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A-MOVEMENT AND THE EPP
Zeljko Bokovic

Abstract The article argues that the EPP should be eliminated. It is shown that in a
number of constructions the EPP does not hold at all. Where it does appear to hold, its
effects follow from independent mechanisms of the grammar. EPP effects concerning
the final landing site of A-movement follow from Case theory. Intermediate
[Spec,IP]s are filled as a result of the requirement of successive cyclicity (i.e.,
locality); otherwise they remain empty, which is unexpected if the EPP were to hold.
In particular, intermediate [Spec,IP]s remain empty in constructions involving
expletive subjects, which | argue do not move at all. It is also argued that the
requirement of successive cyclicity should not be tied to a property of intermediate
heads, as in the feature-checking/filled-specifier requirement approach to successive
cyclicity, but to a property of the movement itself.

1. Introduction

The Extended Projection Principle (EPP) has been in the center of theorizing
within the government and binding, principles and parameters, and

minimalist frameworks ever since Chomsky (1981, 1982; see also Perimutter
1971) proposed it, which is not surprising given that movement to subject

position plays a central role in the theory. Chomsky proposed the EPP, which
requires that all clauses have a subject, to account for the ungrammaticality of
constructions like (1.

(1) *Is likely that Peter likes Mary.

The stipulatory nature of the EPP was immediately obvious and gave rise to
several attempts to deduce it from deeper principles. Thus, several authors
have tried to make the EPP follow from semantic/pragmatic considerations.
For example, Rothstein (1983) argues that EPP effects completely follow
from predicationr—more precisely, the requirement that predicates be
saturated (for relevant discussion, see also Heycock 1994 and Stowell
1983). Under the standard semantic view of predicatitve EPP would then
follow from a deep, semantic requirement. An obvious problem for this

* The material in this paper was presented in a seminar at the University of Connecticut,
NELS 32 (held at CUNY and New York University), and colloquia and lectures at the University
of Maryland, Wayne State University, Universie Paris 8, University of ®aPaulo, University
of the Basque Country at Vitoria, University of Leipzig, Lund University, and Kanda University
of International Studies. | thank all of these audiences amti€8oeckx, Sam Epstein, Howard
Lasnik, Jairo Nunes, and anonymasgntaxreviewers for helpful comments and suggestions.

! The termExtended Projection Principlés a misnomer, because the EPP seems quite
different from the Projection Principle, which requires that lexical properties of lexical items be
satisfied at all levels.

2 Rothstein does not confine herself to this view.
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168 Zeljko Bokovic

approachis raisedby the fact that the EPP canbe satisfiedby semantially
null elementslike the expletivesthere andit.>

(2) a. Iltislikely that Pete likes Mary.
b. Thereis someonean the garden.

Chomky (1995MIT classlectures)suggestshat EPPeffectsarearesut of a
universd thematizationrequrement.This apprachalso faces the problem of

why the EPPis notviolatedin constructios like (2), wherethe matrix-clause
subjectpositionis filled by a semanitally dummyelement.Furthermoe, it is

simply incorrect that evely sentencanug have a theme.For exanple, the
sentencen (4) doesnot containa themeif it is an answerto the questia in

(3). (The whole sentences focdized in the context in questia.)

(3) Whathappewrd?
(4) Mary kissedJohn.

I conclude,therebre, that semanti¢pragmaic appracheshave not brough
us any closerto undestandirg the natue of the EPP.

Among formal apprachesto the EPP, which easily handle expletive
construtions like (2), standsout Chamsky’s (1995) apprach, in which the
EPPis areslt of afeature-tiecking(i.e., morphologcal) requiranent; more
precisely therequirenentthatthe N-feature(or D-feaure) of Infl bechecled
overtly, formalized by consideing the relevan featue to be strong in
Chomky’'s (1995) sense Chamsky (1999, 2000), on the other hand, states
the EPP property as a requiremat to have an overtly fill ed specifer, thus
essentidy going backto his earlier (1981,1982) apprach.

Lasnik (2001ab) provides emgrical evidencefor the superioity of the
filled-specifier approach over the feature-checking approach. Lasnik’s
argumetn is basedon the pseudgappingconstrution, exenplified by (5).

(5) Peterreada book and Mary did a magazing [ye+eadt;].

Lasnik analyzespseudgapping constructims like (5) as involving VP
ellipsis, which he assunes involves PF deletion, with the remnant of
pseudgappingmoving out of the VP prior to the ellipsis via object shift; that
is, overt movemat to [Spec,AgoP]. Lasnik’s analyss is basedon the
assumpbn that English has overt object shift, for which he provides
consideable evidence (see al® the discussionbelow) Unde the overt
object-shit analysis,the verb mustundego short V-movenent in English,
which placesit in front of the shiftedobject.If the verbdoesnotraisein front

3 Someof the standardargumentsin supportof the semanticalf dummy statusof these
elementsconcernthe fact that theseelementscannotbe questionedand contrastivelyfocused,
which immediatey follows if the elementsn questionare semantially dummy.
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of the shifted object,we getanungrammatal constrution, asillustratedby
(6a,b),which contras with (7).

(6) a. *Peteramagazineread.
b. *Peterdid a magazne read

(7) Pete readthe magazne.

Why, then is (5) acceptableeventhoughthe verb appaently doesnot move
in front of the shiftedobject,asit normaly doesin English?Lasnk provides
two answergo the question. Becaug the shortmovanentof theverbin (7) is
overt, it must be driven by a strong feature. Assuming Chomsky’s
(1995:chp. 3) appraach to strengh, in which strengthis treatd as an
illegitimate PF object, Lasnik (19959 suggets that the relevart strong
featureliesin the verb.Normally, the feature is eliminated throughcheckng,
asin (7). Lasnk obseves that, in (5), the featue is eliminated from the
structurethroughthe operationof PFellipsis.As areslt, it is not presentn
the final PF represatation, on a par with (7) andin contastto (6). Lasnik
(2001a,b)suggets an altemative analyss that confamsto the purely Attract
system,n which the formal inadequag driving movementalwayslies in the
target. The alternaive analyss is basedon Chomsky's Two Movemeris
Hypothesis (1995:cha@. 4; seealso Ochi 1998, 1999a,h, in which overt
movementis a result of featue movementfollowed by pied-pipirng of the
remnantcategoy. Folowing Ochi, Lasnk assumeshatthe pied-piping takes
place becase the categoy from which formal featues have moved is
phonologcally deficient The deficiencyis normaly overcomeby moving
the category to a position in the vicinity of its formal featues. Lasnik
suggestghat anotherway of dealingwith the deficiencyis simply to delete
the deficientelement in PF. This is whathappensn (5). Theverbunderges
formal feature movement in overt syntax. The remnant category’s
phonologcal deficiency would normally causea PF crash. Howeve, this
doesnot happenin (5) becase the remnantcatgory is removedfrom the
structure through PF deletion so that it is not presentin the final PF
representton.
It appeas that this analyss incorrectly rulesin (8).

(8) *Mary sad shewon't sleep,althoughwill [y=shesleef.

AssumeChamsky’s (1995:cha. 4) featue-checking approachto the EPP.
Supposeve raisethe formal featuresof she checkingthe featurerespondile
for the EPP effect. We then delete the VP in PF, removing the now
phonologcally deficient elementshe from the final PF representdon. It
appearghatnothinggoeswrongwith this derivation. Lasnikinterpretsthis as
an argumen that the EPP is not merely a feature-tiecking requiremat.
Ratherwhatthe EPPrequiress that[Spec,|P]befill ed;in otherwords,thata
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clausehavea subgct. This bringsus backto Chomskys original concepton
of the EPP.It thus seemsthat twenty yearsof resarch concening the EPP
hasnot broughtusany closerto undestandingthe nature of the EPP.In other
words, we are back wherewe started.Given that no attemptto deducethe
EPPfrom othermechanisma hasworked,the nextlogical step seens to beto
denythe EPPaltogether This is, in fact, the step takenby severalauthorsin
recentwork, in particula, Boeckx (2000a),Castillo, Drury, and Grohmann
(1999),EpsteinandSeey (1999),Grohmann,Drury, andCastillo (2000),and
Martin (1999) (The predeessorsf this line of researb areBorer 1986and
Fukui & Speas1986.)This is alsothe apprach| pursie in this article. The
analysisto be endorseds, however quite different from the analyss arguel
for by the authorsjust cited. Although, like the authorsin quesion, | argue
thatthe EPPshoul be eliminated,| alsoarguethat[Spec,IP]hasto befill ed
in certaincase whereit is not fill ed in the altemative analysegenying the
EPP.As aresut, severalempirical problens that ariseunderthe altemative
analysedo not ariseunder the analysispresengd in this article.

In the following sectians, | discussempiricd argumeis for the EPP. 1
separateheseinto two groups final EPP,consbting of argumets that the
final landing site of A-movementmust be filled to satisfy the EPP; and
intermedate EPP,consistingof argumeirs that intermedate [Spec,IP§ (i.e.,
[Spec,IP¥ that are on the way of A-movement)mug befilled to satisfythe
EPP. In what follows | use the term “EPP” (with quotaton marks)
pretheoetically without presipposingthat the EPP actualy exigs as an
independat condtion of the gramnar. In othe words,| usethetermto refer
tofilling [SpeclP] overtly, regardessof whatis respondile for it—real EPP
(i.e., the EPPwithout quotation marks)or sorething else.

2. “Final EPP”
2.1 BELIEVE

The generalstraegy in this secton is to exanine construtions that violate
the EPPandconsidemwhethe the construtionsin question canbe accounted
for if the EPPis eliminated from the gramnar.

Probally the strongesargumetn for the final EPPinvolvesthe BELIEVE-
classverbsdisaussedin Boovi¢ 1997a.Consicer first (9).

(9) *p [ve KissedJohn]].

The constuction canbe ruled out by appeding to the EPP.Howeve, it can
alsobeaccouwtedfor withoutinvoking the EPP.The constuctionviolatesthe
0-Criterion, becauséhe subgct6-role of kissis not assignedaswell aswhat
| earlier referredto asthe InverseCaseFilter (Bo¥kovic 1997a;the termis
due to Howard Lasnk)—that is, the requiremeat that traditional Case
assignes assigntheir Casefeatues (Tense andnominative in (9)), which in
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the checking theorycanbeinterpretedasa featue-checkingrequiremat.® In
(1), repeate here as (10), the 0-Criterion is not violated. Howeve, the
constructioncanstill be ruled out independatly of the EPPby appealing to
the Inverse CaseFilter (seealso Fukui & Speasl986).

(20) *Is likely that Peterlikes Mary.

The sameholdsfor (11) underthe Casetheoreticapproacho the distribution
of PRO,onwhichthe subjctpositionof control infinitives is a Caseposition.
More predsely, the constuction is ruled out becae the null Caseof the
embeddednfinitival Tensecannotbe assigned®

(11) *Johntried to seemthat Pete likes Mary.

A potential problemfor the Inverse CaseFilter is raisedby quirky subject
constructios suchaslcelandc (12), which appearso invalidate the Inverse
CaseFilter.

(12) Okkur var hjalpad.
USDAT was helped
‘We were helped.’

However, a number of authors (see Belletti 1988, Chamsky 2000:127,
Cowper 1988, Frampbn & Gutmann1999, and Freidin & Sprousel1991,
amongothers)havearguel thatquirky subjecs havea structura Case,which
is not morphologially realized, on top of the inherent case The structura
Caseis checkedaganst the nominatve Casefeature of T in (12). | will
assumehis aswell.

4 SeeBo¥ovit 1997afor argumentgor the InverseCaseFilter. Oneargumenfor the Inverse
CaseFilter not notedthere concernsconstructios like (ia,b), which contrastwith (iia—d). (For
discusson of constructios like (i), seealsoKayne2000andLarson1985.)

(i) a. *Mary loveshere/there.
b. *Mary finds here/theranteresting

a. Mary lovesit here/there.
b. Mary lovesthis/thatplace.

c. Mary findsit interestinghere/there.
d. Mary finds this/thatplaceinteresting

Giventhe naturalassumptiorthathereandtherearenot Casemarked,(ia,b) areruled out by the
Inverse CaseFilter becausethe accusativeCasefeature of the verb cannotbe assigned.The
InverseCaseFilter problemdoesnotarisein (ii) (seealsoAuthier 1991for anInverseCaseFilter
approachto objectexpletives)

5 For the null CaseapproachseeBogovit 1997a,ChomskyandLasnik 1993, Martin 1996,
2001,andOrmazaball995,amongothers.| assumehat, asdiscussedn Martin 1996,2001,the
controlinfinitival Infl is specifiedas[+Tense]andassignsull Case (This is not the casewith
the ECM infinitival Infl, which is specifiedas[-Tense].)

