why does this not
suffice to eliminate the N-features of AgrS?

I would like to propose the following solution to this problem. In
section 1.3.2, I argued that feature chacking invariably involves feature
matching between sisters. The specifier is the designated position for

1 Chomsky (1992:19) argues that functional head movement ¢hanges the statua of the spec
position of the lower functional projection {cf. also Babaljik and Carnie 1992). I will discuss
this proposal in section 4.3,
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checking the N-features of a head o, because it is the sister of the
Projection of o {the first XP projection of o). I have assumed that the
special status of the Projection of « is not expressed in bar-level status,
but in feature content: the Projection of & may share the morphelegical
features of cr. If the Projection of o shares the N-features of o, movement
of the relevant XP to the specifier position of « suffices to get the N-
features of « checked.

In section 1.3.2, I suggested that the N-features of o may not be
automatically present on the Projection of o as well. There is some room
here for parametric variation. If o is [+accessible], the N-features of ¢ will
also be present on the Projection of «. In that case, movement of the
relevant XP to the specifier position of « suffices for N-feature checking.
If & is {-accessible], the features of « will not automatically spread to the
Projection of . In that case, something has to happen to « in order to
make it possible for the N-features of o to spread to the Projection of o1,
so that feature checking under sisterhood can take place.

This approach suggests that in certain constructions or languages, a
functional head must be affected in some way before its N-features can be
checked. In these constructions, movement to the specifier position of that
head does not suffice.

It is a quite general phenomenon that movement of an XP to the
specifier position of & functional projection o is accompanied by movement
of the verb to the head of «.® Still, it is not elweys the case that XP
movement is accompanied by head movement. For example, wh-movement
to spec of CP triggers verb movement to G in English, but not in French:

-

BN a When did John arcive? English
b. When Johu arrived/did arrive?

40 a Quend Jean est-il  arrivé? Franch
when John ishe-Cl arrived
“When did John arrive?”
b * Quand est(-il} Jean arrivé?
when is (he-Cl} John arrived

This state of affairs can be described in two ways. .

First, one could analyze English C as having both a strong N-feature
and a strong V-feature, and French C as having a strong N-feature and
a weak V-feature. The strong N-feature of C would force the wh-element
to move to spec of CP in both English and French {(abstracting away from
the possibility of wh-in-sifu). The strong V-feature of C would force the

% This phenomenon uaderlies e.g. the Wh-Criferion of Rizzi (1990b), and the Neg-Criterion
of Haegeman and Zanuitini {1991).
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verb to follow suit in English, but in French, verb movement to C would
be excluded because of the weak V-feature in C.

Alternatively, one could assume that the N-features and V-features of
C are specified in the same way in both English and French. In both
languages, C would have a strong N-feature and a weak V-feature.
However, the difference could be that C is [-accessible] in English and
[+accessible] in French, This would explain the obligatory verb movement
in (39), and the absence of it in {40). ’

_ ‘There is one interesting difference between these two approaches that

will become important in section 4. Only in the second approach is verb
movement to a functional head with a weak V-feature possible. In the first
approach, the relation between strength of V-features and verb moverment
is too direct to allow this. Let us therefore call the first approach the rigid
approach, and the second approach the conditional approach.

Returning now to AgrS-to-C movement, I would like to propose that in
complementizer agreement dialects AgrS has strong N-features and weak
V.features, and that in addition AgrS is specified as {-accessible].® As a
result, the specifier position of AgrSP has to be filled by the subject, but
movement of the subject does not suffice to get the N-features of AgrS
checked. Since AgrS is [-accessible], the N-features of AgrS are not present
on the Projection of AgrS {ths sister of the specifier), and feature checking
under sisterhood cannot take place, Therefore, something has to happen
to AgeS to make the N-feature of AgrS spread to the Projection of AgrS.

What I would like to propese is that AgrS-to-C movement serves this
purpose:

AgrS-to-C movement makes Agr8 [+accessible}

Thus, as a result of AgrS-to-C movement, the N-features of AgrS spread
ta the Projection of AgrS (the sister of the specifier of AgrS). As a result,
checking of the N-features of AgrS under the required condition of
sisterhood can proceed.

Notice that if this is correct, AgrS-to-C movement obeys the principle
of Greed. After all, it {3 the strong N-feature of AgrS itself that is going to
be eliminated through the movement of AgrS to C. Accepting the

conditional approach to feature checking, then, we may draw the following.

conclusion:

AgrS-to-C movement indirectly eliminates the N-feature of
AgrS,

® 1 will argue in section 4 that thesa specifications carry over to Standard Dutch.
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Thus, the proposed AgrS-to-C movement js a minimalist type of
movement.

N-feature checking in complementizer agreement dialects can now be
summarized in the folowing way, The N-feature of AgrS is strong. For
this reason, the subject moves to the spec of AgrSP in overl syntax.
However, the N-feature can only be eliminated if AgrS is [+accessible].
AgrS is specified as [-accessiblel, which would block N-feature checking
unless Agr8 is affected in such a way that it becomes {+accessiblel. For
this reason, AgrS moves to C, which makes AgrS [+accessiblel (by
hypothesis). As a resuit, the N-feature of AgrS spreads to the projection
of AgrS, and N-feature checking can take place under sisterheod. This
accounts for our earlier observation that AgrSP remains the locus for
checking the features of AgrS, even after AgrS-to-C movement hag {aken
place.

In section 4, the interaction of AgrS-to-C movement and verb
movement will be discussed in preater detail, I will argue that verb
movement to AgrS is another way to make AgrS [taccessiblel. This has
the result that the verb must move to AgsS in all and only these
constructions in which C is absent. This accounts for the asymmetry
between main and embedded clauses in Dutch, and allows us to maintain
the minimalist assumption that in subject initial main clauses the finite
verb is in AgrS.

One aspect of the interaction of AgrS-to-C movement and verb
movement will have to be dealt with now, however. This concerns the
merphology of verbs in C, especially in the dialects we have calted double
agreement dialects,

3.3.2 Double Agreement Dialects

In double agreement dialects the complementizer agreement and the
verbal agreement differ. As mentioned before, the verb in these dialects
has verbal agreement in subject initial main clauses, and complementizer
agreement in subject-verb inversion constructions, This is illustrated in
the following examples, partly repeated from section.3.1.

(41} a. Wif speul-t/*.e East Netherlardic
we play IPLv/c
b, Waar speuleft wij?
where play 1PLefv we
“Where do we play?*
e. .dafte wij speult

that-iPle we  play-1PLy
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42y a. Gullie kom-t/*.de Brabantish
you come 2PLv/c
b. Wanneer kom-def*-t gullie?
when come 2PLofy you
“When de you come?”
e .dadde gullie komt
that-2PLec you come-2PLy
43 2. Gie = kom.i*.2 West Flemish
T - you  come 25Gwvie
b. Kom @-4M-1.f gia?

come 285Gy you you
“Ara you corning?*

<. wdaeid gie  kom-t
that 25Gc you you  come-2FLv
*_that you are coming.”

Does the analysis of complementizer agreement developed in section 3.3.1
carry over to the subject-verb inversion constructions in (41b), (42b), and
(43b)?

In the analysis of complementizer agreement presented above, AgrS
moves to C indepently of verb movement, In the b-sentences in {41-43)
however, the verb moves to C overtly {following Den Besten 1877). If the
verb moves through AgrS en its way to €, there is no room for
independent functional head movement frem AgrS to C. This suggests
that in subject-verb inversion constructions, AgrS-to-C movement is part
and parcel of the movement of the lexical verb to C,

However, this yields a serious problem in double agresment dialects.
Recall that in these dialects, ona type of agreement shows up on the verb
in subject initial main clauses and in embedded clauses (the verbal
agreement), and anether type of agreement shows up on the verb in
subject-verb inversion constructions and on the complementizer (the
complementizer agreement). This is illustrated in the following table {efl
41).

position of verb: c AgrS v
agreement: cl-e) vl v {8 A [

In the Minimalist Program, verbs are inserted in fully inflected form.
Accordingly, morphology cannot change in the course of a derivation. If
subject initial main clauses are AgrSPs, as we have assumed throughout,
we can associate verbal agreement morphology with verb movement to
AprS, and complementizer agreement morphology with verb movement to
€., But if verb movement to C goes through AgrS, the verbal agreement
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morphology apparently has to change into complementizer agreement
morphology, which is not allowed.

At this point we may wonder whether there is any reason for V-c (the
verb with complementizer agreenient morphology) not to move to C across
AgrS. This would obviously violate the Head Movement Constraint (see
section 1.3.1). According to this constraint, heads can only move to the
next head up. In Chomsky (1992), the Head Movement Constraint is
reduced to the shortest steps requirement of economy of derivation.

However, I have argued in section 1.3.1 that economy of derivation
does not involve a shortest steps requirement. The fact that head
movement is as restricted as it is follows from the feature checking
requirements that are independently established in the minimalist
approach. If a lexical head o moves to a functional head B, across an
intervening functionat head +y, the derivation will net converge if v
contains V-features that must be checked by c. In this core case of Head
Movement Constraint violations, tha Head Movement Constraint is
completely redundant.

Suppose o is an inflected verb, B is C, and yis AgrS. Movement of the
verb to C across AgrS vields 2 crashing derivation, because this would
leave the V-features of AgrS unchecked. Thus, the effects of the Head
Movement Constraint are trivially derived,

Suppose next that AgrS moves to C by independent head movement
before verb movement takes place. This yields a chain (AgeS,t), where
AgrS is adjoined to C, and £ is the trace in the originel position of AgrS.
We may assume that the V-feature of AgrS is present on both members
of the chain (AgrS,8). In this situation, movement of the verb to C across
AgrS does not yield a crashing derivation. The verb adjoins to AgrS in C
and checks the V-features of AgrS under the required sisterhood condition.
This derivation is not allowed by the Head Movement Constraint, but it
is allowed by the minimalist principles which the Head Movement
Constraint must be derived from. This supports our earlier conclusion that
the shortest steps requirement i3 not part of economy of derivation.

Let us now return to the deuble agreement dialects, The problem we
faced was to account for the appearance of complementizer agreement
morphology on the verb in C. This is unexpected if the verb moves to C
through AgrS. Instead, the morphology on the verb in C suggests that the
verh moves to C directly, skipping AgrS. Such a movement was seen to
viclate the Head Movement Constraint. Assuming the preceding
discussion to be essentially correct, this is not a problem, if it can be
shown that the verb movement to € across AgrS is part of a minimalist
derivation.

First, we have to wonder whether the verb movement to C is triggered
by the need to eliminate morphological features. This topic will be treated
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more fully in section 5. Since AgrS moves to C, adjunction of the verh o
AgrS serves to eliminate the V-feature of AgrS.

Secondly, we have to wonder whether the movement across AgeS
{instead of through AgrS}is minimalist. Normally, this would not be the
case, since movement across AgrS precludes checking AgrS’s V-features.
However, in this case AgrS moves to C itself. As discussed above, this
means that V may check AgrS's V-features in C. So on both counts, verb
mavement to G across AgrS contributes to convergence.

A third question to ask is why movement across AgrS is preferred to
movement through AgrS, instead of the other way around. The theory
atlows only one type of answer here: skipping AgrS must be the more
economical derivation, Consider why this is in fact the case.

If economy of derivations does not contain a shortest steps
requirement, it reduces to the requirement that the number of steps in a
derivation be as small as possible. Assuming that AgrS-to-C movement
turns C into a position where the V-features of AgrS can be checked, the
V-features of C and Agr3 can be checked in one step by moving the verb
to C across the original AgrS position. Movement through AgrS is not
barred by feature checking requirements, but would yield a derivation
with more verb-movement steps. This is excluded by economy of
derivation.?

This answers the third question that the analysis of V-to-C movement
in double agreement dialects poses. In sum, the proposed analysis, which
involves a violation of the fermer Head Movement Constraint, is fully
consistent with the Minimalist Program.

The agreement phenomena in double agreement dialects can now be
derived in the following way. In these dialects, complementizer agreement
is present on the complementizer and on the verb in inversion
constructions, In subject initial main clauses, the verb shows another type
of agreement, which we called verbal agreement. The verb must be
generated in V in fully inflected form, either with complementizer
agreement or with verbal agreement. A verb with complementizer
agreement cannot meve to AgrS, and & verb with verbal agreement cannot
move o C. The derivation of subject initial main clauses therefore may
not invelve, verb movement to C, and the derivation of inversion
constructions may not involve verb movement to AgrS. This leads to two
conclusions. First, subject initial clauses are not expanded up to the CP

" One might argue that the addition of the verb movement step is compensated by the
circumstanca that independent functional head movement of AgrS o © is no fonger
aecessary. If the verb moves to C through AgrS, AgzS gets a free ride to G, However, in
choosing the mosk economical derivation we are not interested io the global number of steps,
but in the question whether each step is necessary or superflugus. From this perspective,
Agr3-to-C movement is irrelevant in determining the moat economical V-to-C movement.
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level. As a result, the verb can move enly to AgrS, and the verbal
agreement must appear. Second, the verb may not move through AgrS in
inversion constructions. This follows from economy of derivation, as
discussed above.®

In the next section, the morphological aspects of the double agreement
phenomenon will be discussed in more detail.

3.8.3 Morphological Issues

We have now reached the following description of the agreement pattern
in double agreement dialects. When the verb stays in ¥ or moves to AgrS
it shows verbal agreement morphology. When the verb moves across AgrS
to C, it shows complementizer agreement morphology. In this subsection,
I will try to be a bit more explicit about the relation between syntax and
morphology in this pattern.

In the minimalist approach, elements enter the syntactic component
in fully inflected form. This implies that in complementizer agreement
dialects, there must be a paradigm of complementizers.® A feature must
be associated with each form of the paradigm. This feature has to match
the feature of AgrS after AgrS-te-C movement.

It is tempting to suggest that complementizers universally carry
features that have to match the features of lower functional heads. If this
is correct, an explanation must be found for the fact the complementizer
agreement is typologically rare. I will return fo this issue in section 4.2.

If complementizers carry a feature, the question arises what kind of
feature this is. Since complementizer agreement is subject agreement, one
could argue that the complementizer feature is an N-feature. However,
this raises the previously mentioned issue why subjects cannot be licensed
in the specifier position of CP.

I would like to suggest that the feature carried by the complementizer
is not an independent N-feature, but a duplicate of the N-feature of AgrS.
When AgrS adjoins to C, its features have to match the relevant features
of C, carried by the complementizer. The duplicate feature may be
automatically eliminated when the N-feature of AgrS is eliminated. This

* The question arises whether topicalizatien of the subject in double agresment dialects
would give rise to verbal agreement on the verb or complementizer agreement, Tha facts are
that in these cases the verb always shows verbal agresment, This is also the case in the
Standard Duteh 285G, where the verb shows the doubls agresmeant pattern (JIJ gact/*ga
YOU go'). The derivation of these constructions therefore must involve verb movemeat to
AgrS before the verb moves on to C. Consequently, topicatization in these constructions does
not involve independent AgrS-to-C movement.

? Goeman (1980) reaches the same cnclusion.
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can be theught of as a result of the AgrS-to-C movement. Alternatively,
we may assume that the duplicate feature is invisible at the interface
Tevels, and hence need not be eliminated."

Viewed in this way, the presence of a particular duplicate feature does
not represent a {rigger for movement, but a condition for movement. Put
differently, AgrS-to-C movement is possible on condition that the duplicate
feature be non-distinct from the relevant feature of AgeS, )

The concept of a duplicate feature allows us to set up a paradigm for
verbs in double agreement dialects. As always, particalar inflectional verb
forms cannot be derived in the syntax. Hence, both the complementizer
agreement verb form (V-c) and the verbal agreement verb form (V-v) must
be present from the outsat.

We can now say that the feature specification of V-¢ is equal to the
feature specification of V-v, and that V-¢ in addition has the duplicate
feature associated with the complementizer agreement. Thus, a particutar
.y form like East Netherlandic speuft will be {+present,[1PL,@agrl], and
the corresponding V-c form speule will be {+present,[1PL,+agr}], where agr
is the duplicate feature of the N-feature of AgeS."" I will assume that
when the verb has a paradigm of forms in which one form is {+agr] and
another form is [@agr} the verb in C must take the marked f+agr] form.
Thus, the condition on AgrS-te-C movement is that the duplicate feature
of the element in C must be maximally non-distinet from the relevant
feature of AgrS.

The mechanism of complementizer agreement can now be pictured as
follows. AgrS moves to C, creating a chain {(AgyS,t). This mevement serves
to make AgrS [+accessible], so that the N-features of AgrS can be checked.
A condition on AgrS-to-C movement is that the features of the
complementizer or the verb in C be maximally non-distinet from the
features of AgeS. In double agreement dialects, this condition is not met
when a verb with verbal morphology moves to C, because verbal
morphology is associated with a feature [@agr] in double agreement
dialects, and another verb form with the duplicate feature {+agr] is
available.

¥ Notiee that complementizer agreament never replaces the agreement on the verb. In this
respect, complementizer agreement is fundamentally different from do-guppett. If the
complementizer agreement feature is 100 weak to perform agreement an its own, it may also
be weak enough not o count as za illegitimate object at the LF interface.

I Notica that the duplicata feature is park of the persen/number feature specification, not an
independent feature, Thus, the two verb forms {one with verbat agreement morphology, one
with complementizer agreement morphology) coastitute a paradigm within  the
person/aumber paradigm. The feature specification follows Jakobson (1936}, where the
unmarked value is neither + nor -. Consequently, we can assume that the duplicate featurs
is present with the unmarked Gagr specification in single agreement dialects.
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In complementizer agreement dialects that do not display the double
agreement pattern, the morphological technicalities are more
straightforward, since the agreement of the complementizer is directly
linked to person or number. Thus, the South Hollandic plurat
complementizer ¢an be represented as [Pl.@agrl, and the singular
complementizer as [SG,@agrl. AgrS-to-C movement meets the non-
distinctness cendition on complementizer agreement in a trivial way.

In single agresment dialects which do not show complementizer
agreement, neither the verb nor the complementizer shows a
morphological paradigm in connection with AgeS-to-C movement. Hence,
we may characterize the verb forms and complementizers as [Fagr} in
each case. As a result, AgrS-to-C movement is not excluded in these
dialects, since the unmarked specification of the duplicate feature does not
violate the non-distinctness condition on AgrS-to-C movement.

3.3.4 Complementizer Agreement and Verb Movement

In the analysis presented thus far, AgrS-e-C interacts with verb
movement. In embedded clauses, where AgrS-to-C takes place, the verb
does not move to AgrS. In subject initial main clauses, where AgrS-to-C
cannot take place, the verb moves to AgrS. This is especially clear in
double agreement dialects, in which the morphology of the verb varies
depending on whether the verb moves to AgrS or to C.

I have proposed that AgrS-t0-C movement and verb movement to AgrS
serve the same goal. Both operations have the effect that AgeS becomes
{+accessible], i.e., the Projection of AgrS may take over the features of
AgrS. As a result, the N-features of AgrS can be checked by feature
matching between the subject in the specifier position of AgrS and its
sister, the Projection of AgrS (cf. section [.3.2).

This analysis makes the prediction that all complementizer agreement
dialects show the verb movement asymmetry between main clauses and
embedded clauses fllustrated for Standard Dutch in section I1.1.2.1, This
prediction is borne out, as the following facts show!

{44 a. Ze komme morge N South Hollandic
they  come-PL tomorrow
b. .datte ze  morge komme

thal-PL,  they tomerrow  come-PL
_that they come tomorrow.”
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(45} a. 1k komen vandoage West Flemish
1 come-1SG  today
b. wdan-k vandoage komen
that-1SG I-Cl teday come-15G
" that [ come today,”
{46} a. Doe  koems naif Greningen
you come-28G oot
b. “wofs-toe neit koms

whether-25G you not  ¢ome-28G

47 a. Do komst jhn Frisian
you come-25G  tonight
b. .datst-do jhn komst
that-28G you tonight come-28G
{48) a. Du kommsd ned Munich Bavarian
you come-25G  net
b. damidsd ned kommsd
sothat-28G  not  come-28G
{49} a. Du wills nét Luxemburgish
you want-25G  not
b. “ab ] du n#t  walls

whether 28G you not  wani-23G

In the dialects illustrated, the adverb follows the finite verb in main
clauses {the a-sentences), but precedes it in embedded clauses {the b-
sentences). In each of these sentences, a reversal of the verb-adverb order
would be ungrammatical, just like in Standard Dutch, :

At this point, recall the discussion of the syntactic properties of
complementizer agreement dialects in section 3.2.2. It turned out that
there is not a cluster of syntactic properties which all {or most) and only
complementizer agreement dialects share, and which could therefore be
associated with AgrS-to-C movement. As (44-49) bear out, there is a
syntactic phenomenon associated with abstract Apr3-10-C movement
which ig invariant across complementizer agreement dialects, namely the
absence of verb movement when AgrS-to-C takes place,

Notice, however, that AgrS-to-C cannot be restricted to constructions
with guert complementizer agreemsent. Many complementizer agreement
dialects do not show a full complementizer agreement paradigm. Fer
example, the complementizer agreement of the Greningen type is
restricted to 2SG. Yet the verb movement asymmetry is pervasive in ail
complementizer agreement dialects, regardiess the person or number of
the verb. This is accounted for on the assumption that the element in G
has an unmarked {@agr] duplicate feature when there is no sign of overt
complementizer agreement, The presence of this feature still allows AgrS-
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to-C movement, since the unmarked feature is non-distinet from the N-
feature of AgrS.

From here, it is only a small step to assume that dialects of Duteh
without comptementizer agreement, such as Standard Dutch, have AgrS-
to-C movement as well. We may assume that in these dialects, the
complementizer invariably carries the unmarked (@agrl duplicate feature
which allows AgrS-to-C movement. On these assumptions, the absence of
verb movement in embedded clauses in Standard Dutch would be
accounted for. This will be the starting point of the discussion of the verb
movement asymmetry in Standard Dutch in section 4. : .

To conclude this subsection, recall that Standard Dutch is in a sense
a double agreement dialect. This may be concluded from the agreement
pattern in the second person singular (cf. Goeman 1892):%

50 a. Jif komt/*koem Standard Dutch
you ome
b. Wanneer komfkomt jij?
when coma you
"When do you come?”
2 wdat  jli  komtftkom

that you come

The two verb forms can now be analyzed as in double agreement dialects.
In the verbal paradigm there is a subparadigm connected with the second
person singular. According fo this subparadigm, komt is {28G,@agr] and
kom is [28G,+agr]. As a result, only hom is allowed in C, because kom
contains a duplicate feature that is maximally non-distinct from the
features of AgrS.

W 1t {3 not likely that the final .2 in (50b} is elided, because of the impossibility of such elision
in the third person in identical contexts {(Wanrneer homit/*hom Jari ‘when comes John?).
Alse, under an elision analysis one predicts that the final - witl show up again when the 235G
prongun is modified, e.g. in ook jif ‘also you', However, this is not the case. Remarkably,
*wanneer kom ook jif Iwhen come also youl and *wanrneer komt ook jij (when come- also youl
are bath excluded {while ook jij kom¢ {also you come-j and the imperative Aom ook jif [come
also youl are unproblematic), apparently because of a requirement that the 25G verh form
be abls to pass as a 356 verb form {considering the pair kom fijfkomt Aif [come youlcomes
hel, and the grammaticality of wanneer mozt hijfcok jij [when must hefalse you] aad
wanneer kwam hijfook jij [when came he/alse youl; thanks to Eric Hoekstra for this
observation). The ungrammaticality of *wanneer komt ook jif [when come-t also you) argues
strongly against an elision analysiz of tha 2SG verb form kem. {In fact, wanneer hom ook jif
[when coms also you] is slightly better than warneer komt ook jif [when come-t also youl, in
my judgmeat.}
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3.4 Conclusion

in this section, I have described complementizer agreement as a
morphological reflex of AgrS-to-C movement. It has also become clear that
AgrS-to-C movement is an abstract functional head movement, which may
toke place independently of verb movement, AgrS-to-C movement has
tangible effects in the syntax of verb movement, since it makes verb
movement superfluous. This will be discussed mors fully in seetion 4, If
verb movement and complementizer agreement do interact in the way
suggested here, it becomes unlikely that AgrS-to-C movement be restricted
to dialects with overt complementizer agreement. In accordance with this,
it has become clear that there is not an obvious cluster of syntactic
properties which atl and enly overt complementizer agreement dialects
share.

Another important conclusion that can be drawn from the analysis
presented here is that Dutch has a separate functional projection for
subject agreement, AgrSP. This confirms the starting point of this book,
according to which the structure of the functional domain of Duich is as
assumed in the Minimalist Program. The analysis presented here provides
strong cenfirmation for the applicability of the Minimalist Programm to the
syntax of Dutch.

Finally, the analysis of double agreement dialects (which possibly
include Standard Dutch) allows us to draw a conclusion as to the central
fssue of this chapter: the position of the functional heads in Dutch. In
double agreement dialects, verbs in C carry special agreement, identical
to the agreement on the complementizer. In subject initial main clauses,
the verb has the ordinary verbal agreement. Hence, the verb cannot be in
C in these constructions, Since the verb has clearly moved out of its basic
position, and, furthermore, is obhgatorﬂy adjacent to the subject the verb
must be in a lower functional head in subject initial main clauses,
presumably AgrS. AgrS, then, must be to the left of the VP in double
agreement dialects. In the spirit of this section, this conclusion carries
over to other dialects of Dutch, including Standard Dutch.
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4 The Verb Movement Asymmetry

In section 11.4.3, | argued that the most straightforward implementation
of the minimalist approach te the syntax of Dutch entails that in subject
initial main clauses in Dutch, the finite verb is not in C but in AgrS. This
leaves one question open: Why does verb movement to AgrS not take place
in embedded clauses as well?

In this section, I will present an analysis of this asymmetry hetween
main clauses and embedded clauses. The ceniral ingredient of the analysis
will be independent AgrS-to-C movement.

AgrS-to-C movement was argued to take place in complementizer
agreement dialects in section 3. I will now argue that the analysis
presented there carries over to Standard Dutch. The upshot of the
analysis will be that movement of AgrS to C makes movement of the verb
to AgrS superfluous.!

If this analysts of verb movement is correct, it constitutes another
argement in support of the hypothesis that all functional projections in
Dutch are head initial.

This section is organized in the following way. In section 4.1, the
analysis of verb movement and complementizer agreement developed in
section 3 is applied to Standard Dutch. In section 4.2, the hypothesis is
advanced that in Germanic, all and only verb movement asymmetry
languages (Dutch, Frisian, German, Mainland Secandinavian} have
abstract AgrS-to-C movement blocking verb movement in embedded
clauses. Finally, the effect of functional head movement on the status of
specifier positions is discussed in sections 4.3 and 4.4,

4,1 The Verb Movement Asymmetry in Dutch
4,11 Generalizing AgrS-to-C Movement

The position of the finite verb in main clauses and embedded clauses in
Dutch is illustrated in (1), repeated from 11.1.2.1:

' The question why movement of the verb to G in embedded clauses s excluded witl be
discussed In section 5.3.
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(1} a Jan  kust Maria
John  kisses Mary
b. * Jan  Maria Lust

John Marie  kisses

@  a .dat  Jan Marie kust
that  John Mary kisses
2_that Joha kisses Mary.”

b * .dat Jan kust Marie
that John kisses Mary

As explained in section [1.4.3, the subject and the finite verb have to be
adjacent in subject initial main elauses:

3y a ¥ Jan altijd  kust Marie
John  afways kisses Mary
b Jan  kust altijd  Marie
John  kisses always Mary
"John always kisses Mazry."

1 take this to mean that the subject and the verb are in a spec-head
configuration in (1a)

Asguming that in neutral constructions the subject cannot move to a
position higher than the spec of AgeS, and considering that the subject
appears to the left of sentence adverbials {as in (3b)), we may conclude
that the verb is in a functional head position in (1a), presumably AgrS.

If correct, this analysis of verb movement in subject initial main
clauses provides a compelling argument in support of the hypothesis that
AgrSP is head initial in Dutch.

However, the analysis cannot be considered complete if no explanation
is provided for the absence of verb movement to AgrS in embedded clauses

ef, (2)).

( Verb movement in Dutch and German never takes place when the
complementizer is present, Standardly, this is taken to indicate that the
finite verb and the complementizer vie for the same position, C (Koster
19782, Den Besten 1989, Lenerz 1985). If this view were correct, the

position of the finite verb in (1) would have no bearing on the issue of the

position of AgrS and T in Dutch.?
When two elements are in complementary distribution they do not
necessarily have to be represented in one position. The presence and

? [mpottantly, if it were correct that the finite verb in Butch always movea to C, this weuld
aot prove, or even suggest, that functional projections in Dutch are not head initial. Oa the
contrary, this analysis would imply that CP in Duich is head initial, and, in the absenca of
evidence to tha contrary, we would have to graw a similar conclusion for the cther functional
heads.
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position of each element has to be explained independently, and the
apparent interaction of the two elements has to be described in terms of
what explains their distribution in the first place.

Thus, postulating that the verb and the complementizer are in the
same position in Dutch does not provide an explanation for the
distribution of the complementizer and the verb. This explanation can only
be reached if there i3 an independent reason for the verb to move to the
position of the complementizer when the complementizer is not present.

At this peint, the problem posed by the pattern in {1)(2) can be
formulated as follows. If the complementary distribution of the
complementizer and the verb is explained by the fact that the verb has to
move to the complementizer position, there must be a trigger TR for verb
movement to G2 But if TR exists, it must force the verb to move to C in
embedded clauzes as well. Since movement of the verb to C in embedded
clauses is blocked by the presence of the complementizer, embedded
clauses like (2a) are predicted to be ungrammatical. This is contrary to
fact, hence TR does not exist. If TR does not exist, there is no reason for
the verb to move to C in (1a) either.

It turns cut, then, that the complementary distribution of the verb and
the complementizer in Dutch can only be explained by assuming that the
verb does not move to the complementizer position. Fortunately, this
way of accommodating a complementary distribution is neither logically
nor theorstically impossible. It may be the case, for instance, that the
presence of a complementizer in C makes movement of the verb to a lower
functional head superfluous,

An analysis aleng these lines was first proposed by Travis (1984,
1991). Travis argues that the verb movement in {1} is a function of the
Empty Category Principle {(ECP), applied to heads. Empty heads, in her
view, must be either properly governed or filled. Assuming that subject
initial main clauses are IPs {i.e. AgrSPs, in later terminology), the
topmost functional head in (1) is not properly governed; therefore it has
to be filled by the verb, moving to I (AgxS). In (2}, on the other hand, the

? We might conceive of TR as a V-feature of . Howaver, it i3 not clear that C containg V-
featurés to begin with. The features that are conventionally assoclated with G are not
associated with the verb itself, but with sther grammatical features like tense and aspect.
Verbs, on the other hand, do not have apparent ‘complementizer features’. It may be
necessary to draw a distinction befween funciisnal heads that are associated with
grammatical features of the verb and functional heads that are not. If 54, Agr and T belong
to the former and © to the latter. This distinction ia indepeadently proposed in Chomsky and
Lasnik (1991:37), who call the former category L-relafed. 1-relatedness is redefined in terms
of the presence of V-features in Chomsky {1992:40), where it is suggested that C is not L~
related (see section 5.3.1),
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empty head I is governed by the complementizer in C. This makes verb
movement to T superfluous.*

Travig' reduction of Germanic verb movement to the ECP has been
criticized in Schwartz and Vikner {1989), Schwartz and Tomaselli
(1991:270), Vikner and Schwartz {1991) {cf. also Holmberg 1986:123f,
Tomaselli 1990:131).

Schwariz and Vikner (1989:41) argue that the obligatery verb
movement in (4), from Gsrman, is not expected if we assume that the
matrix verb governs the C-position of the embedded verb:?

Wy a Womit  glaubie sie hatte das Kind das Brot  gegessen?
with what thought she had thechild  thebread eaten
“What did she think the child ate the bread with?”
b * Womit glaubto sie das Kind  haite das Brot  gegessen?
with what thought she the child had the bread eaten

The matrix verb glauben ‘think’ optionally takes a complement clause
without a complementizer, In that case, the verb moves to the second
position in the complement clause:

%) a Sie glaubte das¥ind hatte das Brot  gegessen
she thought the child had the bread eaten
*She thought the child had eaten the bread.”
b. * Bie glaubte das Hind dasBrot  gegessen halle
shs thought the child the bread  eaten had

As {4) shows, extraction out of the complementizerless embedded clause
yields subject-verh inversion. Schwartz and Vikner argue, correctly, that
this subject-verb inversion is not expected if the matrix verb governs the
empty C-position.

Following Schwartz and Vikner (1989), we may conclude that the
various verb movements associated with the paradigm in {1)-(2) are not
explained by the ECP. Howsever, even if Travis (1984, 1991) was
misguided in reducing verb movement to the ECP, this in no way
invalidates her description of the verb movement asymmetry in Dutch and

* More exactly, Travis assumes that the governing head identifies” the empty head position.
In order for a head to be identified, ita featura complex must be complete. “If the feature
complex of a node is complete (a3 it must ba in order to be identified), the node is "filled.”
This prevents movement from occurring in [embedded clauses In German] [Travis 1995:357)."
Fhe idea that verb movement in embedded clauses is superfluous from the point of view of
economy of derivations was first proposed in Zwart {1990b), as far as Ican see {cf. also Zwart
189%1a:85).

$ This assumpticn seema reasonabls from an extraction theory point ofview. Therefore, 1 will
jgnore tha other options discussed by Schwartz and Vikner {1989). Cf. Zwart (1991a) for more
discussien.
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(German. The crucial point in that analysis remains that the presence of
a complementizer in C blocks verb movement o a lower functional head,
1. This is the type of analysis we need, as I have argued above.

1 will therefore assume in what follows, that Travis’ description of the
verb movement asymmetry i3 essentially correct. I also hope to
supptement her analysis with the eorrect trigger for verb movement in
Dutch, :

The key elements of this part of the analysis have all been intreduced
in section 3, on complementizer agreement,.

Recall that twe interesting conclusions about complementizer
agreement dialects have emerged. First, although some dialects of Dutch
{and German, and Frisian) show overt complementizer agreement and
others do not, no cluster of syntactic properties could be identified which
correlates with the presence of overt complementizer agreement. Second,
all dialects of Dutch {and German, and Frisian) have one syntactic
property in comumen; the verb movement asymmetry.

Complementizer agreement was analyzed as a reflex of AgrS-to-C
movement in section 3. AgrS-to-C movement takes place to ensure the
elimination of the strong N-feature of AgrS. It was assumed that the N-
feature of AgrS can only be eliminated if the N-features of AgrS are
present on the Projection of AgrS, the sister of the specifier of Age8P. This
follows from the generalization that feature matching requires a
sisterhood configuration {section 1.3.2). Thus, movement of the subject to
the gpecifier position of AgrSP does not suffice if the Projection of AgrS
has no access to the N-features of AgrS. The Projection of AgrS has access
to the N-features of AgrS if and only if AgrS is [+accessible]. I assumed
that AgrS is [-accessible] in complementizer agreement dialects, and that
AgrS-to-C movement makes AgrS {+accessible].

Consider now what happens in subject initial main clavses. Again, the
N-feature of AgrS is strong. This forces movement of the subject to the
spec of AgrS. However, this does not suffice, since AprS is [-accessible].
Because of that, the Projection of AgrS has no access to the N-feature
represented in AgrS, and N-feature checking under sisterhoed cannot take
place. Therefore, AgrS has to be made [+accessible] in some way. o

1 would like to propese that verb movement to AgrS has the sams
effect as AprS-to-C movement: it makes a [-accessiblel AgrS Faccessible].
Thus, verb movement to AgrS, like AgrS-to-C movement serves to make
checking of the strong N-features of AgrS possible.

Verb Movement to a head o« makes o [+accessible]
The question arises what AgrS-to-C movement and verb movement to

AgrS have in common that could yield the effect that AgrS is made
{+accessible], I will return to this issue in section 4.4.
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Importantly, this analysis makes it possible to characterize the V-
feature of AgrS as weak. If the V-feature of AgrS is weak, movement of
the V to AprS must be procrastinated until LF, unless violating
Procrastination is the enly way to contribute to convergence® In
embedded clauses, the independent AgrS-to-C movement makes AgrS
[+accessible], hence verb movement o AgrS is superflucus. Thus, the
absence of verb movement to AgrS in embedded clauses follows from the
system. In neutral order main clauses, no AgrS-to-C movement is possible,
and verb movement to AgrS takes place as a Last Resert operation.

The net resuft is that AgrS is filled by the verb if and only if the C
position is absent. In embedded clauses, and in topicalizations and wh-
constructions, verb movement is excluded by the economy related principle
of Procrastination. This result follows from two assumptions regarding
complementizer agreement dialects:

1. The N-feature of AgrS is strong
2. AgrS is [-accessible]

From these assumptiong, and the general assumptions of the Minimalist
Program, it follows directly that the complementizer agreement dialects
should display the verh movement asymmetry.

Standard Dutch shows the same verb movement asymmetry as the
complementizer agreement dialects of Dutch. It is now the optimal
hypothesis to assume that Standard Dutch has AgrS-to-C movement just
like the complementizer agreement dialects of Dutch.

This hypothesis is legitimized by the observation that no syntactic
properties are crucially associated with over? complementizer agreement
morphology. The AgrS-to-C movement underlying complementizer
agreement is very likely to cause some syntactic effect. On the assumption
that AgrS-to-C movement takes place in all dialects of Dutch, AgrS-to-C
novement has a very tangible syntactic consequence in that it makes V-
to-AgrS movement superfluous. I will therefore assume that the analysis
of verb movement in complementizer agreement dialects developed in
section 3 earries over to all dialects of Dutch.!

® Recall that Procrastication can be viclated without effect on grammaticality. Crucially,
mavement of the verb to a functional head carrying a weak V-featura does not violate Greed,
since the V-feature would have to be checked at some peint in the derivation anyhow.

? The hypothesis that AgrS-to-C movement lakes place in dialects without overt
complementizer agreement is also compatible with the analyais of the merphological aspects
of Agr-to-C movement presented in section 3.3.3. I have argusd there that dialects without
overt complementizer agreement have an unmarked [Pagel duplicate feature on the
complementizer. AgrS-to-C movement is not blocked, because the complementizer does not
contain a duplicate featura which is distinct from the features of AgvS.
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Following this hypothesis, the two assumptions regarding
complementizer agreement dialects mentioned above apply to Standard
Dutch as well, This automatically derives the verb movement asymmetry
in Standard Dutch.

The verb movement pattern in this analysis can now be represented
in the following way:*

6} a. G present c SUBJ AgrS XP ¥
| S |
b. C absent SUBJ AgrS X Vv

In embedded clauses {8a), AgrS moves to C, and no verb movement takes
place. In subject initial main clauses, Agr3-to-C is not possible, and the
verb moves to AgrS.

To summarize, it follows from a minimalist appreach to syntax that
the verb movement asymmetry of Dutch cannot be explained in the
traditional way: if verb movement to C is obligatory, a complementizer in
C cannot block the movement without yielding a erashing derivation. But
it aiso follows from the minimalist approach that Travis’ analysis of the
verb movement asymmetry ¢can be maintained: the absence of an element
in C forces the verb to move to a lower functional head, in violation of
Procrastination.

It Is most important to realize that a verb movement asymmetry can
only be described properly on the assumption that the relevant V-features

® In {6), “present’ and 'absent’ may also be read as ‘filled’ and ‘nat filled”. In that case, C must
also ba represented in {4b). The relevant question is whether independent efauses are
netessarily expanded up to the CP level before the Spell Out point. If Chomsky (1992) is
right in assuming that binary Generaltized Transformaticn ¢cannol take place after Spelt Qut,
this reduces to the question whether independent clauses are CPs at LE. [t is genseally
assumed, since Chomsky (1981), that they are. If 36, C is just a bundle of features in
independent clauses, and doe3 not suffice as a target for AgvS movement. (It could be,
however, that an additional movement of the verh to C {across Agr3) turns C into a target
for AgrS-t0-C movemaent. This would yield an ungrammatical ¥50 order in neutral clauses.
This derivation must be excluded. If C is absent, this is not a problem. If C 1s present but
empty, this derivation may be excluded becausa the verb movement ko € is not triggered by
the need to eliminate a strong V-feature of C, nor by the need to assist in the elimination of
a strong N-featura in G, if thia N-feature can only be checked conditionaily, We may propose
a conditien on head movement, related to Greed, according to which movement to a head o
can never take place to assist in the elimination of the features of another head. This
addition to Greed is necessary if we adopt the conditional approach ta feature checking.
Assuming this condition, verb movement to C for the sale purpose of creating a host for AgrS-
fo-C movement is not allowed.}
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are weak. An asymmetry of this kind could not exist if the V-feature of
AgrS were strong. This would force the verb to move in both main and
embedded clauses. On the other hand, if the V-feature of AgrS is weak,
the absence of verb movement in embedded clauses is expected. It is
exactly the independently established principle that Procrastination can
ba violated {cf. Chomsky 1992:45) that makes it possible to have verb
movement in ane type of ¢clauses only. )

Thus, the absence of verb movement in embedded clauses in Dutch
foltows from economy of derivation.® The presence of verb movement in
subject initial main clauses follows from the need to fill AgrS, in order to
eliminate the N-feature of AgrS. Verb movement in topicalizations and
wh-constructions, I claim, is an entirely different matter, which will be the
topic of discussion in section 5.

If this analysis is correct, the conclusion that the Dutch IP-system is
head initial is fully legitimate. In the following subsection, I will briefly
review a number of standard arguments that have been adduced in the
literature to support the view that verb movement in Germanic ‘verb
second languages’ invariably targsts C.

4.1.2 Arguments For Generalized V-to-C Movement

The arguments for generalized V-to-C movement in Dutch (and related
languages) that I will discuss in this section are mainly drawn from Den
Besten (1977:passim), Holmberg (1986:94D, Tomaselli {1990:25f), Vikner
{1991a:53f), and Thrainsson (1991).

As I showed in section II.3.2, some of the more familiar arguments
merely show that the verb is in C in inversion constructions.! These are
not arguments for generalized V-to-C movement. I will therefore leave
them out of the discussion. For the moment, I will accept these arguments
as showing that the verb moves to C in inversion construetions."

The following phenomena have been argued to support generalized V-
$0-C movement in Dutch and related languages:

1, The finite verb is not fronted in embedded clauses )

2. The fronted verb and the complementizer show the same
distributional effects

3. Narrative inversion

4. Auxiliary deletion in Swedish

?# Cf. Zwart 1990b, 1991a:85.
* Cf. Den Basten 1977 (1989:25).
1 See section § of this chapter.
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These phenomena will be discussed in the following sections. It will turn
out that they do not support the hypothesis that the verb moves to Cin
all main clauses in the relevant languages,

a. The finite verb is not fronted in embedded ciauses.
This is the familiar verb movement asymmetry discussed in this section.
The existence of the asymmetry is an argument for generalized V-to-C
movement only if € is the only functional head to the left of the VP, The
presence of other functional heads to the left of the VP cannot a priori be
excluded, however. Therefore this phenomenon is irrelevant.

The following phenomenon from German is often quoted in this context
(repeated from [1.2.2);

N a Peter behauptet, dafl Johann Maria kisse
Peter claims that John Mary kisses-SUBS
b. Peter behauptet, Johann kilsse Maria
Peter claims John kisses-SUBJ Mary

"Peter claims that John kisses Mary.”

If the complementizer i3 absent, the verb is fronted,

However, in spite of what is usually claimed, it is not immediately
obvious that the complementizer daf in (7a} and the verb kiisse in (7b) are
in the same position. In {72), the complementizer precedes the subject
Johann, but in (7b) the subject precedes the verb.

These woard order facts follow from our analysis, on the assumption
that German has the same interaction of AgrS-to-C movement and
V-to-AgrS movement as Dutceh. In both {7a} and (7b) the subject moves to
the spec of AgrSP. This movement is triggered by the strong N-feature of
AgrS. In (7a}, AgrS moves to C, making AgrS [+accessible], so that the N-
feature of AgrS can be checked. No verb movement to AgrS (or C) is
required. In {7b), the target for AgrS-to-C movement is absent (¢f, note 8
of this section). AgrS can now be made accessible only by verb movement
to AgrS. This explains why the verb appears to the right of the subject in
{7b), while the complementizer position is to the left of the subject, as (7a)
shows,

At this peint, it is interesting to note that some varieties of Germanic,
while displaying the verb movement asymmetry, permit embedded verb
movement, even when the complementizer i3 present {cf. De Rooij
1965a:92f, 127f; Den Besten 1986 {1989:138); Zwart 1991a:88 fn 23). A
case in point is Frisian (Overdiep 1932; De Haan and Weerman 1986; De
Haan 1990; Van der Meer 1988, 199132

1 This type of embedded verb second appears to be limited to the complements of verbs of
the class identified in Hooper and Thompson (1973) as allowing embedded root phenomena.



198 DUTCH SYNTAX

8} hy sel dat hy hie der gilnsin oan
he said that he  had thete nosense on
"He said that he didn’t feal like it."

Assuming generalized V-to-C movement, there must be a recursion of GPs
in (8} (De Haan and Weerman 1986)."* In other words, both daf and hie
in (8) must be in a head C, and Ay must be in the spec of the tower C. In
our analysis, (8) can be described as movement of the embedded verb hie
‘had’ to AgrS.

Verb movement to AgrS in embedded clauses is excluded, in our.

analysis, by economy of derivations. The V-feature of AgrS is weak,
therefore overt movement of the verb to AgrS is not triggered. In subject
initial main clauses, the economy-related principle Procrastination is
overruled by the independent requirement that, in the absence of AgrS-to-
C movement, AgrS must be filled by the verb to make N-feature checking
possible. In embedded clauses it is not necessary to overrule the economy
principle, because, as we have assumed, AgrS moves to C.

Given this analysis, (8) also instantiates an overruling of the economy
principle Procrastination. Such everruling can only take place if, for some
reason, AgrS-to-C movement cannot take place. We predict, therefore, that
embedded verb movement and complementizer agreement never cooceur.

Frisian being a complementizer agreement language, we can test this
prediction immediately. As (9) shows, complementizer agreement is only
possible in Frisian when the embedded verb remains in final position (Van
der Meer 1991}

©  a Heit sel datst do soks net leauwe moast Frizsian
dad said  that-25C you such not  believe must-25G
“Dad said that you should not betieve such things.”
b. Hait sei  datMdaist do moast soks net leauwe
dad said  thatthat-25G you musi-2SG  such not  believe
“Dad said that you should oot believe such things.”

In (9a), complementizer agreement appears. This, we have argued, signais
AgrS-to-C movement, which makes AgrS {+accessible] and makes V-to-
AgrS superfluous. In (9b), the impossibility of complementizer agreement
shows that AgrS-to-C movement has not taken place. Consequently, the
verb must move to AgrS to make sure AgrS becomes [+accessible] and the

3 Holmbarg {1986:110) proposes CP-recursion for similar facts in Swedish. Holmberg argues
that CP.recursion (his §-recursion} iz justified by the observation that the order TOPIC-VERR-
SUBJECT i3 also possible in embedded verb second clauses (cf. Platzack 1988:229). Sea also
Mardcz (19589} for extensive discussion of CP-recursion.
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N-feature of AgrS can be checked. Verb movement and complementizer
agreement, interact exactly in the way predicted by our analysis.'

Thus, the complementary occurrence of complementizers and verb
fronting follows from our analysis, as well as the apparent exceptions to
this complementarity.

b. The fronted verb and the complementizer show the same
distributional effects.’ :

The phenomenon 1 have in mind figures in a classical argument in Den
Besten (1977:25f), which is already present in Paardekooper (1961}
Paardekooper and Den Besten show that subject clitics in Dutch must be
adjacent to both the complementizer and the fronted verb:

a0 a ~dat  ja gisteren  ziek was
that  you yesterday ill were

*..that you were ifl yesterday.”
b. * .dat pgisteren je ziek was
that  yesterday  you ill were

{i) a. Waarom was je gisteren  ziek?
why were you yesterday it
"Why were you il yesterday?®
b. * Waarom was gisteren Je ziek?
why were yesterday  you Il

Den Besten’s conclusion was that the fronted verb in (11) is in the same
position as the complementizer in (10).

However, we cannot conclude from this paradigm alene that the
fronted verb is always in the complementizer position. This can only be
concluded if the order verb-subject clitic also shows up in neutral main
clauses. As {12) shows, this is not the case:

(12} 2 * Was je gisteren ziek {dectarative)
wera you yesterday ill
“You were ilf yesterday.”
b Je was gisteren ziek
you were yesterday il
“You were ill yesterday.”

If anything, the distribution of the subject clitics in Dutch shows that the
fronted verb is not always in the complementizer position.

Conversely, it is easy to show that the complementizer and the verb do
not show the same distributional effects in a number of cases. For

¥ See section 5.3.3 for 2 more detailed analysis of embedded verb mavement constructiona

’ in Dutch.



200 DUTCH SYNTAX

example, subjects immediately precede the verb in neutral order clauses
in Dutch, but are not alfowed to precede the complementizer:

{£3) a. Jan (*altijd} kust Marie
John  always kisses Mary
b.  * .Jan dat DMarie kust
John  that Mary kisses
2.that Jehn kisses Mary.®

Similarly, topics immédiately precede the verb in topicalization
constructions, but are not allowed to precede the complementizer;'

14) a Honden {*altijd} bijt Jan (altijd}
dogs always bites John always
“Dogs, John always bites.”
b. * .honden dat Jean altijd bijt
degs that John always biles
*.that John always bites dogs.”