Theinfinitival [Spec,IP]positionin (11) couldactuallybefilled by PRO,in which caseneither
the EPPnorthe InverseCaseFilter would beviolatedin (11). However,on this derivation,(11) is
ruled out by whateve is responsiblefor the well-known ban on expletive PRO. (See also
Hornstén 2001for anaccounbf (11) underthemovemeninto a 6-positionapproactto control.)

(ii)
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Consicer now (13).

(13) a. *Wastold Mary that Pete left.
b. *John believes to havebeentold Mary that Peterleft.

The construtions in (13) can be ruled out by the Inverse Case Filter if we

assumethat both nominative and accusitive must be checkedoverty (not
through Agree or Move F). This is, in fact, what the authorsarguing for

eliminating the EPP as an independen principle assume.(See Epstein &

Seely1999:64-65,72—73and Martin 1999. Boeckx 2000a38 and Castillo,

Drury & Grohmann1999:23differ somevhat. See also Bejar & Massam
1999,who arguethat covertCasecheckng quite generlly doesnot exist.) It

follows that English hasovertobjectshift (i.e., overtmovemat of accustive
NPsto their Case-cheking positionoutdde of the VP, which Mary in (13b)
fails to undego), a position arguedfor by a numkber of authors(seeAuthier
1991; Bo¥kovit 1997a,h Johnsa 1991; Koizumi 1995; Lasnk 1995b,¢

McCloskey2000; Rumer 1998; and Ura 1993,amongothers)

Epsteinand Seey (1999) and Boeckx (20003 propo® accountsof why
Casefeatules cannotbe checled by Agree or Move F. Thus, assumng that
featurescan be checled (i.e., probal) only underc-conmand,Epstén and
Seelyobseve thatwhenelementsY andZ haveto checkagainsteachothe
an uninterpreéable featue X (i.e., a feature thatis uninterpretabé on both Z
andY, whichis thesituation with Casefeatures) X canbecheckeconbothY
andZ only if thetwo atsone pointundego Specheadagreenent. Giventhat
covertcheckinginvolves Agree (or Move F, for that matter),it follows that
Casecheckng mustbe doneovertly. Whereasa traditional Case assignerc-
commandsthe traditional Caseassigneeandtherebre can‘‘probe” the Case
assignemithout category movementof the Caseassignedo the specifierof
the Caseassigrr, thetraditional Caseassigneeloesnot c-commandhe Case
assignerand hencecannotprobe it without this movement. A Spechead
configuration thus needsto be estabishedso that the Case assigneecan c-
command and probethe Caseassignef.

6 As | will discussexpletivethereis involved in Casecheckinguponmergerin [Spec,|P]
Given that upon merger,a projecton of Infl, whose Casefeaturethere checks,c-commans
there | assumehatInfl canprobethere It is worth notingherethatthe systeml developdoesnot
necessarilyequirebanningCaselicensingwithout overt movementfor all languagegwhich the
Epstein& Seely proposalsummaried in the text appearsto do); that is, there could still be
crosslingistic variation in the relevantrespect.

Noticethat! will remainsilentin this article on ¢-featurelicensing.l assumehatif it is done
throughfeaturecheckingit is donethroughAgree (or LF Move F), hencedoesnot induceovert
movementwhichis whatl amconcernedvith in thisarticle. (¢-featurelicensingclearly doesnot
requirea Spec-headonfiguraion, ascanbe seenin expletiveconstructios like Thereare some
womenin the garden)

It is alsoworth notingherethatthe EPPmustinvolve somekind of featurechecking/mathing/
agreemety given that it is not the case that anything can satisfy it, as shown by the
ungramméicality of (i).

(i) *[ip [BecauseMary hadleft] [, arrived someone]].
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Corsidernow (14) and (15).

(14) *John believes to haveseened Pete wasill.
(15) JohnBELIEVES to haveseemedPete wasill.

The sentencen (14) can be ruled out without appeéing to the EPPby the
Inverse Case Filter because the accusative Case of believe remains
unassignd. A questionariseswhetherthereis a verbthatis just like believe
exceptthat it doesnot assignCase.Following the standad pradice, | use
capitallettersfor Caseésscounerpartsof actualverbsthatdo assignCasef
thereis no EPP,it seemsthat we would expectstructure like (15) to be
acceptableln Bo¥ovi¢ 1997a, | discussthe BELIEVE-classextensvely. In
English,the classis instantatedby verbslike conjecture which patternswith
believe in all relevant respect exceptthat it does not assign Case, as
indicatedby thefactthatit cannottakean NP complenent(see(16)), andthe
passivebeliewe andthe nounbelief, both of which differ from active believe
in that they do not assignCase.As discussd in Bokovi¢ 1997a,if we
replace BELIEVE from (15) with one of its instantiations we get
ungrammadtal construtions, asshownin (17).

(16) *John conjectredit/somehing. (cf. Johnconjecturel that Pete was
ill.)

(17) a. *the belief to haveseemedPeterwasill
b. *To haveseemedPete wasill is believel.
c. *Johnconjecturedto haveseemedPete wasill.

ThelnverseCaseFilter cannothelp uswith (17). The BELIEVE problem(i.e.,
theungranmatiality of theexampeésin (17)) canberesdved given the EPP.
Assumingthe EPP, all the constuctionsin (17) are ruled out becawse the

Thisis actuallyimplied evenin Chomsky’s(1999,2000)systemwhereAgreeis a componehof
the compositeoperationMove (seeChomsky2000:122,135, 138) andthe EPPis consideredo
be somekind of a selectimal feature(seeChomsky1999:8,34; 2000:122).(PPsare sometines
suggestedo be ableto satisfythe EPP.However,Bresnanl991and Conway1996convincingy
arguethat the PPsthat appearto be ableto do so, asin | considerunderthe bedto be a good
place to hide are actually NPswith an elided head;[np place underthe bed for the PP in
questim.)

Whatis specialaboutthe EPPfeaturecheckingmatchingis thatit hasto be donein a Spec-
headrelation,which is what Epsteinand Seely(1999)andBoeckx(2000a)assumealsoto bethe
casewith Casefeatures(this state of affairs being deduciblein the caseof Casefeatures,
accordirg to the authorsin questia). Given the similarity, doesthe deductionof EPP effects
from thelnverseCaseFilter represat progress™ does.GiventhatCaseis neededndependetty,
hence not eliminable the deductim still leads to the simplification of the grammar, by
eliminaion of a mechanim. On the more empirical side, | will show that, in several
environnents,clauseswvhoselnfl headis Caselessack a specifier,a stateof affairs that shows
thatthe deductionof EPPeffectsfrom the InverseCaseFilter is empirically superiorto the EPP
itself. In otherwords,| will showthatthe EPPmustbe eliminatedfrom thegrammaron empirical
grounds.lt is importantto bearthis in mind.
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infinitival [Spec,IP] is not filled.” In Bokovic 1997a, | took the

ungramnaticality of (17), or more precisédy, the fact that there are no

grammaical construtions of the typeillustratedin (15), to provide evidence
for the final EPP.In fact, this seemgo be the strongestempiricd argumen

for the final EPPand perhas for the EPPin general It is, however, worth

noting that mog of the constructims with empy subgct postions discussd

earlier(e.g.,(9)«11), (13), and(14)) areruled out independetly of the EPP.
Thefactthatthe EPPrulesthemout redurdantly canbe,andshouldbe, taken

asan argumen againstthe EPP.

A potentialproblem for the EPPaccountof (17) is raisedby (18).

(18) a. *the belief thereto haveseemedsomeonenasill
b. *Thereto haveseemedsoneonewasill is believed.
c. *Johnconjecturedthereto haveseened someonewasill.

In (18), thereis locatedin theinfiniti val subpct postion, satisfying the EPP.
Howeve, the constuctions are still unaccepble. The fact that (18a-€),
wherethe EPPis satisfed, areungranmaticalcanbeinterpreedasindicating
that something othe thanthe EPPis resmnsiblefor the ungranmatiality of
(17). Could it be that thereinsetion leadsto a violation in (18)? For
Chomsky (1995) who assumeshatthereis Caselessthereinsation shoutl
not causeany violationsin (18).2 Howeve, following Martin (1992) Lasnk
(1995ab), BoXkovit (19973, and Epsteinand Seel (1999) ammg others,
andconta Chomsky(1995),l arguein section5.5.thatthereneed<Case.The
sentencein (18) arethenruledout by the CaseFilter, aproblemthatdoesnot
arisein (17). It thuslooks like (18a-€) lead us to one of the following two
conclusons:eitherthe EPPis notrespamsiblefor the unaceptability of (17a—
¢), hencetheseconstrutions do not provideanargumen for the EPP(seefn.
10); or there needsCase.

Another potential problem for the BELIEVE argumen for the EPP is
raised by the ungammaticéity of construtions like (19), disaussedin
Bo¥ovit 1997a.

7 Noticethatthe derivationon which theinfinitival [Spec, PJis filled by PRO,whichsatisfies
the EPP,violatesthe banon expletive PRO.Furthermorethe derivationviolatesthe traditional
CaseFilter underthe null Caseapproacho the distributionof PRObecausehe null Caseof PRO
cannotbe licensed the infinitival Infl beingspecifiedas[-Tense](seefn. 5).

8 The sentencesn (18) may actually be ruled out in Chomsky’s (1999, 2000) system.
However,asnotedin fn. 10, in this system(17a—c)arealsoruled out independentlyof the EPP
((18a—c) are ruled out for essentiallythe samereasonas (17a—c), which makesthe above
discussiorof therole of the EPPin (17) and(18) irrelevantto this systen). (The BELIEVEclass
argumentfor the EPPsimply doesnot hold in Chomsky’s[1999, 2000] system.)
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a. *the belief [Petef to haveseemed; wasill]
b. *the belief [Peter to haveseemedo t; Mary wasill]

c. *Peter to haveseemed; wasill] is believed.

d. *[Peter to haveseemedo t; Mary wasill] is believed.

e. *Johnconjectured[Peter to haveseemed; wasill].

f.  *John conjectured[Petef to haveseemedo t; Mary wasill].

Apparerly, we are not allowed to move Peterin (17) to saisfy the EPP.
(Nothing elsecould motivate A-movementof Peterin (19).) The datain (17)

and(19) lead to the concluson that the EPPis real but that we cannotmove
an NP merely to satisfy the EPP.This is an extremely surpiising state of

affairs. If the EPPwerea semant/pragmatic requiremat we could account

for it. All we would needis to appeatto the widely held assumgbn thatit is

not possibé to do movement in syntax for purely semantiépragmatic

considerabns. Howeve, we have seenthat semanit/pragnatic appraches
to the EPPfaceseriousproblems,the mog blatantof whichis thefact thatthe
EPPcanbe satisfiad by expletives which indicatesthat the EPPis a formal

requiremat. Whatkind of a formal requrementis it thatwe arenot allowed
to do movemaent to satisfyit? Therehavebeenseveralattemps to dealwith

this questia in theliterature.ln Bo%kovi¢ 1997a,l observethat this stateof

affairs canbe capuredby adoptng Chomsky’s(1995chap.3) Greed,which

requiresthat X moveonly if the movemat will helpsatisfyarequiremat on

X. (In fact, | interpretedthe ungramnaticality of (19) asproviding evidence
for Greed.)Howeva, in recentwork, Greedasa prope formulation of Last
Resorthasbeenabandonedn favor of an Attract system,in which formal

inadequaies driving movement always lie in the target of movement.?

Lasnik (1995 and Chomgky (1999, 2000; seealso Frampton& Gutmann
1999) give alternaive accowunts of construtions like (19) basedon the
assumptia that an element mug have an unlicersed Casefeatue to be
visible for A-movement.(Sayingthat X needsan unlicersedCasefeatute in

order to undego A-movementis actually pretty close to sayirg that A-

movementakesplacefor Caserea®ns.)In additionto being stipulatory,the
visibility accountessentidy reinstatesGreedfor A-movement(X canonly

undergoA-movementif the movementwill help overcone aninadequag of

X; namely license its Case-featue) and thus has no natual place in the
Attract systenm-°

® This has happenedprimarily becauseof the way locality restrictons on movemat are
statedand the questionof look-aheadwhich is more seriousunder Greedthan under Attract,
becausea formal inadequacydriving movementcan be eliminated as soon as it entersthe
structureunderAttract but not underGreed.