(13b} is puzzling on the standard assumption that the complementizer
takes over the Nominative Case assigning property of the verb in
embedded clauses. In that case, it is unclear why the verb would assign
Case under spec-head agreement in {13a), whereas the complementizer
apparently cannot assign Case under spec-head agreement in (13b).

In our analysis, the subject is always assigned Case {more accurately,
always gets its features checked) in a sisterhood configuration in AgxSP
{see section 1.3.2 for the reduction of spec-head agreement to sisterhood).
This excludes (13b), on the assumption that the complementizer is in C.

(14b} apparently demonstrates that topics cannot be in the specifier
position of CP, when C is occupied by a complementizer. Since I have
chosen to adopt Den Besten's analysis of topicalization as invelving verb
movement to C, (14b) is as much a problem for my analysis as it is for the

'* In collequial Dutch, constructions like (i} can be heard every now and then, According to
my intuition, the verb has to appear between the preposed adverh and the complementizer
in embedded ciauses {ii). If so, {i} should presumably ba analyzed as long distance scrambling
rather than as movemeat to Spec,CP. {See ¥an den Berg 1992 for possibly related
constructions in Middle Dutch.)

(1] Ik dacht morgen  dat je 20u komen
[ thought tomgrrew  that 7oa would come
*1 thought that you would come tomerrow.”

{ii} ~dat ik morgea dacht Jdatje zou komen
that | tomarrew  thought that you weuld comae
"_that [ thaugh that you would eoma tomirrow.”

VERB MOVEMENT 201

standard analysis. T will therefore postpone discussion of this fact until
section 5.

All other constructions in which the fronted verb and the
complementizer show a parallel distribution are inversion constructions.
Thege involve counterfactuals {15}, conditionals (16}, and imperatives (£7):

(15) a. Was  jlj op tifd gekomen, ..
were  you ontime come
“Had you been on time, ...°
b Als fif op tljd gekomen was, ...
I3 you ontime c¢ome was
“{f you had been on time, ..."

{16} a. Ben je op tijd, ..
are you ontime
"If you are on time, .."
b. Als je op tijd bent, ...
if you ontime are
“1f yau are on time, ..."

a7 a Wees  Jij nou eens op Hjd!
be you nowoned oo time
*Be on {ime for a change!®
b. Dat jij noueens optijd bent

that  you npowonce ontime are
“Make sure you are on time for a change!®

All these constructions have no non-inverted counterpart. Therefore, they
are useless if we want to find out whether the verb moves to C always.

¢. Narrative inversion.
Den Besten {(1977; 1989:32) notes the existence in Dutch of constructions
with the verb in the first position:

{18) 1. Afijn, 1k naar dia vent toe.
s0 4 to that guy prt
2. Begint-ie me toch een verhsal op te hangen
starts-he " me  modal a story on to hang
2. 7?7 Hijbegint me toch een verhaal op te hangen
ha starts me  modal  astory on to hang

"So 1 went over to this guy, and he starts to tell ma a {crazy) story (you
wouldn't beliave it).”

As Den Besten indicates, this construction is particutarly used in a certain
narrative style of spoken Dutch, and is extremely effective in telling a
story or & joke. Narrative inversion does not occur in complement clauses.
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Den Besten analyzes the inversion in (18) as verb preposing {to C}
without XP-preposing {to the spec of CP). It is unclear, however, why XP-
movement is suppressed in this construction, and how the lack of XP-
movement is related fo the special character of this construction,

Let us follow Den Besten in assuming that the verb in the inverted
construction in (18} is in C. If s0, the order Verb-Subject is net unexpected
in our analysis, since we have assumed that the subject always moves to
the spec of AgrSP. The marked character of the inversion in (18) can then
be analyzed as an additional movement of the verb to C.

At this point, there are two possibilities. Either there is an empty
element in the specifier of CP in (18.2} which triggers the verb movement
(see section &), or there is no such empty element, and {18.2} is a kind of
‘verb topicalization’.

. Verb topicalization without a triggering element in spec,CP would be
strange from a& minimalist point of view. It could only take place if C
hosted a particular V-feature which is strong in these constructions only.
This would make a very ad hoc analysis.!® Verb topicalization in
narrative inversion constructions generally does not show specific stress
features on the fronted verb. This also makes an analysis focusing on
properties of the verb alone doubtful.

An analysis invelving an empty ¢perator triggering movement to
Spec,CP in narrative Inversion constructions appears fo be more
promising.

First, as Den Besten (1977:1989:33} observes, certain narrative
inversion constructions come close o being conditional or concessive
constructions:

(19 Hield Jan van Marie, Marie 2ag meer in Plet
held  John of Mary Mary saw more in Pete
"Although John loved Mary, Mary liked Pete better.”

The particular flavor of these constructions suggests the presence of an
operator, just like in the conditional and counterfactual constructions (15-
186}.

Constructions like {19} can even be supplemented with a sentence
initial element al or 0ok al (best translated as ‘if and ‘even g

¥ 1 assumed such an analysis in Zwart (1991a:78).
¥ Ook ‘also’ is used as a concessive particle in constructions like af schreeuteden ze 0ok nog
20 hard *aven if they yelled as hard as they could”.
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{20} {Qok) al bleld Jan van Marie, Marie zag meer {n Plet
also if held John of Mary Mary saw more in Pete
"Even though John loved Mary, Mary like Pete better.”

The element (ook} el ean be modified by zelfs ‘even™

2n Zelfs (pok} al hield Jan van Marle, ...
even alsoif held John of Mary
“Even if John loved Mary, ..." .

This suggests that {ook) al is a phrasal element and not a head, If o, this
could be the element in spec,CP triggering verb movement in the familiar
way (see section 5). In that case, (19} can be derived from (20} by a kind
of topic drop (cf. Cardinaletti 1990).

Following Cinque {1990}, Cardinaletti (1990:78) argues that topic drop
involves an empty operator binding a pronominal variable, The
construction is only possible if the operator is "sanctioned by the preceding
discourse or by pragmaties”.

‘Sanctioning by preceding discourse or pragmaties’ appears to be
generally possible in standard cases of narrative inversion like (18}, The
inverted continuation in{18.2) inevitably conveys the information that the
two actions described are conliguous, and presumably also causally
related. The non-inverted continuation in (18.2) characteristically lacks
this information. We could describe the narrative inversion in (18.2) as
containing an empty operator in the specifier of CP, which is
pragmatically interpreted as indicating contiguity.'®

In the present tense, narrative inversion constructions are ambiguous
between a conditional and & non-cenditional reading:

{22) Speel ik een aas, speelf mijn partner Eroef
play I amace plays my partner trump

{22) means: everytime I play an ace, my partner always trumps, or: when
1 played an ace, my partner trumped. The conditienal interpretation is
forced when an adverb like aitijd ‘always’ is added in the second clause;

¥ Den Besten {foc.cif.) also remarks that narrative inversion constructions make a great
opening for & story. My intuition about this is that if a story is opened with a narrative
inversion oonstructien, this is always a subordinate clausze. The opening sentence has a
temporal or a conditional interpretation, also captured with the more formal als 4f, when'
and, in the past tense, tozn ‘when'. Thus, Den Basten’s example ging ik lealst naar De Swart
‘went I adv to Be Swart’ can be translated with toen ik lzatst naar De Swart ging ‘when 1
adv to De Swart weal’. Crucially, in bath cases the opening sentence must be follawed by
what locks like the main ¢lause, raahte ik aan de praat mef die advocaat ‘got [ into a chat
with that lawyer’. The narrativs inversion epening is subordinate to the hllowing clause in
the same way as the subordinated apening would be.
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likewise, adding a temporal adverb like opeens ‘suddenly’ forces the
temporal interpretation:

(23) = Speel ik een ang, speelt mifn partner altijd troel
play 1 anaw plays my pariner always trump
"Everytime [ play an ace my partoer always trumps.”
b, Speel ik een nas, speelt mijn pariner opeens troef
play - I anace plays my partner at ence trump
°[ played an ace. Then suddealy my pariner trumped,”

In both cases, the adverb dan ‘then’ can be used to introduce the second
clause:

(24} a. Speel ik een aas, dan speelt  mijn pariner altijd  troef
play [ anace then plays my partner always  trump
“Fverytime I play an ace, my partner always trumps.”
b. Speel ik een aag, dan speelt mijn partner opeens troef

play 1 anace thea plays my partner suddenly trump
°[ played an ace. Then my partner suddenly trumped.”

The interpretation of dan is consecutive in (24a), and temporal in (24b).
This suggests that in (23) an empty dar is present, the interpretation of
which is determined contextually. Likewise, it appears reasonable to
assume that there is an empty operator present in the first clause,
receiving a conditional or temporal interpretation by the same mechanism.

Second, the presence of an empty operator can be coneluded from the
fact that narrative inversion constnuctions do not aliow {additional} topic
drop phenomena (cf. the argument in Cardinaletti 1999). Thus, (253}
cannot be shortened to (25b), without loss of the narrative inversion
interpretation:

{26) a. Sla 1k die vent voor zijn bek
steike I that guy for his mouth
*Sa I knock this guy in the face.”
b. Sla ik voor zijn bek
strike I for his mouth
°f will knock (him) in the face.”

(25b} is only grammatical as a topic drop construction of the type studied
in Huang (1984). Following Huang, the interpretation of the empty object
pronoun is mediated by an empty operator, which is discourse bound.
Crucially, {25b) lacks all the properties of narrative inversion: it cannot
ba used in story telling, and there is no expression of contiguity. {25h)
connects to a discourse situation in which a certain person is saliently
present, not to an immediately preceding situation, like in narrative
inversion constructions. Consequently, (26b) is preferably used as an
answer to a question like What will you do about that guy?.
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On the standard assumption that the specifier of CP can host only one
operator, the absence of the narrative inversion interpretation in (25b)
foltows immediately. This explanation is not available if narative
inversion does not involve an empty topic/operator in CP.

A third argument linking narrative inversion to the presence of an
empty topic in CP is that narrative inversion is limited to languages in
which topies trigger verb movement to C. Thus, narrative inversion is
absent in English and French, but present in German and the
Scandinavian languages."

To summarize, narrative inversion is characterized by the presence of
an empty operator in the specifier position of GP.* This empty operator
i3 interpreted contextually, and gives the narrative inversion construction
its special flavor. As will become clear in section 5, operators in the spee¢
of CP always trigger movement of the finite verb te C.

Thus, the special character of narrative inversion is not explained by
the lack of XP-movement to spec of CP, but by the presence of an empty
element in the spec of CP triggering verb movement fo C. What is special
abeut narrative inversion is not the position of the subject, but the
position of the verb.

The absence of narrative inversion in complement clauses now ties in
with the general observation that topics are not allowed to precede the
complementizer in Dutch {see 14).

If this is correct, narrative inversion cannot be presented as an
argument for generat V-to-C movement in Dutch.

¥ For Old French, se2 Robarts (1993, section 2.1.2), Vance (1988). In Icelandic, verb-first
tlauses are more general than in ether Germanic languages(Thriinsson £985:172), Following
Sigurdsson {1990:41) we may assume that narrative inversion is only a subtype of a larger
class of verb-first constructicas in Icelandic. Narrative inversicn, unlike the other verb-first
constructions in [celandic, is limited te root clauses.

¥ [ will not be concerned with the guestion what the empty operator binds. The analysis of
narrative inversion here shares certain aspects with the analysis of imperatives in Beukema
and Coopmans (1989) and Den Dikken {1992b). Guriously, it appears ta be the casa that the

“empty cperator facilitates parasitic gap interpretation, 63} is surprisingly good, oo a par with

{ii), from Den Dikken (1992b): .

(i} Leg ik [zonder pz In te kijken}f datboek weg
put I witheot pyin to ook that beok  away
*F put down the book withsul looking (it) in”

(i} Leg {ronder pg In te kitkea]l weg  dat hoekd
put without g 1o to Tesk away  that beck

"Put dvwm that book withaat looking (it} int”
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d. Swedish ha-deletion.
Swedish shows the same pattern of verb movement as Dutch with respect
to the asymmetry between main and embedded clauses. In subject initial
main clauses and in topicalizations and wh-constructions, the finite verb
is in the second position. In embedded clauses, the verb is further to the
right.

En the next section, I will argue that in Swedish, this verb movement

asymmetry is due to the same interaction of AgrS-to-C movement and V- -

to-AgrS movement as in Dutch. Thus, in subject initial main elauses in
Swedish, the verb is again not in C but in AgrS.

This makes it possible to address here another argument advanced in
the literature to support the hypothesis that the finite verb moves to C in
all main clauses of Dutch, Swedish, and related languages (Den Besten
1977, Platzack 1986, Holmberg 1986).

In Swedish, the auxiliary 4a ‘have’ is optionally deleted in embedded
clauses, but not in matrix clauses:

{26) a. ~att  han (har) varit  sjukk
that hs haa  been il
b. Han médste (ha) varit sjukk
he must have besn i
c. Han  *thar) varit sjukk
he has been ill
d. *{Har) han varit sjukk?

has he  been ill

Platzack (1986) and Holmberg (1986) both advocate an analysis of this
phenomenon in which auxiliary deletion is the default case. This makes
the non-deletion in (26¢,d) the marked case?!

Platzack {1986) stipulates that the auxiliary can be deleted unless the
auxiliary is in C. This suffices if the verb is in C in both {26¢} and {28d).
The simplicity of this rule may count as an argument for generalized V-to-
C movement,

Holmberg {1986:176,197) derives Platzack’s stipulation from a theory
of visibility of empty heads. In particular, Holmberg argues that empty
heads that are not properly governed cannot be involved in assigning
Case, In main clauses, the verb is involved in Nominative Case
assignment (under Holmberg’s assumptions, after having moved to C), and
the verb is not properly governed. Henes, the verb may not be empty in
main clauses.

Importantly, Holmberg's derivation of Platzack’s stipulation removes
the argument for generalized V-to-C movement in main clauses, If (26¢)

 Thus, preserving the Penthouse Principle, contra Andersson and Dahl (1974).
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is not a CP but an IP {or an AgrSP), the verb will not be properly
governed, and hence cannot be deleted.

Holmberg’s analysis can be transferred to the minimalist framework
without problems. If we are correct, the auxiliary moves to AgrS in (26¢)
to assist in the elimination of the N-feature of AgrS. We can translate
Holinberg’s generalization, saying that the Swedish auxiliary may not be
empty if it assists in N-feature checking in overt synfax.

Under our agsumptions, this also captures the non-deletability of the
auxiliary in inversion constructions like (26d). We have assumed that in
these constructions, the verb moves to C directly, without landing in AgrS
first. 1 will argue in section 5.3 that verb movement to C in inversion
constructions is needed to make N-feature checking in CP possible, We
may assume that in yes/no-questions like (26d) the specifier position of CP
is eccupied by an empty operator which checks the N-features of C. I will
argue the lexical presence of the auxiliary is a necessary condition for this
N-feature checking operation, making C [+accessible].

This analysis is independently confirmed when the deletability of
auxiliaries in embedded clauses is considered (Holmberg 1986:198). Here,
there is a contrast batween control infinitivals and Exceptional Case
Marking constructions. The auxiliary can be deleted in the latter, but not
in the former:

2N a Detdrhra att PRO *(ha) l8st den
it is good to have read it
b Jag anser hocom {(ha) varit for passiv
I consider him have been too  passive

“I consider him to have been too passive.”

In the Exceptional Case Marking construction (27b), the embedded subject
honom is licensed in an AgrOP in the matrix clause. Thus, the auxiliary
ha is not involved in checking the features of the embedded subject. In the
control construction {27a), PRO must be licensed in the embedded
clause.® Assuming that in non-finite clauses no AgrS-to-C movement
takes place, the auxiliary will have to be involved in checking the N-
features of PRO {sither in overt or in covert syntax), Hence, the fact that
it cannot be deleted follows from our assumption that the lexical verb is
involved in N-feature checking when AgrS-to-C does not take place.

2 { follow Chomsky and Lasnik (1991} in assuming that PRQ must be licenzed (its features
must be checked} in a specifier-head configuration, like alf other arguments of tha verh,
Adapting the proposals made there, we may assume that PRO has Null features, which must
be matched with Null features in a functional head, presumably AgrS. If this implies that
AgrS also has Null V-features, we may assume that only infinitivals are 6t to check thesa
features, This would explain the general impossibility ofhaving PRO in finite constructions.
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4.2 The Verb Movement Asymmeiry in Other Germanic Languages

In section 4.1, a mechanism was proposed fo account for the
complementary distribution of complementizers and fronted verbs in
Dutch and German, without having to assume that verb fronting always
targets the complementizer position. This mechanism implies that the
relation between the absence of the complementizer and the presence of
verb fronting is indirect. When the complementizer is present, AgrS moves
to €, making verb movement to AgrS superfluous. When the
complementizer is absent, verb movement to AgrS is necessary. Both
movements are needed to make sure that the N-features of AgrS are
checked.

This analysis is most clearly supported in the complementizer
agreement dialects of Dutch, in which AgrS-to-C movement has an overt
morphological reflex, 1 have argued, however, that AgrS-to-C also takes
place in dialects of Dutch which do not show complementizer agreement,
and that the analysis of the verb movement asymmetry involving an
interaction of AgrS-to-C movement and verb movement to AgrS carries
over to these dialects. Foremost among these dialects, of course, is
Standard Dutch.

The strongest hypothesis now appears to be that AgrS-to-G movement
explains the verb movement asymmetry in all Germanic languages that
display it. Conversely, the absence of such an asymmetry ought to follow
from the lack of AgrS-to-C movement.

The Germanic languages that show the relevant asymmetry are Dutch,
German, Frisian, and the Mainland Scandinavian languages (Danish,
Norwegian, Swedish). This is iltustrated in {1 (d)t

n  a Johann kst Maria German
John kisses  Mary
b. ~dafi Johann Maria kaBt

that John Mary  kisses
= that John kisses dMary.”

{2} a. 1k - sfoch in hynder Frisian
I sea  ahorse
b. ‘.dat ik in hynder sjoch
that I ahorse see

“.that I see a horse.”

! The Mainland Seandinavian facts are taken from Malling {1979), Ten Cate-Silfwerbrand
(1974), Haugea (1937), unless indicated otherwise. The Frisian facts are adapied from
Reuland {1880a).
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3 a Han kommer ikke DPanish, Norwegian
he comes not
"He's not coming.”
b fordi han jkke kommer

because he  not  comes
=.because he's not comiag.”

4 a Han her Inte varit sjuk Swedish
he has not been it
b. ~att han Inte harvarit sjuk

that he not has been ilt
“..that he hasn't been ill."

The Germanic languages that do not show the relevant asymmetry are
Icelandie, Faroese, Yiddish, and English.

Only (dialects of) Dutch, German and Frisian have remnants of
complementizer agreement, In the Mainland Seandinavian languages no
trace of complementizer agreement has been attested in the literature.

It is often said that the Mainland Scandinavian languages lack
agreement, which is a statement about morphological agreement. There
i3 no overt person agreement morphology in the Mainland Scandinavian
languages. The present fense paradigm consists of only one form in
Danish, Norwegian, and Swedish, ending in -(e)r.

However, when agreement is considered to be an abstract syntactic
licensing relation we cannot simply conclude from the absence of an overt
agreement paradigm that a language lacks agreement. Saying that
Swedish lacks agreement is like saying that English noun phrases lacks
Case.

There are several independent reasons to assume that Mainland
Scandinavian languages do have abstract agreement.

First, Mainland Scandinavian dialects do show overt person
agreement. For example, the Swedish Afvdalsmaél dialect shows a full
person agreement paradigm in the plural (1PL -wm, 2PL -er, 3PL -2}
(Platzack 1988, Vikner 1991b).? Likewise, many Norwegian Midlandsk
dialects show a number distinction in the verbal paradigm, e.g. Hellingdal
{SG .af-e, PL -2} (Trond Trosterud, p.c.; see also Trosterud 1989, quoted

. in Vikner 1991b).

? Platzack (1988} notes that Alvdalsmal does not shaw the verb movement asymmetry, i.e.,
the finite verb precedes the sentence adverbials in embedded clauses. A¢cording ta Levander
{1909:133), quoted in Platzack (1988;233), this is the only possible word order in embedded
clauses.
? Vigeland (1981:871) also reports the number paradigm in the centrat Midlandsk dialects,
especially the Hallingmai dialect. However, the endings reported thers are slightly different
{8G -(e), PL: -a). Both Vikner (1991b) and Vigeland {19381} note that the plural eading in the
(¢ontinued...)
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Second, the Mainland Scandinavian languages generally do show a
morphological difference between finite verb forms and infinitival verb
forms, The infinitival ending is -¢ in Danish and Norwegian, and -a in
Swedish, Infinitivals are generally characterized as lacking tense,
although some have argued that tense {3 also present in infinitival forms
{notably Stowell 1981:40f). There is no question, however, that there is an

agreement opposition between infinitivals and finite verb forms.* This -

agreement opposition is morphologically enceded in the Mainland
Scandinavian languages. Thus, although an internal person/number
paradigm is absent, the finite verb form in itself does show the presence
of agreement,

Third, Wexter (1991) shows that children acquiring Germanic pass
through a stage where they master agreement and verb movement, but
not tense (i.e., not the difference between present and past tense). This
holds for both Dutch {an overt agreement language) and Swedish. If
Swedish were to lack agreement altogether, we could not express Wexler's
findings in a satisfactorily generalizing way. On the other hand, if
Swedish does have abstract agreement, we can simply say that at this
early stage children acquire abstract agreement.®

Fourth, Mainland Scandinavian languages do show overt agresment
phenomena in the nominal system. Noun phrase internal agreement is
illustrated in (5), predicative agreement in (6).

By a en stor mand Danish
a-MASC big man
b. ef atort hus

a-NTR big-NTR house

3 {,..contivued)

relevant dialects equals the infinitival ending. Presumably, the differences are only of an
erthographic natare.

* Chomsky and Lasnik (1691} argue that infinitivals do have abstract agreement (Null
Agreement), which licenses the empty subject in control complements, PRO, )
* Of course, the child dees not know it masters abstract agreement. The point is that the
child learns the difference between finite verbs and nonfinite verbs, 2ed that the former have
to be In a different position, This can alf be done on the basis of positive evideacs, even
without an overt agreement paradigm. [f Wexler (1991) is correct, what childrea acquire first
is the realization of abstract formal syntactic relations, and the realization of relations with
more sementic impact, such as tense, is acquired later. To avold misucderstandings: I
assume Ehat a child masters agreement when it realizes that there is a distinction belween
finite and non-finite verb forms, even if the child does make mistakes in picking the correct
agreement form at that stage.
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6 a manden er syg Danish
man the-MASC is ill
“the man is ill"
b. harnet er sygt
child the-NTR is il-NTR
<. jeg maleda huset gront
3 painted houss the-NTR green-NTR

1t would be strange if this agreement system were only operative in the
nominal syntax. More generally, since agreement features are obviously
present in noun phrases (DPs), these features have to be checked in the
syntax, This means that the structure of a clause must contain agreement
phrases containing the designated positions for checking and eliminating
the agreement features before the derivation reaches the interface levels.

I will therefore assume that the absence of morphological agreement
does not exclude the presence of abstract agreement. Consequently, the
Maintand Scandinavian languages can be said to have AgrS-to-C, and the
fact that these languages show a similar asymmetry between main and
embedded clauzes as Dutch and German follows straightforwardly.

This raises the question why complementizer agreement is never overt
in Mainfand Scandinavian, not even in the dialects that do show an
agreement paracdigm.

At thiz point, it may be relevant to consider the distribution of
complementizer agreement in Dutch dialects. The distribution of
complementizer agreement of the South Hollandic type among Dutch
diatects is studied in E. Hoekstra {1993). The relevant dialects show
number agreement pattern, where the complementizer ends in -e (schwa)
when the subject of the embedded verb is plural. Hoekstra observes that
this type of agreement is found only when bo#h the verbal plural form and
the nominal plural form end in schwa. When one of the plural forms ends
in schwa and the other one in -en, complementizer agreement is
systematically absent®

Put more generally, it is a precondition for complementizer agreement
that the nominal plural forms and the verbal plural forms be identical.?
Another precondition for complementizer agreement, Hoekstra notes, is
that there be a morphological opposition between singular and plural in
the verbal paradigm. : ’ :

* Tt dees not follow from this observation that all dialects in which the plural ending of verbs
and nouns are identical show complementizer agreement. This situation also obtains in
Starndard Duteh, for instance, where complementizer agreement is neverthelass absent.

T Abstracling away from subreguiarities and irregularities in the verbal and nomiaal
paradigm.
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These preconditions for complementizer agreement appear to beabsent
in the Mainland Scandinavian languages and dialects. A cursory check of
Norwegian dialects shows that either the nominal and verbal plural forms
are different, or the singular and plural verbal forms are identical.

In Standard Danish, Norwegian, and Swedish, the nominal plural form
ends in -er, just like the verbal plural form? Thus, ene of the
preconditions for complementizer agreement is met. Ho“fever, the o_ther
precondition for complementizer agreement is not met, since there is no
morphalogical opposition between singutar and plural in the verbal
paradigm.

This is alse true of the Norwegian dialects I checked which show
similar endings for the verbal plural forms and the nominal plural forms.
For instance, the dialects spoken in the North of Norway generally show
a plural ending -e both in the nominal and in the verbal parad.ig_m.
However, these dialects alse do not show a morphological epposition
between singular and plural in the verbal paradigm. As in Standard
Norwegian, there is only one present tense agreement form (ending in -e
in these dialects) (Lockertsen 1984).

Other Norwegian dialects, especially in the Midlandsk area, do show
a morphelogical opposition between singular and plural in ti}e verbal
paradigm. However, all the dialects I have been able to check fa.ll.to meet
the other precondition for complementizer agreement: the non-distinctness
of the plural ending in the nominal and the verbal paradigm.® Thus, the
Midlansk dialects reported in Vigeland {1981:860) have in the present
tense a singular ending - or @ and a plural ending -2 ([e], according to
Trosterud, p.c.). Indefinite plural nouns, on the other hand, have avariet‘y
of productive plurat endings. For several stems, the ending is -a, but this
vowel does not have the same quality as the plural ending indicated by =
abova (Trosterud, p.c.).

Similar conclusions can be drawn for older stages of the Mainland
Scandinavian languages. Thus, the facts from Middle Danish reported by
Vikner (19912:131) show that the nominal plural ending is -er whereas
the verbal plural ends in -e. Old Norse had a full person agreement
paradigm in the plural, again excluding complementizer agreement.

If I am correct, the absence of dvert complementizer agreement in
Mainland Scandinavian is related to the fact that the nominal and verbal

% In actual fact, there are several types of plural formaticns for nouns. The formation w:ith
.er appears to be the more productive one. It should atso be noted that t}}e parali‘e!m‘u
between the nominal and the verbal plural breaks down whea the noun in question is
definits, a3 in Swedish bilder ‘pictures’ versus de bilderna ‘the pictures’.

* [ owa a debt of gratituds to Trond Trosterud for providing me with the necessary detailad
information about the nominal and verbal paradigms of the Norwegian dialects discussed
here.
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paradigms in the Mainland Scandinavian languages and dialects fail to
meet the preconditions for the appearance of overt complementizer
agreement. There is no reason, however, to conclude from the absence of
overt complementizer agreement that AgrS-to-C movement does not take
place. In this respect, Mainland Scandinavian is comparable to Standard
Duich and Standard High German, where the AgrS-to-C movement
hypothesis provides a satisfactory accoent for the verb movement
asymmetry in these languages. The optimal assumption,. therefore,-
appears to be that AgrS-te-C movement fakes place in Mainland
Scandinavian as well, explaining the asymmetry between main clauses
and embedded clauses with respect to the position of the finite verb in the
familiar way.

4.3 The Status of Specifier Positions

In this section, I will discuss the following guestion: Does AgrS-to-C
movement turn the specifier position of CP into a checking pogition for the
N-features of Agr8? This question can also be phrased differently: Doas
not AgrS-to-C movement disqualify the specifier position of AgrS as a
checking position for the N-features of AgrS?

These questions are relevant for the validity of the analysis of verb
moverment in subject initial main clauses proposed here, since this
analysis entails that AgrS-te-C is a precondition for checking the N-
features of AgrS in the specifier position of AgrSP. Consequently, it cannot
be the case that AgrS-to-C movement disqualifies the specifier position of
AgrS as the checking position for the N-features of AgrS. The idea that
AgrS-to-C movement turns the specifier position of CP into a checking
position for the N-features of AgrS is equally incompatible with the
analysis of subject initial main clauses proposed here. If AgrS-to-C
movement had this effect, we could assume that AgrS moves to C in
subject initial main clauses as well, and then the subject would have to
move to the specifier position of CP to get its N-features checked.
Consequently, we would lose our argument for the head initial status of
AgrSP. .

More generaily, the issue under consideration here touches on the
question whether licensing positions are derived from head movement or
fixed. I will argue that the restrictive theory of feature matching under
sisterhood advanced in section 1.3.2 provides an answer to this question.

The idea that functional head movement changes the status of the
specifier positions involved has been put forward several times in the
literature. In this view, AgeS-t0-C movement would disqualify the specifier
position of AgrSP as a position for checking the N.features of AgrS.
Instead, the specifier position of CP would become a derived checking
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position for the N-features of AgrS.' This has been suggested as a way to
refute a forceful argument against the generalized V-to-C analysis of
Dutch and German in Travis {1984:121), based on the impossibility of
moving weak pronouns to the specifier position of CP.2

The idea that head movement creates derived checking positions will
be illustrated and discussed in section 4.3.1. This discussion hinges on the
definition of checking domain proposed in Chomsky {1992} to account for
the properties of multi-argument verb constructions. I will conclude that
the proper analysis of these constructions dees not require the definitions
to be set up as proposed in Chomsky {1992). In section 4.3.2, I will propose
a tore restrictive definition of checking demain, based on the theory of
feature matching in section 1.3.2,

The conclusion will be that functional head movement may create
derived checking positiens for V-features but not for N-features.

This raises the question, whether AgrS-to-C mevement in Dutch does
not make the specifier position of CP available as a licensing position for
the subject. This issue will ba illustrated and discussed in section 4.3.2.
The conclusion will be that the specifier of CP in Dutch never qualifies as
a licensing pesition for the subject, and that Travis’ argument is valid.

4.3.1 The Effect of Functional Head Movement

a. The Problem
It is commonly assumed that heads can enter into a relation with other
elements (e.g. for the purpose of 8-role assignment or feature checking)
only under certain conditions of locality. Thus, there is a limited set of
positions in any X-bar representation that a certain head & can access.
Chomsky (1992:16) calls this set of positions the demain of c.

The domain of o is the set of nodes contained in the maximal
projection of o, except u itself and the projections of ««.? A head § which
is adjoined to x will also be part of the domain of «« (Chemsky 1992:16).

! See Rizzi and Roberts (1989:5 and 25 note 3), Rizzi (1991a), Chomsky (1992:44 and 65 note
33}, Bobaljik and Carnie {1992), Bobaljik and Jocas {1693). In referring to some of these
works, the generalizations in the text use a terminofogy which is updated in the obvious way.
* ‘Pravis argued against the idea that subjects in Dutch and German move to the specifier
position of CP, as this would imply topicalization. Topicalization of weak elements, such as
weak proaouns, is excluded. Since weak subject pronouns may precede the verh in main
clauses, their positioning cannot invelve topicalization (¢f. Koster 1978a:214), See Holmbarg
(1986:125), Cardinaletti (1990}, Rizzi {1991a), Vikner and Schwartz (1691).

? a contains B if some segment of a dominates f (Chomsky 1992:18). As maxima! projection
of & is understood the highest segment of the least maximal projection dominating « (the
least full-category maximal projection deminating ),
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In that case, the domain of § will equal the domain of o, with the
exception that B itself is not part of the domain of B {ibid.). Thus, the
effect of head movement of B to ot is that §} acquires the domain of o as its
domain.

1t is slightly misleading to speak of the domain of B, when § adjoins to
. B heads a chain CH = (§,t). Therefors, not B itself enters into relations
with elements in the domain of B, but the chain CH = (B). Thus,
adjunction of B to o has the effect that the domain of « becomes part of
the domain of the chain {B,¢).

Chomsky further assumes that the domain of a head is divided into
two complementary subdomains: the complement domain and the residual
domain (Chomsky 1992:17). Of these, only the former is strictly defined:
the complement domain of a head o« is the complement of o and
everything dominated by the complement of . The residual domain of &
is what is left of the domain of &t when the complement domain is left out.
Intuitively, the complement domain is relevant for §-role assignment, and
the residual domain is relevant for feature checking.

The set of nodes accessible to the head must be further reduced to
comply with minimality (cf. Chomsky 1986b:42), For this reason, Chomsky
defines as the minimal domain of a head o the set of nodes in the domain
of o« that are not dominated by anether nede of the domain of «
{1992:16).°

The minimal domain of « can now be divided again into a minimal
complement domain and a minimal residual domain. The minimal
complement domain is called internal domain, and the minimal residual
domain is called ¢hecking domain {Chomsky 1992:17).

The internal domain of & consists of the complement of « The
checking domain of « consists of the specifier of ¢¢, including, possibly, an
element adjoined to the specifier of o, and furthermore by elements
adjoined to o {a raised head) or to projections of o

* Chomsky (1692) adepts the modification of tha definition of dominate proposed in Chomsky
(1986b:7), following May (1985): « is dominated by i only if ¢t is dominated by every segment
of . This increases the minimal domain somewhat, 50 a5 1 include ¢lements adjoined to the
specifier of a. To exclude these elements from the minimal domain, dominafe would have to
be replaced by contain, since elements adjoined to the specifier of & are contained by {a
segment) of tha specifier of o, and thus excluded frem the minimal domain {Chomsky, MIT
class lectures, Fall 19613,

* Tn particular, elements adjoined to the maximal projection of @ are also part af the checking
domain. This case is included to accommodate Kayne's (1987) analysis of French past
participle agrezment in wh-constructions, where Kayne assumes that the wh-¢lement moves
through a positlon adjoined to the sgreement phrase associated with past participle
apreement (instead of through a specifier position of this agreement phrase), and
nevertheless triggers agreament on the participle, If this analysis is correct, adjoined
positions must be part of the ¢hecking domain.
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Let us now consider the effect of head movement on the definitien of
the internal domain and the checking domiain of the moved head. The
definitions provide a head B, which will move to ¢, with an internal
domain and a checking domain before the movement takes place. In (1),
]3 =Yand ¢ =X;

(1) p e
w N
X YP
PN
WP Y
Y upP

Then the internal domain of Y in {1} is {UP}, and the checking domain of
Y in {1} is {WP}L

Chomsky (1892:17) notes that after Y is moved to X, we do not want
to ‘redefine’ the internal domain and the checking domain of Y. Rather, a
new ebject, the chain (Y,#), has emerged from the movement operation. For
this new object, we have to determine the internal domain and the
checking domain again. As noted above, the domain of a head B which
adjoins to a head « equals the domain of a.

In (1}, the internal domain of & = X is {¥P}, and the checking domain
of « = X is {ZP}. This would imply that in (2}, resulting out of (1) after
moving Y to X, the internal domain and the checking domain of the chain
(Y,2) will atso be {YP} and (ZP}, respectively.

@ XP
w T w
A~
¥ ¥p
wp N b i
P
¢ up

However, Chomsky (1992:19) slightly revises the definition of the minimal
domain so as to exclude YP from the minimal domain of the chain {Y,#),
and to include WP in the internal dsmain of this chain. As before, the first
maximal projection dominating the head of the chain determines the outer
limit of the domain of the chain. In (2), the first maximal projection
dominating Y is XP. Thus, all nodes represented in (2} are potentially part
of the demain of Y, except XP,
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In the previous definition, X’ and X were also excluded from the
domain of Y. This was done by the stipulation that the domain of ¢« ean
only contain nedes that are distinct from o. Chomsky now proposes that
the domain of a chain CH {c,,«) can only contain nodes that do not
themselves contain any oy.®

This excludes YP from the domain of the chain (¥,2) in (2). YP contains
£, a member of the chain (Y,#). Consequently, WP is included in the
domain of the chain (Y,£). WP is not dominated by another node in the
domain of the chain (Y,£), therefore WP is also in the minimal domain of
the chain (Y,8).

This leaves one question open: Is WP in the internal domain of the
chain {Y,£) or in its checking domain? UP is obviously in the internal
domain of the chain (Y,#), and ZP is cbviously in the checking domain of
this chain. But WP is stuck in between.

Consider the relevance of this question for our investigation. The
checking domain of a head « consists of the set of nodes accessible to ¢ for
the purpose of feature checking. We have assumed that in Dutch, AgrS
moves to C in order to make it possible that the N-features of AgrS be
checked off against the features of the subject in the specifier position of
AgrS, AgrS-te-C movement creates a chain (AgrS,t). If the specifier
position of AgrS is not in the checking domain of the chain (AgrS,8), AgrS-
to-C movement could never serve the purpose of checking the N-features
of AgrS.

Chomsky (1992:19} proposes that the complement domain of a chain
(0,00} consists of the complement of o, and whatever it dominates, Recall
that the complement of a head B which is adjoined fo ot is the complement
of &, Thus, in (2), the complement of ¥ equals the complement of X, i.e.
YP. YP iself is excluded from the complement domain of the chain (Y,£}
since it contains a member of this chain, £. But WP, dominated by YP, is
patt of the complement domain, and hence of the internal domain, of the
chain €Y,¢).

This implies that movement of a head B to a head o disqualifies the
specifier of B as a checking position for the features of B. This conclusion
puts our analysis of AgrS-to-C movement in jeopardy. If AgrS-to-C
movement disqualifies the specifier position of AgrSP as a checking
position for the N-features of AgrS, the requirement that the N-features
of AgrS be checked in overt syntax cannot be the trigger for overt AgrS-to-
G movement.

¢ Notice that this revision also covera the original case, where CH is a trivial chain
{consisting of only one member). The nodes of « that are non-distinct from « (ie. the
projections of @) alse contain @.
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Let us therefore turn to a critical examination of the way the internal
domain of a chain is defined in Chomsky (1992).

b. Larsonian Structures

In Chomsky (1992}, the internal domain of a chain resulting from head
movement consists of the complement and the specifier of the foot of the
chain, say B (i.e., the internal domain of {Y,#) in (2) is (WP, UP}.

Before head movement, the specifier of § does not belong to the
internal domain of §, but to the residual domain {also, the checking
domain). Thus, head movement enlarges the internal domain of B. More
correctly, head movement of § to o creates a chain {(B,£) with an internal
domain consisting of the minimal domain of ¢, the trace of .

Recall that the internal domain contains the positions relevant for 8-
role assignment. We can now say that head movement makes an
additional position for 8-role assignment available.

This ties in with the analysis of Larson (1988a,b} of multi-argument
verbs like put in (3}

{3} John put the book on the shelf

The verb pui appears to have two internal arguments, roughly
characterized as a theme {the dook) and a location {on the shelf). On the
assumption that syntactic Tepresentations consist of binary branching
structures, constructions like (3) pose a problem, since the two internal
arguments of put cannot both be a complement of the verb put.

To solve this problem, Larson {1988b) proposes that (3) be analyzed as
containing two VPs, each with a head, a specifier, and a complement. The
second VP is the complement of the first VP, Puf is generated in the head
of the second VP, and the head of the first VP is empty.” This yields the
following structure for (3):

? See Hoekstra (1991} for a similar analysis, in which the head of VP, is emply and the
lexical verb is gecerated in the head of VP,.
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[:H VP,
o T v
v TN VP,
NP T~ v
- A v T PP
' i AN
John e the book puf on the shelf

(3) is derived by moving put to the empty head of VP, This head
movement yields a chain (put,f). Before head movement, the book is
outside the internal domain of put. After head movement, the book is in
the internal domain of the chain {put,{).

Thus, the definitions in Chomsky (1992} exactly give the required
result for multi-argument verb constructions, under the assumptions of
Larson (1988).%

However, it is not clear that these definitions have similar results
outside the domain of multi-argument verb constructions.” For instance,
if B is a functional head moving to o, yielding a chain (B,f), the specifier
of ¢ wiil belong to the internal domain of the chain {(§,t). However, this
result is void, since functional heads do not assign a -role.”

Thus, it looks like Chomsky’s definition of the internal domain of head
movement chains is ad hoc.

Recall that the crucial point in Chomsky’s definition is that the
internal domain of the chain (0,¢1,} consists of a subset of the nodes of the
complement of the kead of the chain, o. Let us change this definition
slightly, and propose that the internal domain of the chain (o0} is the
minimal complement domain of the foot of the chain, o

This will have the consequence that the specifier position of a moved
head will not become part of the internal domain of the chain resulting

_from the head movement. Being outside the complement domain of the

chain, it will automatically become part of the residual domain of the

# In fact, the definitions are set up so as tz achievs this result. Cf. Chomsky 1992:19.

? The same point iy made in Broekhuis and Den Dikken {1993).

* Chomsky (1985b) assumes that | assigns a @.role te the VP. However, I know of no
constructions whera it has been argued that a functional head {or a chain headed by a moved
functional head) assigns a €-role to an element in a specifier position.

H Chomsky (1992:17) argues that head movement chains always consist of maximally two
members, so that &, = oy,
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¢hain. On the assumption that nodes containing a member of the chain
are not part of the domain of the chain, the specifier position of the foot
of the chain will then bs in the minimst residue of the chain, hence in its
checking demain.

This is a desired consequence for us, since now the specifier of AgeSP
will be in the checking domain of the chain (AgrS,?) resulting from AgrS-
to-C movement.

Another consequence, however, is that the Chomsky-Larson analysis
of multi-argument verb constructions is no longer available, Since head
movement does not enlist the specifier of the foot of the chain in the
internal domain of the chain, the generalization is lost that the theme the
book s an argument of the verb put in (3).

At this point, we are fortunate that Larson’s analysis of multi-
argument verb constructions is not the only theoretically acceptable way
to reconcile the properties of these constructions with the binary
branching principle. Tn particular, it has been argued often that
constructions like {3} contain a Smaill Clause of which the theme is the
subject and the location the predicate.”?

This would give (3) the structure in (51"

(5} vP
—~
NP v
e
v X
w 7 x
( x 7 pp
John puit the book on the shelf

According to the structure in (5), put takes a propositienal complerent.
The book is net an internal argument of put, but an external argument of
on the sheif. -

2 Hpakstra (1984:234), Zwart {1991e).

1 | a35ume that Small Clauses have an empty head {¢f. Kayne 1993:section 3}, but { will not
be concerned with the question of the internal structure of Small Clauses at this point. See
Den Dikken {1992a) for extensive discussion.
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This gives multi-argument verb constructions of the type in (3} the
same analysis as resultative constructions like {6);"

6) a John put the book down
b. John ran the pavement thin

In {6b), it is ctear that the pavement is not an internal argument of ren
but an external argument of #hin. An analysis in which ran has been

‘moved up in the same way as put in (3) does not seem to be available

here. Likewise, we could argue that the book in (6a) and (3} is not an
argument of put, but an {external) argument of down and on the shelf,
tespectively. The interpretation that the book is an argument of put in
these constructions may be due to our knowledge of the world, since it
cannot be avoided that John actually handled the bock in order to put it
down or on the shelf {cf. Kayne 1985, Hoekstra 1988, Sybesma 1992,
Mulder 1092)."

The Small Clause analysis of constructions like (3} captures the
fundamental idea underlying the Larsonian structures, namely that “all
arguments are initially structured within the VP in subject-predicate
form, with cutermest elements being hierarchically most suberdinate”
{Larson 1988h:8).

The two analyses differ in the role played by the verb pué. In the
Larsonian analysis, put is generated as the head of a lower VP, whereas
in the Small Clause analysis the head of the Small Clause is empty, and
put is generated as the head of the (higher} VP,

In terms of Generalized Transformations, the first step in creating a
Larsonian structure for {3) is to combine puf with the PP on the shelf. In

¥ 8ze Den Dildeen {19924} for a Smekt Clause analysts of conatructions like John put the book
down on the shelf.

¥ Carrier and Randall {1992} argus that the Small Clausa analysis is inappropriate for
resultatives. See Den Dikken and Hoekstra (1993) for a coaviocing reply in defense of the
Small Clause analysis. Relevant for our discussion are Carrier and Randall’s arguments in
support of the idea that in reaultative constructions with obligatorily transitive verbs (like
shatter sth into pieces) the theme receives a theta-role from the verb {which is impossible if
it were a Small Clause subject), This is evidenced by the contrast between the boby shattered
the porringer into pieces and *the baby shaltered the oatmeal inta portions. 1 agree with
Carrier and Randall that in this class of constructiens, there is a close connection between
the verb shatter and the theme the porringerfthe oxtmeal, which is respensible for the
limited set of possible themes. Hawever, it does not follaw that the theme receives an
internal theta-role from shatter. If we follow Sybesma (1992) in analyzing causative
constructions as mubti-verb constructions, it seerns reasonabls lo assume that shatter ia
embedded under an empty cavsative, and that 2he baby is the external argument of the
caugative verh, and the thema the external argument of break, as in the porringer shattered,
For detailed argumentation, see Hoekstra and Zwart {1993%). Ci. also Den Dikkea and
Hoekastra (1993),
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the Small Clause analysis, the first step consists in combining the PP on
the shelf with an empty head.’

1t may seem unattractive to start out & derivation by expanding an
empty head. However, this is not an argument against analyzing (3) as
invelving a Small Clause. If Hornstein and Lightfoot {1987) are correct,
Small Clauses generally contain an empty head. Thus, if Small Clauses
exist at all, we must accept the possibility that derivations start out by
expanding an empty head. .

Let us assume that the empty head of a Small Clause is a copular
verb, indicated by capital BE. Then the Small Clause constructions in {6}
can be paraphrased as in (7}

{fy a. John put [the book {8E down}}
b John ran [the pavement [BE thin]]

The derivation of these constructions then starts out by combining BE and
a predicate.
Likewise, (3) must be paraphrased as (8), in the Small Clause analysis:

(8) John put [the book [BE [on the shelf}]

More generally, we can state that a PP cannot function as a predicate
unless it is first combined with a copular verb."

The Small Clause analysis of (3) thus yields a ‘small predicate’ BE on
the shelf, instead of a 'small predicate’ puf or the shelf. BE on the shelf is
then predicated of the subject the book, just like BE thin is predicated of
the pauement in {(7b). Then, by another application of Generalized
Transformation, the resulting subject-predicate combination the book BE
on the shelf is combined with put.

In 2 Larsonian analysis, the derivation of (3) starts out by combining
put with the PP on the shelf. The resulting ‘small predicate’ is combined
with an external argument the book, which is combined with an empty
verb to yield the larger predicate e the book put on the table. Put is then
moved to e in order to enlarge the internal domain of put: the book
becomes the internal argument of the chain {puz,¢)."® ‘

¥ slternatively, if Smalt Clauses do not coatain a head, the Small Clause reselis from
combining the PP on the shelf with the subject the book.

¥ Gee Hoekstra and Mulder (1990) for an analysis of motionat and positional unergative
verbs which appear to take PP arguments, e.g. walk (into the rooml, as copular verbs.

18 This is a reformulation of the analysis in Larson (1988a, 19986} in terms of tha Minimalist
Program, as in Chomsky (1992:18f and Fall term class lectures of 1991), In Larson’s original
analysis, put raises to the head of the higher VP in order to assign Case to the theme the
book in the specifier position of the lower VP,
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This analysis has bwo problems which the Small Clause analysis does
not have, First, the movement of put to the head of the higher VP is not
obviously triggered by morpholegical requirements. Chomsky {Class Notes,
1991) suggests that verbs are specified in the lexicon for the number of
internal arguments that are associated with it. Let us call this the ID
value {for Internal Domain). Put has ID = 2, because if requires a theme
and a location. If puf is the head of the lower VP, as in a Larsonian
analysis, it has only one argument, the tocation on the shelf, in its internal
domain, Chomsky suggests that puf moves to the head position of the
higher VP in o¢rder to enlarge its internal domain, As a result of the
movement, ¢he book belongs to the internal domain of the chain {puté).
Thus, put moves to satisfy its ID value.

This amounts to saying, in pre-minimalist terms, that put moves in
order to assign an internal 8-role. This runs counter to what seems to be
one of the core ideas of generative syntax, namely the idea that generation
of elements {binary operation} is motivated in terms of thematic refations,
whereas movement of elements (singulary operation}is motivated in terms
of morphological relations (such as structural Case, number, person). This
idea is prominently present in the minimalist framework, which restricts
movement to morphological feature checking. We could of course define
the set of morphological features triggering movement in such a way that
the ID value is included, but it is unclear whether this mixing thematic
and morphological features is independently needed.”®

Chomsky (1992:29f) argues against the idea that the initial
tepresentation is a full fledged “D-structure’. But even if we adopt the
structure building process of generalized transformations, it appears that
there has to be some order in the way structures are built up, to the
extent that heads are first combined with their complements rather than
with adjuncts. If thematic relations can be satisfied by singulary
operations, nothing prevents generation of complements in the externat
domain. A stricter version of the minimalist approach would be to
maintain that singulary operations are driven by morphologieal licensing
requirements only.”