10 The visibility accountalsoextendsto (17), ruling theseconstructios out independetty of
the EPP,thusremovingthe BELIEVE argumentfor the EPPand making the abovediscussion
irrelevant. Consider,for example,how (17a—c)would be treatedin Chomsky’s (1999, 2000)
system For Chomsky,independetty of the EPPrequirementheinfinitival T in (17) hasto check
(defective) o-featuresp-featuresarecheckedunderAgree—heydo not requireovertmovement
to the specifierof the relevanthead.The only NP that could checko-featuresof the infinitival T
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The myseriouspropety of the EPPof not being ableto drive movement
thusstill remairs to be accountedfor in a principled way. The EPPseemdo
bethe only formal requiranenton the targetthatis appaently not allowedto
drive movament.(In otherwords,we arenotallowedto movesolelyto fix the
EPP.)In this respect, the EPPis the sorethumbof the currenttheory* The
stronges argumen for the EPP, which concernsthe BELIEVE-class (see
however fn. 10 for non-EPPaccouwnts of the crucial datain (17)), is now
startingto look like anargumen againstthe EPP.The thing simply doesnot
makesense.

2.2 Redundangies Accouned for

In Bo¥ovit 1997a,l provide an argumehn for the final EPP basedon the
paradigmin (20) and (21).

(20) **Is likely Johnsleepsoften.
(21) *Johnis likely t sleepsoften.

Although both (20) and (21) are unaceptable,as notedin Bo¥ovit 1997a,
(20) appearsto be worsethan (21). In the current framework, degrees of
ungramnaticality aregeneraly dealtwith in termsof eitherdifferenttypesor
numberof constrants that are violated in a particular derivation. (For an
excellentexanple of the latter, seeEpstein199Q) Given this and assumiig
the EPP,the differencein the degreeof ungranmatiality betwea (20) and
(21) canbeaccouwntedfor. Whereagq21) violatesonly the InverseCaseFilter,
(20) violatesthe InverseCaseFilter aswell asthe EPP.Thus(20) incurs the
same violation as (21) does (an Inverse Case Filter violation) plus an
additionalviolation, nanely an EPPviolation. Howeve, the differencein the
grammaicality betwee (20) and (21) can be accountd for even without
appealig to the EPP. Chansky (1995) suggets that certain featues can
survive checkng; that is, they can undergo multiple feature checkng.
Accordingto Chamsky, Caseis not a featuse of this type. Supposghowever,

in (17)is Peter However the Casefeatureof the NP beingalreadycheckedthis NP is notvisible
for the Agreerelation,justlike it is not visible for movementThe constructiosin (17) arethen
ruled outindependetly of the EPPbecausee-featuresof theinfinitival Infl remainuncheckd.
(The same holds for Lasnik’s [1995b] analysis.) For promising non-EPP accountsof the
constructios in (17), the readeris alsoreferredto Boeckx2000aand Martin 1999.

11 chomsky (2000) actually extendsthe visibility approach,on which propertiesof the
moving elementmust always be taken into consideration to all movement including A’-
movement (This is not the casewith Lasnik 1995b.) However,the only empirical argument
Chomsky gives for the visibility approachto movemat concernsthe EPP. Empirically, the
visibility approachdoesnot seemto be neededat all for A’-movement—i is motivaied only by
the EPP. In fact, as discussedby Saito (2000), who arguesagainstthe visibility approach
altogether the visibility approachcreatesserious problemswhen applied to A’-movement.
Therefore,l will not adoptit here.
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thathavinga Casefeatuie survivecheckng (i.e., underg multiple checkng)

givesa weakerviolation thanan InverseCaseFilter violation. We may then
be able to account for the contras between(20) and (21) by assumig that
bothinvolve aviolation of the methanismthatis resporsiblefor preventing a

Casefeaturefrom undergoirg multiple checkng. Example (20) involvesan

additionalviolation—nanely, a violation of the requiranentthatforcesCase
checkingin Englishto take placeovertly (i.e., in a Spec-headelation). It is

alsoworth noting herethat the gramnaticality differencebetween(20) and

(21) is quite subtle and may not warrant drawing any strong conclusions
concerningeitherthe EPPor the InverseCaseFilter.

2.3 Optionality of Oveat Object Shift

Whereasn earlierwork (see,e.g.,Lasnk 1995b,¢ Lasnk arguedthat overt
objectshift is obligatoryin ECM constuctions,in Lasnk 1999heargues that
overt object shift in ECM constuctions is optional. One of the main
argumets for his claim involves the paradigmin (22) and (23). (Not all
speakersllow the [makeout NP] order.)

(22) | provedevery Mersennenumbernot to be prime.

(23) a. Themathenaticianmack evely evennumberout notto bethe sum
of two primes.

b. Themathenaticianmace out evely evennumbernotto bethesum
of two primes.

According to Lasnik, (22) is ambdguouswith respectto scopepossibiities:
either the universa quantfier or negaton can take wide scope Lasnik
analyzesthes facts as follows: When the universa quantfier underge@s
overt object shift, it musthavewide scopewith resgectto negaion. On the
otherhand,when the universalquantifier stays within the embeddedclause,
either the universal quantifer or negaton can have wide scope.(The
underlying assumgbn hereis that scoperelaions are estabished overtly;
thatis, LF movement,which Lasnk treatsasfeaturemovement,cannotaffect
scoperelations) Lasnk claimsthatthe possbilities for overt objectshift are
disambigu#ed in (23). According to Lasnik, in (23a) where the embedded-
clause subgct preedesthe partide out, the embeddeetlause subgct has
undergoneovert object shift. On the othe hand, in (23b), where the
embeddeetlause subjectfollows out, it remans in the embeddedclause.
Significartly, accordng to Lasnik, in (23a) the universal quantifiec mug
have scopeover negatia, wherea (23b) is ambiguas. The optional overt
objectshift analsisis inconsstentwith the attenpt to deducethe final EPP
from the Inverse Case Filter. Recall that under Lasnik’s analysis, the
universal quantifie remans within the embeddedclause [SpecIP] on the
wide scope of negation readng. Under the Predcate Internal Subject
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Hypothesis, the universal quantifier actually moves to that position The
movemet cannotbe driven by Casebecausehe positionin queston is nota
Caseposition. In fact, Lasnk explicitly claimsthatthe movementis driven
by the EPP.Lasnk gives a whole battey of argumeits for optional object
shift. 1 will addressthese argumetts in section 6, where | provide an
alternatve analyss of Lasnik’s datathatis consstentwith the overt object
shift analyss. Pendingthis discussion,| point out here one argumen for
obligatory overt object shift in ECM constuctions. Corsider the following
constrution, from Bo¥ovi¢ 1997awhichis unaceptableevenif theadjunct
modifiesthe matrix clause.

(24) *When did Johnprovewhom to be guilty?

Underthe obligatoryovertobjectshift analysis the ungranmatiality of (24)
can be easily accounted for. Assuming that the object is highe than the
adjunct after it undegoes overt object shift, the Superioity Cordition is
violatedif the adjunctmovesto [Spec,®] insteadof the object.On the other
hand,underthe optionalovert object shift analyss, the adjunctis higherthan
the object prior to wh-movementon the derivatian in which it modifies the
matrix clauseandthe object remanswithin theembeddedclause.As arestt,
nothing shouldgo wrong if the adjunctmoves to [Spe¢CP] insteadof the
object. Basedon this, | concludein Bo%kovi¢ 1997athat object shift must
take place overtly in ECM construtions. (See this work for additional
argumets to this effect At this point| amfocusingon ECM constructims. |
discusssimple transtive accustive construt¢ions in section7.)

The upshot of the discussion so far (and the discussion of Lasnik’s
paradigmin sectio 6) is that argunents for the final EPP are far from
overwhéming. The attemptto deduce'‘final EPP’ effectsfrom the Inverse
CaseFilter seemspromising. In the next sectian | turn to intermedate EPP
effects,which provide much strongerevidencefor the EPP.

3. “Interm ediate EPP”

3.1 Quartifier Float

The first argumen for the intermediateEPPis provided by quantifier-float
construdions like (25).

(25) The stucents seem[all t;] to know French.

Under Sporiche’s (1988)analyss of quantifier float, in which the elementa
floating quantifier modifies is generatedasa consttuent with the quantifier,
the quantifer being subsequey strandel undermovementof the elemant in
questia, (25) provides evidence that the studens passesthrough the
infinitival [SpeclP] when moving from its 0-posiion, [SpecVP], to the
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matrix clause[SpecIP].*? Given that the embeddedSpec,|P]is not a Case
position,movementto this postion cannotbe motivated by the Inverse Case
Filter.

3.2 Condition A

More evidencefor the intermedate EPP is provided by (26), taken from
Castillo, Drury, and Grohrmann(1999),who attribute the datato Damy Fox.

(26) a. Mary seemdo John[p to appea to herslf to be in the room].
b. *Mary seemdo John[,s to appea to himselfto be in the room|.

Whereasin (26a) the anapho in the embeddedclause can take a matrix-
clauseNP asits antecedst, in (26b)this is not possibe. Why is the anapho
in (26b) unableto takethe expefencerasits antecedent®Notice thatthereis
evidencethat the expefencerNP canc-commnandoutsideof the experiancer
PP,sowe cannotattribute the ungramnaticality of (26b)to the failure of the
potential antecedat to c-command the anapho. Exanple (27a) shows that
theexperiencerNP caninduce a Cordition C violation, and(27b,Q showthat
it canlicens a negaive polarity item andananapho in a position outsideof
the experencer.

(27) a. *It seensto him; thatJohn is in the room.
b. Picturesof any linguist seemto no psychologst to be pretty.
c.  Picturesof himself seemto Johnto be cheap.

The ungrammatality of (26b) immediaely follows if the matrix subject
passes—irfact, mug pass—though the embeddedclause[SpegIP] on its
way to the matrix [SpecIP]. Exanple (26b)thenexhibits a SpecifiedSibject
Condition effect The experiencelis attemping to bind the anapho acrossa
closerbinde, namelythetracein [Spec,IP](see(28b)). The problemdoesnot
arisein (26a) wheretheanapho is boundby the closestsubject(see(28a).*

12 seeMcCloskey2000for very strongevidencefor Sportiche’sapproachlt is often noted
that the ungrammatality of passiveand ergativeconstructios in (i) providesevidenceagainst
Sportiche’s analysis, becausethe surface subject should be generatednext to the floating
guantifie.

(i) a. *The studentsarrivedall.
b. *The studentswverearrestedall.

However,in Bo&ovi¢ 2001a,2002b,| provide an accountof theseconstructios that is fully
compatibé with Sportiche’sanalysisof quantifierfloat. More precisely,| showthat quantifies
quite generallycannotbe floatedin 0-positions(seealso the discussionof (78b) to come)and
demonstate that the ban on floating quantifiersin 6-positions follows from independetty
motivaied mechanismsin otherwords, it is a theorem.

13 1t is worth noting herethat Castillo, Drury, andGrohmanr(1999)arguethatthe experiencer
cannotbind outsideof its PP, basedon the lack of a ConditionB effectin (i).

(i) Mary; seemso John [p t; to appearto him; to bein the room].
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(28) a. Mary; seemdo John[p t; to appeatto herslf; to bein theroom].
b. *Mary; seemso John [,e tj to appeato himself to bein theroom].

3.3 Recongtuction Effecs

Consicer now the following datafrom Lebeax (1991:234) which were also
discussd by Nunes(1995:200-202).

(29) *[His; mothefs; bread]seensto he; __to beknownby evely man to
be _ thebestthereis.

(30) [His; mother’s breal] seemso everyman ___to beknown by hef to
be _ thebestthereis.

The datain question canbe easilyaccouned for if the matrix-clausesubject
passes through the embedded [Spec,IP]s, which can then serve as
reconstruction sites* In (29), the matrix-clause subject has to be
reconstuctedinto the most embeddectlauseto license the boundvariablke
reading. Howeve, the constrution is then ruled out as a Condition C
violation. (Noticethatthe constuctionis acceptale if her andhis motherare
not coindexed,which indicatesthatthe quantifier canbind a variableoutside
of the by-phrase). On the other hand,in (30) we canrecmstructthe matrix
subject to the higher infinitival [SpegIP], a position where the bound-
variablereadingcan be licensed without indudng a Cordition C violation.

Similar argumeis can be construted with respect to other phenonena
where recanstruction is relevant.| believe, however, that there is already
enough evidence to conclude that the *‘intermediate EPP’ holds.
Intermedate subjectpositionscanbe, andin fact mustbe, there.The Inverse
CaseFilter cannothelpin this case,asit did in the caseof the “final EPP}
given thatwe are not dealingwith Case-licening positions.So, do we have
hereevidencefor the EPP?That is, do we needto concludethat the EPPis
neededbasedon the “intermediate EPP’ effectsdiscussd in this section?
Not necessaly. The next sectionshowsthat the datain quesion can be
capturel without posting the EPP.

Notice,however thatthe experienceis quite plausiblytoo far awayfrom the pronounto inducea
ConditionB violationin (i). In fact, thereis a subjectinterveningbetweertheexperienceandthe
pronoun—amely thetracein theembeddedSpec,|P]—wilich plausiblysaveq(i) from violating
ConditionB.

4| usethetermreconstructim throughait this sectioninformally to referto interpretatio of
intermediag positionsin nontrivial chains.The processn questioncaneitherinvolve activation
of lower copiesof chainsin LF or a derivationd online applicationof relevantconditionsat the
point whenthe intermediatepositionsare actually headsof chains.
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4. Accounting for “Intermedi ate EPP” Effects: Successie Cyclicity

It is standarty assumedhat the wh-phrasein (31) passe (more precisdy,
must pass)through the intermediate [SpecCP] as a result of successive
cyclicity.

(31) What do you think [t; that Mary boughtt;]?

Note thatthereis no requireanentthat the specifierof the CP headel by that
befilled, asshown by the gramnaticdity of (32), where the specifierof the
embeddedCP remainsemgy.

(32) You think [that Mary bought a car].

Apparerily, wha mug passthroughthe embeddedSpecCP] in (31) for a
reasonindependat of any propery of that, which does not require a
specifier.In othe words, creationof the embedded[Spec,@] in (31) is a
reflex of succesive cyclic movemaent. It is requiredby a propety of this
movement,not by a propery of that | would like to suggesthat the same
holdsfor the movementof the studens to the emtedded[SpecIP] in (33).

(33) The studeng seem[t; to havet; liked Frend].

Departirg from standardassumpgbns, | would like to sugges that just like
what in (31), whose final landng site is [SpecCP], passesthrough the
embedded[SpecCP] as a resut of succesive cyclic movemat (not a
property of C), the stucentsin (33), whos final landng site is [SpeglIP],
passesthrough the emlkedded [Spec,IP] as a resut of succesive cyclic
movement,not a property of Infl, which, like that, does not requre a
specifier.In othe words,| suggesthat(31) and(33) shoutl betreatedin the
same way in the relevan respect In particular, the successivecyclic
movementtreatmentof (31) shouldbe extendedto (33).

Let us seewhat this suggstion would imply when pluggedinto some
recentaccountsof the constructionsin quesion. Chomsly (2000) follows
standardassumptionsn making a distinction between(31) and (33) in the
relevant respect (see, however, Chomsky 1999, which also explaes an
alternative andysis). Following standard assunptions, Chomsky (2000)
assumeghat Infl always requiresa filled specifier. In other words, it is
subjectto the EPP.As for that, Chomskyassumeshat that may, but doesnot
have to, have the EPP property*®> Example (32) instantiatesthe no EPP
propertyoption. As for (31), althoughin principle that doesnot haveto have
the EPP property, accordingto Chomskythe no-EPPoption for that is ruled

15 | referto headsthatalwaysrequirea specifier,which is not the casewith that, astrue EPP
heads. Note that this article is concernedwith eliminating the true EPP, which holds
independetly of successiveyclic movement
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out in (31) by the Phase-ImpenetrabilityCondition, which saysthat only the
headandspecifierof a pha® are accessibléor movemento a positionoutdde
of the phag1° Becaus for ChomskyCP is a phasejt is necessaryo move
what in (31) to the embeddedSpec,CP]so that what can later be moved
outsideof the CP. This is accomplishedy giving that the EPPoption. If that
is notgiventhe EPP option,whatwould not moveto theembeddedSpec,CP],
asa resultof which it could not move outsideof the embeddedCP dueto the
Phase-ImpenetrabilityCondition. Technically, it would be easyto extend
Chomsky’'saccountof (31) to (33). We would just needto assumethat Infl
may, but neednot, havethe EPPpropertyandthat IP is a phase:’ Chomsly
arguesthat IP is not a phase.Interestingly, the criterion for phasehooche
adopts—propsitionality—would classify the embeddedP in (33), and in
fact, all raising IPs, asa pha®. The embeddectlausein (33) seemsto be a
completepropositionand shouldtherefae count asa phag*® We coud also
relativizethe notion of phasehoodor locality of movementollowing theline
of researchhat originatedwith Rizzi (1990),who showsthatin a numberof
respectsrelativizedbarrierhoodis supeior to rigid barierhood.(Chomsky's
conception of phase-basedocality correspads to rigid barrierhood.)In
particular, one could easily develop a relativized phasesysten, where CP
would be a phasefor elementsundergoingmovementto CP, and IP for
elementsundergoingmovementto IP. The Phase-Impnetrability Condition
would thenagainforce movementthroughthe infinitival [Spec,IP]in (33).
The upshot of this discussiom is that my proposl concening the
“intermediateEPP’ canbe incorpomatedinto Chomsk’s (2000) sysem. In
fact, the incorpomtion would not face any of the problens for the true

¢ |n what follows | ignorevP asa phase.

71t is worth noting in this respectthat Ormazabal(1995) arguesthat raising and ECM
infinitives are actually CPs.

One possibility that | will not exploreherewould be to assumehat eachphraseis a phase,
which seemsto be the null hypothesis,essentidy importing Manzini's (1994) proposalthat
movemenimustproceedthroughthe domainof eachheadinto a phase-basd system.Underthis
analysis.eachheadwould haveto be assignedan EPPpropertywhenmovementakesplaceout
of its maximal projection from its complement.

18 Comparealsothe infinitive in Thereseemedo havearrived someonawith the embedded
finite clausein It seemedhere had arrived someoneor It seemedsomeonehad arrived. The
embeddedinite clauseseemgo be no more of a propositio thanthe infinitive.

Chomsky (2000) gives two empirical argumentsthat IPs are not phases(see Franks &
Bo¥ovit 2001 for an additionalargumentthat is not discussechere).First, he claimsthat, in
contrastto CPs,IPs are not phonobgically isolable,which is supposedo follow from themnot
beingphasesSecondthe assumptiorthat IPs are not phasess supposedo provide us with an
accountof the fact that partial raisingof the associatén expletiveconstructionss generallynot
possible asshownby the ungrammatiality of * Thereseemsomeonéo havearrived. | discuss
thelatter propertyin section5.1, wherel argue following Castillo, Drury, andGrohmann(1999)
andEpsteinand Seely(1999)that Chomsky’'saccountof that propery cannotbe maintained As
for the former, the claim that IPs are not isolable cannotbe maintained Thus, IPs canunderg
right-noderaising, as shownby (i).

(i) Mary wonderswhen,and Johnwonderswhy, Peterleft.

For problemswith Chomsky’sapproactto phasesseealso Epsteinand Seely1999 (pp. 44-46)
and Bo¥ovit, in press.
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intermedate EPP discussd in the next sectilm. However, | hesitateto
endorsehis analyss herebecase Chansky’s (2000)apprachto successive
cyclic movementseemgo meto beonthewrongtrack. The problemwith the
approacthis thatit relatesthe successiveyclic movemat of whatin (31)to a
propertyof that As aresult,it is diffi cult to rule out constuctionslike (34)in
a principled way, given the derivation on which we have chosenthe EPP
option for that, which resuts in the movemet of what to the embedded
[Spec, @], just asit doesin (31) (seethe disaussionof (36) andsecton 5.2.
for addiional problens)*®

(34) *Who thinks what that Mary bought?

The mog principled way of accounting for (34) seemsto be to divorce
movementthroughintermediate[Spec,®]s from C—thatis, not to consder
it to be a result of a propeaty of C but of the movemaent itself. This was
actually the standard assumptia until very recently.For exanple, this was
the casewith Takahahi’'s (1994)systemthe mog comprelensiveaccountof
locality of movementin early minimalism, basedon Chomsky andLasnk’s
(1993)Minimize ChainLinks Principe (MCLP).?° For Takahahi, successive
cyclic moveamentis not a resut of featurecheckng. Rather,it is a resultof
therequrementthatall chan links be asshortaspossibé ** Therequiremet
forceselementX undergoig movement of type Y to stopat everypostion of
typeY onthewayto its final landingsite,independentlyof featurecheckng.
The MCLP thusforceswha in (31) to passthrouch the embeddedSpecCP]
onits way to the matrix [Spe¢CP]. It also forcesthe studens in (33) to pass
through the embeddedSpeclP] on its way to the matrix [SpecIP]. The
intermedate [SpeGCP] and [SpegIP] in the construtions in queston are
filled asaresut of the propery of the movemers involved We do not need
to invoke a propety of the embeddedC andInfl to drive the movamentto
these positions. Notice also that, becase no featue checkingis posted
betweena wh-phraseand declargive C, both (34) and (32) are easily
accounte for. In particular, (34) violatesLast Resort.

The old problem of the impossbility of intermedate preposition (P)
stranding provides further evidence for the supeiority of the MCLP
approachConsider(35) and (36).

19 Notice thatit is not possibleto appealto the Doubly Filled Comp Filter, becausenothing
changesf thatis replacedby a null C, asin *Who thinkswhat Mary bought?See,however the
following discussiorfor a way of handling(34) hintedat in Chomsky2000.For muchrelevant
discussbn, seealso Saito 2000.

20 Takahashi'sapproachis revived by Boeckx (2001b),who also providesconvincing new
argumend for this approachto locality of movement

2! Takahashiassumeshe Form Chainoperation Underthis approach|_ast Resortis relevant
to theformationof a chain,notlinks of a chain.In otherwords,formationof a chainmusthavea
feature-tieckingmotivation,notformationof chainlinks. Notice alsothatbecausé&orm Chainis
a single operation formation of a chain cannotbe interleavedwith anotheroperation(in this
respectseealsoCollins 1994).Thus,in the structureX; Y t; t;, with X; t; t; athree-merberchain
andY the targetof movementno movementof X takesplaceuntil Y entersthe structure.
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(35) a. In which garagedid you find that car?
b. Which garagedid you find that carin?

(36) *Which garagedo you think in (that) Johnfound that car?

Although pied-pping of the P is in principle optioral in the constru¢ions
under consideation, it cannottake place in an intermedate position, as
shownin (36). Unde Chomsky’s (2000) appraach to successivecyclicity,
which ties succasive cyclic movemant to a propertyof intermedate heads
andconsides eachstepof successie cyclic movemen a sepaate operatian,
it is very difficult to account for the contrastbetwee (35b)and(36). It seems
that (36) is incorrectly ruled in.?? On the other hand, accountingfor thes
factsunderthe MCLP apprachis straghtforwad, given that, as discussd
earlierandarguedfor extensivelyin sectian 5.2, the embeddeddeclardive C
doesnot eshblisha featue-cteckingrelaion (i.e., it doesnot undego Spec-
headagreement)with a wh-phrase.n (35), wh-movenent takesplace after
the matrix C, which drivesthe movement, entersthe structure(seefn. 21).
Thechainstating in the original postion of thewh-elementgPPin (35a)and
NP in (35b))andfinishingin the matrix [SpecCP]is thenformed formation
of the chan being driven by a formal inadequag of the matrix C—tha is,
checkingits strong [+wh] feature—hus confarming with Last Resort.The
MCLP forcesthe movemat to proceedvia the intermedate [SpecCP], but
no featule checkng takesplacein this position.In contras to (35), (36) does
not involve a single chan formation. Rathe, there aretwo separag chains:
oneinvolving movanentof a PPto the embedded[Spe¢CP], andthe othe
involving movemet of the wh-phrase,an NP, from inside the PP to the
matrix [SpecCP] 3 Givenmy conientionthatno feature checking(i.e., Spec-
head agreement with the embeddeddeclardive C takes place in the
construtions under consideation (C doesnot require movement of a wh-
elementto [Spec,@®]), formation of the first chainviolatesLast Resort. The
contras betwea (35b) and (36) is thus accounted for. The impossbility of
intermedate P-stramling provides further evidencethat successig cyclic
movemaet is not driven by a requiremat on intermedate heads

It is also worth noting in this respect the following quantifier-float
constrution from Sportiche (1988)%*

(37) Thecarpets(all) will (all) have(all) been(all) being(all) dustedfor two
hours.

22 Notice that movementout of [Spec,CPP is in principle possible yielding at worst a very
weakviolation. In this respectpoticethe contrastetweerfAWhodo youwonderwhich picture of
Janeboughtand (36), both of which involve extractionof a complementof P from [Spec,CP.

23 Form Chain being a single operation we cannotdrop the P, thus changingthe categorial
statusof the elementundergoilg movementwithout breakingchain formation. (Note that, as
discussedn Bo¥ovi¢ 2001a,2002b,in quantifierfloat constructios strandingof the quantifier
doesnot leadto changingthe categorialstatusof the elementundergoingmovement.)