¥ Including the ID valus in the set of mozphalogical features leads o the consequence that
glements are always generated in order to eliminate ‘morphological’ features. We could
maintain that a verb with ID = 1, like kiss, is generated and combiaed with a direct object
to salisfy the 1D value of kiss. Obviously, this streiches the meaning of the term
‘marphological’ somewhat.

¥ Chomalcy {1992:23) mentions easy fo please tonstructicns as preblematic for the concept
of D-structure. He suggests that John in John is easy to please occupies a nen8-position, and
hence cannot appear at D-structure. However, if wa assume that be always has a Small
Clause complement, John is generated in the position of external argument of the Small
Clause, henee in a 8-position. This assumes a structure is ffJoknfeasy to pleasef].
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A second problem with the Larsonian analysis of multi-argument verb
constructions is that it is not clear whether enumeration of the number
of arguments of a verb, and apecification of the type of thematic roles of
these arguments, must be part of a minimalist theory of the erganization
of the lexicon. T.Hockstra (1990} forcefully argues that the combinatorial
properties of lexical elements are to a large extent determined by the
aspectual properties of these elements, Small Clauses specify a state {e.g.
the pavement thin). The function of a state argument to a non-telic verb
is to terminate the event being denoted {(e.g. in John ran the pavement
thir). For this reason, resultative Smatl Clauses are only found when the
predicate does not have an inherent termination point. This excludes
Small Clause complements with verbs like kill (e.g. *John killed the house
info @ morgue), So, the combinatorial properties of verbs like run and kill
need not be specified in the lexicon. A specification of the aspectual
properties of these verbs suffices.

Importantly, this makes it superfluous to specify verbs that can be
combined with resultative Small Clauses as (potential) multi-argument
verbs (contra Carrier and Randall 1992). A verb like run simply denotes
a non-telic event which can be turned into a telic event by adding a Small
Clause complement.

Ideally, this simplification of the lexicon carries over to other multi-
argument verb constructions. In the case of put, this can be achieved by
stipulating that put lacks an inherent termination point. Therefore, it has
to be combined with a Small Clause terminating the event, in order to
create a meaningful predicate. Put differs from prove in that put has to
combine with a state denoting element, whereas prove can alse combine
with a simple noun phrase.’’ All that needs to be specified in addition is
that puf requires that the state denoted by its complement i3 locational
or situational (to exclude *John put the barn red).

This approach, initlated by Hoekstra (1990) (see also Mulder 1992),
promises a more minimalist theory of lexical information. In particular,
it becomes pessible to maintain that all lexical elements take one internal
argument at the most.? If so, the Chomsky-Larson analysis, in which

1 There are soms special uses of put in which 2 Smalt Clause complement is not required,
as in I don’t Anow what to put and You put first (in shot put),
# Geq also B, Hoekstra (1991) and dMulder (1932). Hoeksira argues that licensing relations
are unique in the sense that a verb can have only ona complemeat; multi-argument verb
constructions must therefore contain saveral verbs (1691:5). Mulder fotlows T, Hoekstra in
arguing that complementation serves to aspectually bound the event denoted by the verd,
and notes that it follows that verbs can have but one object, since events can only be bounded
once. Mulder (1892:81 fn 9) stresses the difference between his Single Object Corollary and
Earson's {1938a) Single Complement Hypothesis. The latter fotlows from binary branchiag,
({continued...}
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puf i3 first introduced as the lower verbal head, taking a PP as its
complement, and then moves up to the higher verbal head to make sure
that the theme noun phrase is included in the internal domain of puz (or
the chain {put,f)}, is not satisfactory.

Positive evidence that on the shelf in {3) is a predicate rather than an
adjunct or a complement can be obtained if we consider the Dutch
counterpart of {3);

® Jan  zette hethoek opde plank Duteh
John put the book on the shelf

Inn embedded clauses, the PP op de plank ‘on the shelf has to appear to
the immediate left of the verb:

{10) a «dat  Jan het boek gisteren op de plank zetle
that  John the book  yesterday on the shelf put
b. * .dat Jan hethoek opde plank gisteren  zetle
that  John thebook oo the sheif yesterday put
e. * .dat Jan hethoak gisteren zette opde plank
that  John thebook  yesterday put on the shelf

In this respect, op de plenk in (10} differs clearly from adjunct PPs
(Hoekstra 1984:235) (11) and complement PPs {(12):

(11} a. .dat Jan Marle gisteren indetuin kuste
that John Mary  yesterday iothegarden Ikissed
= that John kissed Mary in the garden yesterday.”

b. ~dat  Jan Marie Inde tuin gisteren  kuste
that  John Mary  inthegarden yesterday kissed
L3 .dat Jan Marie gisteron kuste indetuin

that Joha Mary yesterday  kissed  in the garden

12} a. odat  Jan nog altijd van Marie houdt
that  John still always of Mary holds
“,.that John is stilf in love with Mary.”

b. .dat Jan van Marie nog altijd houdt
that  Joho of Mary still always holds
€ .dat Jan nog altijd houdt van Marie

that  Joha stilk-always holds of Mary

¢ continued)}

and entails that verbs need additional VP-shells to accommedate additional arguments;
acoording to Hoekstra's uniqueness of licensing principle and Mulder's Single Object
Cozollary, thers can be ao mere than one argument altogether. The reader is referred to
thess works for ample argumentation,
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PPs like op de plank in (9) share the property of being obligatorily left-
adjacent to the verb with particles, resultative predicates, and unsuspect
Small Clause predicates, as is demonstrated in {13)-(15):

(13} a. «dat Jan het boek maar weer neer zette
that  John thebook  butapain  down put
“..that Joha finally put the book down again.”
b * .dat Jan hetboek neer maar weer zeite
that John thebook =~ dowa butagain put

{14) a. ~dat  Jan zijo gympies telkens daor rende
that  John his sneakers  time and again through ran
“..thak Joha ran his sneakers threadbare all the time.”
b. * .dat Jan zijn gympies door telkens rende
that  John his sneakers  through time and again ran

(16} a. wdat Jan Marie nogsteeds asotrekkelijk vindt
that  John Mazy still atiractive considers
"..khat John still considers Mary attractive.”
b * .dat Jaan Marie aantrekkelijk nog steeds vindt
that  John Mary alteactive stilt considers

This left adjacency to the verb is generally taken to be a rock solid test for
Small Clause predicate status.

Finally, let us consider what happens when op de plank is combined
with a particle, as in (16):

{15) Jan  zeite het hoek op de plank neer
John  put  thebeck  on the shelf down
*Johno put the bok down on tha shelf.”

In that case, the particle shows the distribution of & Small Clause
predicate, whereas the PP shows the distribution of a non-predicate {Den
Dikken 1992a:70);

{an  a .dat Jan hetboek neer zette op de plank
that John thebook  down put  on the shelf
*.that John put the bock down on tha shelf.”
b. ~dat Jan opdeplank hetboek mneer zette
that  John onthe shelf - the book down put
c. * .dat Jar hetboek neer opdeplank zette
that John thelook  down on the shelf puk

This becomes relevant when we consider one of the seemingly favorable
consequences of a Larsonian analysis for (3).

Larson (1988b) argues that Heavy NP Shift does not consist in
movement of a heavy NP to the right, but of movement of a predicate to
the left. In multiple-argument verb constructions like {3}, the heavy NP
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is in the specifier pesition of the lower VP, and the predicate moving to
the left is the ‘small predicate’ pul on the skhelf (1988b:11). This is
illustrated in {18):

{18} John [put on the shelf] fall the Tarzan novels he possessed) ¢

In {18}, the ‘small predicate’ put on the shelf, a V' category, has been
reanalyzed as a V, and has moved to the head of the higher VP.

However, this analysis is inappropriate if we consider particle verb
constructions like (19): ’

{19) John put the hook down on the shelf

The Dutch evidence shows that in this case, the particle down is the Small
Clause predicate, and the PP on the shelf is a non-predicate {cf. (17)). We
expect that if we turn (19) into a Heavy NP Shift construction, the adjunct
PP will not be part of the ‘sinall predicate’, and will not be able to move
along with the ‘small predicate’ put down to the head of the higher VP.
However, this is not what we find:

{20) a. John put down on the shelf all the Tarzan novels he possessed
b. 77 John put down all the Tarzan novels he possessed on the shelf

If Larson’s analysis of Heavy NP Shift in multi-argument verb
constructions is correct, we must conclude that the combination of a verb,
a particle and an adjunct PP can be reanalyzed as a V and can move up
to a V-position. This seems to be an unattractive extension of the analysis.

Summarizing, it appears that much is gained by analyzing the theme
in (3) not as an internal argument of pu# {or of the chain {put,f)) but as
the subject of the Small Clause complement of pué. Recall that Chomsky’s
(1992:19) definition of the internal domain of a head movement chain
(o100, was devised in such a way that the specifier position WP of «,
becomes part of the internal domain of the chain {o;,00). As a result, this
definition ensures that head movement disqualifies the specifier position
of the fower head as a checking position for features of the chain resulting
from the head movement. :

We have seen that this definition is ad hoc. It is tailor made to fif the
analysis of multi-argument verb constructions of Larson (1988a), This in
itself is gufficient reason to amend the definition if such an amendment
is called for. In addition, we have seen that the Chomsky-Larson analysis
of multi-argument verb constructions can be replaced by a Small Clause
analysis with favorable results. If so, there i3 no empirical or conceptuat
motivation for Chomsky’s definition of the internal domain of a chain left.
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¢. English and Irish

Chomsky {1992:44) employs the idea that head movement from B to &
disqualifies the specifier position of P as a checking position to derive the
Extended Projection Principle for English.

Aceording to the Extended Projection Principle, the structural subject
position must be realized (Chomsky 1881:40). In our framework, the
structural subject position is the specifier position of AgrSP.

Chomsky assumes that some languages, English among them, adhere
te the Extended Projection Principle, whereas other languages, like Irish,
do not. The latter conclusion follows if these languages have overt verb
movement to AgrS, but no overt movement of the subject to the specifier
position of AgrSP. The overt SV0-VS0 distinction between English and
Irish suggests such an analysis (22 from Bobaljik and Carnie 1992):

20 John kissed Mary Engiish
{22y Chonale Sedn  an madras Modern Irish
see-PAST John the dog
“John saw the dog.”

How can we ensure that the specifier position of AgrSP is always filled
in English? The easiest way would be to state that the N-feature of AgrS
is strong. However, Chomsky (1992:10,44}) assumes that languages have
only one AGR, which can be instantiated in various positions to check off
different features. Thus, AgrS and AgrO are not inherently different. As
a result, AgrS and AgrO cannot have different feature specifications: if
AgrS has strong N-features, so has AgrQ.

Consequently, if we assume that English AgrS has strong N-features,
it must be the case that English AgrO has strong N-featurea as well. This
means that the direct object in English overt syntax must not be inside
the VP, but in the specifier position of AgrOP. On the assumption that
this is not the case, we must define the N-features of AGR in English as
weak.® We must therefore find another way to make sure that the
subject ends up in the specifier position of AgrSP in overt syntax in
English. , :

’ At this point, we must intreduce another assumption concerning
English syntax made in Chomsky 1992, Chomsky (1992:10) notes that
subject noun phrases check their features against AgrS, but that part of
the properties of the features involved (in particular, the Nominative Case
feature) depends on T. Likewise, part of the properties involved in
checking the N-features of AgrO depends on V.

% We might, however, interpret the findings in Johnson {1991} to indicate that the direct
object in English is in Spec,AgrOP.
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T'o expresses this close connection between T and AgrS for checking
the features of the subject, Chomsky assumes that T raises to AgrS,
yielding a complex head [T AGR] combining the Case features of T and
the g-features of AGR®

Consider the consequence of this T-to-AgrS movement for checking the
N-features of T. The N-features of T have to be checked in the specifier
position of TP. However, according to the definitions in Chomsky (1992),
the specifier position of TP is not in the checking domain of the chain (T,t),
but in the internal domain of this chain. Recall that the minimat demain
of a chain is the minimal domain of the head of the chain, with the
exception of all nodes containing a member of the chain. The internal
domain of a chain is the part of the minimal domain that is in the
complement of the head of the chain, and the checking domain is the
residual part of the minimal domain of the chain, basically the specifier
of the head of the chain.

These definitions allow Chomsky to derive the Extended Projection
Principte for English, by stipulating that the N-features of T in English
are strong. Because of the independently established T-to-AgrS movement,
the specifier position of TP is no longer available for checking the sirong
N-features of 'T. These featuves can only be checked in a positien in the
checking domain of the chain (T}, hence, in the specifier position of
AgrSP. This, then, explains the cbligatory presence of the subject in the
spec of AgrSP in English.

The difference between English and Irish now follows simply by
stating that the N-feature of T is strong in English and weak in Irish
{Chomsky 1992:44).

This way of deriving the difference between English and Irish seems
to provide independent support for the idea that head movement
disqualifies the specifier position of the lower head as a checking position,
However, Bobaljik and Carnie {1992) show that the analysis in Chomsky
{1992} is built on incorrect assumptions concerning word order in Modern
TIrish.

In particular, Bobaljik and Carnie argue that in a Modern Irish V50
construction like (22) the verb is in AgrS and the subject in the specifier

¥ The g-features are the features of person, number, gender.
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position of TP.* This suggests that, in Modern Irish, the N-features of
T and the V-features of AgrS are strong.

The V-features of AprS being strong, the verb must move fo AgrS in
a head-to-head fashion, The final step in this movement process takes the
verb (actually the complex [[V AgrO] T from T to AgrS, yielding a chain
(T,#), where T stands for {{[V AgrQ] T] and is adjoined to AgeS, and the
trace occupies the position of the head of TP. .

As before, the specifier position of TP is not in the checking domain of
the chain {T,f). This means that the N-features of T cannot be checked in
the specifier position of TP when T-to-AgrS movement takes place. If the
specifier position of TP is not in the checking domain of the chain {T,#),
the subject should not be able to appear in this positien.

Nevertheless, the subject in {22) appears in the specifier position of TP,
as argued by Bobaljik and Carnie {1992). We therefore cannot accept the
idea that head movement disqualifies the specifier position of the lewer
head as a checking position.

Let us therefore tentatively define the checking domain of a chain (o, B}
as the union of the checking domain of o« and the checking domain of B.
This can be achieved by proposing the following definition of the internal
domain of a chain (e}

23 ‘The demain of a chain (a,B), where § is the trace of o, is the unica
of the domain of ¢ and the domain of B.

[#2}] The internal dontain of a chain (@), where B is the trace of &,
ig tha minimal domain reflexively dominated by the complemant of .

{definitions to be revised in section 4.4)

This means that the specifier positions of « and P are in the residual
domain of the chain (a,i). Consequently, both ZP and WP in {2) are in the
checking domain of the chain (Y,f). As a result, the specifier position of
AprSP remains a checking position for the N-features of AgrS, even after
AgrS has moved te C.

* The more traditional analysis of VSO order in Celtic has the subject in the structural
subject position and the verb in C (Sproat 1985). This analysis is rejected in Bobaljik and
Carnie (1992} becauss the V80 order also shows up in fizite embedded clauses where a
complemeatizer is prezent. The argument that the subject is outside the VP in Modern Irish
VSO constrizetions is based on the observation that in non-finite embedded clauses, where
the VS0 order is impossible, structorally Case marked objects cccupy a position further to
the Ieft than inhereatly Case marked objects. Taking this to indicate overt object movement
out of the VP when the object shows structural Case features, Babaljik aad Carnie conclude
that the subject must also be outside tha VP, sinca it appears to the left of the struciurally
Case marked object.
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The definition of internal domain in {24} answers one of the two
questions we set out to investigate in this section, It foltows from (24) that
AgrS-to-C moevement does not disqualify the specifier position of AgrS as
the checking position for the N-features of AgrS. However, the definitions
leave the possibility that AgrS-to-C movement turns the specifier of CP
into a derived checking position for the N-features of AgyS wide open. This
question will be discussed in the next section.

4.3.2 Does Head Movement Create Derived Checking Positions?
Consider again a simple head movement structure:

2) Xp

P

P X

~~
X ed

ey
WP v

P

[ up

In {2), the head of YP has raised and adjoined {o the head of XP, yiclding
a chain (Y,f). In the definitions of Chomsky (1992}, this chain has a
minimal domain eensisting of the nodes {ZP, WP, UPL. The checking
domain of the chain {8 {ZP], and the internal domain is {WP, UPL

We have argued above, that WP should not be included in the internal
domain of {Y,#), but in its checking domain. The question to be asked now
is whether ZP must be included in the checking domain of the chain (¥,2).
If not, head movement has no effect on the definition of domains at all.

In other words, the question to be asked is whether derived checking
positions exist at all. This question is familiar from the recent literature,
predominantly from Rizzi (1891a), where it is argued that head movement
may furn an A’-position into an A-position. In particular, if ZP in {2) is an
A’-position, head movement from Y to X may turn ZP into an A-position.

Rizzi (19912a:46) proposes the following definition of A-positions, where
[Agr] Tefers to agreement in p-features:?

¥ In Ghomsky (1981}, A-positions are defined as ‘potentinl theta positions’. In the less
articulated structure employed there, this comprises all VP-internal theta-positions, and the
specifier position of IP. This is the pesition where the external theta role was assigeed. The
‘potential’ ¢lause engures that in unaccusative constructions, in whith ne external theta-role
is assigned, the specifier position of IP would still count as an A-position, so that raising to

{continued...}
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£25) A-positions: [i}] Theta positions
(i)  Specifiers of a [+Agr] X°

Rizzi then argues that (i) should be interpreted “as meaning that a Spee
is A when construed (coindexed) with an Agr specification in its head. The
subject agrees with I at the IP level, then if the subject and [ are meved
to the CP level (..}, the spec of € will agree with € containing I, and will
count as an A position under ([25])(ii)". .

Chomsky (1992:65 note 33) notices that this idea is problematic: “Note
that if I adjoins to C forming f; I C 1, SPEC of Cis in the checking domain
of the chain (£,£). Hence SPEC of Cis L-related {to I, and nonL-related (to
C). A sharpening of notions is therefore required to determine the status
of C after I-to-C raising.””

1 propose the following sharpening of notions: a specifier cannot be
construed locally with an adjeined head, Thus, no agreement is possible
in (2) between ZP and Y. The specifier of CP will therefore always be an
A'-position (a nenL-retated position).

This restrictive notion of agreement follows from the minimalist theory
of feature checking developed in section 1.3.2. This theory of feature
checking tequires that N-features be checked in a configuration of
sisterhood. This can only be achieved if the N-features of a2 head tcare also
present on the first projection of ¢, which we have defined as the
Projection of &. I have therefore proposed that the morphological features
of ot spread to the Projection of & {under the condition of accessibility).

1 have argued that the special status of the first projection of ¢ should
not be expressed in terms of bar level, but in terms of feature content.
This special status of the first projection of ¢, I have assumed, derives
from the circumstance that o cannot be integrated into a larger structure
{through Generalized Transformations} without this first prejection. Since
the first projection of o is the only projection that is indispensable, [ have

* {,..continued)

subject has the properties of A-movement, not of A'-movement. With the emergence of mora
functional projections, several other target positions for A-movement were inkroduced, but
these couid not be defined a3 potantial theta-pesitions. Alse, on the assumption that subjects
are generated inside YP, the specifier position of IP {AgrSP) could not be defined as a theta-
position. In the course of thess developments, A-positions came ¢o b2 defined as positions
that are construad in agreement with a head (E.Hoekstra 1991:24), On the assumplion that
the specifier of CP may also agree with G {for instanes in wh-feabares), a further resiriction
defines as A-positions those specifier positions that are coastrued in agreement with a
feature of the verb. Calling these features T-features’, Chomsky and Lasnik {1991) replace
the distinction between A-positions and Alpositions by a distinction batween L-related
positions and non-L-retated positions,

*T See note 26 for terminology.
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proposed to call the first projection of o Projection, and the other
projections of « Segments,

In this theory, the idea that the features of o may spread to the
Projection of ¢« leads to an extremely restricted mechanism of feature
checking: it can only take place between sisters, Sisterhoed, of course, is
already known as the required configuration for the head-complement
relation, and for checking of V-features. In the latter case, adjunction to
the head creates the required sisterhood configuration. Thus, the idea that
features may spread actually leads to a more restrictive theory of feature
checking.

At the same time, by limiting feature spreading to the head-Projection
relation, the number of pessible checking positions is maximafly restricted.
This leads to the following definitions of checking domain and internal
domain:*

{28} Chetking domain
« is in the checking domain of B iff (B « is in the residue of B, and
(i) 4 carries the morphological
features of B, and
G}  « and yare sisters

2n Internal demain
o i3 in the internat domain of B ff ()  «is in the complement
domain of §, and
(i) o and§ are sisters

In (28}, it is not excluded that f=y. Thus, the checking domain of B
contains the sister of B and the sister of the Projection of §. According to
(27), the internal domain of § is just the complement of B, expressing the
idea that heads have but a single complement.

Consider now the effects of head movement on the definition of
checking domain. Assume the structure in (28), adapted from (2}

* Where complement domain and residucl domain are understood as in Chomsky (1992:16).
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(28) xXpP
w 7w
X ~ YP
—~
wp e
y T~ e
-~
iy

Before head movement of Y to X, the checking domain of Yis {HWPL H

is the sister of Y, WP is the sister of the YP Projection. Only Y and the YP

Projection carry the morphological features of Y {see section 1.3.2).
Head movement of Y to X yields the structure in (29}

29 XP
e 7 xp
o~
X YP
P
Y X wr ,/\ YP
Fan™
H v /\

i Up

In (29), again only Y and the YP Projection carry the morphological
features of Y. Hence, the checking domain of Y remains (H,WP}. Crucially,
ZP is not in the checking domain of ¥, since the sister of ZP is not a
Projection of Y but of X.

‘Fhis leads to the following conclusions:

1. Head movement creates a derived checking position for V-
feature checking.

2. Head movement does not create a derived checking position for
N-feature checking. .

‘The conclustion that head movement creates a derived checking position
for V-features ties in with our earlier analysis of verb movement to C
across AgrS in inversion constructions in Dutch. In these constructions,
AgrS moves to C. Additional verb movement to C then yields the
substructure {(H Y} X] in (29), with H=V, Y=AgrS, and X=C. It follows
from the definition in (26} that ¥V and AgrS can check off the V-features
of AgeS under sisterhood in this substructure.
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The conclusions listed above do not change if we accept the point made
in Chomsky {1992:17} that what is relevant in head movement
constructions like {29} is not the domain of Y, but the domain of the chain
(Y, that results from the head movement. All that is required is the
following definition of Projection of a chain:

B30 Projection of a chain
- o is a Projection of a chain CH iff « is a Projection of a member of CH

Since the XP Projection is not a Projection of any member of the chain
(Y,£), ZP cannot be in the checking domain of the chain (Y ). But the YP
Projection is the Projection of ¢, and hence may carry the morphological
features associated with the chain (¥,£). This makes WP a checking
position for the N-features of Y {in fact, the enly checking position for
these features).

Finally, the position of the sister of ¢ may be a checking position for
the V-features of Y, but this position will never be used as such if we
assumae that adjunection to a trace is excluded.

It follows from this restrictive theory of feature checking that head
movement does not create derived checking positions for N-feature
checking, Let us therefore consider the empirical argumentation that has
been advanced in the literature to support the existence of such derived
checking positions fef. Rizzi 1991a).

Congider the following paradigm {ef. Koster 1978a:210, Travis
1984:123)

@ a Het  lukt niet Duteh
it succeeds nol
*1t doesn't work cub.”
b, * Het ken ik miet
it can | ot
°I ¢an't do it.”

Weak object pronouns cannot appear in the fiest position, weak subject
pronouns can. Travis {1984, 1921} takes this to indicate that subjects and
topics occupy different positions in Dutch and German. In (31a), het ‘it is
in the structural subject position, the specifier position of IP (AgrSP),
whereas in {(31b), ket is in the topic position, the specifier position of CP.
The ungrammaticality of (31b) then follows from a restriction on
topicalization, to the extent that unstressed pronouns may not topicalize
{Travis 1984:119).

This leads to an analysis of Dutch and German subject initial main
clauses in which the subject does not end up in the preverbal position by
way of topicalization. Consider {32):
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(32) a. Dat iukt niet
that  succeeds  mot
*That doesn’t work out.”
b. Pat  kan ik  nlet
that can [ not

*1 can't do that."

If we assume that the subject in {32a} is in the structural subject position
{tho specifier position of IP/AgrSP) and the object in the topic position (the
specifier position of CP), the ungrammaticality of (31b) follows from t}}e
ban on topicalizing unstressed pronouns. Hence, the subject dat ‘that’ in
{32a) and the object dat in (32b) cannot be in the same structural position.

This analysis carries over to the minimalist framework in a natural
way. In {32a), the subject moves to the specifier position of AgrSP to check
the M-features of AgrS. In {32b), the object has a {topic} feature, which
must be checked in the specifier position of CP. (31b} shows that weak
pronouns lack a [topic] feature. Preposing weak pronouns therefore is not
triggered by the need to check a {topicl feature. If so, the preverbal
subjects in (312} and (32a} cannot be topics either, and must cccupy a
different position from the preverbal objects.”

It seems, then, that Travig’ analysis is clear and simple, and it ties in
with the conclusions of this book, namely that the functional projections
in Dutch, as in English, are head initial, and that the verb moves to AgrS
in subject initial main clauses, and not to C.

Rizzi (1991a) argues that the asymmetry in (31) may be analyzed in
a different way if we assume (25ii). Rizzi assumes that non-operator
elements, such as pronouns, can only survive in an A-position if they are
foralized. Weak pronouns, by their nature, cannot be foealized. This
excludes (31b), on the assumption that the object pronoun accupies the
specifier position of CP, an A’-position.

For (31a), Rizzi assumes the standard analysis of Dutch subject initial
main clauses {Den Besten 1977). Thus, the subject prenoun occupies the
specifier position of CP, just like the object pronoun in (31b). However,
(31a) differs from (31b) in one respect. In (31a), the head of CP is oceupied
by a verb which agrees with the subject pronoun. By Rizzi's interpretation
of (25ii), this spec-head agreement turns the specifier position of CP inte

= If the analysis of clitics in Germanie put forth in section 2 is correct, the weak subject
pronoun hef occupies a position adjolned to AgrS. As with all subject ¢litics, ket will not sh?w
up to the left of the verh when the verb moves o C. Instead, the verb will skip Agr_S on its
way 1o G, 2nd ket will adjein to the right of the verb in C, a3 in yes/no questions like Kan
het? ‘Can iU,
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an A-position in (31a). Consequently, no focalization i3 required for the
pronoun to survive in the specifier position of CP in (31a).®

Thus, the idea that verb movement to C may turn the specifier position
of CP into an A-positien allows Rizzi to maintain the traditional analysis
of verb movement in Germanic,

However, the analysis fails in an important respect. If the subject is
licensed in the specifier position of IP (AgrSP), there is no trigger for
additional movement of the subject to the specifier position of CP.
Therefore, by economy, this movement will not take place. The specifier-
head agreement relation that existed between the verb and the subject at
the IP level can never be reconstructed at a higher level, unless the
subject has additionat features that must be checked at that higher level
{e.g. a {topic] feature to be checked in the specifier position of CF).

More generally, specifier-head relations can never be instantiated twice
in a derivation. A specifier-head configuration can only be created to check
a feature, say ¢. This feature ¢ gets eliminated as soon as the specifier-
head configuration is created. This precludes the possibility of recreating
the same agreement relation in a second specifier-head configuration.

Suppose subjects carry a second feature, say, a [topic] feature, which
forces an additional movement to the specifier position of CP. As will be
discussed in section 5, this movement triggers verb mevement to C.
Adopting Travis' (1984) topicalization restriction or Rizai's (1991a)
focalization requirement leads to the prediction that only streng pronouns
andJ lfull noun phrases will be able to move to the specifier position of
CP. .

I so, {31a) cannot be topicalization, as argued above, If we assume,
with Rizzi (1891a), that subject initial main clauses in German and Dutch
involve a subject in the specifier position of CP, we predict that
constructions like (31a} are non-existent in German and Dutch. This
follows from the assumption, entertained by Rizzi (1991a) as well, that

¥ A similar analysis is presented in Cardinaletti (1990:82). Cardinaletti argues that
referential subject pronouns ean be topicalized, as in (i), whereas expletives cannot (ii}:

] Er {glaub ich} bhat angerufea Curman
he think ! Bsa  called .

(0] Es Cglavt b} wurds getanat
thera think 1 was daned

The difference between (i} and {ii}, however, follows from the fact that es 'it, there’ is always
a clitie, whereas er 'he’ can be stressed.

¥ [y the minimalist framework, this follows on the natural assumption that weak elements
cannot carty topic features. If 21l weak elements are clitics, this assumption meed not be
stipulated, considering that clitics are heads, and topie features inust be checked in specifier-
head configurations.
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subjects are first Heensed in the specifier position of IP. This means that
¢ is eliminated inside IP. The additional movement to the specifier
position should then be restricted to focalized elements, since agreement
with the feature ¢ is no longer visible at the CP level.

1t is obvious from constructions like {31b) that subjects in Dutch are
licensed in the specifier position of IP {AgrSP). Assuming that licensing
takes place in specifier-head configurations only, the subject in (81b}
checks its N-features against the N-feature of AgrS. AgrS may be accupied
by the trace of the verb which has moved to C, or, as we have assumed,
by the trace of AgrS-to-C maovement® '

Thus, the analysis of (31} in Rizzi (£991a} cannot be taken to support
the idea that head movement of f to « turns the specifier position of o
into a checking position for the features of §.

4.3.3 Conclusion

It follows from a resirictive theory of feature checking that head
movement does not create derived checking positions for N-feature
checking, Consequently, the proposed analysis in which AgrS-to-C
movement in Dutch is a precondition for checking the N-features of AgrS
in the specifier position of AgrSP can be maintained.

4.4 Accessibility and the Representation of Features

Let us try e make the accessibility parameter more precise. This
parameter was introduced in section 1.3.2 and employed in this section to
explain the verb movement asymmetry. In particular, we have to make
clear why AgrS-to-C movement and verb movement to AgrS both have the
effect of turning a [-accessible} AgrS into a [+accessible] AgrS.

If we assume that feature checking invariably takes place in a
sisterhood configuration, the N-feature of AgrS can only be checked by the
AgrSP Projection (i.e., the first projection of AgrS, see section 1.3.2).
Therefore, the AgrSP Projection has to have access to the N-feature
represented in AgrS. The AgrSP Projection has access to the features of
AgrS if and only if AgrS has the feature [+accessible]. This is expressed
in {33)-(34»

® Rizzi and Roberts {1958:5) likewise assume that [-to-C movement in Germanic does not
destroy the specifier-head agreement configuration needed to license the subject in the
specifier position of IP.
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(33} A funetionat head is [raccessible]

(34) a, the Projection of B, has access to the morphological features of §
TP is {enccessible]

We have conjectured that AgrS in Dutch is f-accessible}, and that AgrS-to-
C movement and verb movement to AgrS have the effect that AgrS
becomes [+accessiblel. Since the N-feature of AgrS is strong, one of these

" movement processes has to take place in overt syntax, otherwise the N-

feature of AgrS would not be accessible to the AgrSP Projection, and the
N-feature could not be checked. The effects of head movement on
accessibility can be stated as in (35):

{35) A [-accessible} head @ becomes {+accessible] iff (i) « moves to B, or
Gi)  yadjeinstoa

How can (35) be derived?
1 propose that (35) ultimately derives from economy of representations,
formulated in {(36):

{386) Economy of Representations
Use as few symbals a3 posaible

The morphological features represented in functional heads must count as
symbols. Otherwise, the presence of features at the interface would not
cause a violation of the Full Interpretation principle (cf. section 1.2.3). If
so, we can derive the following principle from (36):

37 Morpholegical features ars present in as few positiens as possible

The economy related principle (37) severely restricts the distribution of
the morphological features of a functional head. In particular, it dictates
that morphotogical features can only be present on nodes that ave actively
involved in feature checking.

In the case of N-feature checking, this means that, if AgrS is
[#accessiblel, the MN:feature of AgrS will be present on the AgrSP
Projection only. This is because only the AgrSP Projection is actively
involved in N-feature checking, due to the sisterhood condition on feature
checking. We can now say that if AgrS is [+accessible], the N-feature of
AgrS moves from AgrS to the AgrSP Projection, and that this movement
is blocked when AgrS is [-accessible]. As far as [ know, (37) has no further
consequences in the domain of N-feature checking.

In the domain of V-feature checking, however, {(37) has an interesting
consequence. Consider the case where AgrS moves to C. 1 have argued
that in that case, the V-feature of Agr8 is checked by adjunction of the
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verb to AgrS in C. In other words, AgrS-to-C movement yields a chain
(AgrS,0), and the only member of the chain that is actively invelved in V-
feature checking is the head of the chain, AgrS. It then follows from (37)
that the V-feature of AgrS is present only on the head of the chain
{AgrS,i.

This has a number of consequences. One consequence is that
adjunction of the verb to the foot of the chain (the trace of AgrS) is
excluded by economy of derivation. Since the V-feature of AgrS is only
present in the head of the chain (Agr8,2), adjunction of the verb to the foot

. of the chain is not triggered by feature checking requirements, hence is
excluded.
. Itis standardly assumed that adjunction to {races of heads is excluded
{¢f, Baker 1988). However, this does not foltow from the condition of Strict
Cyclicity, since this condition does not refer to the content of heads, and
does not exclude head adjunction in general® But if head movement
actually removes the V-feature, as expressed in (37), the ban an adjunction
to traces follows from economy of derivation.®
. A second consequence of (37} in the demain of head movement is that
it is now possible to unify the effects of head movement of AgrS to C and
head movement of the verb to AgrS, AgrS-te-C movement removes the V-
feature from the AgrS position, since the V-feature of AgrS can only be
represented on the head of the trace (AgrS,t). Verb movement to AgrS has
the effect that the V-feature of AgrS is checked and eliminated. Both
inovement operations therefore have the same effect: the V-feature of AgrS
is removed from the AgrS position.

1f we now assume that the presence of the V-feature in AgrS blocks
movement of the N-feature of AprS to the AgrSP Projection, we can
replace (35} by (38}

{38) « iz [+accessible] if {and only if) the V-features of a have been removed

The and only if clause is only needed for languages in which the
functional heads are not [+accessible] by parameter setting, like Dutch.
The presence of the and only if clause in (38) therefore is the only
instance of parametric variation in this system.

According to (38), the phenomenon that in some languages head
movement is a precondition for N-feature checking is due to the fact that

¥ Sagp, 26 in section 1.3.2 for a definition of the condition of Strict Cyclicity that allows head
moyemant.

¥ Notice that this does not in principle exclude adjunction of a clitic to the trace aof a head,
since it is notclear that ¢litic adjunction is triggered by morphological licensing requirement
to begin with (see section 2.3%
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in these languages the V-feature must be removed before N-feature
checking can proceed. This, then, appears to be characteristic of the
syntax of verb movement in Dutch.

4.5 Conclusion

In this section I have argued for the following analysis of the verb
movement asymmetry in Duteh. ’

AgrS in Dutch has weak V-features and strong N-features. The strong
N-features force movement of the subject to the pesition of sister of the
Projection of AgrS (i.e., the specifier position of AgrSP). However, AgrSis
specified as {-accessible]. As a result, the Projection of AgrS has no access
to the N-features of AgrS. Since the N-features must be checked under
sisterhood, AgrS has to be made [+accessible], so that the N-features of
AgrS spread to the Projection of AgrS, and the specifier and Projection of
AgrS can check off the N-feature of AgrS under the required condition of
sisterhood.

There are two ways to make AgrS {+accessible]. One way is to move
AgrS to C. This takes place in embedded clauses, as discussed in section
3 for complementizer agreement dialects. AgrS-to-C movement does not
viglate Oreed, sinca this movement serves to eliminate the N-features of
AgrS. Since the V-features of AgrS are weak, Procrastinate ensures that
no verb movement to AgrS takes place in embedded clauses. Another way
to make AgrS {+accessible} is to move the verb to AgrS. This can be done,
in violation of Procrastinate, since movement of the verb to AgrS serves
to also check off the features of the verb against the V-features of AgrS3.
Again, Greed is not violated. This derivation applies in subjeet initial
main clauses. In inversion ¢onstructions, both AgrS-to-C movement and
verb movement to C take place. In moving te C, the verb skips the
original AgrS pesition, and adjoins to AgrS in C. As this results in the
elimination of the V-features of AgrS, Greed again i8 not violated.

Movement from AgrS to G, by way of independent functional head
movement or via head-to-head verb movement to C, does not turn the
specifier of OP into a derived checking position for the N-features of AgrS.
Hence, if verb movement to C takes place, the subject must always follow
the verh (unless the subject carries additional features to be checked in
the specifier position of CP),

It follows that the verb in subject initial main clauses does not occupy
C but AgrS. This proves that AgrSP in Dutch is head initial.
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5 Topicalization and Wh-Movement

In the previous two sections, I have developed 2 minimalist analysis of
subject initial main clauses in Dutch. In this analysis, the finite verb
moves 0 AgrS and the subject moves to the specifier position of AgrSP.

This analysis supperts the idea that the functional projections in Dutch '

are head initial.

The analysis, however, also raises questions concerning the other ‘verb
second’ constructions in Dutch, topicalizations and wh-constructions. Den
Besten {1977) showed that verb movement in these constructions targets
the position that is occupied by the complementizer in embedded clauses.
Ifthis is correct, we must conclude that subject initial main clauses on the
one hand, and topicalizations and wh-constructions on the other hand, are
different categories: the former are AgrSPs, the latter CPs.

In this section, I will argue that this distinction between subject initial
main clauses and other main ¢lauses in Dutch is correct. I will argue for
an even stronger conclusion: subject initial main clauses, topicalizations,
and wh-constructions are all categorially different. Subject initial main
clauses are AgrSPs, topicalizations are TopPs, and wh-constructions are
WhPs. This leads us to propese the following phrase structure:

1) Whe
spec - W
7~
Wh TopP

o~
apec Top'
Tep a AgrSP
o~
spac Agrs

o~
AgrS ®

In section 5.1, I will point out certain differences between subject

initial main clauses and topicalizations, In section 5.2, I will present the
argumentation for splitting up CP into a WhP and a TopP. Finally, section
5.3 contains a minimalist account of the various mevement processes
associated with topicalizations and wh-constructions.

This section presents further arguments against collapsing all verb
second phenomena in Dutch. In addition, it supports the general idea
argued for in this chapter, namely that the functional projections in Dutch
are invariably head initial,
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5.1 Differences between Subject Placement and Topicalization
5.1.1 General Considerations

In the minimalist framework, all movement operations are triggered by
the need to eliminate morphological features. These morphological
features are represented in functional heads, and are eliminated through
a matching operation with elements in the checking domain of these
functional heads.! The question whether two movement operations target
the same position then reduces to the question whether the relevant
features are represented in the same functional head.

1 have assumed, following Chomsky (1992), that subject placement in
general is triggered by the need to eliminate the N-feature of AgrS. This
feature, represented in AgrS, must be matched with the corresponding
feature on an XP in the specifier position of AgrSP, Let us also assume
that topicalization is triggered by the need to eliminate a special ‘topic
feature', represented as [topic]. [ assume that this feature, lke all
features, is represented in & functional head, and that a corresponding
feature is present on the XP which is to be topicalized. Topicalization can
then bg deseribed as a movement operation taking place to eliminate
{topic].

The question whether subject placement and topicalization are the
same then reduces to the question whether the features of AgrS and the
{topic] feature are represented in the same functional head.

It is easy to see that this is not the case in Dutch. Since subject
placement and topicalization are both overt in Dutch, we must assume
that the N-feature of AgrS and [fopic] are both strong in Dutch. This
implies that both topics and subjects must be in their licensing position
in overt syntax {(assuming that ne other features are involved that could
trigger additional movements). Therefore, we can lecalize the licensing
positions of subjects and topics in a simple topicalization construction like

{2)

! For expositary reasons, I abstract away from the actuat operation of N-feature checking
under sisterhood, involving movement of the N-feature of a functional head o to tha
Pzojection of @

? I assume that {topic] is an N-feature by defiaitien. 1 will argue below that the [topic}
feature is not preseat on the visibly topicalized XP, but on an operator element (an empty
opezator or & d-trord} in the specifiar position of the CP (to be defined as TopP below).
Becausa i this, it is difficult to associate the [topic] feature with particular prosodic f2atures
like stress or pragmatic features like [focusf. The actual topic, I will assums, is adjoined to
the TopP, and can be stressed or focalized at will.
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2} Dat book ken 1k niet

that bock koow [ not

“That book I don't know.”

11 {2), the topic dat boek ‘that book’ must be in the designated position for
licensing the feature [topic]. Similarly, the subject ik T* must be in the
designated position for licensing the N-features of AgrS. Since the verb
ken know’ appears between these two positions, we must conclude that
the positions designated for licensing the subject and the topic are
different. Thersfore, the feature [topic] cannot be represented in AgrS.

Thus, on standard minimalist assumptions, subject placement and
topicalization differ in a trivial way.

Notice that even if the verk in (2) did not intervene between the
subject and the topic, we would still have to conclude that the feature
ftopic] and the features of AgrS are represented in different functionat
heads. This situation obtains in English:

()] That baok I don't know

If the topic that book and the subject f were both in the checking domain
of AgrS (with [topic] also represented in AgrS), we would have to stipulate
that the topic always linearly precedes the subject:?

4} * ¥ that book don’t kuow

No such stipulation is nesded if we assume that in (3}, like in (2), the
topic moves to the specifier position of a functional projection designated
for licensing topics.

In the next section, I will present a number of independent differences
between subject placement and topicalization, all leading to the conclusion
that both movement operations target different positions.

5.1.2 Subject Placement us. Topicalization

The-following differences between subject'p]acement and topicalization in
addition suggest that both operations target different positions.

% In the definitions of Chomsky (1992), elements adjoined 1o XP {i.g, not in the specifier
position, but adjoined higher up) are in the checking domain of X. In sections 1.3.2 and
11.4.3, T argued that the checking domain consists onty of the sister of X and tha sister of
the Projection of X {i.e. the specifier position of XP). Thia excludes adjuncts from the checking
domain, and it also excludes the possibility of having two features represented in ooe
functional head.
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a. Verbal Agreement

As we have seen, the 28G present temse verb in Dutch has two
merphological realizations, one for subject initial constructions and one for
topicalizations (and wh-constructions):

& a Jij keati*ken dat boek
you know that book
b, Dot boek kenftkent fij
that book know you
“That book you know,”

I have argued that the short form %en is required when the verbis in C,
and contains a duplicate feature associated with AgrS-to-C movement. In
other words, this form ‘shows complementizer agreement'. The long form
kent, on the other hand, is the default form, used in all other
environments. Therefore, in {5a), the verb cannot be in C.

All aspects of this explanation for the double agreement phenomenon
are independently established. It is hard to imagine an equally
satisfactory account of the phenomenon if we assume that kent and ken
in {6} oceupy a single position.

Similar double agreement phencmena occur in several Duich dialects,
as discussed in section 3.3.

b. The Position of Object Clitics
Object clitics are right adjacent to the verb in subject initial main clauses,
but not in topicalizations:

{6} a. Jan kent (*nog altijd) ‘'t niet
John knows  stiif always it oot
*John {*stiil} doesn't know it."
b. Toch kent (nog altijd} Jan {(*nog altijd) "t nlet
Yet  kaows still always Joha atill always it not
"Yet Joha still doesn’t know it.”

As argued before, the verb and the clitic are adjacent in {6a), and so are
the subject and the elitic in (6b). This is accounted for if the subject is in
the specifier position of AgrSP in both (6a) and (6b), while the verb is in
AgrS in (6a) and in C in {6b}. It follows that topicalization and subject
placement target different positions.

If the verb were to move to € in both (6a) and (6b), we would have to
find an explanation for the fact that the subject in (6b) can unde the
adjacency requirement that the verb and the object clitic are subject to in
{6a).

Note that the subject and the verb are not necessarily adjacent in {6b),
If (6a) were analyzed as a topicalization construction, with the verb in C
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and the subject in the specifier position of CP, we would expect the trace
of the subject in the specifier position of AgrSP to be not necessarily
adjacent to the verb either, In other words, we would expect the adverbial
nog altijd ‘still' in (6a) to be able to appear between the verb and the
subject trace (hence, between the verb and the object clitic), contrary to
fact.

¢. Restrictions on embedded topicalization .
Ifsubject placement and topicalization are the same process, topicalization
should be possible wherever subject placement is possible, However, the
{wo processes are clearly different in embedded contexts.

Notice first that the subject is placed outside the VP in embedded
clauses in Dutch, just like in main ctauses. This can be concluded from the
position of the subject with respect to sentence adverbs, as in {1

{7} .dat Jan gisteren Marie kuste
that John yesterday Mary kissed
= that John kissed Mary yesterday.”

On the other hand, tepicalization in embedded clauses is severely limited:

8y a * .dat Marie Jan gisteren kuste
that Mary  John yesterday  kissed
=, .that John kissed MARY yesterday.”
b. .dat pgisteren Jan Marie kuste
that  yesterday John Mary kissed
“,that John kissed Mary YESTERDAY."

As can be seen, only adjuncts can be topicalized in embedded clauses.

As shown by Neeleman (1990), objects can also be topicalized in
embedded clauses, provided they receive a strong ‘focus intonatior’.t In
addition, another constituent in the construction must be stressed, to
achieve a kind of intonational balance:

@ a «dat MARIE zelfs JAN gisteren  niet kuste

that Mary evenJohn yesterday mnot kissed
"_that aot even JOHN kissed Mary yesterday.”

b. dat MARIE Jan zelfs GISTEREN niet kuste
that Mary John even yesterday not  kissed
v _that John did not even kiss Mary YESTERDAY."

3 ~dat MARIE Jan gisteren zelfs niet EUSTE
that Mary John yesterday even not kissed
* that Joha did net even KISS Mary yesterday.”

* Meelaman (E900} refers to this pheaomenon as Focus Scrambling (¢f. section IE.1.4).
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This special intonational pattern i3 not required for subject placement in
embedded clauses or for topicalization in main clauses.’

Notice that the absence of verb movement in ¢mbedded clauses is
irrelevant. This is an independent property of embedded clauses in Dutch.
If topicalization and subject placement were really the same, one would
expect topicalization to take place in embedded clauses, even without verb
movement, just like subject placement takes place in embedded clauses
witheut verb movement.

On the other hand, if topicalization and subject placement target
different positions, we can explain the restrictions on embedded
topicalization by stating that ‘there is not enough room’ for topicalization
in embedded clauses.

One way of implementing this idea would be to assume that the
specifier position of CP is not available as a landing site for topics in
embedded clauses. This assumption is needed in the standard analysis as
well, to account for the fact that subjects and topics never appear to the
right of the complementizer:®

f Pocus scrambling is clearly a marked phenomenen. Neeleman (1990) shows that it has the
properties of Amovement. This suggests the presence of a third nonl-zelated XP-position
(in addition to the specifier position of WhP and TopF'), perhaps comparable to the Polarity
Phrase of Culicaver 1931,

¢ In Middle Dutch topies can be seen to precede the complementizer (Stoett 197T:246, Van
den Berg 1992). However, in these cases it looks like an elemeat of the embedded clause
appears in the matrix ¢lause, ie. not in the specifier position of the embedded CP. This is
evidencad by tha presence of a resumptive prosoun in the embedded clause:

[i}] Mea pleghet In sice nuesegaten
one usually-does  in his moatriis
dal-me.re ¢enea ring in doet
that ooe thare a-ACG ring in puty
"One nsually pats a 7ing in ons's nostole.”

Also, in my intuition, there is a preference for (i} over (it} {¢f. note 16 of section 4.1):

{ty a7 -dat Piet Marie dacht dat  Jan  loaste
- that Paty  Mary thought  thst  John  kisced

b. * dat Pist dscht Merie dat  Jan  lmste

that Pata  thought Mary thet Joba  kiesad

Tn {iia), the embedded ehject has been moved inte the functional domain of the matrix clause,
instead of to the specifier of tha CP of the embedded clause.
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(10) a. * Pietzag Jan dat demeisjes kuste
Pete saw John that the girls kissed
“Pete saw that John kissed the girls.”
b, * Pietzag de meisjes dat Jao kuste
Pete saw  the girls that John kissed
"Pete saw that Jehn kissed THE GIRLS?

However, this i3 not a very attractive assumption, considering the fact
that the specifier of CP must be available as an intermediate posifion in
constructions of long distance movement {cf. section 1.3.1).

A possibly more viable implementation would be based on the analysis
of topicalization in Koster {1978b} (cf. 11.2.3; also Weerman 198%:52,
Haider 1990, Kosmeijer 1993). In this analysis topics are base generated
as left peripheral adjuncts to a clause, coindexed with a resumptive
demonstrative element {a d-word) in the specifier position of CP. This d-
word is generated inside VP and moves to the gpecifier position of CP, just
like a full topie would, explaining the movement effects associated with
topicalization {¢f. Chomsky 1977). The d-word may be phonologically nuil,

This analysis correctly predicts that a d-word may always be present
in topicalization constructions in Puteh’

1y Marie (die} kust Jan nilet
Mary that kisses John not
“Mary John deesn't kiss,”

On the d-word analysis of topicalization, there must be room for fwo
elements if topicalization is to oceur, the d-word in the specifier pesition
of €P, and the topic adjoined to CP.

We may now assume that there is room for a d-word in embedded
clauses in Dutch, but not for a topic adjoined to CP. This may follow from
a general ban on adjunction to arguments, as proposed in Helmberg (1986}
and Chomsky {1986b).%

On this analysis, the constructions in (8b) and (9) are not
topicalizations, This is a welcome result, since the special intonational
requirements in {9) suggest that the two constructions do not represent a
unitary phenomenon.

Recall that we have assumed that sentence adverbs do not have a fixed
position (section IL.4.2.4). This assumption allows us to describe

* On restrictions on the use of an overt d-word, see below, section 5.2.1.¢. In Middle Dutch,
topics could be resumed by the element so (Stoett 1977:229, De Vries 1910-1911:45),

® This raizes the guestion why topiealization is alse excluded in adjunct clauses. Notice,
however, that adjunct clauses often appear to be complements of a prepesition, as they are
intreduced by the combination of a preposition and a complementizer (e.g. voordat ‘for that,
"before’).
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scrambling as movement to the specifier of AgrOP, hence as a minimalist
type of movement, However, as (12) shows, adverbs may not be adjoined
to AgrSP in main clauses:

{12} * Glsteren Jan kuste DMarle
yesterday John kissed Mary

The grammaticality of (8b) now suggests that in embedded clauses the
domain in which adverbs may appear is stretched, so as to include the
position adjoined to AgrSP. .

The same domain strefching takes place in inversion constructions, as
(13} shows:

(13) Daarom heeft gisteren Jan Marle gekust
therefore has yesterday John Mary kissed
“That’s why John kissed Mary yesterday.”

In our analysis, embedded clauses and inversion constructions have one
thing in common: AgrS-to-C movement. It is tempting, therefore, to link
the stretching of the domain for adverbs te AgrS-to-C movement, but I
will not pursue that issue here®

If this analysis of topicalization is on the right track, there is only ane
way to create an embedded fepicalization constructien in Dutch, namely
by inserting a topic gfter the complementizer and by resuming it by & d-
word. This yields a kind of anacolouthen, which can be observed quite
frequently in spoken Dutch:

{14} Jan zei dat Marie {die} kuste hij nlet
Johe said that Mary  that kissed he not
~John said that Mary, he didn't kiss."

Notice that the (possibly empty} d-word triggers verb movement:

(15) ¥ Jan zei dat DMerie (die) hij nlet kuste
John said that Mary that he a0k kissed

This can be aﬁalyzed in the same way as topicalization in main clauses.
I will return to this construction in section 5.3.3, arguing that the
complementizer in these constructions is net a target for AgrS-to-C

? ‘This does not exclude the possibility that language particular constraints block adjunction
of adverbs to AgrSP, As Liliane Haegeman informs me {p.c.), adverbs canaot appear between
the complementizer and the subject in West Flemish, even though we must assume that in
West Flamish, like in Duteh, AgrS-to-C movement takes place.
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movement. As a result, the phrase in the complement of dat has the
syntax of an independent CP or AgrSP with matrix clause word order.

The analysis of {14} clesely resembles the analysis of Vikner {1891a)
of embedded inversion phenomena in lcelandic and Yiddish. Importantly,
these languages do not show the verb movement asymmetry of Dutch and
German. In terms of our analysis, this suggests that Icelandic and Yiddish
lack AgrS-to-C movement altogether. Possibly, languages without AgrS-to-
© movement create constructions like {14} freely, whereas AgrS-to-C
languages tend to regard (14} as an anacolouthon,

In conclusion, embedded topicalization in Dutch is not freely passible.
It hes to be either Focus Scrambling or 2 kind of anacolouthon. This
supports the idea that subject placement and topicalization are different.

d. Subject deletion.

In clausal coordination constructions in Dutch, the subject or topic of the
second clause can be defeted under identity with the subject or topic in the
first clause:™

(16) a. Deze treln  rijdt verder als Intereity naar Groningen
this train goes on as intercity to Groningsn

en . zal alleen stoppen te Assen
and will  only stop at Assen

b. 7 NaZwolle rijdt dezetrein verder naar Groningen
after Zwolle goes this train  on to Groningen

en . zat alleen stoppen te Assen
and will  only stop at Assen

In (16), the subject of the second clause is deleted under identity with the
subject of the first clause. The subject gap is indicated by a hyphen.

As argued in Zwart (1991c), the subject gap in (16b) should not be
placed to the right of the verb zal ‘will’ (¢f. also De Vries 1810-1911:170).
This is clear from the agreement on the verb if the subject is the second

B giucures like (14) are islands for extraction, whereas the comparable constructions in
icelandic and Yiddish are transparent (cf. Vikner 1991a and references cited there). It is
generally assumed that the island character of embeddad inversion constructions in Dutch
is dua to a violation of the Empty Category Principle, However, this line of analysis leads to
the prediction that object extraction out of embedded inversion constructions in Duteh yields
2 milder ungrammaticality {along the lines discussed in Lasnik and Saito 1984, Chomsky
1986b, Rizzi 1950a, Cingue 1930}, but this iz not what we find. See Zwart (19915:310),

™ The properties of this typs of subject deletion are discussed more extensively in Zwart
1991c. Seo also Hohle (1983), Te Velde {1992}, Heycock and Kroch (1993}, Thiersch (1993).
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person Singutar pronoun. The ‘shert’ form, indicating subject-verb
inversion, is not altowed here (Bakker 1968:217 fn 3a):

(17} a Dan  keer je je om en  gaatga weer terug
thea turn you you areund and go-28G agein back
“Than you tura around aad go back again,”
b. * Dan keer je Je om en dan ga- weer lerug
then turn you you around and ther go  again back

As (17b) shows, the deleted subject in the second clause must precede the
verb.

{16b), on the other hand, shows that the subject in the first clause does
not have to precede the verb in order to trigger the deletion of the subject
in the second clause.

As (18) shows, topics may also trigger deletion of a topic in the second
clause:

{18) Dan  keer je je om en - gaje weer terug
then turo you you argund and go you again back
*Then you turn around and you go back again.”

In £18), the topic dan ‘then’ is also understood to be part of the second
clause, where it triggers inversion.”?

Interestingly, a topic may also trigger deletion of the subject in the
second clause, and a subject may trigger deletion of a topic in the second
clause:

{19) a. 2 Jan ken ik niet, maar. werkt bij ATW

John know 1 mot  but works  at (General Linguistics
2John I don't know, but {he) works for the Dept. of Linguistics.”
b, ? Jan werkt bij ATW, manr « ken ik verdsr mniet

John works ai Cen.Ling.  bHut koow f further a0t
=John warks for the Diept. of Linguistics, but I don't know him apart
from Ehat.”

Y This phenomenon is not to be confused with the so-called Tenfe Betje construction, in
which the cenjunction en ‘and’ triggers inversion in the second clause (De Vries 1910-
1911:170), This construction also appears in Middle Duteh (Van der Horst 1881:47} and in
Low German dialects (Jedig 1969:145). In present day spoken Dutch, the construction is felt
to be extremely marginal, unlike the topic deletion construction in the text.



252 DUTCH SYNTAX

These constructions are slightly odd, like (16b), but far from
ungrammatical.’® They indicate that grammatical function is irrelevant
for deletion in ceordinate structures (cf. Zwart 1991c).

Consider now the following ungrammatical deletion construction:

{20 * NaZwolle zal dezetreln allcen stoppen te Assen
after Zwolls  will  this train  only stop at Assen

en - kun je dus beter niet nemen
and can you therefore  better nob  take

“After Zwolle this train will anly stop at Assen, so you'd beller
not take it."

A subject following the verb in the first clause cannot trigger deletion of
a topic in the second clause.

We can account for this if we assume that an element in the second
clause of a coordinate structure can only delete under identity with an
element in the first clause if the two elements are in the same structural
position.

In (20), the subject in the first ¢lause triggering the deletion is in the
gpecifier position of AgrSP, and the delation site in the second clause is
the specifier position of CP. Hence, the deletion is ungrammatical.

Turning back to the grammatical deletion construction (16b) now, we
must conclude that the trigger and the deletion site are in the same
structural pesition. The trigger in the first clause is an inverted subject,
hence it is in the specifier position of AgrSP. Consequently, the deletion
site in the second clause must also be in the specifier position of Agr3P.
The second clause is a subject initial ~erb second’ construction, Hence,
these facts lead to the cenclusion that subject initial main clauses can be
AgrSPs.

This account of the contrast between {20} and {16b) also has
consequences for the analysis of the grammatical deletion constructions
in (19). Here, we must conclude that the second clause in {19a) and the

1 The marginal deletion constructions in the text conirast sharply with ungrammatical
daletion construction like {1} ard (i), In (i) tha trigger for the deletion is in object positien,
in (i) deletion cannot take place under identity, sinca the trigger is an overtly Case marked
pronoun:

-

Tk ken Jan olet, mear « weckt bif ATW
"] dan’t know Joha, but (he) works for the Dept. of Linguistics
Hem ken ik niet, maar « werldt bi] ATW
"Him I doa't know, but {he) works for the Dept. of Linguisties

a)

-

i)
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first clause in (19b) are also CPs, with the subject in the specifier position
of GP, This leads to the conclusion that subjects can be topics as well.

Notice that nothing in the analysis of subject placement proposed in
this book excludes the possibility that subjects move on to the topic
position, just like objects and adjuncts do, We cannot in principle exclude
the possibility that subjects occasionally have a featurs [topic]. If a subject
has this feature, it is forced to move to the specifier position of CP. The
important point, however, is that there is also no reason to assume that
subjects aliways carry a feature {topic], any more than objects and adjuncts
do.

Concretely, in the second clause of (19a) and in the first clause of
(19b), the subject has the feature [tepic] and moves to the specifier
position of CP. In that position, it can be deleted under identity with a
topie in the first clause, or trigger deletion of a topic in the second clause.

There is empirical evidence that this is the torrect approach. Recall
that weak pronouns cannot appear in the specifier position of CP. We
predict now that a censtruction like (19b) is impossible when the subject
in the first clause is a weak pronoun {(19a) with a weak proncun
triggering the deletion would be out independently, because the first
clause contains a topicalization in that construction),™* This prediction
is borne out:”®

@n a * Je waerkt bif ATW, maar - ken ik verder niet
you work at Gen.Ling.  but know | further not
“You work for the Dept. of Linguistics, but | don't know (you)
apart from that.”
b. * Het speelt perfect, maar + kun je nanwelijks horen
it plays parfectly but tan  you hardly hear

"It plays perfectly, but ona can hardly hear (it)."

The ungrammaticality of the sentences in (21} can be related to the
impossibility of having weak pronouns in the topic position. It is not clear
to what extent this affects the second clause of the coordination, since the

W Notice that in order 10 teat this prediction, we need to select a weak pronoun that has
Identical subject and gbject forms (see section 11.1.5). The 2SG and the 38G neuter pronouns
are the oply candidates, therefore.

% Propouns generally do Erigger deletion in coordinate structures, a8 in Je werkl bij ATW
maar - komt nosit naar de lezingen “You werk for the Linguistica Pepartment, but never
attend the talies” and Het speelf perfect, maar - mookl geen geluld ‘It plays perfectly, but
doesn't make a sound’, Also, a strong pronoun having but ong form for subject and object, like
Jullie 2PL you'behaves like a full noun phrase, e.g- in allowing Jullie werken bif ATW, maar
- ken ik verder niet “You work for the Linguistics Departmeat, but I don’t kaow you apart
from that', or Daf speelt perfict, maar + kun je nawwelijks horen That (thiog) plays perfectly,
but you can hardly hear it",
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weak pronoun is deleted before reaching PF. But under our analysis, the
sentences in (21) could only occur when the subject in the first clause
occupies the specifier position of CP as well, and this is excluded when the
subject is a weak pronoun {Kruisinga 1938:95, Merckens 1961:152, Koster
19781:210, Travis 1984:123).

Summarizing, this analysis of coordinate structure deletion leads fo
the conclusion that subjects and tepics in Dutch occupy different positions.

§.1.3 Conclusion

The hypothesis that the subject and the topic in Dutch occupy different
positions in overt syntax follows from the minimalist approach, and is
supported by several empirical observations.

5.2 Differences between Topicalization and Wh-Movement

In section 5.1, I have argued that topicalization and subject placement
should be kept apart. Both movements are triggered by different feature
checking requirements, and target different positions.

Miilter and Sternefeld (1920) argue that topiealization and
wh-movement should be distinguished likewise. Consequently, CP should
be split up in a projection involved in wh-movement and a projection
involved in topicalization (see also Mitller and Sternefeld 1993, Hoekstra
1992a, Heekstra and Zwart 1993a). In this sectien, I will present
empirical evidence from Dufch in support of this "split CP hypothesis’.

85.2,1 General Considerations

a. Terminology

In the literature, severat types of constructions are distinguished in which

“arguments or adjuncts occupy a marked sentence initial position,
Following Ross {1967), we may distinguish fopicalization constructions (1)
and Jef? dislocation constructions {2}

a. John, I don’t like

b. Jan mag ik niet Dutch
John may 1 not
"John T den’t like,”

4]

VERB MOVEMENT 255

John, I don’ like him

Jan, ik mag hem olet Butch
Jehn 1 may him not

“John, I don't like him."

(2}

bl o

In addition to these two constructions, Dutch has a construction in which
the leftmost constituent is immediately followed by a d-word:

{3) Jan, dila mag ik nfet
John that may 1 mot
2fohn, I don’t like."

This construction is absent from English. Following Kosmeijer (1993), 1
will refer to it as confrastive dislocation.

Contrastive dislocation must not be confused with a fourth type of
frenting, clitic leff dislocation {Cinque 1990}

{4) Gianni, non lo conosciamo Italian
John not him we-know
*John, we don't know him.”

The clitic fo resuming the fronted element Gianni cannot he a tonic
pronoun {Cingue 1990:56), whereas the resumplive d-word in (3) does not
have the phonetic or syntactic properties of a clitic. Thus, dfe in {3) can be
stressed, and can be replaced by a phrasal category:

) a Met  Jan, dearmee praat ik niet Duteh

With John therewith speak [ not
"With John, I don’t speak.”
b. Jan, die 2'n  ouders ken ik niet

John that his parents koow [ not
“John, [ don’t know his parents.”

Another clear difference between lo in (4} and die in {3} is that /o can be
clause internal, whereas die is the first element following the fronted
element. In fact, die looks like a fronted element itself, triggering subject
verb inversion:

(8} * Jap, die 1ikken niet
John  that T know mot

Other differences between elitic left dislocation and contrastive dislocation
are that clitic [eft dislocation can take place in embedded ¢lauses and can
involve a stacking of fronted elements {see Cinque 1990:58 for examples),
whereas this is impossible in contrastive dislocation (see 5.1.2.c and 5.3.3
for the status of {7b}):
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M a * .dat Jan dis ik niet ken
that John thet 1 not know
b % .dat Jan die ken ik niet
that  John that knowl mot

{8) a. * Jan, opschool, daar diefdle daar zag ik niet
John  at sehook there that/that there saw 1 not
b. Jen, op school, daar zag fk hem niet

John  at school  there saw I him not -
"Joha, I didn't see bim at school.” ’

¢. % Jan, opschool, dis =zag ik daar niet
John  at school that saw [ there mnot

(8b} and {8c) contain a combination of contrastive dislocation and left
dislocation. As can be seen, the left dislocated element appears to the left
of the contrastively dislocated element.

b. Wh-movement

It is useful to compare these four types of left dislocation with
wh-movement. In addition to fronting of a wh-element, wh-movement
constructions characteristically show the presence of a gap, and much
discussed locality conditions on the relation between the wh-element and
the gap (Ross 1967, Chomsky 1977:92, Chomsky 1981, Chomsky 1956k,
many others). If any of the four left dislocation constructions shows
similar properties, it may be the case that covert wh-movement is
involved.

It is clear that left dislocation and clitic teft dislocation do not involve
a gap. This suggests that these constructions cannet be reduced to wh-
movement. The nor-wh character of left dislocation was demonstrated in
Ross {1967} and Chomsky (1977). Cinque (1990) shows the same for clitic
left dislacation.!

Topicalization and contrastive dislecation do involve a gap. In additien,
they show the same lacality effects on the relation between the gap and
the fronted element as do wh-constructions (Chomsky 1977:91). The same
gaes for contrastive dislocation constructions, as can easily be shown:

! Cinque{1690) also shows that thers are significant dilferences between feft dislocation and
clitic [ef} dislocation, but thess do not concarn ug hera,
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@ = * We vertelds  Pict het verhaal dat hij ¢ verslegen had?

who  told Peta the story that he  beaten had
"Who did Pete tell the stary that he had beaten?*

b, * Jan  vertelde Plet het verhaal dat hij ! verstagen had
John  told Peta the story that he  beaten had
"Joha, Pete told the story that he kad beatsn,”

¢, * Jan, die verielde Piet hef verheal dat hij # verslagen had
John  that told Pete the story that he beaten had
“John, Pete tole the story that he had beaten.”

In (9a), there is an object gap in the object noun phrase inside the
gmbedded clause, which cannat be related to the leftmost wh-element wie
“vho' on standard locality conditions {¢f. Ross 1967). Apparently, the same
effect shows up in the contrastive dislocation construction in (8¢).

Likewise, wh-movement, topicalization, and contrastive dislocation are
all unbounded:

{10} a. Wie dackt je dat Piet zei  dat hij gezien had?

who  thought you that Pate said that he seen had
*Who did you think Pete sald he saw?”

b. Jan  dachtik  dat Piet zei dat hij gezien had
Johm  thoughti  that Petesaid that he seen had
“Jahn, I thought Pete said he saw.”

1.3 Jan, die dachtik datPletzeli  dat hif gexlen had
John  that theught ! that Petasaid  that he seen had
“John, 1 thought Pete said he saw.*

It is assumed that in (10a} the wh-element wie moves through the
specifier positions of the embedded CPs to the specifier position of the root
CP, in a successive cyclic manner (Chomsky 1973; see section 1.3.1 for a
modification of successive cyclic movement in a minimalist framework).
Again, topicalizations and contrastive dislocations appear to behave in the
sama way.

For these reasons, Chomsky (1977:91) assumes that topicalization
involves wh-movement. This leads to the following structure for (lak

un lrop John Yep Why L1 don't like 4,1}

* Wh-movement in English triggers subject verb inversion, except in

embedded clauses {including relative clauses). Chomsky assumes that the
CPin (11) is a kind of free relative. This would explain the absence of
inversion in topicalization constructions. On this analysis, {1a) could be
paraphrased as (12a). As (12b) shows, free relatives display no subject
verb inversion:
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{12) a. John (is who) I don’t like
b. Who I don't like is John

Howaever, if this is correct, topicalizations in Dutch (1b) should not show
inversion either. {13a) is a free relative paraphrase of topicalization in
Dutch, and (13b) a standard free relative construction in Dutch:

£13) -a, Jan  {is wie} ik niet mag
’ John iswho 1 aot may
"John (is wha} [ don’t like.”

b. Wie ik niet mag, is Jan
who I not may is Joha
"Who f don't like is John.”

As can be seen, the constructions in {13) show no inversion, contrary to
the tepiealization construction in (Ab)}Jan mag ik niet). It is difficuit, then,
to derive topicalization in Dutch from a free relative, in the way Chomsky
proposes for English.

The Dutch evidence, then, suggests that (11} i3 not a completely correct
analysis of topicalization. In particular, the empty element moved to the
specifier position of CP cannot be a Wh-element.

This is not {o say that the sfructure in (11) is inappropriate. It may
well be the case that there is movement of an empty element inside CP,
and that the topic is adjoined to CP {cf. 11.2.3 and section 5.1.2.¢). Only,
the empty element cannot be a wh-element. Rather, if it exists, it must be
an element that triggers inversion in Dutch, but not in English.

¢, Unifying Topicalization and Contrastive Dislocation

Kosmeifer (1993:132) argues that topicalization and contrastive dislocation
in Dutch are structurally similar. That is, both (1b) and (2b} have the
structure in (11}, where the element in the specifier position of CP is not
a wh-word but a possibly covert d-word:?

{14) [ep Jan I (die) mag by ik niet |1§

1 will adopt this analysis, for the following reasons.

Firat, it is not clear that (1b} and {2b} have different properhes In the
absence of evidence to the conirary, we want fo reduce the two
constructions to one type.

1t i3 true that not all topicalization constructions allow insertion of a
d-word, and that in not all contrastive dislecation constructions the d-word

1 In {14), the topic is Chomsky-adjoined to CP instead of generated in a CP-external Top
position. The distinction is irrelevant for our concerns. Recall that adjunction of the tapic to
©OP is allowed by the LCA of Kayne 1993 if the results of sectien 1.3.3 are correct.
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can be omitted. Thus, quantified noun phrases, personal pronouns, and
anaphors in topic position do not allow insertion of a d-word:

(18) a. Iedereen {*dle} khen fk

Everyons that know I
"Everyone, [ know.”

b. Hem (7?2die} ken ik
him that know |
“Hire, T know.”

[ Zichzelf (*dle} herkent Jan niet
SE-self  that Tecognizes John not
“Himself, Jehn doesn’ recognize.”

On the other hand, when the topic is associated with a PP-internal gap,
there must be a d-word:®

{16} a. Jan  72(daar) houd ik nlet van
John there hold 1 net of
“John, 1 don't love.”
b. * Jan die houd ik niet wvan
John that held 1 =mot  of

As (16b) shows, the d-word in this case must have the feature [+R}; only
elements carrying this feature can be moved out of the PP in Dutch (Van
Riemsdijk 1978).

The obligatory presence of a d-word in {162} is obviously related to this
restriction on exiraction out of PP. We may assume that in order to
interpret (16a) correctly, the {+R] feature must be overtly realized.* This
does not exclude the possibility that in other contexts, the d-word is
covertly present,

As for the obligatory absence of the d-word in the sentences in (15), I
assume that that is the result of a feature matching requirement between
the overt d-word and the topic. As observed in Lasnik and Uriagereka

3 Quite possibly, however, the presence of a d-word in these constructions is not
grammaticalty enforced but stylistically preferred (¢f Jansen 1981}

¢ An exception to the ruls that the [+R) feature must be overtly realized is presented by so-
called topic drop constructions (Cardinaletti 1890), as in (ik

(1] {Dsar) houd Ik nlet  van
thera .55 B S of
*{Thatt I daa’t fove.”

Qther exceptions involve infinitival refatives and forgh-constructions (femand om van te
houden [someone comp of ¢ to holdl *someone ta fove?), and infinitival imperatives {nizt cver
praten [aot to ¢ talk] ‘don't talk about that’; ¢ Den Dikken 1992b). See Jansen {1981} for a
discussienof preposition stranding constructions in spoken Dutch involving extraction of non-
E+RI elements.
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1988:157), in topicalization constructions the features of the gap must
match the features of the topie. For example, if the topic is an anaphor,
the gap must also be interpreted has having the features of an anaphor:

an Zichzelf ziet Jan mniet #
SE-self sees John not
*John does not see himself.”

Likewise if the topic is a pronoun;

(18} a * Hem ziet Jam niet §
him sees John not
“Him, John doesn’t see”
b. Hem wil Jan; nlet dat Marie 2fet
him wanis John not that Mary sees
“Him, John doesn't want Mary to see.”

In {18a)} the pronoun hem ‘him' canmot be interpreted as being
coreferential with the subject Jan, but in (18b) it can. Apparently, the gap
indicated by £ functions as a pronoun for Principle B of the Binding
Theory (Chomsky 1981).

An overt d-word cannot be used as a (non-demonstrative) personal
pronoun, as the following examples suggest:

{19) a, 1.4 ken hem/*die

1 kaow himfthat eoze
b.. Ik praat  over hemf*die
I talk about him/that one

Thus, it cannot be used to resume a pronominal topic, as in (15b). I
assume that something similar excludes (15¢c).5

As for (25a), T assume that overt die would not match the semantic
features of iedereen “everyone’, (16a) differs minimally from (20), where a
d-word is allowed:

* D-words® with the feature [+R} can resume R-expressions, proncuns, and anaphors.
Apparently, these d-words have features that maich with all thess categories. The relevant
examples show that proncuns and anaphors are mot in principle incompatible with
resumptive d-words:

(@ Plet/hemfzichzelf, daar prast Jan nisk  aver
Peteshim/himaalf there  talks  Johs oot sbeuk
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{20) a. Alle sprekers die kende ik
All speakers that knoew 1
“F knew afl speakers.”

b. Tedoreen in de tuin die kende ik
Evenyona inthe garden that knew 1
[ knew everyons in the garden.”

1t seems that as soon as the quantified noun phrase refers to a subset of
a well known set, or to the individual members of such & subset, a
resumptive d-word is allowed. Apparently, a quantified noun phrase can
enly be resumed by a d-word if its interpretation is linked to the discourse
(P-linked, ¢f. Pesetsky 1987),

This effect is also apparent in the pair in (21):

23 a7 Overal daar zif paardehnar
everywhere there sits horse-hair
“There's horse hair everywhere.®
b. Overal waar Je kijkt daar zit paardehaar
everywhere where you [look there sits horse-hair
"There’s horse hair everywhere you look.”

The d-word is inappropriate unless the quantified expression overal
‘everywhere’ is D-linked by the restrictive relative clause.®

Again, this is a generalization concerning the presence of an overt d-
word, I assume that an empty d-word with the appropriate semantic
features is still present in sentences like (18a), on a par with {20) and
(21b). Since the availability of an overt d-word can be expressed in
semantic terms, there is no need fo conclude that (15a) has a completely
different structure in exactly these cases.’

In sum, there does not seem o be a structural difference between (1b}
and (2b).

¥ B.Hoekstra (1991:34) notes that quantified subjects can easily be combined with a
resumptive d-word. However, in all the relevant cases the interpretation of the quantified
neun phrase is fized by the discourse, as in (ia). If this is not the case, the d-word becomes
impossitle again {ibk i

o a Jedereen  die was  er

everyone that was there

“Everyzoe (who was supposed to ba there) was preseab”
Tedereen die is  mlecfalijk

everyeas that s  mortal

*Everyona {alf human belagy) is mortak”

L.

? Haster {19784:207} notes the fact that sentential adverbs like waarschijnlifk ‘probably’
cannot be resumed by a d-word. I assume that in thesa cases too there is a mismatch
between the semantic properties of the adverb and the overt d-word, and that a nuil d-word
with the required properties is present in the specifier position of CP.
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A second argument for reducing topicalization to contrastive
dislocation is based on VP preposing’ {(cf. Haider 1990). In the
constructions referred to as VP preposing, the topic 13 a verbal projection,
not necessarily a complete VP, but possibly alse including some functional
projections. The relevant aspect of this type of construction here is that
the VP topic cannot always be reconstructed without yielding an
ungrammatical construction:

e a, Boeken lezen  (daf) doet Jan niet
books read that does Jehn not
“John does not read books.”

b * Jan  doet niet bosken Iezen
John  does not books  read

[X Jan  leest geen boeken
John reads mo  books

d. Jan  doet dat niet
John  does that mnot
*Joha doesa't do that.”

In (22a), the d-word dat is apparently optional. Suppose that when it is
absent, the VP boeken lezen is not base generated outside CP, but moved
to the specifier position of CP, leaving a gap. Then we expect that the VP
can be replaced in the position of the gap. As (22b) shows, this is
impossible® The correct non-topicalized variang of (22a) (without the d-
word) would be (22¢), but (22a) and {(22c¢) are presumably not
derivationally related.

This suggests that the gap in {22a), with or without the d-word, is not
left behind by movement of the VP boeken lezen. Thevefore, the gap must
be created by moving something else, When the d-word is present in(22a),
i.e. in the contrastive dislocation configuration, the d-word is the obvious
candidate for creating the gap by moving to the specifier position of CP.
As {22d) shows, the d-word can be replaced in the positien of the gap
without problems. The null hypothesis, then, is that the same movement
operation takes place when the d-word is not avertly present.

A third argument supporting the reduction of topicalization to
contrastive distocation is provided by the following paradigm.

* {n some dialects, e.g. Brabantish, modaf doen ‘do” can appear as a matrix verb, In those
dialects, hawever, (22b) would still not be 2 correct construction, as the combination of the
negative element alet 'not’ and & bare plural noun phrase alwaya yields a noun phrase with
the determiner geen ‘nd’, as in (22<),
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(23} a. 9Datlof Jan LGB gelezen heeft (dat) vrasg ik me af

thatAf John LGB read has that ask E me off
[ wonder whether John has read LGB.?

b Ik vraag me af *dat/of Jan LGB gelezen heeft
I wonder that/if  John LGB read has

& Ik vragg me dat af
I ask ma  that off
*I wonder about that.”

Verbs like zich afuragen “wouder take as their complement a noun phrase
{23¢) or an embedded interrogative {23b}. A CP introduced by dat ‘that’ is
ungrammatical in the complement of zich afuragen, but is (nearly)
grammatical in the topic position (23a). For the interpretation of(23a), the
presence of the d-word dat is completely irrelevant. Importantly, the topic
CP dot Jan het boek gelezen heeft in {23a) does not have 2
presuppositional reading. It is not necessarily the case, in {23a}, that John
actually read LGB, and thai I wonder about something that actually took
place; I wonder whether it took place.

Again, this incompatibility of the topicalized construction and the non-
topicalized construction ¢an only be explained if the topic is base
generated outside the CP, and the gap is related to a, possibly empty, d-
word.

A similar argument can be construed en the basis of the following
paradigm, pointed out to me by Marcel den Dikken:

{24} a. Marle (to) kussen {(dat) zou ik nooit durven proberen

Mary to kiss that would I never dare try
*[ would never dare to try to kisa Mary.”

b. ik zou nooit durven proberen Marie *{te} kussen
T would oever dare try Mary to kiss
I would never dare try to kiss Mary.”

-3 Ik zou dat woolt durven proberen
1 wauld that never dare try
I would never dare to try that.®

Probaren try selects either an infinitival complement with te (24b) or a
noun phrase complement (24c). In the fronted infinitival construction in
{24a), te is optional. As (24b) shows, reconstruction of the fronted
infinitival construction without fe is impossible. Hence, it must bs that
(24a) is derived from {24c) by topicalization of a possibly empty d-word,
and that the infinitival construction in {24a), with or without Ze, is base-
generated in a left-peripheral position.

For these reasons, [ assume that topicalization reduces to contrastive
dislocation. Hence, I will refer to both constructions indiscriminately as
topicalization.
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I will assume that topicalization in English also has a contrastive
dislocation structure, as envisaged in Chomsky (1977), but I will leave this
as a subject for further research.

d. Towards a Split CP

We have seen that topicalization is characterized by movement of a
possibly empty d-element to the front of the sentence. This d-element
triggers subject verb inversion in Dutch, but not in English.
Wh-movement triggers subject verb inversion in both Dutch and English.
Therefore, the movement of the d-element {d-movement) cannot be an
instance of wh-movement (contra Weerman 1989:62f).

If d-movement and wh-movement are not the same, we must
distinguish between a feature triggering wh-movement and a feature
triggering d-movement. Movement, then, takes place to eliminate the
whefeature or the d-feature. The d-feature is the (topic] feature mentioned
in section 5.1

If there are two different features involved in wh-movement and
topicalization {d-movement), it {3 in the spirit of the Minimalist Program
to locate these features in distinct functional heads. This means that the
traditional CP must be split into a projection for wh-elements (WhP) and
a projection for topics {TopP), where Wh hosts the [wh)] feature, and Top
the [d} feature {or [topic] feature).

Tn section 5.2.2, I will argue that various phenomena of Dutch syntax
support such a split.

5.2.2 Evidence for the WhP-TopP Structure®

a. Double Complementizers

Dutch has two complementizers for tensed embedded clauses: of and
dat® Of is used in embedded interrogatives, and da¢ in embedded
affirmatives:

® This saction resuits from joint work with Erie Hoekstra. Many ldeas expreased hereare also
fonnd in Hoekstra (1992a) and Hoekstra and Zwart (1893a).

1 Iy addition, Dutch has the complementizer als for embedded conditionals, See De Rooij
(1965a) for use of als{dat} in nonconditional complement clauses.
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{26) a Ik vrang off*dat Jan het gedaan heeft
I ask ifthat John it done has
*I'm asking whether John did it.”
b. Ik vraag wat of*dat Jan gedean heeft
1 ask what ifthat John done has
“[m askiog what John did.*
<. 1k beweer datPfof Jan het gedann heeft

I clalm  thatif Joha it done has
“F claim that John did it .

The complementizer of can always be expanded to ofdat, but the
complementizer dat cannot:

{26) a. Ik vraag ofdat Jan het gedsan heeft
*'m asking whether  Johndidit.”
b. ik vraag wat ofdat Jan gedaan heeft
T'magking what John did.”
¢. * Ikheweer ofdat Jan het gedaan hesft
"1 clakm that Joha did it.*

Hence, of and dat are not in complementary distribution. Rather, these
facts suggest that of signals the presence of an additional CP layer on top
of the CP headed by dat.

The nature of the additional CP layer infroduced by of can be clearly
established. Of only appears in the complement of verbs selecting an
embedded interrogative. We may assume that of heads its own projection,
and that this projection is the canonical structural realization of an
interrogative argument.' Let us call this projection of of Wh Phrase’
(WhP), following Miiller and Sternefeld (1993), Hoekstra (1992a).1?

Ws can now understand that some verbs {like vragen ‘ask’} require a
complement headed by of, and others (like beweren ‘claim’) do not allow
a complement headed by of.*® For the latter class of verbs, we must
assume that da¢ alse heads ifs own projection, the canonical structural

1 Sap Chomsky 1986a:85f and references cited there for the notion ‘canonical structural
realization’, - :

1 7Phig use of the termy WhP is not to be confused with the use of this term in Culicover
{1991}, where WhP is an XP wh-element which moves to the specifier position of a Polarity
Phrase, the head of which ¢an be occupied by a whoelement or a Neg(ation} element.
Terminology aside, our approach is largely compatible with the one put forward in Culicover
1991,

© Syme verbs, eg. weten know’, can have a complement headed by of as well 23 a
complement headed by dat, and the interpretation of the complement varies accordingly, like
in Eoglish [ know that he did it versus [ know whether e did it {or not).
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realization of embedded asseriions. Let us call this projection ‘Topic
Phrase’ {TopP), again following Hoekstra (1992a)."

As (26a,b) show, the TopP appears in the complement of the WhP.
(26a,b) show that when the embedded clause is & WhP, the TopF may be
absent, or may have an empty head (an issue I will not try to resolve
here).

Hoekstra (1992a) presents an empirical argument supporting the
existence of tivo independent complementizers in Dutch, each heading its
own prejection. This argument is based on coordination.

If ofdat in (26a,b) were a complex complementizer, heading an
undivided CP, we would not expect this complementizer to be split up
under coordination. Hoekstra shows that complex complementizers like
omdat ‘because’ (literally “for-that’) behave as predicted:

(27) a. * Datls grappig omdat Hardydikis ea dat Laurcidunis
That is funny  because Hardy fatis and that Laurel skinny is
b, .omdat MHardydlkis en {omdat} Laurel dunis
because  Hardy fatis and  because Laurel skinnyis
*That's funny, because Hardy is fat and (because) Laurel is skinay.”

However, ofdat ¢an be split under coordination:

€28) Ik vraag ofdat Hardy dikis ea (ofidat Laurel dunls
Fask ifthat Hardy fabis and that Laurel skinny is
*'m asking whether Hardy is fat and Laurel skinay.”

Hoekstra argues that in (28} two WhPs are coordinated when the second
clause is introduced by ofdat. Likewise, when the second clause is
introduced by dat it must be the case that two CPs are coordinated. This
shows that of and daf head separate functional projections.

b. Long Distance Extraction
The distinction between WhP and TopP is alse needed to account for
differences between long distance wh-movement and long distance
topicalization (Hoekstra and Zwart 1992, 1993a).

First, consider the following contrast:

% Fhe reason for choosing this term wilk become apparent in subsection b of this section.
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(29} a. Ik denk detMof(daty Jan DMarie gekust heeft
1 think thatiffthaty  Johm Mary  kissed has
=] think that John kissed Mary."
b. Wie denkje dat/of{dat) Jan gekust heeft
whe  thinkyou  that/iflthat) John kissed has
“Who do you think that John kissed?”

OF and ofdat are out in (29a), This is understandable, since denken ‘think’
does not take an interrogative argument. However, in {20b} of and ofdat
are possible,’s Apparently, this is related to the process of wh-movement
sut of the embedded clause.

In the traditional approach to mevement, involving a requirement that
steps be as short as pessible, long distance movement takes place in a
succesaive cyclic manner {Chomsky 1973). In this approach, wh-elements
must first move to an intermediate landing site, and then move on to the
next cycle. Assuming this analysis, the fact that the wh-complementizer
of becomes available in {29b) suggests that the intermediate landing site
must be the specifier position of a WhP,

Notice that this traditional approach yields a problem if we assume
that elements that have their features checked can no longer move on
(section 1.2.3). If a wh-element moves to the specifier position of a WhP {or
CP, for that matter), it can only do so if its merphological features are
checked as a result of this particular movement step. If so, further
movement of the wh-element is not allowed, since its wh-features are
already checked, and no trigger for movement exists anymore.

This supports the view on long distance movement explored in section
1.3.1. According to this view, the shortest steps requirement dees not exist.
Hence, wh-elements are allowed to move as far as is necessary. However,
the structure resulting from the movement must also be interpretable. In
particular, it must be possible to link the frace to ils antecedent, the
moved wh-element. I assumed that this is where the chain formation
process comes in, Since the links connecting the trace and its antecedent
must be local, intermediate empty wh-elements are needed in order to
make a felivitous interpretation possible. For this reason, an empty wh-
element must be generated in each cycle, by way of generalized
transformations. This empty element will serve as the link between the
trace and its antecedent in long distance movement constructions.

On this analysis, the fact that of becomes available in (26b) suggests
that the intermediate element must be of a particular type. This is

¥ Thare is a distinet preferenca for ofdat to of, though.
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explained if we assume that a chain must be internally consistent (cf.
Browning 1987:231, Miiller and Sternefeld 1993):"

(30} Uniformity Condition on Chaing
In a chain CH {c,...,0Y), iz1, where o' has feature ¢,
every a', i2nz, must have ¢

Accordihg to (30), the intermediate empty element in a long distance wh-

movement construction must be a wh-element. Hence, this element must -

be generated in the specifier position of a WhP. This is explained if the
Wh in the embedded clause has strong N-features which must be checked
by generating a wh-¢lement in its specifier position.

The traditional enalysis and the Form Chain analysis beth lead to the
sare conclusion: the intermediate element in long distance wh-movement
constructions must occupy the specifier position of a WhP. This yields the
foltowing structure of (29b):"

(23b) e 02, -+ Layr € 00 Yonge - () [ 7 11K

In {29b), of is apparently optionally present, even though WhP must
always be present in order to host the emply intermediate wh-element.
The eptionality of of is also apparent when the specifier position of WhP
i3 occupied by an overt wh-expression, as in (31Xcf. (25D):

(31 Ik vrasg wat (off Jan gedasu heeft
[ ask what if John dene has
*I'm asking what John did.”

In this analysis, the specifier position of the WhF is the designated
pogition for all wh-elements: empty operators {25a), wh-phrases (25b}, and
empty intermediate wh-elements (29b).

Consider now long distance topicalization with denken. Here,
introduction of of is never possible:

15 The yniformity condition eaunot apply to chains resulting from indepeadent fonctional
head movemeat, since we assumed that the features of functional heads are represented in
as few positions in the ¢hain as possible. I take the uniformity condition to be a condition on
interpretation, not on represantation.

11 (998 does nok express tha fact that either of or dof must be preseat. If neither is present,
verb movement takes place, yielding Wie denk je heeft Jan gekust “who think you has John
kissed’ (c£. the erleble rede construction in 11.1.2.1),

VERB MOVEMENT 269

{32) Mario (die) denkik datMofldat) Jan gekust heeft
Mary that thinkl thatif(that) John kissed has
"Mary, I think John kissed,”

‘Popicalization, we concluded in section 5.2.1, invelves base generation of
a topic and fronting of a d-word. Assuming that long distance movement
of this d-word, like wh-movement, proceeds in the same way as discussed
above for long distance wh-movement (keeping the results of Chomsky
1977), there must be an intermediate empty d-word somewhere in the CP
system of the embedded clause.

The fact that offdat) in this case is impossible indicates that the
intermediate landing site cannot be the specifier position of WhP. Thus,
we must assume that dat makes a different kind of specifier position
available, in accordance with the Uniformity Condition on chains (30).
This leads to the following analysis of (32):

{32} {r0s0 Marie {10 (die) .. lype e dat lygzp o 1,11

In (32), the d-word moves ta the specifier position of the matrix TopP, and
is linked with its trace through the intemediakte empty element in the
specifier position of the embedded TopP. This intermediate empty element,
I assume, is generated in the embedded TopP in order to check the N-
features of Top.

We may now consider the specifier position of TopP as the designated
position for the d-words invelved in topicalization, and for the empty
elements in chains headed by a d-word. Hence, the term Topic Phrase for
the maximal projection of the complementizer das.”®

We are now in a position to understand the differences between
topicalization and wh-movement described in section 5.2.1. The two
processes involve different kinds of movement {(d-movement and
wh-movement). These two movement processes target different positions
and employ different intermediate positions, as the complementizer
selection facts show.

o. Parametric variation .

If topicalization and wh-movement target different pesitions, different
features must be involved. Recall that parametric variation is expressed
in terms of the strength of the morphological features represented in
functional heads. Therefore, if topicalization and wh-movement involve
diffsrent features, we expect that the features involved in topicalization
can change from weak to strong independently of the specification of the

% ).word Phrase’ might bs more appropeiate, but ‘D is zeserved for the Determiner Phrase
{Abney 1987).
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features invelved in wh-movement, and vice versa. In other words, we
expect synchronic and diachronic variation in topicalization and
wh-movement to be independent.

This prediction is borne out by the facts. In present day Standard
Dutch, both topicalization and wh-mevement involve subject-verh
inversion. However, in many languages subject-verb inversion takes place
in wh-movement constructions only. English is a case in point:*

(33 a. Who are you?
b. * Who you are?

34 a Pan you are
b, * Pan are you

This can be accounted for if there are two different functionat heads
involved in topicalization and wh-movement, each with an independent
parameter setting triggering or prohibiting verb movement.

Diachronic data point in the same direction. In older stages of Duteh
and German, wh-movement consistently triggers inversion, whereas
topicalization does nat de se consistently. Thus, we find examples like (35}
in Middle Dutch (Van der Horst 1981:40)

(s a. Alse  Joseph reet Maria ghine
when Joseph rode Mary went
“When Joseph was riding, Mary would watk.”
b, Doen Elegast qguam in des concinecs sale  hiseide..
When Elegast came ints the king’s halk he said

On the other hand, wh-movement always triggers inversion in main
clauses,

A similar discrepancy between topicalizations and wh-constructions is
found in Old English (Van Kemenade 1987:196f, Tomaselli 1990). Here,
clitics may intervene belween a topic and the finite verb, but not between
a wheelement and the finite verb.? This leads Tomaselli (1990} teo

¥ (gpstructions like So in love with you am [ appear to involve both topicalization and
subject-verb inversion. However, I will follow Culicovar 1891 in assuming that this type of
canstruction involves movement ta the specifier position of & functional prajection situated
batween the CP system and the Agr-system (Culicover’s Polarily Phrase). Culicover shows
that movement to this position is quite different from tapicalization. I do not follew his
conclusicn that topicalization dues not invalve movement to a spacifier position.
® Pyll noun phrase subjects, unlike ¢litics, do mot appear batween the topic and the verb.
This suggests that some inversion process is geing oo in topicalizations in Old English, but
that it differs from the nversion in wh-constructions in not skipping tha clitic. Yan
Kemenade (1987:198) reports that the differencs in behavior between subject tlitics and fult
{continued...)
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conjecture that verb movement in cases of wh-movement is triggered by
something “stronger” than in cases of tepicalization. This suggests that
different features, hence different heads, are invelved in the two cases,

Finally, the same parametric variation occurs synchronically among
dialects of Dutch, in particular in French Flemish and West Flemish
dialects (Vercouillie 1885, Vanacker 1968, Hoekstra 1992a). Again,
topicalization does not necessarily trigger inversion, but wh-movement
does.” Thus, constructions like the following are found:

(36) a. Bijgevelg er  kwamen geene inschrifvingen  West Flemish
as a result thers came 1o subseriptions
2A3 & result, no subscriptions came in.”
b. Bleke viezen me  zieni fele gimeer ullern French Flemish

pelecalves we  see-not many anymoze here
"We don't see many pale calves around here anymore.”

Wh-construetions without subject-verb inversion are absent in these
dialects, just like in Standard Dutch.

These facts show that different features are involved in topicalization
and wh-movement. Accordingly, these features must be represented in
different functional heads.

d. Island violations.

Mitller and Sternefeld (1893} argue that long distance topicalization and
long distance wh-movement employ different intermediate landing sites.
The intermediate landing site for wh-movement is the specifier position
of the embedded WhP, and the intermediate landing site for topicalization
is the specifier of the embedded TopP.”

Suppose the specifier position of the embedded WhP is oceupied,
creating a wh-island. Long distance wh-movement is now predicted to be
ungrammatical {ranging from impossible, in the case of adjunct wh-
movement, to marginal, in the case of chject wh-movement, cf. Lasnik and
Saito 1984, Chomsky 19865, Cinque 1990). What about topicalization?
Long distance topicalization has its own intermediate landing site, the

¢, continved) )

aoun phease subjects disappeared in the second half of the 14th century. Yan Kemeanada
(1987:200} notes that object clitics may also intervene between the topicand the verb in Old
English. I refer to her work lfor discussion of the facts and the issuea involved.

* Yarcouillia (1885:47) remarks that the order Topic-Subject-Verb is the most common one
in the West Flemish dialect he reports on.

1 Maller and Sternefeld (1993} use ‘CP’ for ‘WhP' and ‘TP for ‘TapP”. In their analysis, the
designated intermediate landing sites follow from 2 theory of improper movement. In the
Porm Chain approach, improper movement reduces ¢ the uniformity condition on chain
formation.
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specifier position of TopP. We therefore expect topicalization out of a wh-
island to have a different status than wh-movement out of a whe-island.

As Miiller and Sternefeld (1993:494) show, certain facts of German
appear to confirm this expectation. The following paradigm is quoted from
Fanselow (1991:225)%

(3 a. Radtos kanu ich mich nicht erinnern  wer reparfert hat
radies can I me-REFL not recali -who repaired has
*Radie’s, I don't recall who repaired (them).”

b. * Was kannst du dich nicht erinnern wer repariert hat?
what  can you you-REFL not recall who repaired has
"What don't you recall who repaired {them)?*

Howaver, since Cinque (1990} has argued that object extraction facts are
unreliable, we need to consider topicalization of adjuncts and prepositional
objects as well. The following facts are from Dutch:

{28y a. Morgen weetik hoolaal ilc kan
tomorrow know [ Thowlate 1 can
[ know what time tomorrow I'm available”
b, * Wanneer weetjo hoa laat je kunt?
when know you  how late you e¢an
*Whea do you know what time you are available?’

In the intended reading of (38a), morgen ‘tomorrow belongs to the
embedded clause, restricting the interpretation of the embedded
wh-phrase hoe laat “what time”. This shows that topicalization out of an
embedded interrogative is possible. (38b) shows the familiar wh-island
effect on adjunct wh-movement, again under the intended interpretation
where wanneer “when’ belongs in the embedded clause.

Prepositional object movement shows the same asymmetry:

(39) a. Papraan weel il hoevaak Jan denkt
thercon  know [  howoften  John thinks

*T know how often John thinks of that.”

Waaraan weetJe hoe vaak Jan  denlt?
wherean knowyou how often  John thinks
“Of what do you know how eften John thinks?”

&
M

Again, the wh-island configuration appears not to bleck topicalization.
If we remove the wh-element in the embedded clauses in (38) and (39},

the wh-movement cases improve considerably, but the status of the

topicalization cases does not seem to be affected. This supports the idea

3 2anselow {loc.cit ) remarks that others assign a question mark to sentences like {37a), and
that (37b) becomes better as an echo question.

VERB MOVEMENT 273

tha? long distance topicalization makes use of a different intermediate
position for chain formation than does long distance wh-movement.™

e, Conclusion

In this section [ have discussed several phenomena of Dutch syntax which
show that different features are involved in wh-movement and
topicalization. The minimalist assumption that different features are
represented in different functional heads accounts for many properties of
these phenomena, including the existence of double complementizers, the
distributien of the complementizers in long distance extraction
constructions, the parametric variation that exists, both diachronically
and synchronically, and the absence of wh-island effects in long distance
topicalization. In view of this, it seems appropriate to conclude that topics
and wh-elements are licensed in separate functional projections.