24 The last all actually seemsto be an instanceof all meaning‘entirely’ (Bobaljik's [1995]
completive all) ratherthan a floating-quartifier all.
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UnderSportiche’saccountof quantifer float we areled to the conclusionthat
thecarpetsin (37) passe throughall the positionsin which all canbe placed.
It is unlikely that all the positionsin questioninvolve the feature-checkng/
EPPpropety. Onthe othe hand, Takahahi’'s (1994) analysiscan be easily
extendedto (37). What is important hereis that, under a Takahashi-stle
analysis,A-movementcan be forcedto proceed via intermediate[SpegIP]s
independatly of the EPP. As a result, we can accountfor “intermediate
EPP’ effectswithout appeding to the EPPitself.

Thereis asuggeton in Chom&ky 2000(p. 109), morefully workedoutin
Chomsky1999(p. 29), which hasthe effect of makingthe movementto the
specifierof a phaseheadthat doesnot obligatorily havethe EPP propaty
essentiallyindependat in terms of the driving force from the phasehead
itself, evenin a phasebasedlocality sysem. The suggestioris to make the
assignmenbf an EPPpropety to nontrueEPPheadscondtionedon it being
requiredto pernit succasive cyclic movement (see Chomsky 199929 for
anotherpossbility). The embeddedclauseheadsn (31) and(33) canthenbe
assignechn EPPfeature (given the abovesuggestiorto extendphaséoodto
theinfinitive in (33)), since the assignnentis necessar to permit successive
cyclic movement.On the otherhand,the embeddedclauseheadsn (32) and
(34) cannot be assignedan EPP feature, becawse the assignmentis not
necessaryto permit succeasive cyclic movement. Under this analysis,
movementhroughthe specifierof anontrueEPPphaseheadis really areflex
of successiveyclic movemat. The phaseheadis essatially a bystanderBy
itself, it cannotinduce movement to its specifier hencethe ungranmatiality
of (34). In otherwords,we arenot dealng herewith true intermedate EPP,
which this work is attemping to eliminate (Note, however, that the datain
(35) and (36), particularly the ungranmatiality of (36), appearto remain
unaccourgd for even under this version of the phaseanalysis. The same
holdsfor the phenomenalisaussedin sectin 5.2.)

There are other ways of instantating the idea that movemen to the
embeddeetlause specifier in both (31) and (33) takes place becawse of
locality, not becauseghe embeddedclauseheadalwaysrequires a specifier.
Thus,we canimplementthe ideaby appeding to the old notion of a phrase
boundarybreakinga chain(seeAoun 198672), nowrelatvized in suchaway
that CP bre&s an A’-movementchain,and IP an A-movementchain, which
is relatabk to the final landing sites of these movaments. Corsider the
conditionin (38)2°

(38) The Succesive Chan Links Cordition
*Aj [« Aj], where o dominaksA; andexcludesA;, A; andA; successie
links of achainp anda = CPif A isin anA’-position,a = IP if A; is
in an A-position.

25 seealsothe nextfootnotefor a versionof the analysisbasedon (38) that doesnot require
appeaihg to the notion of chain.
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Given (38), A’-movementis not allowed to crossa CP bounday, and A-

movemat is notallowedto crossan|IP bounday. A way aroundthe blocking
effect of the CP andIP is to adjointo the CP andIP. UnderKayne’s(1994)
proposalthattraditional specifiersareactally adjunctsthisis tantamountto
movemet through[SpecCP] and [SpegIP]. | concludetherebre that (38)
forcesmovemat through[Spec,®] and[Spec,|P]for A’- and A-movement,
respectivly. Whatis importantfor our current purpo®sis that (38) gives us
“intermediateEPP’ effectsfor A-movemat without empoying true EPP?®

Yet anoter possibiity is to appealto Manzini's (1994) apprach to
locality, which requiresmovementto passthroughthe doman of eachhead.
A relativized minimality verson of Manzni's proposl would require
movemaet to passthroughthe domainof eachheadof an apprgriate type,
A’-hed for A’-movenent and A-headfor A-movemen A consguenceof
thisis that A’-movementwould haveto passthroughthe domain of C andA-
movemaet throughthe doman of Infl. Both movement throudh [Spe¢CP],in
the caseof A’-movementandmovemenmthrough[Spec,IP] in the caseof A-
movemaent, arethenforced by locdlity.

For ease of exposition, | will continue the discussion assuming
Takahahi’'s (1994) MCLP analyss of locality. The detdls of the analyss,
however are not essentialhere. Working them out would entail giving a
complge accountof succesivecyclicity andlocdity of movemant, notorious
issuesthat go well beyondthe scopeof this article. The main goal of the
precedng disaussionof successie cyclicity wasto point out an important
ingredientthat a successfl theory of succesive cyclic movenent shout
have,whichthe currentphase-basetheoryof successie cyclicity is missing.
Thislackis dueto achangen the perspectie concernng thedriving force of
successie cyclic movemet that was mace in a departue from a long-
standirg tradition. (Note, for exanple, thatin the Barriers system successie
cyclic movemaet wasconstereda resultof a propety of movementor the
resultingchan], not intermedate landing sites)

Returnirg to the maintopic, the mog important point madein section4 is
the proposl that movement through intermedate [SpeclIP]s shoull be
treatedon a par with movemat throughintermedate [SpecCP]s. The best
way of dealingwith the latter is to considerit a reflex of succesivecyclic
movemet—more predsely, a resut of the propertyof the movamentitself
ratherthan a property of the C head,which clearly independatly doesnot
require a specifier The suggestn is to treat passing through intermedate
[Spec,IP% in the sameway, which means that an intermediatelnfl doesnot
require a filled specifier. This way, we can capture “intermediate EPP’

26 A versionof this analysisthat would not requirean appealto the notion of chainwould
makethe stepof crossinga CPboundaryjn the caseof A’-movenent,andan|P boundaryjn the
caseof A-movenent,in itself illegitimate, requiringadjunctionto CP and|IP (i.e., movemento
[Spec,CPand[Spec,IPJlunderKayne’sproposal)n its spirit, this analysiswould be closeto the
Barriers system(Chomsky1986a),with “relativized barriers” CP andIP beingvoidedthrough
adjunction
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effectswithout the EPP.In the next sectionl showthatthe succasivecyclic
movementapproacho “intermediateEPP’ effectsis empiricdly supeior to
the EPP approach(i.e., the apprach on which intermedate [SpeclIP]s are
filled asaresultof therequiranentthatevely senencehavea subgct).| will

show that in a numker of configurations intermedate [Spec,IP$ remain
empty (i.e., arenot createl), which raisesan insurmountible problemfor the
EPP.1 will alsoshowthatexacty in theseconfigurations[SpecIP] doesnot
haveto be fill ed asa resultof succesivecyclic movemant.?’

5. Arguments againg the Intermediate EPP
5.1 Merge over Move
Considerthe datain (39).

(39) a. Thereseemdo be a manin the garden.
b. *There seemsa man to bet; in the garden.

Chomsky(1995)givesanaccount of (39) thatassumeshe EPP.Theaccount
is basedon the Merge-over-MovepreferenceAccordingto Chomky, at the
pointwhenthe embeddedlauseis built we needto insertsometling into the
infinitival [SpeclP] to satisfythe EPP,anovertsyntaxrequiranent.We have
two possibiities for doing this in (39). We can eitherinsertthere, which is
presentin the numeation, into [SpeglP], or we can move the indefinite to
this postion. Chom&ky arguesthat lexical insertionis a simpler operation
than movement. Therdore, the possiblity of expletive insetion into the
embeddedSpecIP], which for Chomsky takesplace in (39a), blocks the
indefinite movementto the emkedded[Spec,|P] which takes placein (39b).
Castillo, Drury, and Grohmann (1999) and Epstein and Seel (1999),
however observe several problems with the Merge-oser-Move account.
Consider first the following construction from Castillo, Drury, and
Grohmann,attributedto JuanRomeroand Alec Marantz (seealso Epsten
& Seely 199, Frampbn & Gutmann1999,andNunes & Uriagereka2000),
wherethe indefinite hasappaently moved to [SpecIP] althoudh anexpletive
wasavalable for lexicd insertion

(40) Therewasa rumorthata man wast; in the room.

To dealwith thistypeof constuctionChamsky (2000)introducestheconcept
of subnumeattion, definedon phass. More precisely,Chomsky propo®sthat
eachphasehasits own subnumeation. Giventhatthe expletive is not preent

27 1t is worth noting herethat the argumentsagainstthe EPPgiven in section5 canalsobe
acconmodatedn EPP-lesanalyseshatdo notassumeé‘intermediateEPP’ effects(i.e., passing
through intermediate[Spec,IP]s) as in Boeckx 2000a, Castillo, Drury, and Grohman 1999,
Epsteinand Seely1999, Grohmann Drury, and Castillo 2000,and Martin 1999.
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in the subnumeation correspading to the embeddedtlause,the option of
expletiveinsertionis not avaiable.
A seriousproblem for this analyss is raisedby (41).

(41) a. Therehasbeena book putt; onthetable.
b. *There hasbeenput a bod on the table.

Lasnik (19959 argueghattheindefinite in (41a)movesovertly to satisfy the
EPP?® Under Chamsky’s definition of phase the construgions in (41)
containonly onephase(pasive VP is not a phasefor Chomsy). As arestt,
the expletive shoull be available for lexicd inserfon at the point when the
indefinite undergaes movemert in (41a). Given the Merge-ower-Move
prefererce, the possbility of expletiveinsation shouldblock the indefinite
movemaent. As aresut, (41b) shoud block (41a).
Consicer now (42).

(42) Mary believesJohn to t; know Frend.

At the point when the embedded clauseis built in (42), there are two

possibiities for satisfying the EPP.We caneithermove Johnor MergeMary
into that postion. Given the Merge-over-Move prefererte, the latter shoutl

block the former. As a result, we cannot derive (42). Chomslk (1994)
observeghatthe derivatian on which Mary is introducedinto the embedded
[Spec,|Pleventudly violatesthe 6-Criterion.2° Howeve, we needlook-ahed
to takeadvantagef this to rule outthe derivation in questia. To avoidlook-

aheadChamsky (2000)propo®sthe conditionthatargumers canbe merged
only in 0-positions The condtion blocks the unwantel derivatian for (42)
without look-ahead.Howeve, Epsteinand Seely (1999:48-B) point out
several problems with this condition. For one thing, the condition is

massivey redurdant.For exanple, the conditionunnecssarilyrulesout (43),

whichis plawsibly alreadyruledoutbecausé is unintergetable(i.e., becase
the presenceof Johninducesa Full Interpretationviolation).

(43) *Johnseemghat Pete likes Mary.

Basedon thes problens, Epsteinand Seel (1999)and Castilo, Drury, and
Grohmann (1999) argue that the Merge-overMove prefererce should be
abandoed.If the preferencds abandoed,a questim ariseshow the datain
(39), especidly the ungranmatiality of (39b),canbe accountd for. Notice,
however that (39b) raisesa problemonly if thereis EPP.If thereis no EPP
(moreprecisdy, if theonly [SpeclIP] positionsthatneedto befilled arethose

28 Underthe partitive Casehypothets, to be discussedthe indefinite may be locatedin its
Case-chedkg position.

291t would alsoyield a Caseviolation if we assumethatthe traceof Mary in the infinitival
[Spec,IP]blocks Caselicensingof John (seesection5.5.5).
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thatarerequiredby the InverseCaseFilter or the MCLP; i.e., therequiremat

of succesivecyclic movement) the ungranmaticalty of (39b)canbe easily
accountd for. Thereis no reasonto move the indefinite to the embedded
[Spec,IP] hencethe movemen is blockedby the Last ResortCordition.

5.2 Ellipsis

Certainfacts concening ellipsisin infinitival construtions provide anoter
argumen againstthe EPP.Lobeck (1990) and Saib and Murasugi (1990)
notethatfunctional headscanlicens ellipsis of their complenentonly when
they undego Specheadagreemen{SHA); that is, featue checking.Thus,
(44) shows that tensedinfl, 's, and[+wh] C, which according to Fukui and
Speas (1986) undergo SHA, license ellipsis, whereas the nonageeing
functional categotes the andthat do not.

(44) a. Johnliked Mary and[,p Pete; [- did t-like-Mary]] too.
b. John'stalk aboutthe economywasinteresting but [pp Bill [p's

talk-abeutthe-econeny|] wasboring.

c. *A singlestudent cameto the classbecawse [pp [ the studen]]
thoughtthat it wasimportant.

d. Johnmetsoneonebut| don't know [cp Wwho [¢ C Jehnmett]].

e. *JohnbelievesthatPete metsomeondut| don'tthink [cp[c that

Petermetsoemeony.

As disaussedby Martin (1996,2001; seealso Bo¥ovit 1997a and Koizumi

1995), VP ellipsis is also possibe in contol infinitives, which is expeded
underthe Casetheoreticapprachto the distribuion of PRO,in which PRO
in (45)is checledfor null Caseby theinfinitival Infl, to, hencemustundergo
SHA with to.