5.2.3 Conclusion

The'general considerations and empirical observations discussed in this
;echon support the structure of the CP-system propesed in {1), repeated
ere:

{40) WhP

e 7 wne

~
Wh TapP
—
spec TopP

Top o AgiSP

In (40}, the spec position of WhP is the designated position for checking
the N-features of Wh, associated with the [wh} features on wh-elements.
The spec position of TopP is the designated position for checking the N-
features of Top, associated with the {topic] feature on the empty

¥ Many questicns remain, hawever, First, the classical wheisland affect on topicalization
(Chomsky 1977:9L, this book, [ wonder who likes) is now an anomaly. Second, Miller and
Sternefeld (1993) argua that adjunct topicalization out of a wh-island in German is
ungrammatical, contrary to what wao found for Dutch. Other facts from German however,
involving indirect object topicalization out of a wheisland, are compatible with the Duich
facts. Alse, some speakers of Dutch consider (38a) and {39a) less than perfect, although the
relativa judgmenta are clear. I wiil [eave the explanation of the absolute judgments a subject
for further study.
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resumptive d-word. Topic phrases are adjoined to the TopP Segment
{which, for independent reasons, is impossibla if the CP-system is a fuil
WhP). The subject is licensed outside of the CP-system, in the specifier
position of AgrSP.

This analysis argues against the traditional approach to Dutch syntax,
in which all verb second phenomena are subsumed under movement to C.
This analysis now turns out to be insufficient even for wh-movement and
tapicalization, since these movement processes are seen to target different
positions.

The analysis further supports the main point argued for in this
chapter, namely that the functional projections in Dutch are all head
initial.

In the final subsection, I wilt propose a minimalist analysis of verb
movement to the head positions of Top and Wh.

5.3 A Minimalist Account of Topicalization and Wh-Movement

This section contains an analysis of topicalization and wh-movement in
minimalist terms. The distinction between E-related projections and nonL-
related projections, introduced by Chomsky in class lectures (see Mahajan
1990:10, Chomsky and Lasnik 1991:37), is crucial in understanding the
properties of these constructions, This leads to the conclusion that Wh and
Top, being nonl-related, do not have a V-feature that must be checked
against features of the verb. Section 5.3.1 briefly summarizes the analysis
of nonl-related XP-movement {i.e., topicalization and wh-movement) that
has been developed in section 5.2. Nenl-related XP-movement and E-
related XP-movement differ crucially in that the former, but not the latter,
may be unbounded {assuming the Form Chain approach to unbounded
movement), In section 5.3.2, head movement of the verb to Top and Wh
is analyzed. Since this verb movement cannot be triggered by the presence
of a V-feature in Top and Wh, the V-feature triggering verb movement
maust reside in a functional head which has undergone independent
functional head movement to Wh or Top. Finally, in section 6.3.3, the
properties of embedded verb movement constructions in Dufch are briefly
discussed.

5.3.1 NonL-Related XP-Movement

Among the many phrasal positions in a syntactic tree structure, a natural
distinction can be made between positions in which arguments are
generated and ail other positiens. The former are called 8-positions in the
CGovernment and Binding framework {Chomsky 1981}, In that framework,
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it was assumed that the subject of a clause is generated in the specifier
position of IP. 1t was supposed to receive its 8-role ‘compositionally’, from
VP, However, the specifier position of IP could not generally be
characterized as a 8-position, in view of the fact that unaccusative verbs
do not assign an external §-role. Nevertheless, it seemed appropriate to
group this structural subject position together with the structurat object

_ position, the sister of V, For this reason, the specifier of IP was defined as

a polential B-position, and, as potential 8-positions, the structural subject
and object position were grouped together as A-positions. The residual XP
positions were called A™positions.

In the Government and Binding framework, the only A-position in the
functional domain was the specifier position of IP. However, as the
number of functional projections increased, so did the number of A-
positions in the functional domain. For instance, Vanden Wyngaerd
(1989a) and Mahajan (1920) clearly showed that the specifier position of
AgrOP has the properties of A-positions. But this positien could not be
defined as a potential B-position. In addition, many have argued that the
specifier position of AgrSP or TP should not be regarded as a potential 8-
position either, assuming that the subject 8-role is assigned to the
specifier position of VP, or to a position adjoined to VP (Rigter and
Beukema 1985, Kitagawa 1986, Sportiche 1988, Koopman and Sportiche
1991). These developments undermine the A/A’ distinction, and lead to a
distinction between 8-positions {in the lexical domain) and non@-positions
{in the functional demain).

Nonetheless, there are clear differences among twe types of non®-
positions, In the Government and Binding framework, these two types are
most clearly represented by the specifier of IP on the one hand, and the
specifier of CP on the other.

Intuitively, the two sets of non8-positions can be distinguished in the
following way. In every clause, whenever there is a verb, there must be at
least one argument. For the derivation of a ¢lause to be convergent, the
arguments of the verb have to be licensed. A licensing position in the
functional domain for each argument of the verb is therefore an essential
part of every clauge. I will call the set of licensing positions the existence
of which derives from the very presence of a lexical head L-related,
following Chomsky and Lasnik {1991:37). The specifier positions in the IP
system (AgrSP, AgrOP, TP) are L-related positions. The specifier positions
in the OP system have a different status. Clauses can very well receive a
convergent derivation without the presence of a TopP or WhP. It is a
particular feature of the clause as a whole, rather than a property of the
lexical head of the clause {the verb) that requires the presence of these
functional projections. I will therefore call the positions in the CP system
nonL-related (again following Chomsky and Lasnik 1991).
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The distinction between L-related positions and nonl-related positions
captures the older distinction between A-positions and Al.positions.t
Notice that it would be insufficient to redefine the set of A-positions in
terms of agreement with a functional head, since an element in the
specifier position of WhP or TopP is in agreement with Wh or Top, just
like an element in the specifier position of AgzSP is in agreement with
AprS (cf. Rizzi 1990b).

Much of the structure of the functional domain follows from the-

distinction between L-related features and nonL-related features. The
former are essential, the latter additional. The former are related to
properiies of the verb, the latter to properties of the clause as & whole.
Assuming that the essential features are checked before the additional
ones, it follows that L-related features must be checked before nonL-
related features. Hence, the CP system must be situated outside the IP
system,

It also follows that movement from a nonL-related position te an
L-related position is impossible. All L-related features are already checked
hefore movemant to a nonl-related position takes place. Hence, movement
back to an L-related position is never triggered, hence not allowed. This
cavers most of the ‘improper movement' phenomena discussed in the
Literature.

In the previous sections, all checking operations took place in L-related
positions, In this section, we have to focus on checking eperations taking
place in nonl-related positions. NonL-related checking operations differ
in certain important respects from L-telated checking operations, a crucial
difference being the unboundedness of noni-related XP-movement.

The unbsundedness of nonL-related XP-movement has been discussed
in section 5.2. T argued there that long distance wh-movement and long
distance topicalization involves movement of a wh-element or fopic
{actually, a d-word) to the specifier position of the matrix clause in one
step. This derivation violates the shartest steps requirement of economy
of derivation. However, I have argued in section 1.3.1 that the shortest
steps requirement is a superfluous element in the Minimalist Program.
Movement in one sweop does satisfy the fewest steps requirement of
economy of representation {cf. Chomsky 1992:21). '

1 assumed that traces are interpreted by virtue of the existence of a
chain linking the trace with ifs antecedent. The links of this chain must
be local {cf. Koster 1987). If the links are not local, as happens in wh-

! The existence of §-positions also derives directly from the presence of a verb and from the
properties of the verb involved. Therefore, wa can take the distinetion between E-related
positions and nonL-zelated positions to be basic, and divide the set of L-related positionsiats
#.positions and nong-positions.
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island configurations, the interpretation of the construction will be less
felicitous in various degrees. Cruciaily, however, the derivation will
converge, because no economy principles are violated. This explains the
marginal character of many wh-island violations.?

A felicitous interpretation is achieved when an intermediate empty
element is generated that can serve as a link in the chain between the
trace and its antecedent. The uniformity condition on chains requires that
a wh-antecedent must be linked with its trace through an empty wh-
element, Likewise, long disfance topicalization requires the presence of an
intermediate d-element. These intermediate elements are introduced in
the following way.

The derivation of a long distance wh-construction consists in a series
of the generalized transformation, as always (see section 1.2.1}. The
generalized transformations build up a structure by combining phrase
markers: a head with a complement, creating a Projection, and a
Projection with a specifier, creating a Segment, Suppose the successive
application of generalized transformations yields an AgrSP. At this point,
a possible continuation would be to combine AgrSP with a nonL-related
functional head, say Wh. Assuming Wh in the language under
consideration to have strong N-features, a wh-element has to be generated
in the specifier position of Wh in order to check and eliminate the N-
features. At this point, two options are available. Either the wh-element
can be introduced in the specifier position of Wh by a singulary operation,
i.e., by moving a wh-element out of AgrSP. Alternatively, a wh-element
¢an be iniroduced by a binary operation, by generating an entirely new
wh-phrase marker in the specifier pesition of Wh. Assuming the N-
features of Wh to be strong, one of these options has to be chosen, or else
the derivation will crash at the PF interface.

1 have propesed that long distance wh-movement typically instantiates
the second option. An empty wh-element is generated in the specifier
position of the embedded WhP. The lexical wh-element tucked away in
AgrSP moves to the specifier position of the matrix WhP at a later stage
of the derivation through a singulary operation. This movement is
nenlecal, as argued above. The empty element in the specifier pesition of
the embedded WhP then functions as an intermediate link in the chain,
which is formed to combine the trace with its antecedent.

The other option, however, is also instantiated, namely in short
distance wh-movement, but also in so-called partial wh-movement

"~ constructions (see McDaniel 1989). In these constructions, the lexical wh-

element appears in the specifier position of the embedded WhP. The

? On the differences betwean ‘strong” and “weak” islands, and the status of extractien out of
these islands, see Cingue (1990),
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specifier position of the matrix WhP is occupied by a quantificational wh-
elenent, like German wes {(cf. Huybregts 1992);

{1) Was glaubst du  mit wem ich geredet habe German
what believe you withwhoem 1 talked have
"Who do you think [ talked to?*

The derivation of this construction differs minimally from the derivation
of a long distance wh-movement construction. In partial wh-movement
constructions, when the embedded clause is expanded up to the Wh-level,
the N-feature of Wh is checked with the lexical wh-element instead of
with an empty wh-element. As a result, the N-feature of the matrix \Wh
can only be eliminated by inserting an additional wh-element, which
appears not to have been extracted from within the clause.?

In short, the Form Chain approach consists of a combination of
standard structure building procedures and long distance movement, in
violation of the shortest steps requirement, but complying with the fewest
steps requirement of economy derivation.

This approach, however, does raise the question why L-related XP-
movement naver appears to violate the shortest steps requirement. In
other words, why is raising to the specifier position of an Agreement
Phrase never unbounded?

1 argued in section 1.3.1 that the impossibility of unbounded L-related
XP-movement (so-called superraising) follows from the feature checking
requirements of economy of representation. Thus, (2} is excluded because
Jokn cannot check the features of both the embedded AgrS and the matrix
AprS:

{2} * John seems {3 likely to win

Successive raising is excluded for the same reason that excludes
successive wh-movement. If John moves to the specifier position of the
embedded AprS, its features will be checked there and then, and further
movement of John is excluded. Hence, the N-features of the matrix AgrS
will remain unchecked and the derivation will crash.

The question arises, however, why (2} cannot be salvaged by
introducing an empty element in the specifier position of the embedded
AgrS, followed by movement of John to the specifier position of the matrix
AgrS in one swoop. This derivation must be excluded,

I suggest the following solution to this problem. Notice that the empty
element required to appear in the specifier position of the embedded

3 It is unclear to me why this sdditional wh-element has to be overt in German.
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ApgrSP in the derivation of (2) is of a2 well known type. It is an empty
element with person/number agreement features. The only element in the
inventory of empty categories that carries these agreement features is pro.
{2), then, can be excluded if the following generalization holds:

3 The intermediate empty element introduced by the operation
Form Chain cau not be pro

{3} can be derived if pro needs a 9-role. In that case, (2) would reduce to
{4}, a construction with two noun phrases, one of which of necessity lacks
a @-role:

4} * John scems he is likely to win

That pro needs a 8-role is obvious from superraising constructions in pro-
drop languages. In these languages, the construction in (4) also presents
a superraising violation. An example is given in {5a), derived from (5b):

(6} a. *Glanni gembra che @& [atelligente Ttalian
Joha seems  that is intelligent
“John seems that ia intalligent”
h. [ ¢ sembra [ che { e & {y, [Gianail {intelligente] i}

In the structure (5b), only one @-role is available; the subject Q-role
assigned by the Small Clause predicate intelligente. Hence, a pro subject
in the embedded clause is without a 8-role. This makes (5a)
ungrammatical on a par with the English example (4).*

This suggests that (4) and (5a) are ungrammatical because they are
uninterpretable, not because economy of derivation is violated.

If the analysis of superraising presented here is correct, the Form
Chair operation may be applicable in cases of L-related XP-movement out
of nontensed clauses, as in {(6) and (7%

6 John seems to ba likely to win

* I assume that pro in semi-prodrop constructions like (i} is not an expletive, and adopt
Bennis' {1986} analysis of expletives as internal arguments of 2 raising verb (ef. section 1.3.1).

3] ~dat Betpro  duldelilk s, dat,
that itipra clear is that
®_that it is ¢lear, that "
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()] Giennl sembra essore intelligente Ttalian
John seems  be-INF  {nteiligent

"John seems to be intelligent.”

In these constructions, the empty clement that is introduced during
operation Form Chain lacks agreement features. Therefore, it cannot be
pro, but must be a featureless empty element.

This, however, raises the question whether such an element really
exists in {6} and (7). Recall that in operation Form Chain elements are
intreduced in the specifier of a functional projection in order to sliminate
the N-feature of the head of that functional projection. Therefore, Form
Chain is by definition unable to introduce featureless elements.

One could suggests that in this case, Form Chain introduces an empty
alement not for feature checking purposes, but to facilitate interpretation.
The empty element thus introduced may serve as the link between the
fronted lexical noun phrase and its trace. However, this would result in
a non-uniform chain, with different features on the intermediate element
and the head. Also, it is not clear that the locality condition on chain links
forces the presence of an intermediate empty element in the subject
position of a nonfinite embedded clause. One possibility is that raising
constructions like the ones in (6) and (7) lack a CP (or: a CP level, i.e.
TopP and WhP). If Chomsky and Lasnik {1991} are correct in assuming
that only nonl-related heads turn their sisters inte barriers, phrases
lacking a CP level will never constifute a barrier. As a result,
John/Gianni and its trace in {6)/(7) are in one local domain, and
interpretation of the fronted element can proceed without using
intermediate empty elements.’

The hypothesis that embedded clauses in raising constructions lack the
CP level is supported by the fact that the infinitival complementizer om
is always absent in raising constructions in Dutch:

@ a Jan  schifnt {*om) Intelligent te zijn Duich
John  seems COMP intelligent to be
*John seems to be intelligent.”
b. Jan  wordt geacht (*om) intelligent te zijn
John i3 considered COMP intelligant to be

“John is cousidered to be inteiligent.”

{9} contrasts with control constructions as in {9), in which the infinitival
complementizer is optional {Kester 1987, Ch. 3: Rutten 1991):

® As Marcel den Dikken points cut to me, the distribution of floating quantifiers in raising
constructions indicates the presence of intermediate NP-traces on the apaiysis of Sportiche
(1938, esp. fo. 11 on p. 436),
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()] Jan  probeert {om} Intelligeat te zijn
John  tries COMP  iatelligent to be
*John tries to be intelligent.”

The contrast between (8} and (9) suggests that raising complements are
not CPs. If so, they lack a nonL-related functional head, and, en Chomsky
and Lasnik’s (1991) proposals, do not contain a barrier. As a result, long
distance raising in these cases will still be local, and the insertion of an
intermediate element is not required by conditions on chain links.

If this is correct, Form Chain never applies to nonL-retated XP-
movement. If raising takes place out of a finite clause, the intermediate
element must be pro and needs an independent 9-role. If raising takes
place out of a nonfinite clause, the embedded ¢clause does not constitute a
local domain for chain formation.

5.3.2 NonL-Related Verb Movement

As is illustrated in section IL1.3, the verb always follows the first
constituent in topicalizations and wh-constructions in Dutch. In previous
analyses, this was described as verb movement to C. In the split CP
analysis advanced here, we must assume that the verb moves to Wh fin
wh-constructions) or Top {in topicalizations).

The question arises how this obligatory verb movement to Wh/Top can
be accounted for in minimalist terms. An equally important question is
whether the absence of verb mevement in the same type of constructions
in, for instance, English and French can be accounted for in the same
terms,

The easiest way to describe the verb movement to Wh/Top in Dutch
would be to assume that a strong V-feature is represented in Wh and Top
which must be eliminated by checking it with the corresponding features
of the verb. The difference between Dutch on the one hand and English
and French on the other hand could then be accounted for by assuming
that in English and French the relevant V-feature is weak.

However, since we have definred Wh and Top as nonL-related, this
option is excluded. Being nonl~retated, Wh and Top by definition do not
represent features of the verb, Also, the verb in Dutch does not show any
features that could be related to a particular instantiation of Wh or Top.
In 2ther words, it is not clear that the verb and Wh/Top are related at
all.

* In eonnection with this, note that verbless questions can be generated productively, as in
Why me?.
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A second way in which we could attempt to explain the obligatory verb
movement in wh-constructions and topicalizations in Dutch would be to
resort to the concept of conditional N-feature checking. This concept was
introduced in section 1.3.2, and put to use in section 4.3 in order to explain
the verb movement asymmetry in Duich,

T argued that AgrS in Dutch is [-accessible], As a result, the N-features
of AgrS cannot be present on the AgrSP Projection, so that N-feature
checking under sisterhood cannet proceed. 1 also argued that the
{-accessibility} of AgrS in Dutch reduces to an ordering condition on N-
feature checking, to the extent that the V-features of AgrS must be
removed before the N-feature of AgrS can be passed on to the AgrSP
Projection. AgrS-to-C movement and verb movement to AgrS both serve
to remove the V-feature from the AgrS position.

We could assume now that in Dutch, the N-features of Wh and Top
likewise can only be checked if Wh and Top are made [+accessible] first.
‘We might conjecturs that this conditional N-feature checking is a defining
characteristic of Duteh syntax, distinguishing it from the syntax of
English and French.

However, this ‘generalized conditional N-feature checking’ approach to
verlr movement to C can only work if there are V-features represented in
C. In the case of subject initial main clauses, movement of the verb to
AgrS does not violate Greed, since the verb, in moving to AgrS, eliminates
the (weak) V-feature of AgrS. Thus, the operation merely violates
Procrastination, which is allowed. But in the case of topicalization or wh-
movement, movement of the verb to C in order to meet the condition on
N-feature checking would not invelve elimination of a V-feature, since no
V.features are represented in Wh or Top. Hence, verb movement o C
would violate Greed, which is not allowed.

As a first step in solving this problem, I suggest that the definition of
accessibility (38) in section 4.4, repeated a3 {10} be understood as in (11):

(10) ais [+accessible] if (and only if} the V-features of @ have been removed

an ¢ is a featere of o if (i) @ is present on f§, and
. (ii} & does not exclude B

Adjunction of a head B o a head a resulfs in a represexitation in which ¢
does not exclude p:

(12} -3
fA
i3 «

According to {11}, the V-feature of § in (12) is also a V-feature of o,
Consequently if a functional head B containing a V-feature adjoins to a
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functional head o without a V-feature, the V-feature of § will count as a
V-featurs of & for the definition of accessibility in (10).

Consider now the consequence of AgrS-te-C movement (where C may
be Top or Wh). Since C lacks a V-feature, C is [+accessible] by definition.
However, as a result of AgrS-to-C mevement, C acquires a V-feature.
Under the relevant parameter setting, it follows from (10} that this V-
feature that C has acquired must be removed hefore the N-feature of C
can be checked. As argued in section 4.3, adjunction of the verb to AgrS
in C eliminates the V-feature of AgrS, This verb movement, then, remaves
the V.feature of C, so that the N-feature of C can be passed on to the CP
Projection and N-feature checking under sisterhood can proceed.

Thus, the obligatory verb movement character in topicalizations and
wh-movement constructions in Duich follows from the independently
established AgrS-te-C movement, in conjunction with the mechanisms and
definitions that have been proposed in connection with conditional N-
feature checking.’

This analysis generates one problem which I have not been able to
solve in a satisfactory way. Recall that AgrS-to-C movement takes place
nok only in inversion constructions, but in embedded clauses containing
a lexical complementizer as well? As a result, the V-feature of AgrS
becomes a V-feature of C in embedded clauses. The definition of
accessibility in (10} now requires that this V-feature be eliminated as a
condition for checking off the N-features of C. This leads to the prediction
that the wverb in embedded clauses in Dutch adjoins to the
complementizer, contrary to fact:

T Hf this analysis is correct, the obligatory verh movement to Wh in wh-constructions in
English suggests that there is independent functional head mevement to Wh in Eoglish as
well (cf. Stowelt 1981: chapter 1, Pesetsky 1982:272f, £59f). If Wh is specified as [-accessible}
in English, verb movement is needed to activate the N-featare of Wh, and is allowed because
it checks the V-feature of the functional head that has moved Lo Wh. The absence of verb
movement to Top in topicalizations in English could then bs accounted for by assuming that
Top in English is {zaccessiblal, so that no overt verb movement is neaded to make N-feature
checking in TapP possible. Tepicalization and wh-movement ia French never appear to
involve ovart verb movement to Top and Wh, respectively. I assume that French Complex
Taversion {Quand Jean estil venu? [when John is he arrived]) does mot invalve verb
movement to Wh, but to a lower functional head {ef. De Wind (in preparation} for discussion).
The absence of verk movemeat to Top/Wh is accounted for if Top and Wh are specified as
fraceassible}, or, alternatively, if no independent functicnat head movement to Top/Wh takes
place (so that no V-feature will end up in the GP-system), Needless 1o say that this vast area
of research has to await further study,

® [ assume here that embedded interrogatives in Dutch (presumably universally) contain a
lexical complementizer, even when the relevant complementizer (of) is not overtly present
at the PF interface.
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{13) * Ikdenk komt.dat Jan vandaag

1 think comes that John today
“I think that John eomes today.”

A way out would be to propose that functional heads containing a lexical
morpheme {such as a complementizer) are [+accessible] by definition.?

I will leave it to further research to investigate whether there is any
substance to this proposal.

8.3.3 Embedded Verb Second Configurations

a. Embedded Verb Movement in Dutch

A final question that has to be addressed concerns the status of embedded
verb second configurations in Dutch {(cf. section IL.1.2.1). Recall from
section B6.1.2.c that topics in Dutch are not allowed to precede the
complementizer:

(14} * Piel zei dat boek dat bif gelezen had
Pete said that book that he  read had
"Pete said that he had read THAT BCOK.™

This we explained by assuming that topics are base generated in a
position adjoined to TopP, The ungrammaticality of (14) then follows if we
assume that embedded TopPs are arguments, and that adjunction to
argumaents is excluded (following Chomsky 1986b).

We also noted that embedded topicalization to the right of the
complementizer is possible, yielding a construction which is frequently
used in spoken Dutch, but would be judged as an anacolouthon in written
Dutch:

(16} Pietzei dat datboek had hij gelezen
Peto said that thatbook had he  read
“Pele said that that book, he had read.”

Spoken Dutch also has embedded subject initial verbsecond constructions,
. having the same status as embedded topicalizations of the type in (15):

(16} Pletzei dat hij kende datboek nlet
Pete said that he  knew that book  not
"Pete said that he dido’t know that book.*

? Oae way to ensure this result would be to say that the definition ia {10) applies to emply
functional heads only.
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I conjectured that in these embedded verb movement constructions, AgrS-
to-C movement could not reach the position occupied by the
complementizer dat {now identified as Top). This would have the effect
that the clause following dat counts an independent main ¢lause, showing
verb movement to AgrS (16) and embedded topicalization (15)."°

In this section I will consider the distribution and analysis of these
embedded verb movement constructions in Dutch in more detail. First [
will study the distribution of embedded verb movement constructions, It
turns out that they occur in exactly those contexts in which English,
Fristan, and Mainland Scandinavian allow embedded root phenomena
{Hooper and Thompson 1973, De Haan and Weerman 1986, Vikner 1991a,
Iatridou and Kroch 1992), After that I will sketch a minimalist account of
the phenomenon, based on the proposals made for verb movement in the
abave.

b, The Distribution of Embedded Verb Movement

Embedded verb movement in Frisian and Mainland Scandinavian has
certain well known properties, which distinguish it from embedded verb
movement in Icelandic and Yiddish. These properties can be listed as
follows:

1. In subject initial embedded verb movement constructions, the subject
cannot be a clitic (De Haan and Weerman 1986:85):

17} a. Pytsei dat hyfer my sjoen hie Frisian
Pete said that he/SCL: me  seen had
“Pete said thai he saw me."
b. Pytset dat hyfer his my sjoea
Pate said that he/SCL had me seen
“Pete said that he saw me.”

2, Embedded verb movement is excluded in the complement of *negative’
verbs like regret, doubt, and negated verbs {(De Haan and Weerman
1988, Iatridou and Kroch 1992 and references cited there; of. Hooper
and Thompson 1973);

'* Embedded wh-constructions in the complement of dat are impossible, This follows if
embedded wh-clauses must be selected. In minimalist terms, a wh-clauss in the complement
of Top would aot receive the required interpretation.
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{18 a, Pyt betreuretbetwiveletleau net dat hy mie sjoen hie
Peta  regretafdoubtsbelieves not that he me seea had
"Pete regrets/doubts/does not believe that he saw me.”
b. * Pyt betreuret/hetwivelet/leau net dat hy hie mie sjoen
Pete  regrets/foubts/believes not that he kad me seen

3. Embedded verb movement is excluded in irrealis complements {De
Haan and Weerman 1986:84);

{19} a. Pyt woe sizze dat hy mie sjoen hie
Peta  wanted say that he me seen had
"Pete wanted to say that he saw me."
b. * Pyt woe sizze dat hy hie mie sjoen
Pele  wanted say that he had me seen

4. Embedded verb movement is excluded in adjunct clauses {Iatridou and
Kroch 1992, citing De Haan, p.c.):

20} a. 1k gil fuortgean, at jo dizze film net sjen wolle
I will leave if you thizsmovie not see want
"I will leave if you don't waat to see this movie.”
b. * Iksil fuortgean, at jo wolle dizze film net sjen
I wilt leave if you want thisfilm not  see

5. Embedded verb movement is excluded in sentential subjects (Tatridou
and Kroech 1992, citing De Haan, p.e.):

21 a Dat  jo  dizzefilm nel sjen wolle is ferfelend
that you thismovie not seewant  isannoying
“That you don't want 1o sea this movie is annoying.”
b, * Dat Jo wolle dizze film net sjen {s ferfelond
that you want thismovie not see is anmoying

6. Embedded verb movement constructions are islands for extraction (De
Haan and Weerman 1986:87, Vikner 1991a)"

{22) s Hvilken film sagde hun at Peter  allerede havde set? Danish
which movie said she that  Pete already had seen
“Which movie did she say Pete had alceady seen?*
b.  * Hvilken film sagde hun at  Peter havde allerede sei?
whith movie said she that Pete had already seen

™ Recall that in Mainland Seandinavian languages tike Danish, the embedded ¢lause word
order has the finite verb following sentence adverbials. In subject initial main clauses, the
finite verb precedes sentence adverbials, and in topicalizations the verb appears in the
second constituent position.
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In Yiddish and Icelandic, embedded verb movement is generally
possible in the contexts listed above. This shows that there are two types
of embedded verb movement phenomena (Vikner 1991a).” I will leave
the Yiddish-Icelandic type out of the discussion (see Diesing 1990,
Sanforini 1989, Régnvaldsson and Thrdinsson 1990, Vikner 1991a,
Thrainsson 1992, Te Velde 1993),

Dutch is generally reported to lack the embedded verb movement
construction of the Frisian-Maintand Scandinavian type. However, the
collaquial Dutch embedded verb movement construction illustrated in {35-
16} has exactly the same distribution as the standard Frisian-Maintand
Secandinavian embedded verb movement construction:

1. No subject elitics:

(23) a. Jan zei dat hij kende dafboek niet Coll.Duteh
John said that he  knmew that book  not
“John said that he dida't know that beok.”
b, * JManzei dat fe konde dathboek niet
John said that SCL  knew that book  not

2. Not with inherently negative verbs and negated verbs:

(24) a Jan betreurde/bebwijfelde/dacht niet  dat hij dat boek kende
John  regretted/doubtedfthought not that he that book knew
“John regrettedfdeubled/did not think that he knew that book.™
b. * Jan  botreurdefbetwijfelde/dacht niet  dat hij kendes dat hoelks

John  regretted/doubledithought not that he knew that book
e. * Jan  hetreurde/betwijfelde/dacht niet  dat dat boek kende hijf
John  regretted/doubtedfthought not that that book knew he

3. Not in irrealis complements:

{26) a. Jan  had willen zeggen dat hij] dat beek kende
John  had want say that he  that book  koew
*John would have said that he knew that book,*
b. * Jan  hadwillen zeggen dat hij kende datboek

Johan  hed want say that he  knew  that book
c. * Jan had willen zeggen dat dat boek kende hif
Joho  had waat say that thatboock knew  he

12 Tha claim that Icelandic allows wh-extraction out of embedded topicalizations appears to
ba too strong {cf. Vikner 1991, section 2.3.2.7, and Iatrideu and Kroch 1992:10), See also
Thrainsson 1992 for some modifications of the observation that Icelandic has generalized
embedded topicalization.
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4, Not in adjunct clauses:

(26) a. Wrijven helpt niet alsje  maagpijn hebt
rubbing  helps not  if you stomach ache have
“Rubbing doesn't help if you have a stomach ache.”

b,  * Wrijven helpt niet alsje heht masgpijn
rubbing  helps oot if you have stomach ache
- ¢ % Wrijven helpt niet als maagpijn heb je

rubbing  helps net if stomach ache have you

5. Not in sentential subjects:

@n s Dat Jan datboek kent isverrassend
that  John that book Eknows is surprising
*“Yhat John knows that book is surprising.”
b. * Dat Jan kent dat boek iz verrassend
that  John koows thatbook s surprising
c. * Dat datboek kent Jon {8 vercassend
that  thatbook knews John i3 surprising

6. No extraction:"

(28) a. Wolke film zeije dat Jan al gezien had?
which mevie said you that Joho already seen had
“Which movie did you say John saw?’
b, * Welkefilm =zeije dat dJan had al gozien?
which movie said you that John had already secen
c. * Welke film =zeije dat opvideo had Jan gezien?
Which movie said you that onvideo had John seen

It thus appears to be the case that the Colloquial Dutch embedded verb
movement construction has exactly the same properties as the embedded
verb movement construction in standard Frisian and Mainland
Scandinavian. This indicates that the colloquial construction in (15-18) is
not a mere idiosyncrasy of sleppy speech, but an instantiation of a wide-
spread phenomenon of Germanic syntax, which, for some reasom, was nol
admitted in the standard register of Dutch.

¢, The Syntax of Embedded Verb Mavement

The split CP hypothesis argued for in this book might seem to provide a
suitable framework for analyzing recursive CP constructions. However,
this is only apparently the case. In the split CP hypothesis, the top layer

Y Mote that long distance wh-mavement of arguments sul of embedded verb secand
constructions is much worse than similar movement sut of wh-islands, suggesting that in
such cases a senteace boundary is cressed.
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of the CP system has Wh-features, and the second layer has topic
features. One of the properties of recursive CP constructions appears to
be that only featureless CPs may iterate {Iatridoun and Kroch 1992).
Recursive WhPs are not found in Frisian, Mainland Scandinavian, or
Dutch.

Thus, CP-recursion {if it exists) takes place at the TopP level only.
Tatridon and Kroch (1992) demonstrate that only those TopPs {CPs in
their terminology} can iterate' which lack features. Assuming that
complement clausges of negative or negated verbs contain certain features
that satisfy the selectional requirements of the matrix verb, the TopPs of
these complement clauses are not featureless and hence cannot iterate.
The same goes for irrealis complements.*

Let us assume that this generalization i3 correct. It follows that WhPs
cannot iterate, because they are inherently contentful. Let us take one
further step, and assume that TopP can iterate if and only if Top is also
featureless, In minimalist terms, this means that Top has neither an N-
feature nor a V-feature.

If the Top of the recursive TopP lacks an N-feature, we predict that
long distance topicalization is impossible out of recursive TopP clauses,
Recall that long distance topicalization involves insertion of an empty
element in the specifier position of TopP, in order to eliminate the
N-feature of Top. This empty element later on functions as the
intermediate trace in the chain linking the fopic (better: the d-word) to its
trace. In the absence of an N-feature, this intermediate element cannot be
introduced. Consequently, long distance topicalization out of recursive
TopP constructions should be bad.

This prediction is borne out:

(29} a. Die film zel Piet dat  hi] opvideo gezien had
that film said Pete  that he  onvidea seen had
“That film Pete said that he had seen oa video,”
b. * Diefilm =zeiPiet dat opvideo had hij gezien
that film said Pete  that on video had he  seen

‘Thus, the assumption that the head of a recursive TopP has no features

has favorable consequences.
Secondly, we predict that verb movement ta a featureless Top is never
triggered. This follows from our assumption that verb movement to Top

" Iatridou and Kroch (1992) suggest that iterating CPs must be semantically empty becausa
the top CP is deleted at LF. One might argue that CPs that allow recursion are alse subject
to selaction resleictions and henca are not semantically emptly. Tatridou and Kroch propose
that in that case, one could state that CP zecursion is enly pessible whea tha conlent of the
tap CP i3 vecoverable from the features of the second CP.
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takes place only in order to make checking of the N-feature of Top
possible. But since Top in embedded verb second constructions lacks
features, the need to check N-features will never occur.

The hypothesis that Top in embedded verb second configurations is
radically featureless alse explains the verb movement in the embedded
clause of these constructions.

First we have to make it clear that the discussion of CP-recursion is
generally cast in the wrong terms. As (16} and many other examples in
this section bear out, not all embedded verb mevement constructions
involve the CP-level. In particular, the b-examples in (24)-(28) display
subject initial ‘verb second’ clauses in the complement of the
complementizer daé. There is no indication that these clauses are
expanded beyond the AgrSP level. To our ear, colloquial Dutch subject
initial embedded verb second clauses can have a weak pronoun as the
subject:'®

(30 a. Jan  zei dat het regent pijpestelen Coll.Dutch
John  said that it rains pipe stems
"John gaid that {t is raiciog cats and dogs.”
b. Jdan zei dat je leeft masr één keor
John said that you live but onetime
“John said you only live once.®

Since weak pronouns cannot appear in the specifier position of TopP, the
sister of the complementizer dot in (30} must be an AgeSP.

‘Thus, not all embedded verb second constructions involve recursion.
What seems to be the correct generalization is that in embedded verb
second constructions Top does not participate in whatever syntactic
operations link it to its complement. As a result, the complement of Top
may be a neutral subject initial clause, as in (30} and the b-examples of
{24)-(28), or a topicalization construction, as in the c-examples of (24)-(28),

If Top does not participate in syntactic operations Linking it with its
complement, AgrS-to-Top cannot take place either. This can also be made
to follow from the assumption that Top is radically featureless, if we
follow up on the analysis of AgrS-to-C developed in section 3.3.3. There,
I proposed that C contains a duplicate feature which must be non-distinct
from the agreement feature of AgrS for AgrS-to-C movement to be

'* Unless the weak subject pronoun is 35G masculine ie, which s always eaclitic (sze note
27 in section IL1.5). The weak pronouns in {30} cannet be pronounced as enclitic on the
complementizer dat.
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successful. We may now assume that in the absence of the duplicate
feature, AgrS-to-Top cannot take place,'®

The absence of AgrS-to-Top movement in embedded subject initial verb
second constructions is obvious from the fact that complementizer
agreement is impossible in these constructions (facts repeated from section
4.1.2.a)

31} a. Heit sei . datst do soks net leauwe moast . Frisian
dad said  that-25G you such not  believe must-28G '
“Dad said that you should not believe such things.”
b, Heit sel  dat/datst do  moast soks net leauwe
dad said  thatthat-2SG you must-28G  such not  believe
*Bad said that you should not believe such things.®

As a tesult of the absence of AprS-to-Top movement, overt verb
maovement to AgrS is necessary in order to make the N-feature of AgrS
accessible for feature checking. Likewise, when the featureless Top has a
TapP as its complement, the head of this second TopP becomes the target
of AgrS-to-Top movement, followed by verb movement to Top, in order to
make the N-feature of TopP accessible.

The hypothesis that Top in embedded verb movement constructions is
radically featureless therefore explains both the distribution of embedded
verb movement, on the analysis of latridou and Kroch {1992), and the
restrictions on functional head movement in these constructions. These
restrictions have the effect that embedded verb movement cannot take
place in the complement of WhPs, and at the same tims make embedded
verb movement in the complement of the featureless Top necessary, in
agreement with the analysis of verb movement proposed above.

54 Conclusion

In this section I have argued that subject placement, topicalization, and
wh-movement involve three difterent functionat projections: AgrSP, TopP,
and WhP. Atl these projections are head initial, supporting the general
claim of this chapter.

I have argued that the N-features of AgrS, Top, and Wh are strong in
Dutch. I have also argued that these N-features can only be checked after
the V-features of the respective functional heads have been removed. This
explains the curious circumstance that verb movement to the functional

18 Recall that I assumed that dialects without overt complementizer agreemeat, such as
Standard Duteh, have en vnmarked [Pagr] duplicate feature in C, which is nondistinct from
the features of AgeS by definition.
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heads in main clauses in Buteh is overt, even though the absence of verb
movement in emhbedded clauses suggests that the relevant V-features are
weak.

The analysis entails that verb movement in main clauses in Dutch
targets different firnctional heads in each type of construction. However,
the mechanism explaining the verb movement is by and large the same
in each case.

6 Summary and Conclusions

In this chapter [ have argued that the following hypothesis is correct:
The functional projections in Dutch are head initial
The evidenee supporting this hypothesis is the following:

1. Clitics in Dutch occupy functional head positions to the left of
tha VP.

2. Complementizer agreement phenomena in Dutch dialects
indicate that Dutch dialects have an independent AgrS
position; the verbal morphology in double agreement dialects
shows that the verb is not in C in subject initial main clauses;
hence, the functional projection hosting the verb in subject
initial main clauses must be head initial.

3. It follows from a restricted theory of feature checking that the
subject can only be licensed in the specifier position of AgrS;
hence, the verb must be in AgrS in subject initial main clauses
in Dutch, and AgrS must be head initial.

4. Verbsecond phenomena in inversion constructions involve verb
movement to Wh or Top; hence, WhP and TopP in Putch must
be head initial. :

I also argued that evidence in suppart of functional positions to the right
of VP in Dutch is nonexistent.

In the course of this chapter an analysis of verb movement in Dutch
has evolved, This analysis is based on a minimalist theory of feature
checking, which incorporates the following generalization:

Licensing relations are sisterhood relations
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Accepting this generalization, N-feature checking must be a matching
operation between an XP in the specifier position of & functienal head «
and the Projection of ¢. I argued that in Dutch the Projection of « has
access to the N-features of ¢ if and only if the V-features of & have been
removed first, Thus, the end only if extension of the definition of
accessibility applies to Dutch:

. otis [+accessible] if {and only if) the V-features of o have been
removed

It follows from economy of representation that movement of a functional
head o to  removes the V.feature of « from the original position of B.
Similarly, verb movement to « removes the V-feature of & through feature
checking. Hence, movement of ¢ and adjunction to o both have the effect
that the V-features of «f are removed. This explains the observation that
AgrS-to-C moverment and verb movement to AgrS in Dutch both serve as
a precondition for checking the N-features of AgrS.

This analysis can be extended to verb movement to Top and Wh. Top
and Wh lack V-features, but acquire a V-feature as a result of AgrS-to-C
movement (where C = Top, Wh). Assuming the N-features of Top and Wh
to be strong in Dutch, the accessibility parameter again requires that the
V-features of Top and Wh are eliminated hefore the N-features can be
checked. Verb movement to C is the only available option to accomplish
this. This movement does not violate Greed, since the AgrS-to-C
movement makes the V-feature of AgrS end up in C, by economy of
representation.

The absence of overt verb movement to AgrS in embedded clauses
follows frem economy of derivation, on the assumption that the V-feature
of AgrS is weak. At the same time, this assumption makes verb movement
to AgrS as a last resort possible, in violation of Procrastination. Embedded
verb movement t¢ AgrS in colloquial Dutch is explained if in these
constructions AgrS-to-C movement does not fteke place. The absence of
verb movement to Top and Wh in embedded clauses follows from the
assumption that functional heads containing a lexical element {in this
case, a complementizer) are always [+accessible].

This analysis, then, remains well within the narrow range of
possibilities allowed in the minimalist approach. In fact, it crucially relies
on a number of extensions te the minimalist approach, discussed in
section 1.3, which were introduced independently, for ne other purpose
than to make the minimalist approach sven more restrictive,

In the next chapter, the consequences of one of these minimalist
extensions, the absence of a directionality parameter, will be tested in the
domain of the syntax of the lexical projections in Dutch.
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DUTCH AS AN SVO LANGUAGE:
THE POSITION OF THE LEXICAL HEADS

1 The Functional Domain and the Lexical Domain

In the previous chapter, discussion of the phenomena of Dutch syntax
has been limited to the domain of the functional categories. An important
result of this discussion has been that all functional projections in Dutch
are head initial.

In most generative analyses of Dutch syntax, it is assumed either that
Dutch has a vary limited set of functional projections, or that in Duteh the
functional projections other than C are located to the right of the VP.
Neither assumption appears to be supported when the phenomena of
Butch syntax are analyzed from a minimalist perspective {or from any
other perspective),

As far as the lexical domain is concerned, we have seen in chapter 11
that it is generally accepted, both in traditional {cf. Scaglione 1981} and
in generative grammar {Koster 1976), that the VP in Dutch and German
is head final. Many researchers who did accept the existence of a separate
INFL in Dutch and German mostly tacitly assumed that there exists a
typological connection between the head final status of the VP and the -
head final status of the IP. .

As 1 argued sbove, this connection was based on the incorrect
assumption that inflected verbs always have to move to INFL overtly. Since
the inflected verb appears in sentence final position in Duteh (or, more
corzectly, in a position to the right of the noun phrase object), it was
concluded that IP in Dutch must be head final,

295
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In the minimalist approach, the principle of Procrastination dictates
that in the default case (i.e. when no strong V-features are present in the
functional heads), the verb should stay in its basic position. In accordance
with this, I assumed that Dutch AgrS (iNFL)} has a weak V-feature, which
in principle precludes overt verb movement. Consequently, the verb can
be assumed to occupy its basic position inside VP in embedded clauses. In
main clauses, other considerations forca overt verb movement, in spite of
the absence of strong V-features in Dutch (see section HI4 and IIL5),
Inasmuch as this analysis is supported, the head initial status of the
functional projections in Dutch is supported.

As aresult, the typological connection between the status of the lexical
projections and the status of the functional projections appears to break
down in Dutch. I will assume, however, that this connection is real.
Consequently, if the functional projections in Dutch are so clearly head
initial, the lexical projections in Dutch must be head initial as well,

Obviously, this does not imply that the results of Koster {1875} are
incorrect (see 11.2.1). Koster’s arguments support the hypothesis that in
Dutch the word order of the embedded clause is more basic than the word
order of the main c¢lause. This result still stands in the minimalist
approach advocated here, since [ have assumed that the verb is in V in
embedded clauses, and in AgrS or higher in main ¢lauses.

However, I do wish to contend that the smbedded clause word order
(object-verb) does not reflect the most basic order of elements in the Dutch
VP

Two considerations immediately cast doubt on the standard analysis
of Dutch as an SOV language {cf. sections 11.3.4-5).

First, there are indications that the position of the noun phrase object
in embedded clauses in Dutch is a derived position. Recall that the direct
object may be separated from the verb by sentence adverbs:

[43) .dat dan Marie waarschijatijk gekust heeft
that John Mary  probably kissed has
“..that John probably kissed Mary."

Assuming that the first step in building up the VP consists in combining
the verb with its direct object, non-adjacency of the object and the verb.
can only arise as a result of movement. Let us exclude the possibility that
the verhs in (1) have been moved o the right, accepting the zesults of
chapter 11I. Therefore, the direct object Marie must have been moved to
the left. The minimalist approach dictates that this movement has a
trigger and a designated target. The target must be a position in the
functional demain, and the trigger must be an N-feature represented
there, which must be eliminated in overt syntax. If so, the movement
cannot be optional. Consequently, even if the adverb waarschijniijk
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‘probably’ in (1) is absent and the object and the verb are adjacent, we
must assume that the object is in a derived position. If the object is
ahways in a derived pesition, the fact that it invariably appears to the left
of the verb in embedded clauses merely indicates that the licensing
position of the object is to the left of the position of the verb in embedded
clauges. Crucially, nothing can be concluded regarding the basic position
of the direct object inside the VP. In other words, because of the
scrambling phenomenen illustrated in (1), the position of the direet object
is of ne use if we wish to determine whether the Dutch VP is head final
or head initial.

Second, recall that embedded clauses in Dutch invariably appear to the
right of the verb:

(2) .dat Piet denkt dat Jan Marie gekust heoft
that Pete thinks that John Mary kissed has
"..that Pete thinks that John kissed Mary.*

As mentioned in section 11.3.5, these embedded clauses are transparent for
wh-extraction:

3) Wie zelfe datPlet dacht  dat Jan gekust had?
who  said you that Pete thought that John kissed had
"Who did you say Pete thought that John kissed £ ?*

Since extraposed clauses are islands for extraction (see section I1.3.5), the
embedded clause in {2} cannot have been extraposed. Hence it must be in
its basic position. Consequently, the Dutch VP is head initial when it
containg a clausal argument. Assuming a uniform process of structure
building, we are led to suppose that noun phrase objects are also
generated in a position to the immediate right of the verb.!

Together, these considerations provide prima facie evidence in support
of the hypothesis that Dutch is an SVQ langusge. However, neither of
them can be used as conclusive evidence, The argument based on
scrambling is by definition inconclusive: it merely serves to shake the
conviction that Dutch is an SOV language. The argument based on the
position of clausal arguments is also unreliable: it may be the case that
the verb{s) in (2} is/are in a derived position as well, having undergone
just a short verb movement to the left. In that case, we are still not in a
position to draw conclusions as to the basic order of elements in the VP
in Dutch.

t This conclusion also follows from Pesetslky’s {1982} praposal to derive categerial selection
from semaatic selection (¢f. Chomsky [986a), and from Baker’s (1988) hypothesis of uniforra
B-role assignment.
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In the remainder of this chapter I will present more conclusive
argumentation in support of the hypethesis that Dutch is an SVO
language. To a certain extent, the material presented will also serve a
more modest goal, namely to demonstrate that potential arguments in
support of the traditional analysis cannot be accepted as such. These
sections are nevertheless included, in order to create a proper
understanding of the phenomena involved.

In section 2, the syntax of the VP is discussed. This section contains
subsections on scrambling, on the distribution of Small Clause predicates,
and on verb raising and extraposition. The first {wo subsections
demonstrate that the fact that the verb in embedded clauses in Putch
invariably appears to the right of noun phrase objects and Small Clause
predicates cannot be regarded as evidence for a head final structure of the
VP in Dutch. I will argue that noun phrase objects and Small Clause
predicates in overt syntax occupy designated licensing positions in the
functional domain, The third section shows that the analysis of verb
raising phenomena is much simplified if the VO-hypothesis is adopted.

In section 3, the structure of NP, AP, and PP is briefly discussed. I will
argue that the overt syntax of the NP and AP does not allow us fo draw
conclusions as to the basic structure of these phrases, whereas the syntax
of PPs can be described in a simple and elegant way on the assumption
that the PP in Dutch is head initial,

If my attempts fall short of actually proving that Dutch is an SVO
language, I hepe that typological considerations will tip the scale in faver
of the SVO hypothesis, on the assumption that the head initial character
of the functional domain is also teflected in the structure of the lexical
domain, These typological considerations are supported at the conceptual
level by the extension of the minimalist program discussed in section 1.3.3,
according to which directionality parameters cannet exist, and by the
hypothesis of Kayne (1998}, according to which structural hierarchy is
universally mapped into linear precedence (see section 1.3.3).

2 The Structure of the VP.

2.1 Introduction

Much of the structure of the VP, in any language, is determined by the
properties of the structure building process of Generalized
Transformations (section I.2.1).
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Let us assume that this process operates in a minimalist way, in the
sense that it involves the smallest possible number of phrase markers in
each step of the process.? In other words, let us assume that a generalized
transformation cannot combine more than two phrase markers at the
same time. It follows that syntactic tree structures are always binary
branching (ef. Kayns 1984).°

A second assumption I will make here, is that a head must be
combined with its complement locally. In other words, the first generalized
transformation affecting the verb should combine the verb with its
internal argument. I will assume that this condition follows from the
principle of Full Interpretation (thus, a string in which the verb, or its
trace, and the internal argument of the verb, or its trace, are not adjacent,
does not yield the desired interpretation).! This again follows from the
hypothesis that syntactic licensing relations are universally sisterhood
relations (1.3.2).