(45) Johnwasnot surehe could leave,but hetried [ PRQ [, to tHeavd].

Significartly, Martin (1996, 2001; see also Bo¥ovi¢ 1997aand Koizumi
1995) observeghat VP ellipsis is not possibe in ECM infinitives.

(46) *John believed Mary to know Frend but Pete believed [agop Jang
[ip ti [ to knowFrendi]]].

Epsteinand Seely(199981) interpret this asindicating that, in contrastwith
to in (45), to in (46) doesnot undergoSHA. This in turn providesevidence
against the featue-checkng approachto the EPP; more precisely, the
intermedate EPPgiven overt object shift. Underthe analyss propo®d here,
which assumesovert object shift, Jane passe through the infinitival
[Spec,IP]in (46). However, the movement is forced by the MCLP, not a
feature-teckingrequirament.As aresult,no SHA with to takesplacein (46)
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in spiteof Janepassinghroughthe embeddedSpecIP]. In this respectnote
the possbility of quantifie float in (47), which under Sportiche’s(1988)
analysisindicatesthatthe ECM subgctindeedpasseghroughthe infinitival
[Spec,IP]°

(47) | believethe stucentsall to know Frend.

Theungranmaticlity of (48), takenfrom Bo%kovi¢ 1997a,is alsorelevart to
the currentdiscusson.

(48) *Johnmetsoneonebut | don’'t know who Pete sad [cpti [ C Jehn
mett]].

Apparetly, IP ellipsisis not licensedin (48). This canbe readly accounted
for if passingthrough an intermedate [Spec,@] does not imply featue
checking(i.e., SHA with C), asl argue.In fact, the ungranmaicality of (48)
shouldbe takenas additionalevidenceagainstthe feature-tieckingview of
successie cyclic movemaent, on which C would undergoSHA in (48). Unde
this view, (48)is incorrecty expededto patten with (44d) ratherthan(44e)

Noticethatin Chomgky’s (2000)system the SHA requiranenton ellipsis
would berestatecasan EPPrequiremat (seealsothe discussiorof the EPP
with respect to selection and agreement in fn. 6). The facts under
consideation, both those concerningC andthoseconcening Infl, thusalso
provide evidenceagainstChamsky’s (2000) sysem. In this sysem, (46) and
(48) areincorrecty predicedto be acceptale becaseto andthe declardive
C take a specifier

Note aso that the feature-checking approach to successive cyclic
movemaet forceson us a rather perverseassumpgbn that in construtions
like Whatdo you think that Mary bought(i.e., (31)), the wh-phrase,a [+wh]
element,undegoesSHA with the declrativecomgementizerthat, which is
specified as [-wh] (see Lasnk & Saito 1992)3! The assumptia is not

30 Following Lasnik and Saito (1992), Martin (1996, 2001) arguesconvincingly that some
traditionalraisingpredicateshavecontrolvariants.As expectedgiventhe discussiorof (45), the
controlvariants whoseinfinitival complemen{Spec,IP]is filled by PRO,allow VP ellipsis.The
readeris referredto Martin 1996, 2001 for convincingargumentshat (i), whereVP ellipsisis
allowed,instantiateshe controlvariant. Wherethe controloptionis ruledout, asin (ii) (expletive
there cannotcontrol PRO), VP ellipsisis disallowed,as expected.

0] Kim may not leave,but Sarahis likely to leave
(i) *It wasannouncedhattheremay be ariot, so everyonebelievesthereis likely
to beariet.

31 A similar problemalsoseemso arisein Chomsky’s(2000)system given that Agreeis a
componeh of Move (seefn. 6). Notice thatin the preminimaist tracetheory of movementa
solutionto the problemin questionwasavailabk. Thus,LasnikandSaito(1992)proposedhata
wh-phrasein [Spec,CP and its tracein an intermaliate [Spec,CP differ with respectto the
specificaton for the [wh] feature the wh-phraseputnotits trace,beingspecifiedas[+wh]. They
furthermoreassumedhat the tracein an intermediatd Spec,CP](not the headof the wh-chain)
undergoesSHA with the intermediateC. Under theseassumptias, (31) would not have to
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necessarynderTakahahi's (1994)apprachto succeasivecyclic movemaent,
wherethe moveamentto the intermedate [Spec,@] is forced by the MCLP,
not afeatuie-checkingequirament;thereforeno SHA betweerthewh-phrase
and that hasto take place in the constru¢ion in questio. This shoull be
takenasanoterargumenmfor the superiorityof the MCLP apprachoverthe
feature-tieckingapproachto successiveyclic movement.

5.3 Effecton Outpu

Returnirg to the cental topic of the article, the EPP, anotherargumen
againstthe EPPis providedby (49).

(49) a. Thereseemdo be someondn the garden.
b. Someoneseemdo bein the garden.

Chomsky (1995) who treas the EPPin termsof strongfeatue checkng,

arguesthat an elementcanbe presentin a numeraton only if it hasan effect
ontheoutput.In the caseof strengththeeffectis reflededin PF—namey, in

causing disgacement (with a change in word order, not PF vacuous
displacenent). In otherwords,for Chomgky, strengthcanbe preentin the
numeratdn only if it inducesmovemat thathasa PFeffect3? As aresult,as
observedby Nunes (1995:165), the infinitival Infl in (49) cannothave a
strongfeatue becausehe featue would not have an effect on PF. In othe

words,the EPPcannothold for the embeddedlausein (49).

5.4 Double There

The notoricus doublethere constrution raisesanotherproblemfor the EPP,
especiallyunderthe position, held by Chamsky (1995), that there does not
haveCase.lt is difficult to rule out doublethere constructonslike (50) in a
principled way given this assumgbn andthe EPP33

(50) *Thereseemshereto be soneonein the garden.

involve SHA betweera [+wh] anda [-wh] elementHowever,the analysiscannotbe maintained
underthe copy theoryof movementwhereit is impossibleto maintainthe assumptia thatin a
constructdn like (31), thewh-phrasen the matrix interrogaive [Spec,CP]but notthe elementn
theintermediatg§ Spec,CPJactuallya copy of thewh-phrase)is specifiedas[+wh]. (In addition,
in the currentsystem,underthe feature-tieckingapproachto successiveyclic movementthe
headof the wh-chainitself would undergoSHA with that sincethe SHA would take placebefore
the root-clausestructureis built.)

32 See also Chomsky 2000 (p. 109) concernig the filled-Spec EPP requirement. The
argumentgivenin the text canthusbe extendedo this view of the EPP.

% Chomsky (1995) gives an accountof the doublethere constructbn that | have shown
(Bo%kovit 1997a98-99) to cause very seaious problems for his andysis of expletive
constructbns, hence cannotbe maintained(see, however, Chomsky 2000 for an alternative
analysis).
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On the other hand, (50) can be easly ruled out if thereis no EPP.If we
assumewith Chomsky (2000132-133;seealso Hornsten 2001:55-56)that
evenpure Mergeis subjectto Last Resort®* (50) is straightforwadly ruled
out becasethereis no reasonto mergetherein the infinitival [SpegIP].

To summaize the discussiorso far, we haveseenthat thereis emgrical
evidencefor the “intermediate EPP’ (i.e., that A-moverrent proceedsvia
intermedate [SpeclIP]s). Howeve, | havearguedthat this happes becase
of the MCLP (i.e., asa reflex of successie cyclicity), notthe EPP.We have
alreadyseensone evidenceagainsthe intermediateEPP.In the nextsectim
| examine severalconextsin which | will argueintermedate [SpeclP]shave
to remain empty(morepredsely, they cannotbe createl), which will provide
uswith conclusiveevidenceagainstthe intermedate EPP.I will furthermore
showthat exactly in thesecontexs intermediatgSpeclP]s are expeded not
to be created under the MCLP view of passing through intermedate
[Spec,IP]s, which will provide evidence for the MCLP analysis of
“intermediate EPP’ effects. The contexs in question concen expletive
construtions

5.5 Expletives Don't Move

In this sectia, | showthatthe MCLP approachandthe EPPapprach make
different predictilns concening “intermediate EPP’ effects in expletive
construtions. Undea the EPP approach,intermediate[Spec,IP$ mug be
createdin such constru¢ions, which is not the case under the MCLP
approachWhereasthe EPPforcesfilling of intermedate [Spec,IP$ in both
expletive and nonexpletive constructims, the MCLP does not do so in
expletiveconstuctions,in contras to nonexpletiveconstuctions.Underthe
MCLP approachthe structures in (51) are permited for the construtionsin
questian.

(51) a. Someng is likely [p t; to bet; in the garden].
b. Thereis likely [,r to be someonen the garden].

34 Onthis view, satisfyinga selectionarequirementountsasa legitimatedriving force with
respectto Last Resort.

5 The reader should bear in mind that with respectto Case licensing in expletive
constructios, | will be adoptingtheline of researchhatoriginatedwith Belletti (1988)andwas
extensivédy arguedfor in a numberof articlesby HowardLasnik (see,e.g.,Lasnik 1995a,b)as
well as Bokovit 1997a,Epsteinand Seely 1999, and Martin 1992, amongothers,on which
expletivethere hasstructuralCase,its associatéeinglicensedfor partitive Caseby the verb. |
thereforedepartfrom Chomsky(1995),for whomtherein constructios like thereis a womanin
the gardenis Caselessthe associatéearingnominative Case.Constructnslike (i), however,
provide strongevidenceagainstChomsky’sposition. (SeeLasnik 1995a,band Bo%ovi¢t 1997a
for a numberof additionalargumentsagainstChomsky’sposition. One argumentagainstit not
notedin theseworks is given in section2.1 with respectto (18). The readeris referredto
Boovit 1997afor discussiorof the finite counterpariof the infinitives in (18) [construtions
like *there seemssomeonas ill] underthe Case-markedhere approach).

(i) There'salwayshim/*he.
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In the following subsetions,| provide a numberof argumets thatexpletives
quite geneally do not move—htey are indeedinserteddirectly into their
surface positions.®® As a result, intermediate [Spec,IP]s in expletive
condructions remain enpty, in contrast to intermediate [SpeclP]s in
nonexpletiv construtions. This stae of affairs provides strong evidence
againstthe EPPandfor the MCLP accouwnt of “intermediate EPP’ effects.
Theargumers for theimmobility of expletivesalsoprovideevidenceagainst
analyseof expletive constuctionssuchasthosedevelopedoy Moro (1997),
Hoekstra and Mulder (1990) and Sabel (2000) among others, which
crucially rely on expletive movement. (Under thes analysesexpletivesare
introduced into the strucure lower than [SpegIP] and then move to
[Spec,IP)])

5.5.1 Wagerc¢lassverbs

My central argument that expletives do not move concerns locality
restrictins on movament. The first locality argumen concens wager-class
verbs.

Pesetky (1992) estabishesthe descriptive genealization that agentive
verbscannotECM lexical NPs, asillustrated in (52).

(52) a. *Johnwageredthe womanto know French.
b. *Mary allegedthe studens to havearrived late.

In Bo¥ovit 1997a,l deducePesetskys generalzation from the proposalhat
agentiveverbshaveanadditionalVP shel (seeHale & Keyser1993)andthe
MCLP. In short | arguethatasa resultof the presenceof the additional VP
shell, matrix [SpecAgroP], the accusativechecking position,is too far from
the embedded-chusesubgct’

(53) *John wager@ [agrop the woman [ve ti [ve ti [ip §j to t; know
Frend]]].

36 Recallthat, given that pureMergeis subjectto Last Resort therecannotbeinsertedin the
infinitival [Spec,IP]positionif the EPPdoesnot hold. Note alsothat | confine the discussion
belowto A-movenent.| do not discussthe possibility of A’-movementof expletives.

37 SeeBogkovit 1997afor detailsof the analysisandjustification of the structurein (53). The
upshotof the analysisis thatequidisanceallows skippingof onebut not two specifierswhichis
whatwould haveto happerwith agentiveECM constructios (seeBo&ovit 1997afor discussion
of simpletransitives)l alsoarguetherethatthe additionalagentiveshell,whichis responsibléor
the ungramméicality of (52), is not presentin passive constructios, which provides a
straightbrward accountof the contrastbetweenactive (52) and passive(i).

(i) a. Thewomanwaswageredto know French.
b. The studentswereallegedto havearrived late.

The additionalagentiveshell is alsonot presentwith verbslike believe which canECM.
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What is importantfor our current purpo®sis that (52) involves a locality
violation.

Significartly, Postal(1974,1993)shows thatexpletivescanbe ECMed by
the verbsin question asshown by (54). (Examples(54a—c)are from Postal
1993and(54d)from Ura 1998. Recallthatexpletivesare Casematked,hence
mustgetto the matrix [SpecAgroP] in (54).)

(54) a. He allegal thereto be stolendocumers in the drawet
b. *He allegal stolendocumentgo be in the drawer.
C He acknowkdgedit to be impossibleto squarecircles.
d. Johnwageredhereto havebeena strangeiin thathauntechouse.
e. *Johnwagereda strange to havebeenin that hauntedhouse.

Why is it that the locality violation that arises in the nonexpletive
construtions doesnot arisein their expletive counter@rts? My answeris
straightbrward, following the geneal logic of dealingwith this type of a
situation: thereis no locdity violation becasethere is no movemet. More
precisely,the locality violation doesnot arisein the expletive construt¢ions
becausehe expletivesdo not move. They areinsered right into their Case-
checkingposition.

Consicer how the datain (52) and (54) would be treatd in the current
systemwhich dispensswith the EPP.Giventhatthereis no EPP,in contast
to the ECMedNPsin (52) and(54b,e),which haveto be geneatedwithin the
infinitival clausefor 0-theoretic rea®ns, the expletivein (54a,c,d)can be
mergeddirectly into the matrix-clause[SpecAgroP], whereit satisfiesthe
InverseCaseFilter. Becausejn contrastto (52) and(54b,e),no A-movement
out of theinfinitival clausetakesplacein the expletive constuctionsin (54),
thelocality violation inducedby A-movementout of theinfinitive in (52) and
(54b,e)doesnot arisein (54a,c,d).The expletive/nonepletive contras with
respecto the possibility of ECM by agentie verbsis thusaccountd for. The
crucialingredientof theanalysisis thattheinfinitival [SpecIP] is not createl
in (54a,c,d).We thus have an argumem againstthe “intermediate EPP’ in
expletiveconstrudions.

It is worth notingthatin Bo%ovi¢ 1997al obseve thatclitic pronownscan
alsobe ECMed by wager-classverbs.Corsider,for exampé, the contrastin
(55).

(55) a. Mary neverallegead him to be stupid.
b. *Mary neveralleged him andherto be stupd.

The sentencein (55a) is acceptable with unstresed him. Basedon such
construtions, |1 concluded that clitic pronowns can also be ECMed by
agentiwe verbs.Notice in this respectthe ungranmatiality of (55b), where
the pronomnal element cannotbeaclitic, given that,asis well known, clitics
cannotbe coordnated. The gramnaticality of (55a) immediately follows,
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underapproachsto cliticization in which theclitic itself is base-genatedin
its surfaceposition—t doesnot undego movement.Underthis analyss, the
aboveaccount of (54ac,d) readily extendsto (55)38

5.5.2 Extrapostion

Considernow the following contrastfrom Baltin (1985}

(56) a. *Johnis believel to be certainby everybodythat Fredis crazy.
b. It is believed to be obvious by everylody that Fredis crazy.

How can we rule out (56a) while still allowing (56b)? There is a rather
straightfornard way of accounting for the othewise puzzing contrastin (56)
whosecrucialingredientis the assumptia, arguedfor in this work, thatJohn
in (56a) butnotit in (56b), movesto the matrix [SpeclIP] from theinfinitival
clause Becausethe extrapogd clausefollows the matrix by-phrasein (56), |
assumehatit is located in the matrix clausel furtherassumehatextraposed
elementsare quite generlly base-genmtedin their surface positiors, asin
CulicoverandRothemont1990(seealsoBennis 1986,Jackadoff 1990,and
Zaring 1994). A strong argumen for this assumpbn and against the
movement analysis of extraposition, in which extraposition involves
movement of the extraposal element, is provided by split-antecedent
constructios noted by Perlmuter and Ross (1970; seealso Gazdar1981),
wherethere is no plausibde sourcefor the base-genmtion of the extraposed
elementwithin an NP. (The following construtions are takenfrom Gazdar
1981).

(57) a. A mancamein andawomanleft who were quite similar.
b. A mancamein andawomanleft who know eachotherwell.

Returnirg to (56a),we canrule out the constuction by assuminghat Johnis
notallowedto cross the extrapogd clausewhen moving from theinfinitive to
the matrix [SpeclP], the extraposedclause being closerto the matrix Infl
thanJohn In othe words,(56a)is a straightbrwardlocaity (more precisdy,
Attract Closest/r&tivized minimality) violation.®® It follows thenthat it in
(56b) doesnot move to its S-strudure position from inside the infinitival

38 | am not sayingherethatall cliticization hasto be treatedthis way.

3% Under the base-generatiorapproachto extraposition, it is natural to consider the
extraposedlausein (56) anargumentin its S-structuregposition(with aninterpretativeprocess
thatwould treatit asif it werelocatedwithin the AP; seeCulicover& Rochemontl990and
Gueon & May 1984),sothatmovementof Johnto the matrix [Spec,IPJin (56a)involves A-
movementacrossan A-element.The readeris alsoreferredto Bo%ovit 1995 for arguments
thatfinite CPscanoccurin subjectposition(i.e., [Spec,IP]),contraKoster(1978),which means
that the extraposedCP is clearly a candidatefor attractionto the matrix [Spec,IP]in (56). (I
arguein Bo¥ovit 1995 that finite CPscan evenbear Case;seealso McCloskey 1991 for
evidencethat they have ¢-features.)
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clause Rather,it is base-genatedin the matrix [SpecIP], which meanghat
theinfinitival [Spec,IPJremans emptythroughoutthe derivaion. Underthe
currentanalysis,the contras in (56) providesanotherargumemn aganst the
EPP as well as additional illustration of the insensitivity of expletivesto
locality restrictins on movement, which immediaely follows if expletives
do not move.

5.5.3 The experiencer blocking effed in Frenchand Icelandic

Probally the stronges piece of evidencethat expletivesindeeddo not move
is providedby the experencerblocking effectin Frend.

It is well known that English allows raising acrossan expeiencer, as
shownby (58).

(58) Johnseemgo Mary to be smat.

Somelanguageshowever do not allow NP raising acrcss an experencer.
French is such a language, as obseved by Chomslk (1995305) and
McGinnis (1998,2001) andillustratedin (59).°

(59) a. *Deux soldats semblat au  genéral manquer(étre

two soldiersseem  to-thegeneal to-miss to-be
manqguarg) a la caserne.
missing  at the barracks
‘Two soldiersseemto the generalto be missingfrom the
barracks

b. *Deux soldats sembleit au  général étre arrivés enville.
two soldersseem  to-the generalto-be arrived in town
‘Two soldiersseemto the generalto havearrivedin town.’

Accordingto Chomgky and McGinnis, (59) contairs a violation of locality
restictions on moveamert; more preciely, relativized minimality. The
construgions involve A-movementacrass an A-specifier®*

Significartly, the expletive counterprts of (59) are accetable,asshown
in (60).

4 There is apparently some disagreement among French speakers with respect to
constructios like (59). For relevantdiscussion,see,amongothers: Boeckx 2000c; Chomsky
1995;McGinnis 1998,2001;andRouveretandVergnaudl980.1 amfocusinghereon the dialect
in which (59a,b)are unaccepthle.

“1 seereferencegiven previouslyand Boeckx 2000c, Stepanov2002,and Torrego1996 for
discussionwhy English (58) is acceptable.
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(60) a. |l sembleau  général y avoir deuxsoldats manqiants
there seemsto-the geneal to-havetwo soldiersmissing
a la caserne.

at the barracks
‘There seemto the geneal to be two soldiess missingfrom the
barracks.’

b. Il sembleau général étre arriveé deuxsoldats enville.

thereseems to-the generalto-be arrivedtwo soldersin town
‘There seemto the geneal to havearrived two soldersin town.’

Thereis anobvious, principled account of the contastbetween(59) and(60)
thatis available underthe currentanaysis. In contras to (59ab), (60ab) do
notinvolve A-movemet acrassan A-spedfier. In otherwords,the expletive
is geneated in its surface position. As a result, it does not cross the
experiencer henceits presencedoesnot induce a locdlity violation.*? The
contrastbetwee (59) and (60), or more predsely, the absenceof a locdity

violation in (60), provides strong evidence that expletivesdo not move,
which in turn provides evidenceagairst the EPP. The infinitival subject
positionremans unfilled (i.e., it is not creded)in the expletive constuctions
in (60).*

It is worth noting herethat, aspointedout to me by Halldor A. Sigudsson
(personaicommunicaion), Icelandc, which like Frend hasthe experiencer
blocking effect (see Boeckx 2000c; McGinnis 1998, 2001; Holmberg &
Hroarsddtir 2002; Stepanov 2002; and Thrénson 1979, among others),
patternswith Frend in that the blocking effect disgppearsin expletive
constructios. This is illustrated in (61). (Note that (61a)is acceptableif the
experienceiis droppal.)*

42 \Would the experiencestill block the agreementelation betweenthe indefinite and Infl?
The questiondoesnot arisein Frenchwherelnfl doesnot agreewith the indefinite. For relevant
discussbn of English, see Boeckx 1999, which showsthat in English the experiencercan
interfere with establishingan agreemenrelationbetweeninfl anda lower associate.

43 A guestionarisesconcerningvhathappenswith the quasi-argmentexpletivewith respect
to the experience blocking effect. Interestingly (i) seemsworsethan (60).

(Ol sembleau  général avoir  plu.
thereseems to-the generalto-haverained
‘It seemgo the generalto haverained.’

Thisis not surprisirg. Underthe quasi-argumerttypothesisil is actually6-markedby plu in (i).
As aresult,it mustbe generatedvithin theinfinitive, whichmeanghatit undergoe movemento
thematrix [Spec,|PJacrosghe experieter,hencethe contraswith (60). The contrasbetween(i)
and(60) thusconfirmsthe quasi-argumet hypothess. It alsoconfirmsthatonly elementghatare
0-markedin a positionlower thanthe experienceare subjectto the experienceblocking effect,
asexpectedunderthe currentanalysis.

44| thank Halldor A. Sigurdson for help with the Icelandicdata. Note that | usean ECM
structureto excludethe possibility of topicalizationof the embedded-clasesubject.(Sigurdssn
informs me that the expletiveis alwayssomewhatlegradedas a subjectof ECM infinitives. In
spiteof that, (61b) is clearly betterthan (61a).)

Notice alsothat not all languageghat exhibit the experience blocking effect with respectto
constructbnslike (59) arenecessarilexpectedo patternwith Frenchwith respecto (60). Ausin
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(61) a. *Vio toldum myndr hafa einhverjun stidentim
we believedphotsNOM to-havesone stucentspDAT
virst hafa verid teknar.
seemedo-havebeentaken
‘We believed photcs to have seemedo somestucentsto have

beentaken.’
b. ??Vidtdldum pad hafa einhverjum stidenum
we believedthereto-havesome studens DAT

virst hafa  verid teknarmyndir.
seemedo-havebeentaken photosNnOM

‘We believed thereto haveseemedo somestudens to have
beenphotcs taken.’

The absewe of a relativized minimality violation in (61b) confirms that
expletivesdo not move—thatis, thatthey are base-genmtedin their surface
positions. Given that the expletive is not base-genated in the most
embeddednfinitival subgct postion in (61b), the position in questionmust
remain unfilled. Like Frend (60), Icelandc (61b) thus also provides
evidenceagahstthe EPP.

5.5.4 Causalivesin French

Burzio (1986:3R) obsewes that French faire-cawsatives do not allow
passivizaibn out of them,asillustratedby (62), takenfrom Bouvier (2000)*°

(62) *Une jupea é&té fait(e) faire (par Marie).
a skirt hasbeenmack to-makeby Mary
‘A skirt wascause to be made by Mary.’

Although it is not compldely clear why (62) is unaccepble, it seems
plausibe that its ungrammatality shoutl be attributedto a violation of
locality restrictions on movemat. Another possibiity is to assumethat the
infinitive in (62) is a CP (seeRouverg & Vergraud 1980 and Reed1990;
Reed provides evidence for the presenceof both IP and CP in the
complementof causéive faire). Example(62) is thenruled out by whate\eris

andDepiante(2000)investigae the experiener blocking effectin Spanishwhich alsodisallows
constructios like (59). Theyarguethatin Spanishseem-experieneris a controlconstructionin

particular, it involves subjectcontrol. Obviously, a languagethat treatsthe seemrexperencer
constructionas a subject-cotrol constructionis not expectedto allow an expletive in this
constructionfor reasonsndependenbf the currentconcerns.

45 Such passivizationis possiblein the correspoding constructionin Italian. As noted by
Burzio (1986:254),this type of passivizedcausativesn Italian can be an instanceof Kayne's
(1975) Faire-par constructionor Faire-infinitive construction For easeof exposition,| will
mostly confinethe discussiorto the former type.
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responsibldor thebanon A-movementout of CPs Eitherway, the culprit for
the ungrammaitality of (62) is movementout of the infinitive.*®

Significantly, Bouvier (2000) obseves that the expletive counerpart of
(62) is acceptable.