It follows from these two assumptions that a verb has at most one
complement, and that the verb and its complement must be adjacent in
the initial stage of the structure building process. The hypothesis that
heads have but a single complement is advanced and extensively
supported in E.Hoekstra (1991}, later also in Mulder (1992).°

T.Hoekstra (1990) and Mulder (1992) in addition advance the
important insight that the noetion ‘complement’ should not be thought of
as an element which is thematicolly linked to a head. Instead, Mulder
argues, the complement of a verb should be thought of as a constituent
affecting the aspectual interpretation of the action referred to by the verb.
I refer to the works mentioned for argumentation of this peint. One of its
consequences, however, is important for the discussion of the structure of
the VP.

As is well known since Jespersen {1933}, and might have been well
known since Roorda {1864), the verb found in (1) has a clausal internal
argument the cuge emply rather than a noun phrase internal argument

* Kayne (1993) derives this property of the structurs building process from his Linear
Correspondence Axiom (cf. section 13,3}

3 Cf. Chomsky 1992:33. -

* This condition excludes long distance 8-role assignment of the typs needed in an analysis
of scrambling in which internal arguments are base-generated in their overt syntax position
{cf. Neeleman 1980, Fanselow 1993).

§ Somewhat confusingly, the term single complement hypothesis was introduced in Larson
{1988a). As Mulder {1992:61 note §} perceptively remarks, Larson's hypothesis differs from
the one entertained here in that Larson allows a verb to have two complaments, the second
of which it can only license after verb movement. The single complement hypothesis [ have
in mind allows a veeb to have no more than cae complement.
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the cage. This is because what is found is not a cage, but the situation
that the cage is empiy.®

{1 John found tha cage empty

In generative grammar, the constituent the cage empty in €1) has been
analyzed as a Small Clause, with the cage as subject and emply as
predicate (Kayne 1984, Stowell 1983, T.Hoekstra 1984, many others), This
analysis is in agreement with the single ¢complement hypothesis.

As work by Kayne, Stowell, and T.Hoekstra, among others, has
demeonstrated, many more Small Clause construetions can be identified,
some of which are less obvious than the type in (1), Some examples are
resultative constructions (Hoekstra 1988)2), particle constructions {Kayne
1984:X, Den Dikken 1992aX3), double object constructions (Kayne
1984:134X4), and constructions involving locational and positional verbs
(Hoekstra and Mulder 1990X5).

2) a dan  verft de deur rood Butch
John  paints  the door red
b. Jan  goolt zijnbord aan stukken

John  throws his plate to pieces

@ e Jan  verft  dedeur af
John  paints  the door off
"Jehn finishes painting the door."
b. Jan  legt het boek  neer
John  puts the book down

W a Jan  geeft Marie een bosk
John  gives Mary  abook
b. Jan  geeft hetboek  aan Marie
John gives the book to Mary
& a Er staat  een paard in de gang
there stands a horse in tha halt
“There is a horse standing in the hall”
b. Jan  zet  zijn vader mat
John  puts his father mate
"John checkmates his father.”

¢ Jespersen{1933) calls the propositionalinternal argument in constructions of the type John
found the cage empty ‘nesus’, Reorda {1864) calls it ‘complement van objectizve gesteldheid’
{complement of sbjective states, ¢f. Van Driel 1988).
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Some of these constructions will return in section 2.3.7 The important
thing here is that they all involve a propositional internal argument.
However, If we wish to maintain that there has to be a thematic
relation between the internal argument and the verb, some of the
constructions in (1}-(5) could be problematic. For instance, it is not clear
that in (2), the situation de deur rood ‘the door red’ is a thematic
argument of the verb verft ‘paints’ in any obvious senss of the word

“thematic’. As far as thematic relations are understood, one might wish to

maintain that in (2) de deur ‘the door’ stands in a thematic relation to the
verb verfi. This again could lead to a rejection of the Small Clause
analysis altogether, as well as of the underlying minimalist principles of
structure building ¢cf. Carrier and Randall 1992)2

Therefore, the minimalist approach to the structure of the lexical
domain can only be maintained if we deny that thematic refations are
crucial to the process of structure building (¢f. Chomsky 1992:27f). The
interpretation of thematic relations must then be considered as a function
of the computational properties of the human mind, at work in the
interpretative component of the grammar.?

The clausal complements in (1)-(5), however, do have a clear aspectual
effect on the interpretation of the verb, as T,Hoeksira (1990} and Mulder
{1992) show (see section 4.3.1.b). This effect can be described as
‘measuring out the event’ denoted by the verdb (cf. Tenny 1987), The verb
verft in (2) does net have aspectual properties by itself. Only when
combined with another constituent does it denete an accomptlishment {in
fact, it yields a VP denoting an accomplishment), As Mulder {1992:51)
shows, this ‘other constituent’ may be a Small Clause as well as a noun
phrase: the effect of creating a VP denoting an accomplishment is the
same in each case.

We may now assume that the first step in certain structure building
processes is driven by the need to create an aspectually interpretable
constituent. This yields the result that a verb and its complement are
adjacent in the initial stage of the representation, without having to
abandon the minimalistically atiractive Small Clause analysis of multi-
argument verbs and multi-predicate constructions.

7 The list of constructions given is not exhaustive, and I do not wish %o contend that the
various types represent clear cut categories,

* The arguments sgaiost the Small Clause analysis advanced ju Carrier and Randall {1992}
are greatly weakened by the circumstance that the verbs used in their argumentation are
typically complex verbs. Ses note 15 of section TH.4.3.1 0

* This is how I understand Rint Sybesma's first thesia adjoined to Sybesma 1992: ‘Al
interpretation is shadow interpretation’.
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This will serve as background for the discussion in the following
sections. In what follows, I will be looking at the distribution, in Dutch,
of noun phrase arguments {2.2), Small Clause predicates (2.2} and clausal
arguments {2.4), and try to determine the relevance of these phenomena
for the question of tha position of the head in the Dutch VP.

2.2 The Distribution of Noun Phrase Complements
2.2.1 Introduction

As discussed in section I1.1.4, direct objects in Dutch do not have to be
adjacent to the verb in embedded clauses:

{1} «dat Jan Marie gisteren kusfe
that Joho Mary yesterday  kissed
..that Joha kissed Mary yesterday.”

According to our assumptions, the direct object Marie must be adjacent to
the verb Auste kissed’ in the initial stage of the derivation of (1).
Excluding the possibility of verb movement to the right {based on the
absence of functional heads to the right of the VP}, the non-adjacency of
the direct object and the verb in (1) must bes the result of object
movement.

As we have seen in [1.4.3, non-adjacency of direct object and verb can
be easily accounted for in {the minimalist approach. According to
minimalist assumptions, objects have to be licensed in the specifier
positien of a functional projection {(AgrOP). The non-adjacency in (1) can
then be thought of as the result of overt mevement of the object to the
specifier position of AgrOP, {riggered by the presence of a strong
N-feature in AgrO. .

The word order in (1) is not marked in any way. This seems to weigh
against an explanation of object movement in terms of pragmatic factors,
such as the distribution of given and new information, Let us develop this
paint a bit further. . .

It is often argued that (1) is not in itself neutral, but only neutrat
when the direct object referent is already known in the discourse demain.
If this is net the case, for instance when (1) serves as an answer to the
question Who did John kiss yesterday?, (2} is preferred:

€3] wdat Jan gisterer Marie kusie
that  John yesterday Mary kissed
".that John kissed MARY yesterday.”

DUTCH AS AN SVC LANGUAGE 203

On the basis of this pattern, one could make the generalization that cbject
movement is pragmatically governed, affecting noun phrases that refer to
known elements only, (Alternatively, one could maintain that in {2) the
adverb, presenting known information, is moved to the left.} From this
perspective, scrambling would be a defocusing operation,

However, the relevant observations are only correct when (1) and (2)
are thought of as pronounced with a *neutral’ sentence intonation. (1} can
serve as a perfectly acceptable answer te the question Who did John kiss
yesterday? if Marie receives the appropriate intenation (with -rie receiving
high pitch, and the parts following MMarie pronounced with low piteh; cf,
11.1.4). Likewise, the adverb gisferen can present new information, even
in the position it oceupies in (2), when its first syllable is high pitched. In
other words, information packaging in Dutch is a function of intonatien
rather than of word order, except, possibly, when certain marked fronting
operations are applied (such as topicalization and fecus scrambling).

The hypothesis that the object movement in (1) is triggered by the
presence of a strong N-feature in AgrQ is supported by a number of
observations, which will be discussed in section 2.2.2. I refer to this
movement operation as serambling.”® Notice that scrambling should not
be confused with free word order, The order of arguments in nevtral word
order constructions in Dutch is fixed: subject - indirect object - direct
ohject, as illustrated in (3).

@3 a ~dat Jan dekinderen hethbask gaf .

that  John the children the book gave-35G

“.that John gave the children the book.”
b, 77 .dat Jan hethoek de kinderen gaf

that  Joha thebook  the children gave-3SG
¢. * .dat dekinderen .Jan hetboek gaf

that  de chifdren John thebaok  gave-35G
d. * .dat dekinderen hetboek Jan gaf

that  thechildren  the book Joha gave-35G
e, * .dat hetboek Jan de kinderen gaf

that  thebook  Jehn the children gave-315G
f. * .dat hetboek dekiuderen Jan gaf

that  the book the children John gave

The ‘scrambling’ aspect of word order in Dutch only applies to the
relative order of arguments and adjuncts, as shown in {4) {cf. Koster
1974

® Reserving the term object shiff for pronoun movement ia Mainland Scandivavian
languages, ct. Holmberg {1886).
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4} a .dat gisteren Jan de kinderen  het boek gaf
that  yesterday  John the children the book gave
“..that yesterday John gave the children the book.®

5. dat Jan gisteren dekinderen  het boek gaf
that  John yesterday the children the book gave
e «dat Jan dekinderen gisteren het boek gaf
that  John thechildren  yssterday  the book gave
d. «dat Jan dekinderen hetboek gisteren gaf
that, John ihe children tha book yesterday  gave
e dat Jan dekinderen hetboek gaf gisteren

that  John thechildren  thebock  gave yesterday

The hypothesis of scrambling as object movement to the specifier of
AgrOP immediately leads to three conclusions.

First, the coexistence of (1} and (2}, as well as the complete pattern in
{4), indicates that adverbs de not have a fixed position. I will assume that
adverbs in principle can be adjeined te any maximal prejection.'

Second, the direct object must be assumed to occupy the specifier
position of AgrOP, even if this cannot be demonstrated by the presence
and pesition of an adverb {section I1.4.3). Thus, not only in {1}, but also in
{2) and (5) must the direct object be assumed to have moved to a pesition
in the functional domain.

{5} a. +dat Jan Marie Lkuste
that  John Mary  kissed
"..that John kissed Mary.”
b. Jan  kuste Marie
dohn  kissed Mary

This follows frem the absence of optional movement in the minimalist
program. I scrambling is triggered by the need to eliminate a strong
N-feature in overt syntax, the absence of scrambling will inevitably lead
to a crashing derivation.

Third, the word order in (1) indicates that movement to the specifier
position of AprOP can take place in the absence of verb movement to
Agr0. Since the direct object and the verb in (1) are not adjacent, they
cannot be in a specifier-head configuration, Therefore, if the direct gbject
accupies the specifier position of AgrOP, the verb does not occupy AgrO.?

This third cenclusion runs counter to Chomsky's {1992:25) cenjecture
that "overt object-raising will be possible only with overt V-raising". This

' Kayne {1993} considers adjunction to a maximal projection to be impossible, and assumes
that adverbs mova to the specifier position of 2 designated functional projection. See section
1.8.3 for discussion.

* Recall that we have excluded the poseibility that Duteh has head final functional
projections. Hence, specifier-head configurations always yield linear adjaceacy.
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conjecture is based on the idea that head movement inereases the internal
domain of the head {or, more exactly, that movement of a head o to p
yields a chain with an internal domain including the specifier position of
oP). This makes the specifier position associated with the target of the
head mevement {§) equidistant to the specifier position asseciated with
tie moved head (&), viewed from the perspective of the complement of the
moved head {¢). In other words, verb movement to AgrQ makes the
specifier position of VP and AgrOP equidistant from the object of V. As a
result, movement of the direct object to the specifier position of AgrOP
across the specifier position of the VP does not violate the shortest
movement requirement.

Notice that we have already found independent reasons to reject this
equidistance condition on movement, First, we found in section II[.4.3 that
the minimal domain of a head mevement chain does not include the
specifier position of the foot of the chain. Second, T hypothesized in section
1.3.1 that the shortest steps requirement of economy of derivation is not
a part of Universal Grammar. This hypothesis is supported by long
distance head movement in clitic constructions (II1.2.3) and in verb
movement to the CP-system {II1.4.3, I11.5.3), and by long distancs XP-
movement in the Form Chain approach (I1.5.3). Since the shortest steps
requirement underlies the equidistance condition, the latter is nol
conceptually motivated. T¢ this we can now add that the equidistance
principle makes the wrong prediction for object movement in Dutch.'

This is a serious problem for Chomsky's conjecture, since precisely
Dutch and German provide the mest compelling empirical evidence for
object movement t¢ the specifier position of a functional projection. As
such, object movement in Germanic is one of the highlights of the
minimalist program. Chomsky’s conjecture about the relation between
verb movement and object movement now can only be maintained if (1}
displays a second object movement in addition to the movement to AgrOP
{or, alternatively, no movement to AgrOP at all).* But then much of the
empirical evidence for object movement to AgrOP would be lost to begin
with. 1 therefore conclude that the minimalist approach to object

¥ Chomsky (1992:25) notes that his prediction concerning the relation betweea verb
meovement and ebject movement to AgrOP “is apparenty confirmed for ths Germanic
languages”, referring to Vikner {1991a). Hawaver, Vikner (1991a, section 4.2.5} explicitly
states that scrambling {chject movement te AgrOP, in vur analysis) does not require the verb
to move. In this respect, scrambling differs from the Scandinavian pronoun movement
studied in Holmberg (1986). The laiter phenomenon, however, cannot be analyzed as
moevement to the specifier position of AgrOP, unless we assume that full noun phrases in
Scandinavian cannot and need not eliminate the strong ¥-features of AgrQ.

¥ Yanden Wyngaerd 1689a:269, Mahajan 199(:56¢.
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movenent ig correct and applies to (1). Consequently, verb movement is
not a precondition for object movement.'

Finally, the approach to object movement advocated here implies that
there is a functional projection for the leensing of indirect objects as well,
considering the fact that indirect objects precede direct objects {ef. (3.
This [ will assume without further discussion.

As mentioned in section 1, the existence of object movement in Dutch
makes it impossible to draw conclusions as to the basic ordering of verb
and ebject in the VP in Dutch. However, one might argue that indefinite
objects generally do not undergo scrambling (see, ameng others, De Hoop
1992), If so, the structure of the VP could be read off of embedded clauses
involving indefinite abjects. I will discuss this possibility in section 2.2.3,
and dismiss it. First, however, I will discuss the evidence for scrambling
as movement to the specifier position of AgrOP in section 2.2.2.

2.2.2 Scrambling as L-related XP-movement

a. Serambling as movement to AgrOP

The idea that scrambling in Dutch consists of movement to the specifier
position of a functional projection designed for object licensing was
originally due to Vanden Wyngaerd (1989a).'® Vanden Wyngaerd shows
that scrambling in Dutch has the properties of A-movement, and argues
that A-movement should be defined as movement to & Case licensing
position.

The relevant properties of scrambling here are 1. boundedness, 2.
absence of weak cross-over effects, and 3. absence of reconstruction effects.
These properties of scrambling, which are briefly illustrated below, were
already well known by the time Vanden Wyngaerd developed his AgrOF
hypothesis {see Bennis and Hoekstra 1984, Huybregts and Van Riemsdijk
1985, Holmberg 1986), What seems to have obscured a proper
understanding of the phenomenon, however, is that scrambled objects
were seen to license parasitic gaps, in marked contrast with other A-

* This provides a fourth pieca of evidence against the shortest steps requirement of economy
of derivation. Apparently, chjects are allowed to cross the specifier position of VP oo their
way to AgrOP,

% Yanden Wyngaerd appears o have proposed AgrOP independsatly of Chomsky 1991 and
Mahajan 1990. With respect to AgrOP as a separate category, refereccs is oflen made to
Kayne (1987}, but it is not clear that the agreement prejection identified there should be
equated with AgrOP.
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moved noun phrases {cf. section I1.2.3)." I will return to this issue in
section 2.2.2.b.
The boundedness of scrambling in Dutch is illustrated in (6):"

M a. wdat Piet zei dat Jan Marie gisteren  kuste
that Pete said that John Mary yesterday  kissed had
"..that Pete said that Johu kissed Mary yesterday.”
b.. * .dat  Plet Marfe =zel dat Jan gisteren = kuste
that  Pete Mary  sald that John yesterday  kissed had

This contrasts with topicalization, which is unbounded, as discussed in
section I11.5.3.1:

(8) Marie (die} zei Piet dat Jan gisteren  gekust had
Mary d-word said Pete that Joha yesterday  kissed had
“Mary, Peta said that John kissed yesterday."

Recall that raising to subject is bounded. This is illustrated here for
Dutch:

(9} * Jan  schijnt dat e Marie gekust heeft
John seems that Mary kissed has
“John seems has kissed Mary.”

1 argued in section 1.3.1 and IIL.5.3 that unbounded movement takes
place by way of the process ¥orm Chain {cf. Chomsky 1992:21), and that
this process should be thought of as a combination of inserting
intermediate empty elements first and moving the lexical constituent
afterwards in a single step, The emply elements will then, in the
interpretation process, be included in the chain linking the moved element
with its trace. Long distance movement in this secenario proceeds stepwise
and cyclical, as a part of the structure building process of generalized
transformations.

Iinder these assumptions, the ungrammaticality of {9) follows if we
assume that the empty element to be inserted in the process of long
distance movement cannot have ¢-features. This follows if an empty
element with g-features must also have an independent 8-role. In long
distance raising constructions like (9), this is excluded, since gnly one

" Hence Webeihuth's (1989} analysis of scrambling in German as movement to a ‘mixed'
position (displaying both A-preperties end Aproperties). For the same reason, Vanden
Wyngaerd (1989a:269) adopts an additional chject movement from the specifier position of
AgrOP to an A’position, ¢f. Mahajan §990:56f. See Den Dikken & Mulder {1991) for
discussion.

15 (7b) is not tolally impossible in eolloquial style. Cf. nota 15 of section I1£,4.1.2,
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8-rola is available for the subject Jazn in the matrix clause and the empty
element in the embedded clause indicated by e.

The ungrammaticality of (7b} can be accounted for in exactly the same
way, on the assumption that scrambling is movement to the specifier
position of AgrOP. In that case, {7b) can be derived by applying Form
Chain in the familiar way. Assume that in {7b) the direct object of the
embedded verb, Marie, is moved to & lcensing position in the matrix
clause (i.e. to the specifier position of the matrix AgrOP). This is parallel
to the derivation of {9), in which the subject of the embedded clause is
moved to the specifier position of the matrix AgrSP. The embedded verb,
kuste, has a -feature (the object agreement feature} which must be
checked against the V-feature of the AgrO in the embedded clause. When
this Agr0 is created as part of the structure building process of
generalized transformations, it comes with a strong N-feature (an
automatic consequence of the hypothesis that scrambling is movement to
AprOP). Consequently, the N-feature of the embedded AgrO must be
checked and eliminated in overt syntax. This can be done by inserting an
empty element, in the same way that empty wh-elements are inserted in
the specifier position of the embedded WhP in the derivation of long
distance wh-movement constructions. However, since the thus inserted
emptly element has p-features {otherwise it could not check the N-features
of an Agreement head), it is an object pro, which, by our previous
assumption, must have an independent ¢-role. Thus, there are two
elements, the displaced object Marie and the pro in the embedded AgrOP,
competing for the same @-role. One of the two will end up without a 8-role,
which will make {9) uninterpretable,

Thus, by analyzing scrambling as movement to the specifier position
of AgrOP, the property of boundedness follows from the familiar
distinction between L-related and nonl-related XP-movement.

The other two properties of secrambling which link it to L-related XP-
movement are well discussed in the literature and are illustrated oaly
briefly here. First, scrambling of a direct object across an adjunct
containing a pronoun which is coreferential with the direct object dees not
yield a weak crossover effect (10). In this respect, scrambling behaves like
raising to subject pesition (11a} and unlike topicalization (11b}. .

(an Jan  heeft Marie, {volgens haar aanwlijzingen] gekust
John has Mary  following her directions kissed
"John kissed Mary according te ker directions.”
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{11) a. Marie, werd [volgens haar; aanwijzingen} gekust
Mary was following her directions kissed
“Muory was kissed according to her directions.”

? Muarie;, hebben (basar; minnaars] gekust
Mary have her lovers kissed
“Mary, her lovers kissed.”

a
'~

Second, serambling creates a felicitous configuration for binding purposes
(12}, like raising to subject {13a}, and unlike topicalization {13b}:

{i2) a. Jan heeft de kinderen; saan elkaar voorgesteld
John has the childeen to each other  presented
"John introduced the children to one another.”
b. 7 Jan  heeft aan elkaar, de kinderen; voorgesteld
John Thas toeachother the children presented

{13} a. De kinderen; werden aan elkanr, voorgesteld
the children were to each other presented
"The children were introduced to one ancther.®
b. Elkaar; kenden de kinderemy & niet
each other knew the children not

“Each other, the children didn’t know.”

In {12a) and {13a}, the overt syntax configuration reflects the e-command
relation needed for binding of the anaphoric element elkear ‘each other’
by de kinderen ‘the children’. In (13b), de kirderen doas not c-command
the anaphoric element elkaar; apparently, the position of the frace of
elkaar, indicated in (13b), is relevant for binding, not the overt syntax
position of elkear. The latter phenomenon is typical for nonb-related XP-
movement,

b. Parasitic Gaps

The analysis of scrambling in Dutch as L-related movement faces one
problem. As Bennis and Hoekstra {1984} demonstrate, serambling in
Dutch creates a configuration in which parasitic gaps can be licensed. This
is illustrated in (14).

(14) a. * .dat Jan [sonder ¢ uittelezen] et boek weglegde
that  John without out to read the book away put
“.that John put the book away without Boishing (it)."
b. ~dat Jan hetboek [zonder e uittelezenl ¢ weglegde
that  John thabgok  without out to read away put
"..that Joha put the book away without finishing it.”

Parasitic gaps can be interpreted only in the presence of another gap. This
gap must be the trace of nonk-related XP-movement {A’-movement), and
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must not ¢-command the parasitic gap {Chomsky 1982, cf. 1986b; Kayne
1984, many others); the fronted XP must ¢-command both gaps. This is
illustrated for Dutch in (15}

{15} =a. Welk boek  heeft Jan [zonder e uitiolezen]  weggelegd?
which beok  has  John without cut to read away put
"Which book did John put away without finishing?”
b. Dit boek heeft Jan [zonder ¢ ulit telezen] ¢ weggelegd
this bock has John without out te read away puk

“This book, John put away without finishing.”

In the sentences in (15), the gap in the adjunct clause, indicated by e, is
paras‘igtic on the trace of the wh-movement/topicalization {indicated by ¢ in
(15)).

In Bennis and Hoekstra’s analysis of (14b), the gap in the adjunct
clause is parasitic on the trace of the scrambling movement which puts
the object het boek ‘the book’ in frent of the adjunct clause, This trace is
also indicated by a ¢ in (14b). The analysis entails that scrambling, like
topicalization and wh-movement, is A'movement (nonL-related
XP-movement).

‘This result is problematic for the generalizations made in the previous
section, according to which scrambting in Dutch displays the properties of
L-related movement. Vanden Wyngaerd (198%a) and Mahajan {1990) have
attempted to reconcile the L.related character of scrambling with the
noni-related property of parasitic gap licensing, by postulating that
scrambling contains two movements, one moving the object to the specifier
position of AgrOP, and a second one moving the object to an adjunction
position higher up. The trace ¢ in (14b) would under this scenario indicate
the specifier pesition of AgrOP, and the object ket boek would be occupying
the higher adjunction position when it precedes the adjunct clause.

This, however, is unattractive from a minimalist point of view, since
it involves an optional movement which dees not seem reducible to
movement for feature checking purposes.

Another reason not to be completely satisfied with the Bennis and
Hoekstra analysis is that it is impossible to provide a minimal pair
demonstrating its correctness. (14} does not count as a minimal pair,
because in (14a) the object ket boek does not ¢-command the parasitic gap,
which is a precendition for parasitic gap licensing. In other words, the

 The position of this tracs is independent of the head initial or head final status of the VP
in Dutch, because the trace of nonl.-related XP-movement is assumed to occupy the licensing
pasition of the object, not the position of the gbject in the initial stage of tha derivation. This
expresses Chomsly’s {1981) gensratization that variables are Case marked traces.
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ungrammaticality of {14a) may be unrelated to the presence or absence of
an object trace.

On the other hand, it would be unwise to reject Bennis and Hoekstra’s
analysis of parasitic gaps in Dutch, unless it can be shown that the
parasitic gap construction in (14b) has decidedly different properties from
the parasitic gap construetions in (15). In that case, it would not be clear
that much is gained by analyzing (14b) along the same lines as standard
parasitic gap phenomena, which are induced by  nronL-related
XP-movement.

1t should be evident that I am hesitant to put forward the following
observations, since they can serve only to weaken the existing analysis,
without much promise of putting anything in its place, On the other hand,
the phenomena themselves appear to be rather striking, and suggest that
scrambling induced parasitic gaps in Dutch are still less than fully
understeod.

As a first observation, at least according to my ear, {14b), though
grammatical, is less acceptable than {16a) or (16b). This is unexplained if
scrambling in parasitic gap constructions invelves nonl-related XFP
movement. In connection with this, several cantexts can be given in which
the two types of parasitic gap constructions diverge.

The clearest contrast between parasitic gaps in scrambling
constructions and wh-constructions is obtained by turning the clause
containing the parasitic gap into an island, It turns out that scrambling
induced parasitic gaps are impossible in even slightly more complicated
adjunct clauses, whereas wh-movement induced parasitic gaps display the
normal scale of deterioration under added complexity {cf. Chomsky
1986h:55). Compare the adjunct clauses in {17), assuming them {o appear
in the context in (I6), with the adjunct clauses in (18), assuming the
context in {18):

(16} Wie heb je - opgebeld?
who  have you ealled
“Who did you cail _ #"
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{iTr a, zonder te vermoeden dat  wif e af uitgenodigd hadden
without to suspect that we pg already invited had
*without suspecting that we already invited (them)”
b. 7 zonderje af te vragen of wif ¢ at uitgenodigd hadden

without you off te ask whether we pg already invited had
*without wondering whether we already invited {them)"

c. 77 zonder fe weten voor welk feest je ¢ moest uitnodigen
without to know for which pariy you pg must-PAST invite
*without knawing for which party you had to iovite (them)”

d. 77 zonder te weten van het plan dat we ¢ zouden uitnodigen
without to know of the plan that we pg would invite
*without knowing about the plan that we were o Iavite fthem)”

{18) Jan  heeft de buren ____ opgebeld
John  has  the neighbors called
“John called the neighbors __ .°

.

zonder ta vermoeden dat  wij e al uitgenodigd hadden
without to suspect that we pg already invited had

*without suspecting that we already invited (them)®

zonder zich af te vragen of wij ¢ al ultgencdigd hadden
without SE off {0 ask whether we pg already invited had
raithout wondering whethar we already invited (them)”

zonder te weten  voor welk feest  hij ¢ moest uitnodigen
without to know for which party he pg must-PAST invite
“withaut knowing for which party you had to invite (them}”

sonder to weten  van het plan  dat we e zouden uitnodigen
withauk to know of the plan that we pg would invite
"wilhout knowing about the plan that we were to invite (them)”

{19 a.

=
»

o
*

[
.

The judgments in (17} are as expected under Chomsky’s {1986b) analysis
of parasitic gap constructions as involving empty operator movement in
the adjunct clause, The judgments in {19), then, suggest that this empty
operator movement does not take place in parasitic gap constructions with
serambling instead of wh-movement. Accepting Chomsky’s analysis, this
amounts to saying that they are not parasitic gap constructions, or at
least parasitic gap constructions of a completely different kind.

Second, consider the following parasitic gap censtruction invelving,
arguably, a complement clause (cf. Chomsky 1986b:62):

{20} Wie heb jo f overtuigd dat we e zouden bozoeken?
who have you £ convinge  that we pg would  visit
“Who did you convince ¢ that we were golng to visit {them}?"

This sentence is grammatical (note that overtuigen ‘convince’ must be
understood transitively, as is its normal interpretation}. Scrambling does
not create the configuration that makes this parasitie gap construction
possible:
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(21} * Yk heb Piet overtuigd dat we e zouden bezceken
1 have Pete concinved that we pg would  visit
“I convinced Pele that we were to visit (him)."

(21) is absolutely ungrammatical.

These observations indicate that parasitic gaps in scrambling
constructions differ from parasitic gaps in wh-movement constructions in
unexpected ways. Unfortunately, the observations presented here do not
immediately suggest by what kind of mechanism constructions like (14b)
receive a parasitic gap interpretation. The absence of the normal island
effects in the adjunct clause in this construction, however, does suggest
that the relevant mechanism is not the normal licensing mechanism for
parasitic gaps.®

In the light of these uncertainties, it does not seem wise to maintain
at all cost that serambling is or can be nonL-related XP-movement. I will
therefore adopt the minimalist analysis of serambling as movement to the
speci‘ﬁer position of AgrOP, triggered by morphological licensing
requirements.

2.2.8 The Distribution of Indefinite Objects

If scrambling in Dutch is movement to the specifier position of AgrOP, it
cannot be optional. Hence, the pattern in (22) must be taken to indicate
that sentence adverbs may be adjoined both higher and lower than
AgrQP.

) a .dat  Jan DMarie gisteren  gekust heeft
thet  Jeho Mary yesterday  Kiszed has
°.tkat John kissed Mary yesterday.”

b. .dat Jan gisteren Marie gekust heoft
that  John yesterday Mary kissed has
“.that John kissed Mary yesterday.”

In {(22), the object Marle is a definite noun phrase. With neutral
sentence intonation, (22a) and (22b) differ only in that (22b) is more

* A promising hypotheais could ba that scrambling induced parasitic gaps are really traces
of acros3 tha board movement, as proposed by Huybregts and Van Riemsdijk (1885), whereas
whe-induced parasitic gaps are real parasitic gaps. One probfem that the across the board
hypothesis faces is that lexicalizing the parasitic’ trace improves the ¢onstruciion, whereas
such lexicatization in across the board extraction leads 16 severe ungrammaticality, This,
however, follows if we assume that wh-extraction out of coordinated constructions invelves
the presence of a second operator in the second conjunct, Lexicalizing the trace would thea
1ead te vacuous quantificaticn. This problem does not arise in across the board scrambiing,
since scrambling does not create an operator-varighte structure.
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felicitous than (22a} when Marie presents new information. This is
because the neutral sentence intonation of Dutch puts the immediate
preverbal element in focus (cf. section I1.1.4). Thus, (22b) is the preferred
answer to the question Who did John kiss yesterday? However, as
mentioned earlier in section 2.2.1, (22a} is a perfect answer to this
question when Marie receives a marked intonation {with high pitch on
-rie). Apparently, focus may shift to the left, independently of scrambling,

When the object of the verb is an indefinite noun phrase, its preferred
position is to the right of sentence adverbials:

{23} .dat Jan gisteren een melsje gekust heeft
that  John yesterday a girl kissed has
4_that John kissed 2 girl yesterday.”

The standard interpretation of this fact is that indefinite noun phrases do
not undergo scrambling (cf. De Hoop 1892). If this were correct, een meisfe
‘a girl’ in (23) would still be in its basic position. Still excluding verb
mevement to the right, we would have to conclude from (23} that the VP
in Dutch is head final.

I will argue, however, that this conclusion is net warranted, because
its premise, namely that indefinite noun phrases do not underge
gserambling, is false.

In the minimalist approach ko scrambling underlying the analysis of
(22), the assumption that (23) does not involve scrambling is questionable
from the start, First, the approach dictates that object movement is
required by the need to eliminate a strong N-feature of AgrQ. If so, the
derivation of (23) will not converge unless the indefinite object moves to
the specifier position of AgrOP. Second, we know from the pattern in {22}
that adverbs may be adjoined both higher and lower than the specifier
position of AgrOP. If so, (28) does not conclusively show that scrambling
is absent. It could also be that the adverb is preferably adjoined higher in
case the specifier position of AgrOP is occupied by an indefinite noun

hrase.

? The latter conjecture is supported by a number of ebservations. If the
order in {(23) is the result of the adverb being preferably adjoined in a
position ¢-commanding the indefinite object, there must be a reason for
this preference. In other words, it must be the case that a reversat of the
adverb-indefinite object order has some effect on the interpretation of the
sentence. Thus, we expect {24) not to be ungrammatical, but just different
from {23):

(24} .dat Jan een melsfe gisteren gelust heeft
that  John agirl yestorday kissed has
» that Joha kissed a girl yesterday.”
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This is exactly what we find. (24} is not ungrammatical, but een meisje
has lost much of its indefinite character. The preferred interpretation of
(24) is that there is a specific girl, whose identity is unknown, buf whose
existence is presupposed, and that John kissed that girl yesterday. The
difference is rather subtle in (23)-(24}, but becomes more apparent when
the indefinite object is medified, as in (25}

{25} a. .dat Jan gisteren een meisje uit zijn klas' gekust heeft
that  John yesterday a girl from his class kissed has
®.that John kissed a girl from his class yesterday.”

b, .dat Jan een meisje uit zijn klas gisteren  gekust heeft
that  John a girl feom his class yesterday  kissed has

=.that Joha kissed a gizl from his ¢lass yesterday.®

Een meisfe uif zijn klas ‘a girl from his class' is ambiguous; it can have the
interpretation 'a specific girt from his class which I have in mind’ or the
interpretation ‘some girl from his class’. Both interpretations are possible
in (256a), but the former is much preferred in (25b).

Folfowing De Hoop (1992}, I will use the term ‘strong reading’ to refer
to the special interpretation of indefinite noun phrases when they precede
sentence adverbials. De Hoop (1992:50) distinguishes four types of strong
readings. The type illustrated above is called ‘referential’. The other strong
readings are ‘partitive’, ‘generic’, and ‘generic collective’, These will be
illustrated shortly.

It should be noted here, however, that a weak (i.e. not strong) reading
of the indefinite noun phrases in (24) and {(25b} is not impossible. Thus,
{24) and {25b} can in fact be used as answers to the question Whe did
John kiss yesterday?. In this respect, the pairs (23)-(24) and (25a)-(26b)
are comparable to the pair in (22}, (23) and {25a), like (22b), have a word
order in which the element presenting new information is in the pesition
which is most likely to get focus in the unmarked sentence intonation.
However, when pronounced with marked intonation, both een meisfe in
{24} and een meisfe uit zijn klas in (25b) receive focus, just like Marie in
(22a). With this intonation, (24) and (25b) present perfectly acceptable
answers to the question Who did Jokn kiss yesterday?, In other words, the
interpretation of indefinite noun phrases i3 not a matter of word order per
se, but of intonation, . .

There is a difference to be noted between (22) on the one hand and
{23)-(25) en the other hand, however. If we think of these sentences as
being triggered by the question When did John kiss Mariefa girl (from his
class)?, then in (22), (22a) is the preferred answer, going atong with the
neutral sentence intonation which puts gisteren ‘yesterday’ in focus, and
{22b) is also possible when gisteren gets the marked intonation. In
contrast, (24) and (25b) are rather awkward in this context. Instead, (23)
and (25a) would be used, again with marked intonatien of the adverb.
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This cbservation leads to the following generalization:
(26) edefinite noun phrases may not preceds focused material
(26} must actually be sharpened to (27)

2D An indefinite noun phrase which precedes focused material
has a strong reading

Thus, (25b) is a correct answer to the question When did John kiss e girl
from his class? when a girl from his class has a referential interpretation.
The judgment is subtle, but is confirmed in constructions in which the
indefinite noun phrase is the subject of a Small Clause. Here, the Small
Clause predicate can receive focus intonation only if the indefinite Small
Clause subject has a strong reading:

28) a ~dat Jan een meisje detuinin stuurde
that  John agirl the garden in  sent
*_that John sent a girl into the garden.”
b .dat Jan een meisje vit zijn kiag de TUIN in  stuarde
that  John a girf from his class the garden in  seal

*_that Joha sent a girl from his ¢lass into the garden.”

In (28a), the Small Clause predicate de fuin in ‘into the garden’ cannot be
focused (unless een meisje ‘& girl’ is understood as referential). In (28b),
where the Small Clause predicate is focused, the Small Clause subject gets
a referential interpretation.

Now we have two generalizations concerning the distribution of
indefinite objects with a weak interpretation. First, they can be
non-adjacent to the verb only if they have the marked intonation signaling
new information. Second, they cannot be followed by focused material.
These twe gencralizations are compatible, since in Dutch an element with
a marked intonation is followed by flat intonation material only.”’ One
could say that the marked intonation shifts to the lefi.

Let us now return to the question of how to account for the fact that
adverbs must precede indefinite objects. This can now be easily explained
given that adverbs, when intervening between the object and the verb, are
in the natural focus position. This follows from the neutral pattern of
sentence intenstion in Dutch, which has the preverbal pesition as the

M Many similar observaticns are found in De Hoop {1992, chagpter 3). De Hoop introduces a
Principle of Constrostiveness to express the cbservation that indefinite noun phrases canaot
have a weak reading when preceding contrastive material.

# Unless the element with a marked intonation is fronted, a3 in topicalization and focus
serambling.
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unmarked focus position (see section I1.1.4).2 If so, indefinite objects that
are separated from the verb by an adverb, will have to either assume a
marked intonation {signaling that they represent new information) or
receive a strong interpretation.

Consider how these generalizations hold up in other contexts, The
following pair illustrates another type of strong reading, the generic
reading:

{29) a. ~dat Jan vaak meisjes kugt
that  John often girls kisses
®..that John often kisses giris.”

b. «dat  Jan meisjes vaak kust
that  John girls often kisses
“..that John kisses gicls ofien.”

The normal interpretation of (282} is that John has a habit of kissing
girls, whereas {29b) means that, as far as girls are concerned, John kisses
them a lot. {29b) illustrates the generic reading of meisjes ‘girls’

Under our analysis, meigjes in (29b) must have a strong reading,
because it is separated from the verb by an element in the natural focus
position, the adverb vaak ‘oiten’. We predict, however, that meisjes in
(29b} may have & weak reading, when it is appropriately stressed, so that
vaak kust receives a completely flat intonation, This prediction is borne
out, a3 can be seen in (30):

(30} a, Het valt mij op dat Jen melsjes VAAX KUST
het strikes me  that Johm girls often kissas
°It strikes me that John often KISSES girls.*

b Het valt mij op dat Jan DMEISJES wvaak kust
it strikes me that John girls often kisses
“It strikes me thak John often kisses GIRLS.”

3 As neted in section 11.1.4, many other intonational patterns are possible. If the verb in an
embedded elavse s intransitive, it may carry the focus intenation itseif (.dat Jan fvead)
DANST {that Jchn often dances]). Also, certain adverbs, like modal maar ‘just’, resist focus
intonation. Hence, the fact that indefinite objects preceding these adverbs receive a strong
reading does not obviously follow from intenational considerations. | assume that the oddity
of such a construction (for instance #2.dat Jan een bock maar paké [that John a baok just
takes] vs. .dat Jan maar een bock pakf [that John just a book takes] ' that John settles for
a baok’) results from the tircumstance that maar cannct be in the naturat focus posttion. If
the focus shifis leftward from maar to een boek, so that eer doek comes io repressat new
information, the sentence becomes mora acceptable. These and other observations suggest
that much mers research is needed before the interaction of intonation and interpretation
in Dutch is fully inderstood.

* In connecticn with this, {294} alse allows a reading where each kissing event involves a
number of kisses. This reading is absent in {29a).
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In {30a), meisfes has a generic reading. This is as expected, since it is
followed by focused material. In (30b), however, meigfes has a weak
interpretation. Here vack kust gets a completely flat intonation, and
meisfes presents new information. The best paraphrase s ‘it strikes me
that what John often kisses is girls’, and not ‘it strikes me that as far as
girls are concerned, John kisses them a ot

Similar observations can be made for the other strong readings
indefinite noun phrases may get. These are the partitive reading {31) and
the generic collective reading {32}

(31 a «dat Jan TWEE meisfes gisteren  geKUST heeft
that  Joho Ewo girls yesterday  kissed has
..that John kissed two girls yesterday.”
b dat  Jan  twee MEISjes gisteren  gekust heeft
that  John two giris vesterday  kissed has
“.that John kissed two girls yesterday.”
32) a. .dat  Jan TWEE stemmen altijd door ELKAAR haalt
that  Joha two parts always mixes up
"..that John always mixes up two parts (as soon as there are two).”
b. ~dat Jan twee STEMmen altijd door elkaar haalt
that  John two parts always mizes up

"..that John always mixes up two parts.”

In (31a), fwee meisjes gets the strong, partitive interpretation {i.e. two of
the girls'). This makes sense, since in the natural sentence intonation, the
verb gekust ‘kissed’ would be in focus, or otherwise the adverb would. In
(31b}, however, gisieren gekust heeft gets a completely flat intonation, and
the sentence can be used as an answer to the question Who did John kiss
yesterday? John in {32} should be thought of as having trouble keeping
two simultaneous parts in a musical piece apart. (32a) then means that
as soon as the music becomes two-part, John gets confused. In other
words, fwee sfemmen ‘two parts’ gets a generic collective reading. In (32h),
under the indicated intonational pattern, this reading is absent, and twee
stemmen gets a weak, existential interpretation.
This analysis shows that the interpretation of indefinite objects in
- Dutch can be explained in terms of the intonational patterns of the
sentence. Apparently, the intonational pattern is related to positions in a
linear order rather than to positions in a hierarchical structure. As can be
seen in the examples above, it is irrelevant for the interpretation of the
indefinite noun phrase which constifuent following it is stressed. This can
be an adverb, or a Small Clause predicate {(as in (28h)), or the verb itself.
In all these cases, the indefinite noun phrase will receive a strong
interpretation. In other words, there is no reason to link the interpretation
of an indefinite noun phrase to its structural posifion in the tree.
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Therefore, we may safely assume that indsfinite objects, like definite
ohjects, move to the specifier position of AgrOP in overt syntax in Dutch.
Hence, the structure of the VP in Dutch is not directly reflected in the
order of the verb and the indefinite object in embedded clauses.

2.2.4 Conclusion

In this section I have argued that scrambling in Duich can be analyzed
as required by the minimalist approach, namely as obligatery movement
of the object to the specifier position of AgrOP. This makes scrambling an
L-related XP-movement, which explains its A-movement characteristics,
including the bounded character of the movement. I also argued that
parasitic gap constructions involving scrambling differ from parasitic gap
constructions invelving nonl-related XP-movement. This suggests that
scrambling induced parasitic gaps are not really parasitic gaps, although
the exact nature of these gaps has to be left as a topie for further
research. I also argued that all objects in Dutch, whether definite of
indefinite, move to the specifier of AgrOP in evert syntax. I have proposed
that the interpretation of indefinite objects is & function of intenation
rather than of syntactic position.

These considerations lead to the conclusion that the overt syntax
position of direct objects with respect to the verb in embedded clauses in
Dutch is irrelevant for the question whether the VP in Dutch is head final
or head initial.

2.3 The Position of Embedded Predicates
2.3.1 Introduction

In section 2.2 we encountered the first potential problem for the
hypothesis that Dutch is an SVO language. This problem, the distribution
of indefinite ohjects, was removed by arguing that indefinite objects mave
to the specifier position of AgrOP, just like definite objects do.

A sccond potential problem for the SVO hypothesis is posed by the
distribution of Small Clause predicates. These invariably precede the verb
in embedded clauses. Moreover, the embedded verb and the Small Clause
predicate are strictly adjacent in almost all constructions.} If Small
Clause predicates occupy their basie position, we must conclude that the

! Ooly stranded prepositions may intervene between the Small Clause predicate and the
embedded verb (¢f. Koster 1993).
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basic position of Small Clause complements is to the left of the verb. Still
assuming that all types of complements start out from the same basic
position, we would have to conclude that the VP in Dutch is head final.

I will argue that this problem can be removed in the same way as the
first problem was. I will present arguments to support the hypothesis that
Small Clause predicates are not in their basic pesition in Dutch. The
arguments suggest that there exists a separate functional projection, the
Predicate Phrase (PredP), which is designated for the licensing of
embedded predicates. This functional projection is located between AgrOP
and VP, and its head (Pred} must be thought of as having a strong N-
feature in Dutch, triggering movement of the Small Clause predicate to
the specifier position of PredP in overt syntax.

The upshot of this analysis is that the position of Small Clause
predicates in Dutch provides no evidence for or against the head initial
status of the Duich VP.

In section 2.3.2, the relevant aspects of the syntax of Small Clauses in
Dutch are discussed. In section 2.3.3, the arguments for the existence of
the Predicate Phrase and for the overt predicate movement in Dutch will
be presented.

2.3.2 The Syntax of Small Clauses

a, Adjacency effects
Small Clause predicates in Dutch always appear to the left of the verb in
embedded clauses:

[£) 2% odat  Jao de TV uit  2ef
that  John theTV out puts
=.that John turns off the TV.”

b, * .dat Jan deTV zet uit
that John theTY puts out

2y a ~dat Jan dedeur roed verft
that ~ John thedoor red paints
*.that John paiats the door red.”
b. * .dat Jan dedeur wverff rood .
that John thadoor  paints  red

@ = .dat Jan hetboek op de tafel legt
that John the book  on the table puts
= that John puts the book on the table.”

.dat Jan het boek legt op da tafel
that  John thebook  puts on the table

&
*
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4) a «dat  Jan Marfe {intelligent windt
that  John Mary intelligent finds
®,..that John considers Mary intelligent."

b. * .dat Jan Marie vindfintelligent
that  John Mary finds intelligent

The ungrammaticality of (3b) is significant, since PPs in Dutch may
generally appear to the right of the verb in embedded clauses:

{5} a Jdat  Jao zifn boek op de tafel vond
that - Jehn hisbook  on the table found
“..that Joha found hia book on the table.”
b, .dat Jan zijnboek wvond op de tafal
that  John hisbook  found on the table
¥..that John found his book on the table.

The PPs in {5) are adjuncts, whereas the PP in (3) is predicative. Only the
former may appear to the right of the verb in embedded clauses in Dutch.

The examples in (6} show that Small Clause predicates must appear
to the immediate left of the verb in embedded questions.?

{6} a. *# . dat Jsn deTV uit steods zef
that John theTV out all thetime puts
..that John turns off the TV alt the time.”
b. * .dat Jan dedeur rood weer verft
that Joha thedoor red again paints
“..that John paints the door red again.®
odat  Jan  het boek op de tafel weer legl
that  Jehn the book  on the table again puls
¥..that John puts the book oa the table again”
b. * .dat Jan Marie intelligent nogaltijd vindt
that  John Mary intelligent  still {finds
*..that John still considers Mary intelligent.”

o
-

Again, adjunct PPs differ from predicative PPs:

(7} .dat  Jan 2ijn boek op de tafal weer vond
that  John hishook  on the table again found
“_that John found his book again on the table,*

" Small Clause predicatés need not be left adjacent io the verb selecting
the Small Clause, Left adjacency to the verbal cluster suffices:

? (6} should not be confused with the complex particle construction ..dat Jan het boek op de
tofel terug legt *..that John puts the book back on the table', In this construction, terug Back’
i3 the predicative element, and op de fafel is a nonpredicate, which can appear to the right
of the verb in embedded clauses. On stranded prepositions, see below.
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8 a wdat Jan deTV uit heeft gezet
that John tha TV out Thas put
"..that John turned the TV off.”
b. wdat  Jan de deur rood wil verven
that  Jchn thedoor red waats paint
*.that John wants ta paint the doer red.”

The Small Clause predicates in (8) may also appear inside the verbal
cluster, to the left of the verb selecting the Smail Clause;®

@ a Jdat  Jan deTV  heeft uit gezet
that John the TV has out put
"..that Joha turned off the TV."
b. ~dat Jan dedeur heeft rood geverfd
that John thedoor has red painted
“.that John paicted the deor red.”

In Standard Dutch, phrasal predicates may only appear to the left of the
verbal cluster as a whole, not inside the cluster:

(10} a. «dat Jan hetboek opdoetafel heeft gelegd
that John thebook  onthe table has put
°..that John put the book on the table.”

b, .dat dJano Marie inielligent moet vinden
that  Joho Mary intelligent  must find
®.that Joha has to consider Mary intelligent.”

{11} a. * .dat Jan hetboek heeft op de tafel gelegd
that John thebook has onthetable  put
b * .dat Jan Marle moet intelligent vinden
that John Mary  must intelligent find

However, Hoeksema {1993) shows that this is a recent development,
dating from the 19th century, and that this development is caused by
stylistic rather than grammatical factors. The constructions in (11) are
perfect in West Flemish. For this reason, I do not think that the contrast
between (8-9} and (10-11) should be explained by assuming eptional
incorporation of the Small Clause predicate into the verb in (8-9).

* Tnside the verbal cluster, the Small Clause predicate does not have {o ba to the immediate
Teft of the verk solecting the Smalt Clause, witness examples like dat Jar de TV heeft it
moeten zeften ‘that John the TV has cut must put’ (¢f. Bennis 1992}, In West Flemish, this
is also possibla with phrasal Small Clavse predicates (Vanacker 1970:146, dase ons moesten
naar kuis laten gaar ‘that they us must-PAST to housa et go’ "that they had to let us go
hame®). ’

¢ For an analysis involving predicate incorporation, see Koster (1993).
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The Small Clavse predicate and the verb in embedded clauses can also
be separated by a stranded preposition, but, crucially, not by adjunct PPs,
This yields the following contrasts:®

(12} a. * .dat Jan deTV uit metde afstandshediening zet

that  John the TV out with the remofe control puts
b ? de afstandsbediening waar Jan deTV uit mee zet
the remate cantrot where John the TV out with puts

“the remote controf which John turns the TV off with”

13y a2 * .dat Jan dedeur rood met die kwast  verft
that  John thedoor red with thatbrush  paints
b de kwast waar Jan dedeur rocd mees verfi
tha brush where John thedoor red with paints
the brush with which John paints the deor red”

-

odat Jan het boek  op de tafel met een zwierig gebaar  legt
that Johe the book on the table with an elegant gesture puts
b. het gebaar waar  Jan het hoek op detafel mee Iegt
the gestore  where  John the book  onthe table with puts
“the gesture with which John puts the book on the table”

(14} a.

(16) a * .dat Jan Marie Intelligent om dle veden vindt
that  John Mary intelligent  for that reason fnds
b. de reden waar dJan Marie intelligent om vindt
the reason where  John Mary inteliigent for  finds
“the reason for which John finds Mary intelligent”

In al these cases, the stranded prepesition may also appear to the
immediate left of the Small Clause predicate, but not to the right of the
verb in embedded clauses:

(18) a. de afstandsbediening wasr Jan deTV mee uift zet
the remols control where  John the TV with qut puls
“the remote control with which John turns off the TV"
b, * deafstandsbediening waar Jan deTV uit zet mes
the remate control where  John the TV out put with

(16a) is preferred over (12b). Also when the Small Clause predicate is not
a particle, as in (13-15), the order with the stranded preposition preceding
the predicate would generally be preferred over the one itlusirated in (13-
15)b.

§ The prepesition met ‘with’ becomes mee when its complemeat is extracted.
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In addition to the constructions illustrated here, Small Clause
predicates may appear as fronted elements in topicalizations and lecative
inversion constructions, I will leave these out of consideration here.’

b. The Structure of Small Clauses

Al T intend to do here is to make some basic assumptions concerning the
structure of Small Clauses which will be relevant for the discussion in the
next section.”

Traditionally, Small Clauses are thought of as complete subject-
predicate configurations which lack independent inflectional features. I
will adopt this traditional view, and assume that Small Clauses do not
have their own functional projections®

Another traditional viewpoint is that the subject and the predicate
inside the Small Clause are sisters, and that the categorial status of the
Small Clause is identical to the categorial status of the predicata of the
Small Clause {cf. Stowell 1983).° There are both conceptual and empirical
arguments, however, to assume that Small Clauses have the conventional
X-bar structure, consisting of a head, a specifier, and a complement.” I
will therefore adopt this position, leaving the categorial status of the
Small Clause unspecified,

If Small Clauses do not have functional projections, the elements
making up the Small Clause will have to be licenzed in the functional
domain of the verb selecting the Small Clause, I therefore assume that the
subject of a Small Clause is licensed in the specifier position of the AgrOP
associated with the verb selecting the Small Clause, This yields the
familiar Taising to object’ effects that are also present in exceptional Case
marking constructions (Vanden Wyngaerd 1989b). In both types of
constructions in Duteh, the subject of the embedded clausal constituent
has the distribution which is characteristic of direct objects:

® 1 agren with Hoekstra and Mulder {1930) that locative inversion i3 movement to the
structural subject positicn. For arguments that this construction is also present in Dutch, sea
Zwart (1991d, 1992a). .

7 See Den Dikken (19924) and Mulder {1992} for more thorough investigation of the issues
involved. )

[ assume that the agreement belween the Small Clause subject and the Small Clause
predicate which is vieible in Case marking languages (cf. Maling and Sprouse 1991} is not
nediated by functional categories internal to the Small Clause. See Zwart 1992d,

? This has sometimes Jed to the confusing use of the word ‘head’ to designate tha (phrasal)
predicate of the Smalk Clause.

¥ 9ee Kayne (1993) for conceptual arguments, and Den Dikken (i987} for empirical
argumentation. Den Dikken {1992a} in addition presents arguments o show that the
complement of a Small Clause head may itself be a Small Clause.
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{17} a. odat ik Jan gisteren heb horen zingen
that 1 John yesterday  have hear sing
~.that [ yestarday heard Jehn sing.”
b. .dat ik Jan gisteren de sloot in geduwd heb
that I John yesterday  the ditchin pushed have
4 that I yesterday pushed John into the ditch.”

In (17), the adverb gisteren ‘yesterday’ modifies the verb selecting the
clausal complement, i.e. horen hear’ in {17a) and geduwd ‘pushed’ in
(17b). The subject of the clausal complement, Jen in both cases, appears
to the left of the adverh, indicating movement to the specifier position of
the AgrOP in the functional demain of horen and geduwd, respectively.!?

Exceptional Case marking constructions are furthermore illustrative,
because they show that not only the subject of a clausal complement can
be moved to a licensing position in the higher clause, but also ali other
constituents of that complement. Thus, the direct ebject inside the
exceptional Case marking complement alse shows the distributional
effects indicative of movement to the specifier position of AgrOP in the
higher clause;?

(18) ~dat ik Jan dat led gisteren  heb horen zingen
that 1 John thatsong  yesterday have hear sing
¢_that [ yesterday heard Jchn sing that song.”

Likewise, the verb of the exceptional Case marking complement, zingen
‘sing’ in (18), appears to be liconsed through raising to koren Tear’."
Apparently, there are no Mcensing requirements on the exceptional Case
marking complement as a whole: all its elements are licensed by moving
to separate licensing positions.

I will assume that the same applies te Small Clavses, This means that
the subject and the predicate of the Small Clause must be able to move
separately. I will argue in the next section that the Small Clause

U Tt would be more correct to say that the AgrOP in question belongs to the domain of the
auxiliary heb “have’, but that is irrelevant at this potot. -

¥ The only restriction hera appears to be that the object of the embedded clause move to an
AgrOP to the right of the AgrOP cccupied by the subject of that clause.

13 Seg section 2.4, It i3 generally assumed that the phenomenon where a past participle is
replaced by an infinitive verb form indicates that the infivitive verb is the target for raising
of tha verb in its complement. I we assume that adjunction invarisbly takes place to theleft,
this verh raising cannet be overt in Duich,

W Movement of the predicate of the Small Claase is already appareat in topicalization
constructions and locative inversica constructions.
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predicate moves to a designated licensing position in the functional
domain of the verb selecting the Small Clause as its complement."®

2.3.3 Raising to PredP

After these preliminaries, let us return to the question of the structure of
the VP in Dutch. Since Small Clause predicates invariably appear to the
left of the verb in embedded clauses, we must conclude that the VP in
Duteh is head final, unless it can be argued that Small Clause predicates
are not in their basic position.

Notice that if Small Clause predicates are not in their basic position
but in a licensing position, we do not expect them to ever show up to the
right of the verb in embedded clauses {assuming the verb is in V). This is
because movement to a licensing position is obligatory, and licensing
invariably takes place in a specifier-head configuration. Sinee specifiers
are always assumed to be on the left, this would have the result that
Small Clanse predicates invariably appear to the left of the verb in
embedded clavses in Dutch.

We therefore have to consider two questions. First, i3 it reasonable to
posit a licensing position for Small Clause predieates in general? Second,
is there any empirical evidence for the existence of overt raising of the
Small Clause predicate to this licensing position in Dutch?

To answer the first question, consider the outlook of the grammar in
the minimalist approach. In this approach, syntax consists of two parts:®
generation of elements in a head-complement or subject-predicate relation,
and licensing of the same elements in a specifier-head configuration
(actually, a specifier-Projection configuration, ¢f. 1.3.2). To achieve
maximal generality, we would have to assume that all elements that are
generated in the complement domain of a head must at some point be
licensed in a specifier-head configuration, It is then an empirical matter
to determine the nature of the relevant specifier-head configurations, and
to determine at what poeint in the derivation movement to the relevant
specifier positions takes place,

% Pgn Dikken (1992a) argues that the particle appearing in Small Clause constructions is
the head of the Small Clause, 1 must eschow a discussion of the many issues involved. 1 will
assume Ehat, if the pariicle is the head of the Small Clause, the sister of the Smalt Clause
subject is defined as its predicate. This will ensure that the particle is inciuded in tha
predicate raising out of the Small Clause. If somehow the particls is included in the
complement of the {empty) head of the Smalt Clause, we can assume that only this
complement moves.

1€ These remarks abstract away from the question of generation and licensing of adjuncts.
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As for the particular case of Small Clause predicates, it has long been
felt that a special relation exists between these predicates and the verb
selecting the Small Clause as its complement. Many phenomena suggest
that the verb and the Small Clause predicate function as a complex
predicate, with the subject of the Small Clause as its complement. For
example, the verb and the Small Clause predicate can be nominalized
together, with the subject of the Small Clause appearing in a prepositional
phrase: :

18} a. het  opdetafel leggen van een boek
the on the table putting of a book
"the putting on the table of a book™
b. het rood verven vandedeur
the red  painting of the deor
“the painting red of the doar™

In this respect, the combination of the verb and the Small Clause
predicate behaves exactly like a single verb:

{18} a. het lezen  van een boek
the reading  of a book
b. het verven vandedeur

the painting of the door

The complex predicate character of the verb-predicate combination,
however, cannot be expressed in the initial stage of the derivation. This
is because in the Small Clause analysis, which we assume throughout, the
Small Clause predicate is generated first in combination with the Small
Clause subject, and this subject-predicate combination is subsequently
combined with the verb.

Therefore, the complex predicate character of the verb-predicate
combination must arise in the course of the derivation. The hypothesis I
would like to argue for here {3 that the Predicate Phrase, occupied at LEF
by the Small Clause predicate and the verb selecting the Small Clause, is
the structural expression of the complex predicate character of the verb-
predicate combination, .

This implies that in (18) the Predicate Phrase is the input for the
nominalization operation (thought of in terms of Abney 1987, with a
nominal functional head turning a verbal projection into a nominal one,
of. Zwart and Hoekstra 198%)."" But this is nothing unusual, if we
consider other nominalizations in Butch. Consider for instance the
following nominalizations of an exceptional Case marking construction:

7 In minimalist terms, this could be analyzed as a verbal projectien {e.g. a VP, an AgrQOP,
ete) being combined with a neminal functional head by generalized transformation.
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20) a. het horen zingen door Marle van liedfes
the hearing sing by Mary of song3
"hearing Mary sing songs”

b. ket liedjes horen zingen door Marie
the songs hearing sing by Mary
“hearing Mary sing songs”

e, het Marie liedfes horen zingen

the Mary  somgs  hearzing sing
“hearing Mary sing songs”

In {(20a) the verb selecting the exceptional Case marking complement
horen heat’ is nominalized together with the verb of the complement
2ingen ‘sing’, The subject and the object of the complement clause appear
in prepositional phrases. In (20b), the object of the complement clause is
included in the nominalization. On our assumptions, this indicates that
an AgrOP is part of the verbal projection that is turned into a nominal
projection at some higher point in the tree (& /o Abney 1987). In (20¢),
finally, the subject of the complement clause is also included in the
hominalization, indicating that a second AgrOP is present in the verbal
subpart of the nominalization structure, Hence, there is no reason why a
Predicate Phrase should not be a possible input to the nominalization
operation, yielding (18).

1 conclude that the Predicate Phrase hypothesis is not conceptually
unattractive. Crucial, however, is the second question: is overt movement
to the Predicate Phrase (from now on, PredP) empirically supported in
Dutch?
~ To answer this question, consider again the distribution of Small
Clause predicates in Dutch. These invariably appear to the left of the verb
in embedded clauses, almost always adjacent to it. The adjacency could in
principle indicate that both are in their basic position, or in a specifier-
head configuration. Consider now the single element that is allowed in
between the verb and the Small Clause predicate: a stranded preposition.
Crucially, as the examples show, this is often the head of an adjunct PP,
not an element of the Small Clause, Let us assume that it is generated as
an adjunct to the VP (the maximal projection of the verb selecting the
Smalt Clause). -

Now if the verb and the Small Clause predicate are in their basic
position, the stranded preposition could enly intervene by lowering. On the
other hand, if the verb and the Small Clause predicate are in a specifier-
head configuration, the stranded preposition might intervene by raising
from its position adjoined to the VP to the head of the PredP.

Lowering is a distinctly suspect operation in generative syntax. But
lowering of a stranded preposition appears to be a pointless operation all
in itself. Since the distribution of stranded prepositions is so lmited, it is
plausible that preposition stranding invelves two operations: extraction of
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a noun phrase out of a PP, and raising of the head of that PP. Since PPs
are generally islands (Van Riemsdijk 1978), we'may assume thatl this
head movement i3 necessary to make extraction out of the PP possible. It
iz well known that movement of the head X of XP to a pesition ¥ c-
commanding XP lifts barrierhood of XP (Chomsky 1996b:69). If adjunct
PPs are adjoined to VP, they are also ¢-commanded by the head selecting
VP.’® Movement of P to this head therefore has the desired effect of
making PP transparent. Lowering P, on the other hand, would be of no
avail.

The distribution of stranded prepositions therefore decides in favor of
the PredP hypothesis. Hence, we must assume that the (near) adjacency
of the Small Clause predicate and the verb selecting the Small Clause is
due to the circumstance that the predicate and the verb are in a specifier-
head configuration. We must also assume that stranded prepesitions,
when intervening between the Small Clause predicate and the verb in
Pred, are adjoined to the verb in Pred."

‘This analysis at the same time explains why stranded prepesitions do
not appear to the right of the verb in embedded clauses, and why full PPs
do not appear beiween the Small Clause predicate and the verb, The
latter fact follows from the impossibility of adjoining phrases to heads.
The former is explained by the fact that PPs are islands: this makes it
necessary in extraction constructions for the P to move to a head c-
commanding the PP. This can only be a functional head, which are all on
the left in Dutch, as we have seen,® When no extraction takes place,
there is no need for the P to move to Pred, hence the adiunct PP may
remain in postverbal position. This, then, yields the standard PP-over-V’
effects, with the PP appearing to the right of the verhb in embedded
clauses®

# All maximal projections dominating the head in question also dominata the PP adjoined
to VP,

¥ Asillustrated in secticn 2.3.2, the stranded preposition may also precede the Smalt Clause
predicate. This follows if adjunct PPs are 1ok necessarily adjoined to VP. If adjoined higher,
the stranded preposition would have to move to a higher functional head in order to cbtaia
the desired result of lilting barrierhood of the PP. Since adjunct PPs may appear to the left
of the Small Clause predicate as well, this distribution of the stranded preposition is actually -
pradicted. For a slightly different analysis, see Koster (1393

* his analysias must be supplemeated by the assumptien that adjunction of the stranded
praposition i3 always left.adjunction. This is insvilable, if Kayne (1993) is correct.

2t |t i3 not clear to me why PP-over-¥ is much mere limited in Standard German. On PP
extraposition from NP, see Zwart {19902). [ agres with Kayna (1993} that these constructions
should be rethought, excluding the possibility of movement to the right. For some
possibitities, see Kaan (1902},
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Notice that on this analysis it is not necessary to assume that adjunct
PPs are adjoined to the right of the VP (a possibility rejected by Kayne
1993), If they are adjoined to the left of the VP, they will end up to the
right of the verb after verb movement to Pred has taken place.®

Additional empirical evidenee in support of movement of the Small
Clause predicate to the specifier of PredP in Dutch is provided by
phenomena involving agreement and extraction.

Agreement between the Small Clause predicate and the verb also
presents evidence that the verb and the predicate have to be in a specifier-
head configuration. This agreement phenomenon shows up when the
Small Clause predicate is a noun phrase, as in (21):

{21 a. Het  zijofis kooptieden
it are-PLAS-SG merchants
*They are merchants.”
b. Het  zoudenfzou kooplieden kunnen zijn
i# should-PE/SG merchants canbe

“They could be merchants.”

The Small Clause subject ket ‘it’ normally triggers singular agreement on
the verb, as {22) shows:

{22} Heat  ist*zljn gek
it is-5Gfare-PL crazy
°I¢s crazy.”

The existence of number agreement between the Smail Clause predicate
and the verb supports the idea that a licensing position for Small Clause
predicates exists.

It is clear that kooplieden in (21) is a predicate. De Vries (1810:55)
shows that predicative noun phrases take the non-agreeing resumptive
d-word dat when they are topicalized, instead of the agreeing d-word die.

This can be illustrated by the following paradigm:

¥ For this analysis to work, we have to assume that Pred contains a V-feature which is
strong in Dulch. Mareover, for the PP-over-V analysis to apply generally (i.e. left adjunction
of PPs with short verb movement to Pred), wa would have fo assume that PredP is always
present, even if no embedded predicate exisla, This suggests that PredP is not merely
designed for licensing embedded predicates, but has a more general function. 1 will leave
speculations on this tepic aside.

DUTCH AS AN SVQ LANGUAGE 331

(23) a. Deouders maakien deoudsiezoon  de rijksie
the parents  made the gldest sen thae richest {one)
b. De oudste zoon, diefdat maakten de ouders de rijkste
the eldest san MASC/NTR made the parents the richest
“The eldest son, the parents made the richest one.”
c. D¢ rijkste, datfdie maakien de ouders de oudsie zoon

the richest  NTRMASC mads the parents the eldesl son
“The richest one, that’s what the pareats made the eldesi son.”

Given that if is not in the power of parents to change the relative age of
their children, de rijkste ‘the richest one’ must be the Small Clause
predicate in {23). As can be seen, the Small Clause predicate must be
resurned by the neuter d-word dat, whereas the Small Clause subject must
be resumed by the agreeing d-word die.

Applying this test to {21} shows that kooplieden ‘merchants’ is the
Small Clause predicate:®

{24 Koopleden, dat*die ziln het
merchants  SGPL are it
*Merchants, that's what they are.”

Kooplieden also has to he adjacent to the verb in embedded clauses:

(25} «dat het kooplieden (*nog altijd)} =zijn
that it merchants stilk are
“..that they are still merchants.”

Recall that indefinite objects in general may appear to the left of sentence
adverbs:

{26} «dat  Jan kooplieden (nog altijd} haat
that  John merchants stitl hates
“.that John stilt hates merchants.”

{26} is grammatical, be it that kooplieden receives a strong, generic
interpretation (unless kooplieden is focused by a special intonation).
Hence, kooplieden in {26} is significantly less mobile than kooplieden in
(26). This indicates again that kooplieden in (25) is the Small Clause
predicate, i ’ .

u Kooplieden, die zijn het {merthants, thess are it} is grammatical whea Aet is interpreted
as a predicate which receives its interpretation from the context (e.g. when ket is understood
as ‘corrupt’ or ‘honest’), In that case, kooplieden musk be analyzed as the subject of the Smatl
Clause.
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To see the evidence from extraction phenomena, consider what
happens when the subject of the Small Clause is not 2 noun phrase but
a clause. This eccurs in constructions like the following:

{27) wdat  Jan belangrijk vindt [dat bi} zijn rijbewijs haalt}
that  John Important finds that he his drivers leense gets
“..that John considers it important that he gets his driver's license.”

{27) has a variant in which het St appears to the left of the predicate
belangrijk important’:

(28) «dat Jan het belangrijk vindt (dat hij zijn rijbewi]s haalt}
that John it important finds that he his driver's licensa gets
°..that John considers it important that he gets his drives’s license.”

Fellowing Bennis {1986), I assume that sentences (27} and {28), which
differ only in the presence or absence of ket, receive significantly different
analyses, When ket is present, it must be regarded as the subject of a
Small Clause; in that case, the postverbal clause is an adjunct clause,
When ket is absent, on the other hand, the postverbal clause itself is the
subject of the Small Clause.

This analysis predicts that extraction out of the postverbal clause is
only possible when he? is absent {cf, Hoekstra 1983). This prediction is
borne out in the pair (27)-(28):

29} a. Wat denkje dat Jan belangrijk vindt  [dat hif haalt}?
what  think you  that Joha important finds  that he gets
b. * Wat denkje dat Jan het belangrifk vindt {dat bif kaaltj?
what thinkyou  that.John it important finds that he gets

The transparency of postverbal clauses argues against an extraposition
analysis of these clauses. The facts suggest that the postverbal clause is
in its basic position in (29a), but not in {(29b).

The proposed analysis, involving raising to PredP, again brings a
solution. Let us assume that clauses lack the morphological features that
force movement to AgrOP. As a result, the clausal Small Clause subject
must be assumed to stay in its place in {27) and (29a). Then, in the
absence of movement of the Small Clause predicate to the specifier
position of PredP, we would expect the Small Clause predicate to appear
to the right of the clausal Small Clause subject, contrary to fact:

{30) * .dat Jan vindt [dat hif zijn rijhewijs haalt} halangrijk
that Jeha Ands  that he his driver's license gets important

The ungraminaticality of (30} is explained by the obligatory movement of
the Smail Clause predicate to the specifier position of PredP.
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It thus appears that there is sufficient empirical support for the
existenca of a Predicate Phrase, as well as for overt movement of the
Small Clause predicate to the specifier position of this Predicate Phrase.

Returning now to the issue of the structure of the VP in Dutch, we can
safely say that the position of Small Clause predicates in Dutch has no
bearing on this isswe. In other words, the position of Small Clause
predicates in Dutch provides no evidence for the SOV status of Dutch, nor
problems for its SVO status. .

2.4 Verb Raising and ‘Extraposiiion’
2.4.1 Introduction

The two preceding sections have served to dispel potential arguments in
support of the hypothesis that the Duteh VP is head final. It was argued
that indefinite chjects move to the specifier position of AgrOP, and that
Small Clause predicates move to the specifier position of PredP.
Consequently, the fact that indefinite objects and Small Clause predicates
invariably appear to the left of the verb in embedded clauses does not
reveal the basic structure of the VP in Dutch.

Part of the analysis of the syntax of Small Clause predicates has been
that the verb {in embedded clauses) moves up o the head of the PredP,
thus explaining the strict adjacency of the predicate and the verb. This
seems to make it almost impossible to gain reliable knowledge concerning
the basic structure of the VP in Dutch.

In particular, the transparency of clausal complements becomes
irrelevant for our concerns.! Consider the examples in (1)

1y a .dat Jan zet dat hij Marie gekust had
that John said that he Mary kissed had
“..that John said that he had kissed Mary.”
b. Wie denkije dat Jan zei dat hif gekust had?
who thick you  that John said that he kissed hed
"Who do you think John said he had kissed?”

The transparency of the clausal complement of 2ef ‘said’ is explained if the
complement c¢lause is L-marked by the verb. Since adjunct ¢lauvses are
islands, we must assume that clauses can only be L-marked by the verb
if the verb and the clause are in a sisterhoed relation. Hence, we can

! Thanks to Teun Hoekstra and Anders Holmberg for pointing thia out ta me at an early
stage of this research.
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safely assume that the clause dat hij gekust had ‘that he had kissed'is in
its basic position.

Howaever, this does not atlow us to conclude that the VP in Dutch is
head initial. If the verb zei ‘said’ is not alse in its basic position, nothing
excludes a derivation in which the verb starts out from a position to the
right of the complement clause. Since we have found evidence in the
previous section that there is short verb movement to Pred in Duteh, (1)
provides no empirical evidence either way.”

However, as I will show in section 2.4.2, (1) does in fact reftect the
basic order of the VP in Dutch. This becomes apparent when the single
verb zei in (1) is replaced by a verb cluster. It can be demonsirated that
in that case, the assumption that all VPs involved are head initial makes
a simple and elegant derivation possible, whereas the assumption that all
VPs are head final yields a derivation which lacks a consistent direction
of adjunction,

This point will be further strengthened in section 2.4.3, on Verb
Raising in Dutch, German, and dialects of the two languages. The analysis
leads to the conclusion that the SVO hypothesis alfows us to dispense with
the operation of Verb Projection Raising.

2.4.2 Verb Clusters in Dutch

1.et us return to (1a) and replace the single verb zef ‘said’ by a verb cluster
Tike verteld zal hebben “will have told":®

' One could argue that the conctusions reached in section 2.3.3 concerning short verb
movement to Pred do not carry over te {1), because there Is no embedded predicate in (1).
Consequently, the presence of a PredP in this construction would be contentious. If sg, {1)
would ba admissible as empirical evidence supporting the SVO status of Dutch. Thers are
several reasons to leave this a moot point, however, First, it could be that the PredP iz not
just there for checking ths features of an embedded predicate, but also for checking a certain
featura of the verb (cf. note 22 of section 2.3.9), In that case, wa cannot excluda the possibility
that the PredP is always preseat, Second, adjuncts may intervens batween the embedded
verb and its complement clause {for example, ..daf Jun gisteren zef fegen Piet dat hij zou
komen fthat John yesterday said to Pete that he would comel, an ebservation Kaan 1992:101
aseribes to Jack Hoeksema). This is explained under the short verb movement approach to
PP-gver-V phenomena taken in sestion 2.3.3: the adjuncts could be adjoined to the VP, and
would ha skipped by the verb on its way to Pred. The possibility of having adjuncts intervene
is net restricted to those constzuctions in which there is a Small Glause predicate (heace,
under the present assumptions, a PredP). Extractability appears to be decreasing in the
relevant constructions, but judgments are difficult. In view of these potential arguments in
favar of generalized short verb movement, I will taks the word order in (1) to be irrefevant.

3 This has no effect on the transparency of the complement clause.
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{2) ~dat Jen verteld zal hebben dat hij Marie gekust heeft
that  John teld will have that he Mary kissed has
"..that John will have told that he kissed Mary."

In the verbal cluster in {2), verteld ‘told’ is a past participle, zal ‘will’ is
the inflected modal verh, and hebben ‘have' is an infinitival auxiliary. The
modal verb selects the infinitival auxiliary, and the auxiliary selects the
past participle. The cluster thus can be characterized as 3-1-2, where the
numbers reflect the hierarchical order of the verbs in the cluster.

Assuming that each verb heads its own VP, we must conclude that the
embedded clause in (2} contains three hierarchically ordered VPs, the
lowest of which contains the clausal complement dat hif Marie gekust heeft
‘that he kissed Mary’.

Let us now assuma that the three VPs in (2} are all head final, as
illustrated in (3).

) PredP
\
Pred’
pred 7 vE,
\
V’l
VP, % RA
-~
‘F!
v, 7,
~
vy
Py
cp v,

Consider how the word order in {2} can be derived from the underlying
structure in (8). The verbal cluster as & whole will have to end up in Pred,
in order to derive the fact that the cluster precedes the complement clause
{CP). This can be done by adjoining V, to V,, followed by adjunction of the
two;iverb cluster to V,, followed by adjunction of the three-verb cluster to
Pred.

On closer scrutiny, however, this derivation will fail to yield the correct
order of verbs in the cluster, which is 3-1-2. This order cannot be derived
when V, is first adjoined to V,. We therefore have to first adjoin V, to V,,
followed by adjunction of V, to the two-verb cluster, followed by adjunction
of the three-verb cluster to Pred. Alternatively, the bwo-verb cluster could
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be adjoined to Pred, and V; could be adjoined to this cluster in Pred. Both
derivations yield the correct word order.

Netice, however, that these derivations can only be successful if V,
adjoins to the right of V,, and V; adjoins to the left of the V-V, cluster. In
other words, if we start from a head final basic order, we cannot derive
the surface order in (2) by sticking with a consistent direction of
adjunction, .

I do not need to mention that it would be more attractive if (2) could

be derived with a single consistent adjunction operation.! However, it
could be the case that past participles have to be distinguished from
infinitives, and that the direction of adjunction is a function of the
meorphological distinction between past participles and infinitives.

This would help in the case of (2). However, the 3-1-2 order in the
verbal cluster in (2} is not the only one allowed in Standard Dutch. Next
to {2}, (4) is also possible.

(4} .dat Jan zal hebben verteld dat hij Marie gekust heeft
that John will have told that ha Mary kissed has
» .that John will have told that he kissed Mary."

The cluster in {4) has the order I-2-3. The three verbs have the same
morphology and the same function as in (2). The enly difference is that
the past participle appears at the end of the cluster instead of at the
beginning,

Unlike the cluster in (2}, the cluster in (4) can be derived by adioining
V, to V,, followed by movement of the two-verb cluster to V), followed by
movement of the three-verb cluster to Pred. Howaever, this would have to
involve a consistent right adjunction. Even if we accept this as a
possibility allowed by Universal Grammar (cf. note 4), we would have to
drop the generalization that past participles adjoin to the left.’

Hence, on the OV hypothesis, there can be no consistent direction of
adjunction, neither in general, nor as a function of the morphological
character of the verb.

Consider how (2} and (4} could be derived if we start from a sequence
of head initial VPs, as in {56}

4 Recall from section 1.3.3 that Kayne (1993) argues on conceptual grounds that left
adjunction is the oaly possible adjunction uperaticn,

% The cluster in (4) also has another derivation, in which the V,-¥, cluster is created first,
and Vy is right adjolned later on, before or after movement of the claster to Pred. The
conclusion remains that past participles must be allowed to adjoin to the right to derive (4}
from a hezd final basic order.
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[ PredP
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The order of the cluster in (2}, 3-1-2, can be derived from {5) by moving
V, across V, and adjoining it to V,. Notice that this would be left
adjunction. Alternatively, V, can move to Pred first, and V, can adjoin to
V, in Pred, again by left adjunction.

The nonlocal character of the adiunction of V; to V; may seem
unattractive. But this nonlocal movement is also present in the derivation
of {2) starting from the structure in (3).° Recall in addition, that [ have
argued independently at several places in this book that economy of
derivations should not contain a requirement that steps be as short as
possible, This makes the propoesed adjunction a theoretical possibility. The
movement is furthermore allowed if it is triggered, but this aspect of the
ayntax of verb raising is not under consideration here, anymore than it
wasg in the evaluation of the derivations starting from an OV structure.

Hence, €2) can be derived from (5) by a single left adjunction. The
derivation of the cluster in {4} is even more straightforward. The required
order, 1-2-3, is already present in the basic structure in (5). We do not
have te assume any movements, other than the short verb movement of
V, to Pred.

Under this analysis, the sequence of verbs in (4}, and partly also in (2},
is not, strictly speaking, a cluster. Hence we predict that the verb
sequence can be broken up by other lexical material, We will see in section
2.4.3 that this is generally correct,

% This is becausa Vy ¢rosses the potential landing sile Vy if it adjeins to the V-V, cluster in
V;. Notice that the equidistance principle of Chemslky (1892:24} does not apply to head
movement, since a head ¢ is ot contaired In the minimal domain of the chain resulting from
head movement of o to §.
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Let us first consider the difference between {2) and {(4) in a little more
detail, in the light of the two analyses under cemparison here.

What is striking about the paradigm is that the placement of the past
participle appears to be optional, This is strange from a minimalist peint
of view. There is reason to belisve, however, that those speakers of
Standard Dutch who accept both (2) and (4) are to a certain extent
bilingual {cf. Hoekstra 1992b). This bilingualism is probably not the result
of language contact. As Streop (1970:258) shows, the verb cluster in (4} is
hardly ever used by dialect speakers. Among dialects, the order in {2) is
the most popular one. A third order, 3-2-1 (verteld hebben zal ‘told have
will"}, is dominant in dialects in the North, and a fourth order, 1-3-2 {zal
verteld hebben “will told have’) is also attested, albeit with limited
distribution.

The bilingualism I have in mind is the result of purism. It is also
apparent in the less complicated pair in (6):

@ a «dat Jan DMarie gekust heeft
that  John Mary kissed  has
2 that John kissed Mary.”
b. ~dat  Jan Marie heeft gekust
that  John Mary has  kissed
2 that John kissed Mary.”

{6a) and (6b) are buth well represented among the dialects of Dutch.
However, Stroop (1970:250), following up on earlier research by A.
Pauwels, shows that the order in (6a) is overwhelmingly more prominent.
Notice that in German, (8a) is the only order allowed:

M a .dal Johann Maria gekifit hat German
that  John Mary  kissed  has
® that John kissed Mary.”
b. * .daB Johann Maria hat gekiift
that  John Mary  has  kissed

Stroop shows that the order in (6b) was favored by copy editors, teachers,
and other purists, who, as Stroop conjectures, considered the widely used

order of (6a) as a (erman infiltration.” I presume that this language -

policy has led to a tendency to put the past participle at the end of the

T Stroop (1970:252) quotes a 1960 style sheet from the quality newspaper Algemeen
Handelshlad, where the order past participle-auxiliary was condemned as German and had
o be avoided. Sea Haeseryn 1990:36¢ and referances cited there for evidence that this
puristic policy was still in existence in 1990.
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verb sequence, even if this yields an erder which does not appear o have
a systematic counterpart in any Dutch dialect, such as the order in (43

This observation raises the question whether the order of the verbs in
{4) and {6b) is due to a linearization rule, or whether the language user
¢reates these orders by ignoring the morphological character of the past
participle, thus treating it like an ordinary infinitive. Oaly in the latter
case can the variation be described in structural terms.

When the verb cluster in Dutch contains a modal verb (V) and an
infinitive (V,), the order 1-2 is clearly favored in both written and spaken
Dutch {(Stroop 1970:254, 256):°

(8} a. 7 .dat Jan DMarle kussen wil
that  John Mary kiss wants
*.that John wants to kiss Mary.”
b. .dat Jan Marle wil kussen
that John Mary  waats  kiss
2, that John wants to kiss Mary.”

When the verb cluster contains more verbs, the 3-1-2 order with V; an
infinitive is impossible {cf. Stroop 1970:256):

(M a * .dat Jan DMarle kussen zal willen
that  John Mary kiss will want
®.that John will want to kiss Mary.”

b, .dat Jan Marie zal willen kussen
that  John Mary will want kiss
= that John will want to kiss Mary.”

T suspect that the order 1-2 in (6b) and the order I-2-3 in (4} are modeled
on the comparable orders in {8b) and {(9b) where the most deeply
embedded verb is an infinitive. If so, a linearization rule is not needed to
account for {4) and {8b). The orders result from treating the past
participles as infinitives. In the OV-analysis, this leads to right-adjunction

" Tha puristic tendency to aveid verb sequentes ending with the inflected auxiliary i3 in ail
probability alse responsibla for the word order phenomena reported in Michels {1958),
Verhasselt (1961), and Sassen (1963), In the relevant constructions, Small Clause predicates
with the morghological shape of a past participle or a ¢e.infinitive eptionally appear fo the
right of the inflected auxiliary (mostly a form of zijr ‘be} in an embedded ¢?ause, Examples:
..dig niet tegen cardbevingan zijn bestand (who not against earth quakes are proof, "who are
not earthquake-proof™} next to ..bestand zijn, ..wcaar niemand i3 te vertrouwen {(where noone
is to trusk, “where noona is reliable™ next to..fe verfrouwen is. In both cases, the auxiliery-
final order is the only grammaticai one, but tho other order is used quite frequently in
written Duteh. Haeseryn (1990:39) notes that the predicate-final orderis explicitly prescribed
i & 1986 style manual of the newspaper De Volkskrant.

? “The - order is only prominent in the dialects of the North.
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of the past participle to the next higher verb, in the VO-analysis, to
absence of verb mavement.

Consider next how this variation can be described in minimalist terms.
The only variation which the minimalist program allows is expressed in
terms of the strength of morphological features represented in functional
heads. If the features are strong, overt movement o the relevant
functional projection is obligatory, if they are weak, overt movement is
excluded. This seems to be insufficient to describe the creation of clusters,
Apparently, movement of one lexical head to another {incorporation) must
be allowed as well, as in Baker (1988), and Chomsky (1992:23). Assuming
incorporation to be a universal process, it must exist covertly in those
ianguages which do not show it overtly. This suggests that, again, certain
features are involved which can be either strong or weak. If so,
incorporation can be described within the narrow margins of a minimalist
theory of parametrization.

Crucially, what is not part of a minimalist theory of parameirization
is directionality ef adjunction {section [.3.3). If complex patterns of
parametric variation can be described by employing the strong/weak
distinction only, this appears to be the desired analysis from the
minimalist paint of view,

In the VO-analysis, the contrast between {2) and (4} can be deseribed
in these minimalist terms, The adjunction in (2) is due te a feature
triggering adjunction of the past participle to the highest verb. As (8} and
(9} show, the trigger is somehow related to the morphological properties
of past participles: infinitives are not affected by the same trigger. (4) can
then be deseribed by assuming that past participles in this type of
construction are treated as infinitives, which again eliminates the trigger
for movement.

In the OV-analysis, there must be a trigger for incorporation of the
infinitives and for adjunction of the past participte to the highest verb.
The derivation of {¢) follows straightforwardly, on the assumption that
past participles are treated as infinitives in these constructions. However,
the derivation of {2) requires a specification of the direction of adjunction.
As we have seen, this type of specification falls outside the bounds of the
minimalist approach.

It is easy to see that the specification of the direction of adjunction in
the OV-analysis is a parametri¢ specification, and not a universal one. The
dialects of Dutch spoken in the North of the country use a verb cluster of
the 3-2-1 type (Stroop 1970:256), just like German:
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{10} a. wdat Jan Marie gekust hebben zaf Nerthern Duteh type
that  John Mary kissed  have will
"..that Jehn will have kissed Mary.®
b. «daf Johann Maria gekilit haben wird German
that  John Mary  kissed have writl
°_that Johe will hava kissed Mary.”

The derivation of these clusters requires that V, be adjoined to the left of
V,, and that V, be likewise left-adjoined, either to V, directly, or, in a later
stage, to the two verb cluster V,-V, in V, or in Pred."” Hence, in the OV-
analysis the direction of adjunction must be parametrized.”

In the VQ-analysis, no such parametrization is needed. On the
assumption that incorporation is always left-adjunetion, the difference
between {10} and (2)/(4) is just a matter of overt vs. covert movement of
the infinitival verbs involved,”

We may conclude that the V0-analysis is superior to the OV-analysis
in its potential to explain the structure of verbal clusters in Duich.
Therefore, the order of the embedded verb and the complement ¢lause in
(1) must be taken to reflect the basic ordering of the verb and its
complement in the VP,

This conclugion will be strengthened in the next section.

' In principle, one could 2lse assume, in the OV-analysis, that verb clusters of the 3.2 type
involve no adjunction at all. However, this would leave unexplained tha fact that a 3.2-I verb
order can never be broken up by intervening material.

! The Dutch dialeets in question and German are standardly analyzed as SOV languages,
like Standard Dutch.

™ 1 hava ignozed the possibility that the past participle doas not adjoin to & higher verb but
raises to the specifier position of a PredP. Although thiswould strengthen the argumentation
in suppest of the VO-hypothesis advanced in section 2.3, it would also make it harder to
refuata the OV-hypothesis cn the basis of directionality of adjunction. The past participla could
then be assumed to move to tha PredP in (2), and adjoin to the right in (4}, being treated as
an infinitive, as we have assumed. This would yield right adjunction, but not an inconsistent
direction of adjunciion. However, the assumption that past participles move to the specifier
position of @ PredP leaves unexplained that stranded prepesitions cannot mtervene between

- the past participle and the higher verb:

(] dekwast  waar je dedeur vrood (mee} goverfd {"meed hebt
thebrush  where you thedor  red with  painted  with  have
"the brueh which you painted the dosr red with'

For this reason, I assumed that past participles move to a higher verh rather than to a
specifier positicn.
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2,43 The Many Faces of Verb Raising and Extraposition

If the VP in Dutch is head initial, many aspects of the syntax of verb
sequences in Dutch must be rethought.™ In the traditional SOV-analysis,
when a verb selects an infinitival complement, two things can happen.'
Either the infinitival complement is extraposed and right-adjoined to a
projection of the verb selecting it (Vy), or the verb inside the infinitival
‘complement {V,) is raised and right-adjoined to V,. The former operation
is called extraposition, the latter verb raising. The relevant phenomena are
illustrated in {11) and (12), respectively.

11 «dat Jan probeert Marie te kussen
that John tries Mary to kiss
“_that John tries to kiss Mary."

{12} Jdat  Jan Marle wil kussen
that  Joha Mary wants  kiss
“.that John wanls to kis3 Mary.,”

Extraposition and verb raising are not always easy {o tell apart. The most
reliable test is provided by the morphelogy of V, when it is itself selected
by the auxiliary hebben Thave'. In that cage, V, will be a past participle in
extraposition constructions, and an infinitive in verb raising constructions:

a3 Jan  heeft geprobeerd/proberen Marie g kussen
John has {riedfiry Mary to kiss
*Joha tried to kiss Mary.”

(14} Jdan  heeft Marie willen/*gewild kussen
Joehn has Mary  wanbiwanted  kiss
“Jehn wanted to kiss Mary.”

Other tests like the position of the direct chject of the infinitival verb or
the presence of the preposition/infinitival marker fe ‘to’ are not foolproof.
As (156a) shows, extraposition of an infinitival complement is also possible
when the direct object of the infinitival appears to the left of ¥V, (Reuland
1982; see Den Besten, Rutten, Veenstra, and Veld 1988, who dubbed this

- eonstruction the third consiruction), Likewise, (15b) shows that e may be
present in verb raising constructions (cf. Rutten 1591)

D Seg alse Maan (E992), Lattowitz {1993).
Y The tradition goes hack to Evera (1975}
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{15) a. Jan  heeft Marie geprobeerd  {e kussen
John has Mary fried to kiss
“John tried to kisas Mary.”
b. Jan  heeft Marie proberen ta kussen
John has  Mary try to kiss

“Joha tried to kiss Mary.”

{15a) is analyzed as a combination of extraposition and scrambling, cf,
Pén Besten and Rutlen (1989).

In addition to verb raising, extraposition, and the third construction,
a fourth type of censtruction has fo be distinguished. This construction is
analyzed as a subtype of verb raising, but in this case the complement of
V, is raised along with V,. The morphology of V; shows that verb raising
is involved, not extraposition:"

{16} a. % .dat Jan altijd wil zijn viiendin kussen
that  John siways wants  his girlfriend  kiss
=.that John always wants to kiss his girlfriend.”

b, % Jan  heeft willen/*gewild 2lin vriendin kussen
John has wantwanted his girlfriend  kiss
“John wanted to kiss his girlftjend,”

It is assumed that a projection of V, is adjoined to V|, hence its name,
Verb Projection Ratsing {cf. Den Besten and Edmondson 1983, Haegeman
and Van Riemsdijk 1986, Koster 1987 chapter 5, Vanden Wyngaerd
1989¢),

Verb Projection Raising constructions are not grammatical in present
day Standard Dutch, but are quite common in earlier stages of Dutch and
in present day Flemish dialects.!®

If the VO-hypothesis is correct, the theoretical apparatus needed to
derive these four construction types (extraposition, verb raising, the third
construction, and Verb Projection Raising) is completely superfluous,
Notice that under the traditional OV-hypothesis each of these construction
types can only be derived by reserting to suspect operations,

To derive the extraposition construction in {11), a clausal constituent
has to be moved to the right. There is neither a clear trigger, nor a clear

1% The % sign indicates that the status of the sentences shows dialectal variation. In present
day Standard Duich, Verb Projection Raising constructions are unacceptable, in West
Flemish {and {o a [arge extent in Standard Flemish}, they are fine.

¥ See Vanacker (1970) for a detailed analysis of its distribution. On Verb Prajection Raising
in Standard Dutch, see Koolmans (19653 and Hoeksoma (1993).
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target for this movement.' In addition, the extraposition does not lead
to opacity of the infinitival complement:™

an Wie  heeft Jan geprobeerd om  te kussen?
who  has John tried coMP to kiss
"Whe did fohn try to kiss?”

The derivation of verb raising (12} involves adjunction to the right, a
suspect operation if Kayne (1993} is correct, and something we found in
the previous section to be not subject to parametrization. The derivation
of the third construction (}5a) is equally suspicious as the derivation of
extraposition, since the former is a subtype of the latter. Finally, Verb
Projection Raising (16) is a doubly suspect operation since it involves
right-adjunction of a nonhead to a head {cf. Baltin 1982, Chomsky
1986b).?

Y Beanis and Hoekstra (1989) argue for a Tense.linking requirement governing the various
movements in verb raising and extraposition constructions in Dutch {cf. alsa Ruttea 1991).
In Benniz and Hoekstra's analysis, ail verbs in a construction bave to be linked to the matrix
tense. Tense linking takes place by creating a Tease-chain consisting of lecal liaks which
connect a verb with Tense, or by composing Tense-chaing under a condition of sisterhood of
arbitzary links of two Tease-chains. Benris and Hoekstra argue that in Duich, the V.position
tanpot be part of 2 Tense-chain. Hence, the verb has to move to T, the head of a head final
TP. On the assumption that the V-position in Dutch is not part of a Tense-chain, the Tense-
linking requirement explains extraposition of sentential complements. The Tense-chain in
the embedded ¢lause must be linked to the matrix Tense-chain by chain composition. Since
the gister of the embedded clause, V, is not part of a Tensechain, the ambedded clauss has
to raise in order to make chain composition possible. Thus, the Tense-linking analysis is
based on the assumption that the verb in embedded clauses moves to the right in Puteh, an
assumption which we have found to be unsupported in this book. Dropping this assumption
would ameunt to accepting that the V-position in Dutch is part of the Tense-chain and would
remove the proposed trigger for extraposition.

 'The complementizer om Is ineluded in the infinitival complement to exctude the possibility
that {17) is derived from a third construction extraposition. In that case, wie ‘who' would be
extracted from a position to the right of tha past participle (AgrOP in the matrix clause,
presumably). The complementizer om is not allowed in the third construction type of
extrapgsition, according to Den Besten and Rutten 1989:65,

 The phenomena underlying Verb Projection Raising have led to a nuraber of more or less
complicated analyses. The classical analysis involves adjunction of a V', Haegeman and Van
Riemsdijk (1986} argue that adjunction does not suffice, and resort te an analysis invelving
multipie trea representations. Koster (1987) argues that the [atter step is uncalled for, and
proposes a linearization rule effecting inversion of possibily unlike projections of V. Vandea
Wyngaerd (1988¢) argues that V' or VP-movement is never invoived, and preseats arguments
to sssume that the phenomenon invelves right-adjunction of an AgrOP to a maximal
projection. This is certainly the most attractive analysis of Yerb Projection Raising based on
the OV-hypothesis | have seen, incuering only the problem of movement and adjunctien to
the right.
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If we adopt the hypothesis that the VP in Dutch is head initial, ail
these problemns disappear. In extrapesition constructions €11}, the
infinitival complement clause can be assumed to accupy its basie position,
whereas V, can has undergone short movement to Pred. The analysis of
the third censtruction {15a) differs minimally from the analysis of
extraposition. We must assume that in ordinary extraposition
constructions, the infinitival complement contains an AgrOP, whereas this
is not the case in the third construction. Instead, the object of V, must be
YHeensed in the functional domain of V, {ef. Kaan 1992):®

{18} extraposition (=13}

e Vi [ee - [apor obfect; e Vo by 1M

third construction (=15a)

lagor object by Vi frp o fe Yoty M)

In verb raising constructions, we may assume that all the verbs are in
situ, procrastinating incorperation until LF. Finally, as already concluded
in Kaan {1992), Verb Projection Raising, like extraposition, can be
analyzed in terms of the distribution of AgrOPs in the structure:

{19 verb raising (=12)

bigor object fae Vi by Vi iy HI

verh projeciion ralsing (=16a)

hor Vi Lgor object; [y Vo 4 1}

Thus, (16a) differs minimally from {12} in that in {16a) the projection of
V, is expanded up to the AgrOF level, creating a position for licensing the
direct object of kussen %kiss’, whereas the infinitival complement in {12}
does not contain an AgrOP. As a result, the direct abject of V, must be

* Details are deft out from the representations in the text. The verbs ara represented in their
base positien. The status of the embedded clause in the third construction {2 left open. The
captions extraposition, third construction, verb roising, verb projection raising obviously refer
to sets of phenomena, not to actual movement operations of the type suggested by the
terminology.
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licensed in the functional domain of the matrix clause in standard verb
raising constructions like (12).

Though many questions concerning the syntax of verbal clusters
remain, we can immediately conclude that the SVO hypothesis leads to a
simplification, both in taxonomy and in analysis. This is an important
result, not just from the peint of view of descriptive elegance, but also
from a language learnability perspective. . .

Apart from morphological issues and questions of overt versus covert
movement, what the language user has to learn in order to master the
complex pattern of Germanie verb clusters is that not every clausal
constituent needs to be expanded up to the AgrOP level, as long as an
AgrOP is eventually created, This possibility is allowed by the universal
structure building mechanism of generalized transfermations, and
therefore does not count as a burden for the language learner.

More generally, tha question which cycle will host which functional
projections must be answered in terms of locality theory. If a functional
prejection is ereated in a cyele which cannot be reached by the movement
operations needed to eliminate its features, the dertivation will not
converge. The locality principles involved are presumably universal as
well. In the case at hand, they allow speakers of Dutch {o license the
object of an infinitival complement clause in the functional domain of the
matrix clause. This seems to remain within the narrow margins of
language learnability.

In contrast, if the traditional analysis based on the SOV-hypothesis
were correct, the language user would have to learn whether to move a
clause, a head, or a projection of a head, and whether to adjoin those
elements to the right or to the left, Then, in addition to that, it would
have to be learned whether the element that is moved to the right
contains an AgrOP or not, in order to distinguish between the
extraposition and the third construction.™

The SVO-hypothesis clearly has the advantage over the traditional
hypothesis here,

2.4.4¢ Conclusion

The syntax of verb clusters in Dutch can be described in a maximally
simple way if we assume that the VP in Dutch is head initial. This
suggests that the difference between German and Dutch verb ¢lusters
reduces to a difference between overt {in German)} and covert (in Dutch)

* Alsa, assuming Venden Wyngaerd's (1989¢) analysis, in arder to distinguish betweea verb
raising and Verb Projection raising.
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leftward movement of embedded verbs. An sanalysis based on the
alternative, according to which the VP in Duich is head final, must
express the difference between Dutch and German in terms of direction
of adjunction,

2.5 Conclusion

In this section I have argued that the VP in Dukch is head initial, The
verb final orders in embedded clauses in Dutch are all derived orders.
Direct objects in Duteh move to the specifier position of AgrOP in overt
syntax, embedded predicates move to the specifier position of PredP.
Clausal complements appear to the right of the verb in embedded clauses
in Dutch. It follows from the properties of verb clusters in Dutch and
related languages that this overt verb-complement order reflects the basic
structure of the VP in Dutch.

3 On the Structure of Other Lexical Projections

3.1 Imtroduction

In the preceding section, I argued that the VP in Dutch can profitably be
analyzed as being head initial. Earlier, in chapter III, we reached a
similar conclusion for the structure of the functional projections in Dutch.
This suggests that all projections in Dutch are head initial.

In the final section of this chapter, I will consider very briefly the
structure of the remaining lexical projections, the Noun Phrase (NP), the
Preposition Phrase (PP), and the Adjective Phrase {AP).

A comprehensive treatment of the syntactic properties of these
projections falls outside the scope of this book. My goal in these pages will
be to discard prima facie evidence for the head final status of these
projections, and to discuss certain favorable consequences for the analysis
of these projections emanating from the hypothesis that all projections in
Dutch are head initial.

1t is obvious that relative certainty about the basic structure of the
NP, AP, and PP is hard to get without studying the internal syntax of
these projections in more depth, Moreover, it is unclear whether more
detail will bring more clarity in this issue, In the minimalist approach,
syntactic licensing proeesses always involve movement to positions in the
functional domain at some point in the derivation. It is well known that
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the functional domain of at least NPs is as articulate as the functional
domain of the VP (Abney 1987, many others). We may assume that APs
and PPs have a functional domain of appropriate complexity as well.
Therefore, we cannot exclude the possibility that elements are not in their
basie position in the observable overt syntax. This makes it hard to draw
any conclusions out of context.

 Nevertheless, if we were right earlier on in arguing that the functional
projections and the VP in Dutch are head initial, the null-hypothesis must
be that the remaining lexical projections do not deviate from the
established pattern. Therefore, in the ahsence of evidence to the contrary,
we must conclude that NP, AP, and PP are head initial as well.

In the following sections, aspects of the syntax of NP, AP, and PP are

treated in that order.

3.2 NP

The issue of the basic structure of the NP is extremely difficult to resolve.

For one thing, it is not clear that nouns have complements. In contrast
ta prepositions, transitive adjectives, and verbs, nouns do net take noun
phrase complements:

{n a. de verwoesting *(van) de stad
the destruction of tha city
b. Caesar  verwoestie de stad

Caesar destroyed  the city

This is generally accounted for in terms of Case theory, nouns being
unable o assign Case {Chomsky 1981:49). This explanation can be
translated in minimalist terms by stating that the functional domain of
a noun phrase lacks a licensing position for the noun’s complement.*

Emonds (1985) rejects an account of {la} in terms of Case theory,
noting examples like the following:

{2} a John arrived a welcome guest
b. | Jobo's arrival *(as) a welcome guest

Arrive being an unaceusative verb, the problems for Case assignment to
a welcome guest are the same in both (2a) and (2b). Emonds proposes that

¥ Note that nouns do take clausal complements. This supparts the hypothesis that clauses
are oot licensed in AgrOP. This hypothesis is insirumental in the explanation of the
distribution of noun ph and ¢l (see section H.4.3).
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the preposition gs in (2b) has to appear because nouns, unlike verbs,
cannot assign a B-rele without intervention of a preposition.

However, in the minimalist framework (2b} may receive a similar
explanation as (1a), on the assumption that a welcome guest in (2} is a
8Small Clause predicate. If Small Clause predicates must be licensed in the
specifier position of a Predicate Phrase, as proposed in section 2.3, we can
maintain the standard analysis by stating that the functional domain of
a noun phrase not only lacks an -AgrOP, but also a PredP.? This
possibility of unifying the analysis of (1a) and {2b) provides additional
support for the existence of a PredP.

Nevertheless, the obligatory prepositional character of the complement
of a noun raises the question how PPs are licensed. There appear to be
two options, Either PPs are licensed in the specifier position in the
functional domain of a noun, ovr PPs inside noun phrases must be
considered as adjuncts.

There appears to be some support for the latter point of view. The
prepoesitional complement of a noun is never obligatorily present:

4y a. de verwoesting {van de stad)
the destruction  of the city
b. Caesar verwoesiie *{de stad)

Caesar destroyed  the city

6 a John arrived
b. ‘The arrivat

But if the PPs inside noun phrases are adjuncts, the issue of the basic
structure of the NP becomes void.

Fet us therefore assvme, for argument’s sake, that the PPs inside noun
phrases are gencrated as complements of the noun, and have to be
licensed in the functional domain of the noun phrase.

This, however, does not make it any easier to unravel the basic
structure of the NP, As has become clear in recent years, nouns have a
well developed functional domain (referred to as DP), and several analyses
involving head movement of the noun into its fenctional domain have
been proposed (cf. Abney 1987, Delsing 1988, Longebardi 1999, Valois
1980, Bernstein 1991, Ritter 1991, Heolmberg, ed., 1992, Lattewitz 1992).
In ¢ombination with the potential movement of the PP complement to a

¥ Many of the facts familiar from Kayne (1984, chapter 7 may be explained by the absence
of a PredP in DPs (e.g. Mary proved a good companion + *Mary's proof a good companion).
It i3 uaclear to me, however, why insertion ¢f a preposition does not help in these cases,
unlike in Emonds’ examples.
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position in the functional domain, this makes it difficult to determine the
structure of the NP on the basis of overt word order.

In Dutch, complement PPs always follow the head noun in overt
syntax:

% a de verwoestiug van de stad
the destruction  of the city
b * de van de stad  verwoesting
the of the city destruction

However, this fact does not prove that NP in Dutch is head initial. It
could be that the noun wverwoesting has moved to a position in its
functional domain in evert syntax.

On the other hand, it is not easy to demonstrate that head movement
has taken place in (6a), either. The determiner and the noun are not
necessarily adjacent, so the head noun cannot have been moved to the
determiner, the head of DP:

[¢3] de complete verwoesting van de stad
the complete destruction of the city

Algo, it is not likely that the head noun has been moved to the head of the
Adjective Phrase {AP), since complete can be modified:

[£:3] deo zo complest mogelifke verwoesting van de siad
the so complete  possible destruction of the city
“tha as-complete-a3-possible dealruction of the city”

In (8), the circumpositional degree element zo...mogelijk ‘as...as possible’
modifies the adjectival head compleet ‘complete’. This shows that the head
noun gerwoesting is not adjoined to the adjectival head, and that the
adjective compleet is not adjoined to the determiner?

The head movement in the Dutch DP, therefors, lacks a clear target.
It may be that the PP van de stad ‘of the city’ is in its licensing position
in the functional domain of the noun verwoesting. If that is the case, we
must conclude that verwoesfing has moved through the head of the
functional projectien in which the PP is licensed, to a functional head
position to the left of the PP.

Lattewitz (1992) argues that this derivation takes place in the DP in
German, where the postnominal PP can be a genitive DP:

¥ See seetion 3.3 on the structure of the AP,
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)] die ZerstSrung der Stadt German
the destruction the-GBN ¢ity
*the destruclion of the city”

Lattewitz assumes that the postnominal genitive DP must be licensed in
a specifier-head configuration with the head noun in overt syntax. Hence,
the head noun Zerstérung ‘destruction’ must be in a derived position in
(9). :
Lattewitz argues that the derived position occupied by Zerstdrung in
{9) is the head of a functional projection the specifier of which is the
designated licensing position for APs, This analysis is supported by the
existence of morphological agreement between the head noun and the
adjective, and by the observation that the AP and the head noun are
strictly adjacent. Both phenomena can also be observed in Dutch:

{10) a. één  oud/*oude huis Dutch
one old-SGPL  houseSG
b. twee oudeffoud huizen

two old-PI/SG  heuses-PL

(11} a. het oudste huis in de straat
the oldest  house in the street
b * ket oudste in destraat  huls
the oldest  in the street  house

In (10}, the adjective shows number agreement with the noun (and with
the numeral). In (11) the PP restricting the scope of oudste ‘oldest’ cannot
appear between the adjective and the noun. These phenemena suggest
that the noun and the AP are in a specifier-head configuration.’

Let us therefore azsume that this is the case. It foltows that the head
of the NP in (6a} is in a derived position, and that we can draw no
conclusions as to the basic structure of the NP in Dutch.

¥ It is clear that the entire AP must be in a specifier-head relation with the head noun, in
view of constructions like de zo compleet mogeiijhe verwossting ‘the as-conplete-as-possible
destruction’. Notice, however, that the analysis implies that movement ¢f N to the head of
the adjectival agreement phrase also takes place whea there is no AP around, Otherwisa, the
position of the postnominal genitive in German and of the postnominal PP ia Butch would
not be accounted for in noun phrases without an adjective,
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3.3 AP

The complement of an adjective is generally expressed in a PP in Dutch:

(12} a. trots opiets
proud on something
“proud of something™
b verliefd op iemand

enamored on someone
"in Jove with someone™

The complement PP preferably follows the adjective in predieative
constructions, but this is excluded in attributive constructions:

(13} a. deman [z trots op zijn auto
the man is proud of his car
b, ? deman is opzijnsuto {rots

the man is of his ¢ar proud
(i) a, de op zijn aute  trotse man
the of his car prowd-AGR  man
b. * de trotse op zija auto man
the proud-AGR  of his car man
c. * de trotse man op zija auto

ths proud-AGR man of his car
“the man that is proud of his car”

As indicated in the glosses, the adjective shows agreement with the head
noun in attributive constructions, but not in predicative constructions.
There is a strict requirement of adjacency between the inflected adjective
and the head noun in attributive constructions (cf. Van Riemsdijk 1991).

In (14a), the complement PP op zijn aute and the adjective trotse arve
net necessarily adjacent:

(16} de op zijn aute nogaltijd  zeor trotse man
the of his car still very proud-AGR man

This indicates that the complement PP in {14) is not in the basic
complement position inside the AP. The complement PP may be in a
licensing position to the left of the adjective, or it may have been
generated as an adjunct in a position to the left of the adjective. In the
latter case, we have to assume that the PP in APs is interpreted as a
complement PP on the basis of our knowledge of the world, not as a
function of 8-role assignment.

The nenadjacency in {15) indicates that the order in (14a) does not
serve to indicate the basic order of elements in the AP. However, it is not
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clear that (13a) serves this purpose either. There are indieations that the
adjective itself is in a derived position.

Let us assume, following Corver {1991), that comparative and
superlative APs involve a funetional projection DegP (Degree Phrase). The
morphology associated with the Degree features is visible on the adjective:

(16} kort-2 “shoet”
kort-er “sharter”
kort-st “shortest”

When the adjective is inflected, the agreement morphology is suffixed {o
the degree morpholopy:

{1 kert-@-¢  short-AGR “short™
kort-ere short-DEG-AGR  “shorter”
kort-st-e  short-DEG-AGR  “shortest

In itself, these facts do not show that the adjective is in a derived position,
since all features associated with the morphology could be checked in
covert syntax. However, it is likely that the features associated with the
agreement morphology are checked in a higher functional head position
than the features associated with the degree morphology. The agreement
features express a relation between the head of the AP and an element
outside the AP, whereas the degree features are relevant inside the AP
only.

We can express this by stating that the agreement morphology is
generated in Deg, and that agreement between the AP and the head noun
is really agreement of the head noun with DegP_® The merphology in {17)
then results from overt movement of kore, korter, kortst to Deg.

This analysis is prompted by the existence of discontinuous degree
elements in Dutch, in particular the expression zo..mogelifk

* The idea of generating the adjectival morphology in Deg is not to be confused with the pre-
minimalist notion of generating inflectional morphology in funclional heads. Rather, the
adjectival morphology must be thought of as being part of a (possibly empty} degree element,
and the inflectional features associated with the morphology are not checked in Deg but in
2 higher functional head.
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fas...possiblel.® In attributive APs, the agreement morphelogy is suffixed
to mogelijk instead of to the adjective:”

{18} a. een z0 kort mogelijke route
a as short possible-AGHR  route

b, * een 20 korte mogelijk  route

a as short-AGR  pessible route

This follows if we assume that mogelijk is generated in the head of DegP,
carrying the agreement morphology. In this view, 2ort must be adjoined
to Deg in (18a), to check its degree features. As predicted, the adjective’s
superlative degree morphology appears in between the adjective and
mogelijk:

{19} a de kortst mogelijke route
the shortest possible-AGR  route
b ¥ de kort mogeljkste route

the shott possible-DEG-AGR route

The hypothesis of A-to-Deg movement in Duich goes halfway in
explaining the mandatory adjacency of the adjective and the noun. It
makes the correct prediction that the only exceptions to this adjacency
requirement involve adjunction to an element in Deg,

What is missing in the explanatien is an account of the ahsence of
complement PPs between the adjective and the noun. But we had to
conclude above, on the basis of (15), that complement PPs in APs are
either in a position in the functional domain, or base generated as
adjuncts. If adjuncts cannot be generated to the right, either appreach
suffices to account for the obligatory adjacency of adjective and noun in
Dutch, assuming, as in section 3.3, that AP {now including the functional
domain of AP} and N are in a specifier-head configuration in overt syntax
in Dutch.

® Zo...mogelijk should not be confused with z0...als mogelifk {as..as possible]. The latter
expressien is ene of a produclive paradigm of comparisons, including also 20 groen als gms
‘as green as grasy’, zo goed ols nieww ‘as good as new’, ete. One of the differances between the
two types of expressicns Is that in zo..mogelijk, mogeliik precedes complement PPs in
predicative APg (hif is 2o trots mogeliik op zifn auto fhe is as proud possible of his car], *A§f
is zo trots op 2ijfn auto mogelifk The is as proud of his ¢ar possiblell, whereas in zo..als
mogelijk, als mogelijk may follow the complement PP thij is z0 trots op zifn aute als mogelifk
[he is as proud of his car as possiblel, hij is zo trots als mogelijk op zijn auto {he is as proud
as possible of his carf).

? ‘This is only possible with zo...mogelijk, not with expressions of the Eype zo...als mogelijk
(*eens 20 hort als mogelifhe route (a as short as possible route]), with the excaption of zo goed
als nicuw {as good 23 new}, which has come to mean ‘practicaily new’.
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if this is correct, the contrast between (13) and (14) suggests that an
additional movement operation is involved in the derivation of predicative
adjective constructions. Consider the structure of attributive DegPs, as
suggested above:

20 AgrP

PP /\DegP

XP in (20} is the maximal functivnal domain of the adjective. PP is the
position where the complement PP of the adjective is either licensed or
base generated. In the first case, pp is a trace, in the second case, pp is
empty. It is assumed that A moves to Deg, and that the features
associated with Deg (the -e morphology) are in agreement with the
features of the noun N.

The difference between predicative constructions and attributive
constructions is that in the latter, the complement PP may not intervene
between the noun and the adjective, This is accounted for in the structure
in (20), if A is in Deg, and PP is in the position indicated by PP, as was
assumed. The fact that the adjective may precede the PP in predicative
constructions is accounted for if in these constructions DegP moves to the
left, stranding the complement PP. This yields the word order in (13a).
The word order in (13b}, with the PP preceding the adjective, can be
derived if the PP can be taken along in the movement of DegP, either
because a larger category can be moved, or, if the PP is an adjunct,
because the PP may be adjoined in various positions,
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The alternative, according to which all elements are in their basic
pesition in {13a), is doubtful, considering the absence of strict adjacency
of the adjective and the complement PP in these constructions:

{21} deman is zo  trots als een pauw op zijn auto
theman i3 as proud  asapeacock  of his car

With this much in mind, let us turn to the transitive adjectives in Dutch
{cf. Van Riemsdijk 1983).

Transitive adjectives take a noun phrase complement. Some, like the
ones in (22}, are obviously deverbal, others, like the ones in (23), are not:

[£:33] ontwend past participle of onfiwennen ‘break a habit'
onigroeid  past participle of eatgroeien ‘outgrow’
fosgewijd  ‘devoted to’, past participle of toewijden ‘devote’
toegenegen ‘affectionate’, past participle of foeneigen Sncline”

(23) zich bewust ‘conscious of
zat ‘fed up with®
machtig ‘in command of {a language)’

dankbaar  ‘graleful towards'
indachtig  ‘mindful of

mose ‘tired of
nabij ‘close to'
trouw Tloyal to'
waard ‘worth'

‘The complement invariably precedes the transitive adjective:

24} a ny is de winkelsluiting ontwend
he is the shop-closing dis-used
"He is no longer used to the opening hours of the sheps.”
b. * Hi} is ontwend de winkelsiuiting
he is dis-used the shop-tlosing

{25 a. Hij blijfft  zijn principes trouw
he remains his prinpiples  loyal
“He remains loyal Lo his principles.”

b, * Hij blijft  trouw zijn principes
he remains loyal his principles
26) a. Een  de winkelsluiting ontwende Nedertander
a the shop-closing dis-used Betchman

"A Dutchmaa, oo longer used to the shops’ opening hours.”
b.  * Een ontwende dewinkelsluiting Nederlander
a dig-used the shap-closing Buichman
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@7 a Een  zijn principes trouwe Catalaan
a his principles  Joyal Catalan
A Catalan, loyal {0 his priaciples.”
b. * Een trouwe zijn pringipes Catalaan
a toyal his principles  Catalan

These facts could be taken to indicate that the AP in Dutch is head final.
However, in none of these constructions is the complemen}; necessarily
adjacent to the adjective:

{28) de winkelsluiting door het verblijf in de V8 ontwend
the shop-closing through the stay in the US  dis-used
"no Tonger used to the opening hours becauss of the stay in the US®

{29) zijn principes ondanks het verblijf in de V8 trouw
his principles in spite of the stay in the US loyal
*loyal to hiz principles in spite of the stay in tha US"

{28) and (29) can be used in predicative and attributive constructions
alike.

This indicates that the complement of a transitive adjective in Dutch
is in a derived position in the functional domain of the adjective. We may
assume that this derived position is a licensing position located
somewhere between DegP and XP in (20). Consequently, the word order
in transitive APs is irrelevant for the issue of the basic structure of the
AP,

A final question to be answered is why the complement precedes the
adjective in predicative transitive APs, whereas either order is possible in
predicative intransitive APs. This follows if the functional projection
designated for licensing the complement of the transitive adjective is
always taken along in the movement of DegP to the left.

If this is correct, the crucial difference between intransitive and
transitive adjectives resides in the position of the complement in overt
syntax. The PP-complement of {ntransitive adjectives can be either
stranded or taken along, the DP-complement of transitive adjectives must
be taken along, Suppose that the part that is moved in predicative
constructions is always the same category, soms functional projection of
the AP carrying the features relevant for the movement. Then the
difference between transitive and intransitive APs could be that the
licensing position of the complement of transitive adjectives necessarily
falls inside that category, In contrast, the complement of an intransitive
adjective could be defined as an adjunct, without a fixed adjunction
position. Consequently, the PP in intransitive APs could be adjeined bath
inside and outside the category that is moved in predieative constructions.
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It is tempting to suggest that the functional domain of transitive APs
contains an AgrOP, like VPs, but unlike intransitive APs and NPs, This
could be related to Van Riemsdijk's {1983) characterization of transitive
AYPs as verbal categories. Certain phenomena point to the verbal character
of transitive adjectives, also with the non-deverbal transitive adjectives
listed in {23). For example, transitive adjectives, like past participles,
cannot be modified with e ‘tco’, instead of which fe zeer oo much’ must
be used:

(30 a. Hijis =zijn beginselen te *{zeer) trouw
heis  his principles too much  loyal
b. Hijis te (*zeer) irouw

heis tee much toyal

Also, transitive adjectives generally appear to resist synthetic comparative
and superlative formation:®

£31) a. Jan fs de TV meer zat/f?zatter dan de radio
John is the TV  more fed up than the radio
“John is more fed up with the TV than with the radio.”

b. Jan  Is zatfer??meer zat dan Piet

John is more drunk than Pete

Possibly, these phenomena support the idea that transitive adjectives are
verbal elements. This would make it possible for transitive adjectives to
feature an AgrOP in their functional domain. This again weuld help
explaining the fixed position of the complement of transitive adjectives,
compared {o {what looks like) the complement of intransitive adjectives.

I will leave these and ether aspects of the syntax of APs for further
study.

Int conclusion, the complement-head order in transitive APs cannot be
considered as evidence in support of the idea that APs in Putch are head
final. Thus, the overt syntax of NP and AP does not allow us to draw any
conclusions as to the hasic structure of the lexical projections. In the next
section, I will argue that the properties of complex PPs do lead to the
conclusion that the PP in Duich is head initial.

* An excaption is formed by dankbaar ‘grateful’, which allows a synthetic comparative and
superlative even when used transitively.
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34 PP

Dutch has prepositional PPs, postpositional PPs, and circumpositional
PPs:

{32} ap het dak prepositional
on the roef
"on{to) the roof*

33 a het dak op postpositional
the roof on
“c¢nta the roof”
b. er op
thers  on
"on{te) it"

34) van  het dak af circumpositional
of the roof off
“off of the roof*

Inside VP, prepositional PPs may be adjuncts or Small Clause predicates:

{35) a. ~dat Jan op het dak sprong
that  John on the roof jumped
"..that John was jumping on the roof"
"..that John jumped octo the roof.”

b. ~dat Jan sprong op het dak

that  John jumped oo the roof
"..that John was jumping oa the reof.”
**, that John jumped cnto tha zoof.”

Postpositional PPs and circumpositional PPs inside VP are always Small
Clause predicates:

@6 a «dat Jan het dak op sprong
that  John thercofon jumped

“.that John jumped onte tha yo0f.”

b.  * .dat Jan sprong hetdakop

that  John jumped the roofon

387 a wdat  Jan van het dakaf sprong
that  John of the roof off jumped
“.that John jumped off of the roof.”
b, ¥ .dat Jan sprong ven het dakaf
that  John jumped of the roof off

As always, Small Clavse predicates may not appear to the right of the
verb in embedded clauses.
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The fact that postpositional PPs and circumpositional PPs behave alike
in this respect suggests that the latter are a subcase of the former. This
would imply that circumpositional PPs are structured as in (38):

38 fep 1oz Py NP | P

Van Riemsdijk {1990} argues extensively for the constituent analysis
of circumpositional PPs in German and Dutch in (38). This analysis is
clearly supported in German, where prepositions govern overt Case
morphology:

(39) a. unter der/*die Briteke German
under the-DAT/ACC  bridge docational)
b. durch dief*der Briicke

through  the-ACC/DAT bridge

In circumpositional PPs, the Case morphology on the noun phrase is
governed by the prepesition preceding it:

{40} unter der/die Briicke durch
under the-DAT/ACC bridge through
"under the bridge {directional)’

Van Riemsdijk (1980} also argues that the relation between P, and the PP
to its left is not a head-complement relation. If it were, it would have to
be specified that the preposition durch ‘through’ {cf, (39-40)) takes a noun
phrase complement to its right and a PP complement to its left.

Van Riemsdijk {1990} also argues that the PP to the left of P, is not an
adjunct, and proposes an analysis of circumpositions in which P, is a
functional head. In this analysis, postpositional PPs can be regarded as
circumpositional PPs with an empty functional head, which is filled by
moving the lexical preposition to the functional head.?

I fully agree with Van Riemsdijk (1990} that circumpositional PPs as
analyzed in (38) do not display a head-complement configuration,
However, the idea that P, is a functional head is problematic, since P,
lacks one of the defining characteristics of functional elements: it has
‘descriptive content’ (in the sense of Abney 1987:65}. )

Consider the contrast between (32) and (33a). On the analysis in which
P; is a functional head, (33a) is derived from (32a) by moving the
preposition op ‘on’ from P, {in (38)) to the position of the functional head
P,. However, whereas op in {32) can be both directional and locational, op

? Van Rierasdijk’s analysis is quoted from the handout of his presentation.
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in (33a) is necessarily interpreted as being directional.’® On an analysis
along the lines of Van Riemsdiik (1990), the derivation of {33a) from {32}
affects the descriptive content of the preposition. This effect is not
expected if movement to a functional head is involved.

At the conceptual lavel, the idea that the PP headed by P, in (38} is a
head final functional projection does not accord well with the
generalization that functional projections in Dutch invariably are head
initial. Hencs, if 2 postpositional preposition really occupies a functional
position, we expect the PP or noun phrase to its left {o be in a derived
positien. Conversely, if the PP or noun phrase to its left is in a derived
position, it does not follow that the pestpositional prepesition occupies a
functional position.

As a matter of fact, postpositions are not necessarily adjacent to the
preceding noun phrase or PP:!t

{41) a. ket dak weer op
the rcof again on
"back onto the roof”
b. van  de tafel weer af
of the table again off
"baclk through the fress®

This suggests that the noun phrase in (41a) and the PP in (41b) are in a
derived position. This is a possibility that the minimalist approach allows.
We may assume that the noun phrase and the PP in {41) are generated
in the complement of the final preposition, and have to be licensed in a
specifier position in the preposition’s functionat domain. The nonadjacency

¥ Mors exactly, {33a)} is used only when the direction is upward. Thus, it is impossible to say
Jan sprong de inbreker op {John jumped the burglar onto] John jumped on the burglar. The
prepositionsal greup {32) can be used also when the direction is aot upward: Jun sprong op
de inbreker [John jumped on the burglar] is fine.

" When circumpositional PPs are used inside a VP, sometimes we may not be deating with
a circumpositionzl PP, but with an adjunct PP in combination with a particle Small Clause
predicate, In those eases, the nonadjacency of the particle and the adjunct PP is irrelevant,
of course. In Dulch, the bwo situations can be kept apart because adjunct PPs can appear to
the right of the verh in embedded clauses, whereas the PP included inside a circumpositional
PP cannot {i}. Alse, particles cannot appear in nominalizations as fres standing elements,
whereas postpositions can (i), The nonadjacency itlustrated in the text also applies to
geauing circumpositions.

i -dat de kogel®da man afrpringt van de muur
that tha bolletithe man offfomps  of the wall
".that tha ballet ricochetsthe man jumps off the wall”

(it deaprong  vandemuuraf van de manikogel
the jump of the wall ofF of the manbultet
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further indicates that the preposition is not in the head position of the
relevant functional projection.

Let us therefore assume that circumpositions have the basic structure
in (42), and that the overt word order in (34} is derived by movement of
the complement of P, to the spec-position in the functional projection FP:

(42) - b spec F* [;;  P% [ P’ DP T

af van  dz fafel

As can be seen, {42) iz a consistently head initial structure.
There is some evidence that the analysis in (42} must be preferred over
a consistently head final analysis of circumpesitions, illustrated in (43):

@3 fer Spec [pp by DP PP, )P}

de tafel van af
The evidence is based on the existence, next to (34), of {44):

(44) van af de tafsl
of off  Ehe table
"off of the table®

Assuming the structure in {42), (44) can be derived by moving P, and left-
adjoining it fo P,. This leads to a simple description of the alternation:
either the head of the complement PP is adjoined to the higher P, or the
entire complement i3 moved to a specifier position in the functional
domain.

Assuming the structure in {43), more operations have to be involved.
To derive {34) (van de tafel of [of the table off]}, P, has to move to a
position to the left of the noun phrase de fefel ‘the table’. The nature of
this position is unclear, however. Then, to derive (44), P, has to ba left-
adjoined to P,, yielding van af, and the complex var of has to move
leftward again to ancther position to the left of de fafel.

Consider next how the structure of circumpositions in (42} sheds
interesting light on postpositional PPs. We have noticed above that
circumpositional PPs may be a subclass of poatpositionat PPs. If so, it may
be desirable to analyze postpositional PPs along the same lines as
circumipositional PPs. This can be done if we assume that in postpositional
PPs P, is cecupied by an empty preposition.

This analysis makes it possible to account for the subtle differences of
interpretation between (32) and (33a). As noted above, (33a) is necessarily
interpreted as directional, whereas (32} may be analyzed as both
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directional and locational. Moreover, (33a}is only possible if the direction
is upward {cf. note 9. Thus, (46b} is ungrammatical:

(45) a. Jan  sprong op de inbreker
John jumped oun the burglar

b, * Jan  sprong deinbreker op
Joha  jumnped the burglar en

The core lexical content of the preposition op appears to be locational,
involving an element of ‘highness’. This may account for the requirement
that the direction of movement in (332} has to be upward, Let us refer to
¥, as HIGH. However, the directional element in the pestpositional PP in
(33a) is still unaccounted for. This is where the empty preposition comes
in. If we assume that op, if it selects a PP complement, requires that PP
to be directional, this PP must have a directional preposition as its head.
Let us therefore refer to P, in this analysis as To.
This yields the following interpretation of {33a):

(46) 70 the table, HIGH

(45b} is then excluded because the HIGH interpretation of P, involves that
the movement indicated by the To element of P, involves a high position,
Aceordingly, (45b) is not anomalous if Jan is, say, a flee.

If the directionality aspect of (33a) is accounted for by assuming the
atructure in (42} with an empty, directional P, a similar analysis must
apply to (32) in the directional interpretation. So let us assume that
directional prepositional PPs and postpositional PPs start from the same
basic structure, involving the same lexical elements, including T0, The
problem then is to account for the word order, and for the fact that the
aspect of mandatory upward movement is lost {cf, (45a)).

This follows, however, if we assume that incorporation of ¥, into P,
yields & complex with a slightly noncompesitionat interpretation. Thus,
adjoining TO to HIGH does yield the interpretation ‘movement with an
aspect of highness’, buf now the interpretation is weakened to ‘movement
to the high part of something’. This interpretation allows both (32) and
(45a). Assuming this much, the directional prepositional PP can be derived
by applying the same derivation that we needed indepently to yield (44},
Only this time, we have an empty P, instead of a phonetically visible one.

This yields the following interpretation of {32):

{47 TO-HIGH, the table

The hypothesis that incorporation of prepositions affects the meaning of
the target of the incorporation is alse supported by the interpretation of
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varaf compared to von..of. In van..af, but not in vanaf, P, af is
necessarily interpreted as involving downward metion:

{48) a, de sprong  van de tafel al
the jump of  thetabls  off
“the jurmp down from the table®
b. de sprong  vanaf  de tafel
the jump of-off the table
"the jump from the table”

(48b), but not (484), has the interpretation ‘away from the table’, This is
explained if of contributes the notion DOWN, and if adjunction of van to af
obscures the downward aspect of this notion, while keeping the less
specific aspect AWAY,”? Accordingly, vanaf but not var...af can be used to
indicate removal in time:®

(49} a. vanaf maandag
ofoff  Morday
from Monday on”
b. * van maandag af
of Monday off

As for the locational interpretation of (32), we may assume that in this
case TO is absent, with HIGH selecting a noun phrase complement instead
of a prepositional complement. This yields the interpretation in (50):

&0y HIGH, the table

Turning finally to (33b), repeated here for convenience, this is an
example of the core case of postpositional PPs in Dutch in which we know
that the complement of the preposition is in a derived position (Van
Riemsdijk 1978):

¥ The relatedness of DOWN and AWAY is suggested by expressions like down in Aistory and
dowrt In Texas. _

¥ From Morday on' can also be translated with var maandag of aan fof Monday off on},
where a third preposition, aan ‘on’ contribules an aspect of duration. Assuming the basic
structurs $o be laan [of lvan meandaglll, ven moandag of ean is derived by moving van
macndag to 8 specifier position to the left of of, and von maandag af to a specifier position
to the left of aar, Apparently, the durative aspect contribuied by ean suffices to adjust the
meaning of of In the required way. A similar analysis may be applicabls to the mysterious
PP von op aan ‘of up on', used oaly in Je hunt van hem op can [you can of him up on} “You
can vely oo him’. This can ba derived from [ean lop [van kemll} in the same wWay 85 van
{maandag) of asn is derived above. Again, the strict upward motion interpretation ofop is
Tost, even though no incorporation seems to have taken place.
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{30 b. er op
there on
“on(to} it*

Only elements with the morphological feature {+R] appear as complements
in this kind of PP. This suggeats that movement to a licensing position is
involved. Accordingly, the noun phrase and the preposition are not
necessarily adjacent: : :

{51} ar weer op
thers  again on
"back en it*

This type of PP, then, does not even remotely suggest that the PP in
Dutch has a head final basie structure,

The availability of both a directional and & locational interpretation
suggests that (33b) is closer to (32) than to (33a). I will therefore assume
that an empty directional P, is present in the complement of the locational
P, op, and that P, incorporates in P,, yielding the interpretation
paraphrased in (47). The difference between (33b) and (32) is that in the
former case the noun phrase in the complement of P, has a morphelogical
feature which requires overt movement for licensing purposes, whereas in
(32), for all we know, this noun phrase does not move in overt syntax.

Refurning to the issue of the basie structure of the PP in Dutch, none
of the PP-types in (32)-(34) provides evidence to support the idea that PPs
in Dutch are head final, Conversely, certain intricate patterns of word
order and interpretation becoms understandable if we assume the simple
head initial PP-structura in {42).

3.5 Conclusion

Assuming the minimalist approach, it is extremely difficult to compile
empirical evidence regarding the basic structure of the laxical projections.
The general possibility of moving elements into the functional domain
makes it unclear whether the observed word orders reflect the basic order.

The discussions in this section fead to the conclusion that reliable
evidence is not based on the observed word order, but on the elegance of
the analysis of constructions involving a stack of lexical projections of the
same categorial status, Thus, multiple VP-constructions in Dutch receive
the most elegant analysis if all VPs involved are head initial. Likewise,
{he structure and interpretation of complex PPs suggest that overt head
final PP orders are derived from basic head initial structures.

In connection with the results from chapter I and the conceptual
considerations discussed in section 1.3.3, this leads to the conclusion that
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all projections in Dutch are head initial.

v

CONCLUSION

In the preceding chapters I have argued that the syntactic structures of
Dutch all consist of molecular substructures with a universal hierarchical
and linear organization, and that the processes affecting the elements in
these substructures all conform to the requirements of the Minimalist
Program of Chomsky {1992), or to the more restrictive modifications of the
minimalist approach propesed here.

The hierarchical and linear organization of the molecular substructures
underlying Dutch syntactic structures is as proposed in Kayne (1992,
1993}, illustrated in (1)

m XP

w N xe
x 7 o
n chapter 111, I presented several arguments in support of the hypothesis
that the functional projections in Dutch have the head initial structure in
(1). These arguments are based on the position of the infinitival
marker/praposition fe 'to’, the position of clitics in Dutch, the phenomenen
of complementizer agreement, and verb movement in subject initial main
clauses and inversion constructions,

In section 1111, it was argued that fe is not an inflectionat morpherae
and that there is no evidence that fe is generated in a right-peripheral
functional head. On the minimalist assumption that inflected verbs
preferably remain inside VP in overt syntax {by the economy-related
principle of Procrastination), the clause-final position of the inflected verb
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in embedded clauses in Dutch does not provide an argument for head final
functional projections.

In section I1.2, it was argued that clitics in Dutch are syntactic clitics,
the distribution of which may be accounted for on the hypothesis that
clitics are generated in and adjoin to functional heads. The differences in
clitic placement between Dutch and French follow from independently
established differences in verb movement between the two languages.
Since clitics in Dutch appear to the left of the VP, it must be concluded
that the functional projections in Dutch are head initial,

Complementizer agreement phenomena were analyzed in section 113
as a morphological reflex of AgrS-to-C movement. The relevant
phenomena are interesting in two respects. First, the interaction of AgrS-
to-C movement with verb movement suggests that verb movement takes
place as a Last Resort operation, when AgrS-to-C movement is impossible.
This is a crucial step in understanding the absence of verb movement in
embedded clauses, both in complementizer agreement dialects and in
Standard Dutch. Second, certain complementizer agreement dialects have
different forms for the inflected verb in subject initial main clauses and
in inversion constructions. In these dialects, the verb in inversion
constructions shows the same morphelogy as the inflected complementizer.
This confirms the traditional view that the verb is in the complementizer
position in inversion constructions (Den Besten 1977). It also confirms
Travig’ (1984) addition to this analysis, according to which the verb
aceupies a lower functional head in subject initial main clauses. This
again supperts the idea that the functional projections in Dutch are head
initial.

In sections II1.4 and 1I1.6, the various verb second constructions in
Standard Dutch were discussed. The analysis of the asymmetry between
main and embedded clauses with respect ko the position of tha finite verb
developed for complementizer agreement dialects in section IIL3 applies
to Standard Dutch as well, on the assumption that Standard Dutch has
abstract AgrS-to-C movement. It was argued that the traditional
generative analysis of verb movement in subject initial main clauses in
Dutch, according to which the verb moves to C, is not empirically
supported and not compatible with the restrictive minimalist approach.
On the other hand, the traditional analysis of inversion constructions as
involving verb movement o C is by and large supported, with one
modification. C must be split up into two distinet functional heads, Top
and Wh, and the verb targets Top in topicalization constructions and Wh
in wh-movement constructions (cf. Miller and Sternefeld 1993). Thus,
verb gecond in Dutch is not a unitary phenomenon in the sense that the
verb invariably targets a single position. It is a unitary phenomenon,
however, in the sense that a specifier-head configuration in a designated
functional projection is created in each case. The Vorfeld of Dutch
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sentences was argued to be structured as in (2}, and various arguments
are advanced to distinguish movement to AgrS, Top, and Wh:

@) WhP
whelement = ™ WHD
Wh - TopP

topic e TopP
Top ¢ T~ AgSP
subject "~ AgiSF
Agrs 7

In Chapter IV, arguments were presented in support of the hypothesis
that the lexical projections in Dutch are also structured as in (1), It was
argued in section IV.2 that the OV order in embedded clauses, though
being ‘more basic' than the VO order in main clauses, does not reflect the
basic structure of the VP, but is itself derived form an underlying VO
order. The OV order in embedded clauses results from movement of the
object to the specifier position of AgrOP, which invariably takes place in
overt syntex in Dutch. The underlying VO order is still observable in
embedded clauses with a sentential complement (a word order fact that
had gone unexplained thus far), and in *verb Taising’ constructions, in
which the verbal cluster does not result from raising the verb but from
moving the object to the spec of AgrOP. Arguments were presented which
support the existence of an additionel functional projection between
AgrOP and VP, Predicate Phrase {PredP), which is designated for
licensing embedded (Smalt Clause) predicates, This leads to the following
structure of the Mittelfeld:

@ TP
\
TP
T AgrOP
ndject /\ AgrOP
A0 77N Predp
predicate PredP
Pred o VP
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In this analysis, Verb Projection Raising can be dispensed with, and the
relevant constructions can be analyzed as inveolving functional projections
{AgrOP, PredP} in the complement of the hierarchically higher verb.

In section IV.3, it was argued that the properties of the Dutch NP and
AP present no arguments for a head final structure of these projections.
On the other hand, the syntactic and semantic properties of complex PPs
do support the hypothesis that the PP in Dutch s invariably head initial,
even in postpositional censtructions. . '

_ These analyses all support the hypothesis that syntactic structures in
Dutch are uniformly built up according to the universal structure building
instructions which yteld (1).

The other objective of this book was to reach 2 maximally restrictive
analysis of the various movement processes taking pilace in the verbal
system. In chapter II, it was argued that the traditional gencrative
analysis of verb movement in Dutch (involving generalized V-to-C
mavement) leaves several phenomena unexplained. Foremost among these
is the supposed movement of the subject to the specifier position of CP in
subject initial main clauses. The idea that subject placement is a subease
of topicalization was discussed and dismissed in section 1I1.5.1.

~ In aminimalist approach to subject placement {cf. Chomsky 1992), the
null hypothesis is that the subject moves to the specifier position of AgrSP
in neutral word order constructions {with overt subject movement), This
follows from standard feature checking requirements, on the assumption
that the N-feature of AgzS in the relevant language is strong. According
to this approach to verb movement in Dutch, not the position of the
subject is problematic, but the distribution of the finite verb.

The absence of verb movement in embedded clauses in Dutch makes
it impossible to assume that the V-feature of AgrS is strong. The absence
of verb movement in embedded clauses then follows from economy of
derivations (the ‘fewest steps’ requirement). This, however, makes it
necessary to provide a {rigger for verb movement to AgrS in subject initial
main clauses which overrules the fewest steps requirement.

In view of this, the hypothesis was advanced that verb movement to
AgrS in Dutch takes place in order to make checking of the strong
N-feature of AgrS possible. Assuming that licensing relations invariably
are sisterhood relations {section 1.3.2), the first projection of AgrS (the
Profection of Agt8) must play an active role in checking the N-features. Tt
is proposed that a Projection of a head o has access to the N-features of
¢ only if ¢ is [+accessiblel. If o is {-accessible}, it becomes [+accessible} if
the V-features of o are removed first. The pattern of verb movement in
Dutch is now explained if AgrS has the following feature specification:
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{4} AgrS N-feature: strong
V-feature: weak
accessibility:  negative

The strong N-feature forces the subject to move to the specifier position
of AgrSP. The weak V-feature in principle prosrastinates verb movement
to covert syntax (LF). However, the [-accessibilityl featurs dictates that

the N-feature of AgrS cannot be checked until its V-feature is eliminated. .

Verb movement to AgrS then takes place as a Last Resort operation,
checking and eliminating the V-feature of AgrS. As a result, the N-feature
of AgrS is activated (becomes accessible to the AgrSP Projection) and
N-feature checking in overt syntax under sisterheod becomes passible.

I further assumed that economy of representation entails that features
are present in as few positions as possible (section I11.4.4). Thus, verb
movement to AgeS actually has the result that the N-feature of AprS
moves to the AgrSP Projection, feeding feature checking under sisterhood.
Another consequence of this view on the distribution of morphological
features is that independent functional head movement of AgrS to C
{(where ‘C’ stands for Top or Wh) removes the V-feature of AgrS from the
otiginal position of AgrS3. Thus, AgrS-to-C movement has the same effect
as V-to-AgrS movement: the V.-feature of AgrS is removed, and the N-
feature of AgrS is activated, For this reason, AprS-to-C movement obviates
verh movement. This explains the absence of verb movement in embedded
clauses in complementizer agreement dialects. On the assumption that
there is abstract AgrS-to-C movement in Standard Dutch as well, the
abgence of verb movement in Standard Dutch embedded clauses is also
explained,

Another consequence of the hypothesis that the V-feature of AgrS is
only present on the head of the ¢hain resulting from AgrS-to-C movement
is that AgrS-to-C movement removes the trigger for V-to-AgrS movement
in inversion constructions. Thus, we may assume that in inversion
constructions, the verb moves to C in one step, and adjeins to AgrS in C,
thus checking the V-features of AgrS under sisterhoed. Verb movement to
C across AgrS is empirically supported, as it explains the obligatory
stranding of objéct clitics in AgrS in inversion consfructions in Dutch.

Verb movement to C in inversion constructions in Dutch is likewise
analyzed as a Last Resort movement (section I11.5.3). It is assumed that
the functional heads in the CP-system (Top and Wh) carry N-features but
no V.features. The N-features are assumed to be strong in Dutch,
triggering overt movement of topics and wh-elements. The absence of
V-features follows from the definition of Fop and Wh as nonl-related
functionat heads (Chomsky and Lasnik 1891). Since Top and Wh have no
V-features, verb movement to the CP-system violates the economy
principle Greed unless the V-feature of a lower functional head ends up
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in C as the result of indepandent functional head movement. In Duteh,
this is the case if AgrS moves {o C. Assuming now that Top and Wh in

- Duteh are also specified as [-accessible], the V-feature of AgxS represented
in Top/Wh must be removed in order to activate the N-feature of Top/iWVh.
This triggers verb movement to C, along the same lines as verb movement
to AgrS is triggered in subject initial main clauses.

The analyses in this book invariably take Chomsky’s Minimalist Program
as their starting point. In cerfain area’s, however, it appeared necessary
te propose further restrictions.

One restriction, argued for throughout this book, is that economy of
derivation does not entail that steps must be as short as possible. The
abolition of the shortest steps requivement is suggested by the
circumstance that local head movement is generally enforced by
independently established feature checking requirements. In other cases,
such as successive cyclic movement, local movement steps are replaced by
the operation Form Chain of Chomsky (1992). | have taken this operation
to proceed in such a way that intermediate links in a chain are introduced
through generalized transformations before lang distance movement takes
place. It follows from the absence of the shortest steps requirement that
the Equidistance Principle (Chomsky 1992} is not a principle of Universat
Grammar. This is a welcome result, since the Equidistance Principle
predicts that scrambling (movement to the specifier position of AgrOP)
takes place only if verb movement to AgrO takes place as iwell. This
prediction is refuted by the facts of Dutch and related languages. The
Hquidistance Principle, however, does derive part of the organization of
the functional domain. This result is now lost, and the question of the
derivation of the structure of the functional domain must be left as a
subject for further study (see Hoekslra and Zwart 1983b for discussion).

A second refinement of the minimalist approach argued for in this book
is the adeption of a one-level X-bar theory {(cf. E. Hoekstra 1991} This
makes it possible {o derive the effect of target extension in a generalized
transformation in a simple way. The rule is that if « iz adjoined to f§ by
a-generalized transformation, the projection of B has the categorial
features of P and the bar level of ¢. I have proposed to distinguish the
first projection of a head w {the Projection of <) from all other projections
of o« (the Segments of the Projection of o). Unlike in the two-level X-bar
theory, this distinction is not expressed in terms of bar level status, but
in terms of feature content: the Projection of & may host the morphological
features of o, but Segments may not. Specifier can now be defined as a
sister of a Prejection, and specifier-head agreement can be reduced {0 a
sisterhood relation bebtween a specifier and & Projection carrying the
N-features of its head. Since V-features are also checked in sisterheed
configurations (resulting from adjunction to a functional head), and theta-
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role assignment alse requires a sisterhood configuration, we can formulate
the following hypothesis:

{5} All licensing relations aze sisterhoed relations

As was illustrated above, the active role of the Projection of o in checking
the N-features of « is instrumental in explaining the verb movement
pattern in Dutch. .

It follows from (5} that the definition of the notion checking domain
can be sharpened. Assuming Chomsky's (1992) distinction between
complement domain and residual domain, the checking domain of o
consists of those positions in the residual domain of o that are the sister
of o {for checking V-features) and the sister of the Projection of ¢ {for
checking N-features). The internal domain of « can still be defined as the
minimal complament domain of o, i.e. the sister of « in the complement
domain of o. It also follows that head movement does not have the effect
on the definition of checking domain that was argued for in Chomsky
(1992). Since head movement of « to B does not turn the Projection of p
into a Projection of «, the Projection of B cannot be involved in checking
the N-features of o, Thus, the specifier of o, and not the specifier of B, is
part of the checking domain of the chain resulting from the movement of
o to B. Consequently, the specifier of o does not become part of the
internal domain of this chain, contrary to what is proposed in Chomsky
(1992), These definitions make it impossible that the specifier-head
configuration {actually, the specifier-Projection configuration} needed for
Hcensing the subject in AgrSP is recreated in CP, as proposed by Rizzi
{1991a). The definitions do not exclude, however, that head movement
creates a derived checking position for V-features. This follows from the
assumption that the V-features of a head o are carried along in the
movement of & to §. As a result, the V-features of o must be checked by
adjoining the lexical head {the verb, in this case) to ¢ in its derived
position. As mentioned above, this derivation takes place in inversion
constructionsa in Dutch.

Finally, as illustrated abeve, the idea that the Projection of o must
perform the checking operation that eliminates the N-features of oo makes
it possible to intreduce a third instance of parametric variation asseciated -
with functional heads, Next to the strength of N-features and V-features,
the accessibility of functional heads to their Projection can be
parametrized. We may consider this as an arbitrary specification of a
functional head, like the other instances of parametric variation in the
minimalist approach. The accessibility parameter is needed to account for
the phenomenon that sometimes a head must be affected in some way, for
instance by verb movement or by independent functional head movement,
before its N-features can be checked. The N.feature checking in these
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cases is condifional: it takes place only when assisted by such movement
operations. {The principle of Greed is not violated because none of the
movements proposed takes place exclusively to help out other elements.)
The accessibility parameter is intended to express this, linking the netion
of conditional feature checking to the independently established universal
mechanism of feature checking in a sisterhood configuration,
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