(63) Il a é&é fait faire unejupe (?parMarie).
therehasbeenmadeto-makea skirt by Mary
‘A skirt wascause to be madeby Mary.’

The obvious conclusionis that, in contras to (62), (63) doesnat involve
movemenbut of theinfinitive. Sincethis entailsthattheinfinitival [SpegIP]
in (63) is not createl, the dataunderconstderationprovide further evidence
for my contention that intermedate [SpeclIP]s do not exist in expletive
constructios, which indicatesthat expletivesdo not move andthat the EPP
doesnot hold*’

46 As is well known (seeBurzio 1986, Guasti1991,and Kayne 1975,amongothers),on the
Faire-paroption,theinfinitive embeddedinderfaire resemblepassivesn a numberof respects.
In particular,it patternswith passivesn thatits externalf-role is not assignedwhich meanshat
it doesnot contain PRO. (Seethe reference<ited above.In fact, the infinitive doesnot even
containthe implicit argumenbf the passiveconstructdbn, asindicatedby the fact thatits logical
subjectcannotcontrol PRO[evenwhena by-phrases present],in contrastto the logical subject
of passives.Although the infinitive in (62) doesnot assignthe subject0-role, une jupe should
still passthroughthe infinitival [Spec,IP],giventhe previousdiscussionthis is somethindike a
doublepassiveraisingconstructionNotice alsothatit is oftenassumedhatthe causativeverbis
involved in the assignmat of accusativeCaseto the infinitival object (see,e.g., Burzio 1986,
Guasti 1996, and Watanabel993), so that passivizationof the causativeverb affects Case
licensing of the infinitival object.(Guasti1996 arguesthat the infinitival verbincorporatesnto
the causative.)

47 Considerwhat happensn an active constructionlike (i) with respectto the EPP.

(i) Cecifera parler de  vous.
this will-make to-talk aboutyou
‘This will causeyou to be talked about.’

Supposehatthe EPPholds.It appearghat, to satisfyit, it is necessaryo insertanexpletiveinto

theinfinitival [Spec,|P].(Recallthat,asdiscussedh the previousfootnote,a subjectd-role is not

assignedn theinfinitival clause.)GiventhatexpletivesneedCase the expletivewill haveto be

Case-licesed. The expletive can get accusativeCase from the matrix verb, which is not

passivzed,in contrasto thematrix verbin theexamplesn thetext. (It seemgplausiblethatthere
is a phonologicdly null accusativecounterpartof expletiveil, given the grammaticaty of Je

considee probablequeJeanestparti ‘I consideiit likely thatJohnleft’, which,in contrastto its

Englishcounterpartdoesnot havean overt expletive) However,given that A-movemaent from

the infinitive underconsiderationis blocked,as discusseckarlier, it looks like this derivation,
which involves movemat of the expletive from the infinitival [Spec,IP] to the matrix

[Spec,AgoP], shouldfail. In fact, assumingthat the InverseCaseFilter requiresthe causative
verbto assignaccusativeCase,it appearghatwe areforcedto insertthe expletivestraightinto

the matrix [Spec,AgeP] (unlessthe Casecanbe assignedo theinfinitive), asin thewagekrclass
constructdns discussedn section5.5.1. Example (i) then patternswith (63) in the relevant
respect:ithe expletiveis insertedstraightinto its Case-chedkg positionin the matrix clause,
infinitival [Spec,IPJremainingempty.However,in a frameworkthatassumeshe EPP,(i) could

be rescuediy assuminghatthe null expletiveremainsin the infinitival [Spec,IP]overtly, being
licensedfor accusativeCaseby the causativeverb covertly (in other words, by assumingthat
Frenchis notanovertobjectshift language)giventhefurtherassumptiorthatin contrasto overt
A-movementout of theinfinitive, covertCasdicensingof the elementn theinfinitival [Spec,IP]
by a matrix-clauseCaseassignerhoweverthis is accomplishejlis possible.
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5.5.5 Thetrace intervention effect

The data examined so far show that locality restricticns on movement
routinely fail with expletives (In fact, | have beenunableto find a single
instanceof a locdity violation with putative expletive movemenh) This
strongly suggests that expletive movement does not exig, which in turn
providesevidenceagainstthe EPP.

A different type of argumen for the expletives-dont-moveno-EPP
hypothess is providedby constuctionslike (64) (for relevan disaussion,see
also Epstein& Seel 1999).

(64) Thereseemso be someondn the garden.

Supposethat the EPP holds. The expletive would then be insered into the
infinitival [Spec,IP] and move to the matrix [SpeclP]. The infinitival
[Spec,IP]would thenbe filled by a traceof the expletive.

(65) Thereseemd to be someonen the garden.

This raisesa potential problem. More predsely, assuminga version of
Chomsky's (19861 expletive replacemat hypothess*® the trace in the
infinitival [SpecIP] might interfere with the LF movement of the asso@te
someonénto the matrix IP.*° The interventon problemdoesnot ariseif there
is no EPPandexpletivesdo not move.Unde these assumptias,the expletive
is insereddirectly into the matrix [SpeclIP]. In fact, if we assumefollowing
Chomsky (2000), that evenpure Merge (i.e., lexicd insetion) is subjectto
LastResort insertionof the expletiveinto theinfinitival [SpegIP] is noteven
anoptionif the EPPdoesnot hold, becausenothing else could motivate the
insertion Becausg there is nothing in the infinitival subject position, the
interventon problemnoted abovedoesnot arise®°

48 The hypothess is hereunderstoocbroadly as a covertdependencipetweenthe associate
anda positionin the matrix IP. For easeof exposition,| stateit in termsof movemant.

“° This shouldbe an instanceof A-movementacrossan A-element henceit shouldbe ruled
out via relativized minimdity underthe A/A’ approachto relativized minimdity. In a system
whererelativized minimdity is statedin termsof actualfeaturescheckedratherthanthe A/A’
distinction (seeChomsky1995),whetherthe elementin the infinitival [Spec,IP]will inducean
interventio effectdepend®nthe actualfeaturesnvolvedin the checkingrelationin questionlt
appearshat we would expectto find a blocking effect underthe assumptias concerningwhat
featuresareinvolvedin the relevantcheckingrelationmadein Chomsky2000but not Chomsky
1995. Note, however, that, as discussedn Bo¥ovit 2000a, the feature-checkig version of
relativized minimality fails in a numberof casesfor example,with respectto Rizzi's (1990)
pseudo-opdty and inner island effects, as well as topicalizaton, relativization, and tough
movementout of whrislands.The A/A’ approachto relativized minimality, in which we would
expectto find a blocking effect in (65), is thus empirically superiorto the feature-checkig
approachNotice alsothatl assumehattracesin principle caninduceinterventio effects,which
is certainly the null hypothesisespeciallyunderthe copy theory of movement(seeNunes1995
for empirical evidencethat tracesindeedinduceinterventin effects).

50 Although I do not adopthere Chomsky’s(2000) visibility approachjn which an element
musthavean uninterpreablefeatureto be ableto under@ movementjt is worth notingthat, as
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5.5.6 Icelandic multiple-subject constuctions

In this sectim, | consder the Icelandic multiple-subject constuction,
illustrated by (66)>*

(66) Pad kysstieinhver Mariu.
therekissedsomeoneMary
‘SomeonekissedMary.’

Chomsky (1995) propo®s an analysisof (66) on which the two subjects
occupyspecifies of the sameheadat S-strud¢ure. He then suggess that the
construction involves a PF reordering medanism a reflex of the V2
requiremat, which placesthe verbin the secondpositionin PF.In BoXovit
2001b,| restae Chomky’s analysiswithin amoregenerl apprachin which
PFis allowedto affectword orderbut not throughactualPF movement. The
approactrrucially relieson Frankss (1998;seealsoBobaljik 1995,Pesetsky
1998, Hiramastu 2000, Bokovit 2002a,and Lambova 2002, amongothers)
proposalthat a lower copy of a nontrivial chainis pronowncedin PFif and
only if this is necessarto avoid a PF violation.>? Consider how Chomsy’s

pointed out by an anonymousreviewer, adopting the visibility approachalso leadsto the
concluson that the expletivein constructios like (64) doesnot moveto the matrix [Spec,|P]
from the embeddedlause[Spec,IP].

According to Chomsky(2000),expletivethereworksasa probe.Giventhis andassuminghe
EPP,consider(64) beforethe matrix clauseis built.

(i) thereto be someonen the garden.

Theexpletiveshouldwork asa probein (i), probingthe materialin theinfinitival clause(in fact,
this hasto happenbefore new elementsof the lexical subarrayare accessedsee Chomsky
2000:1B2). As a result, its uninterpetable personfeaturewill be deleted.Given the visibility
hypottesis, once there checksits uninterpretatd# personfeature,it should be inaccessiblefor
movemaet. Therethen cannotmove to the matrix clause.Thereis thus essentiallyrendered
immobile in Chomsky’s(2000) system.

51 thank JchannaBarddalfor help with the Icelandicdatain this section.

52 Onerelevantexamplediscussedn Boovié 2000b,2002ainvolves multiple wh-fronting.
A numberof languagesequireall wh-phrasedo be frontedin questionsRomanianis onesuch
language.

(i) a. Cinece precede?
who what precedes
‘Who precedewhat?’
b. *Cine precedece?

However,as observedn Bo&ovit 2000b,2002a,the secondwh-phrasedoesnot moveiif it is
homoghonouswith the first frontedwh-phrase.

(i) a. Ce precedece?
what precedesvhat
b. *Ce ceprecede?

Following a proposalconcerningBulgarian madeby Billings and Rudin (1996), | proposein
Bogkovic 2000b, 2002a that Romanianhas a low-level PF constraint against consecutie
homoghonouswh-phraseswhich rules out (iib). (I showthat the sameholdsfor a numberof
Slaviclanguages.YWhatabout(iia)? GiventhatRomaniarhasa syntacticrequirementhatforces
all wh-phrasedo moveovertly, which | argueinvolvesfocalization,the secondwh-phrasemust
movein the syntax.Example(iia) thenhasthe S-structue in (iii), ignoringirrelevant copies.
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analysisof (66) canbeimplemenedin this apprachgiven thatV2 is indeed
a PFrequrement,asargual in Boeckx1998,Bo%ovit 2001b, andRice and
Svenonius 1998. (I argue that the same holds for the clitic-second
requiremat.) Let usassumdollowing Chomsky (1995)thatthe two subjecs
in (66) areindeedlocatedin the specifies of the samehead to whichtheverb
moves>® If we pronownce both subjectsin front of the verb, we get a PF
violation; namely, the second-position requirement violation. This is
preciselythe situaion wherewe are allowed to pronounce a lower copy of
a nontiivial chain.

(67) Padeinhver kyssti einhver Mariu.

Interestingy, it is alwaystheindefinite thatis pronowncedin alower position.
We neverget the patten in (68) (see(70)).

(68) indefinite V pad...

Why can pad never be pronowced in a lower postion? Consicer the
following constuction.

(69) Pad virdist madurhafa  kysst Mariu.
thereseemsa-man to-havekissedMary
‘A manseens to havekissed Mary.’

Supposehatthe EPPholds Thefollowingderivaion is thenavaiable: badis
introducedinto theembeddedSpeclIP] to satisfythe EPP.Becausdcelandc
allows multiple subjectswe canstill movethe indefinite to this postion (see

(i) Cece precedece?

If, aswe normally do, we pronouncethe highestcopy of the secondwh-phrasein (i), a PF
violation obtains (We endup with a sequencef homogonouswvh-phrases.Thisis preciselythe
situation where we are allowed to pronouncea lower copy under Franks’'sapproachto the
pronunciaibn of nontrivial chains.

(iv) Ceee precedece?

This analysisenablesisto derive(iia) andaccountfor the contrastbetween(iia) and(ib) without
violating the syntacticrequirementthat forces all wh-phrasesto move overtly in Romanian,
without look-aheadrom the syntaxto the phonology,andwithout any PF movement.

Thereis alsoindependenevidencethat the secondce in (iia) indeedmovesin the syntax.
Thus, it canlicensea parasiticgap (see(v)), which, asis well known, canonly be licensedby
overtmovemat. In this respectthe *“ ce-in-situ” patternswith whatin (via), ratherthanwhatin
(vib), asexpectedunderthe proposedanalysis.

(v) Ce precedece fara sa influenteze?
what precedesvhat without susJ.PARTICLEINfluencesp.sG
‘What precedesvhat without influencing?’

(vi) a. Whatdid Johnreadwithout filing?
b. *Who readwhat without filing?
53 We may be dealingherewith multiple Caseassignmentinsteadof multiple EPP).
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Chamsky 1995). Both subjects then move to the matrix [Spec,IP].>*
Assumingthat elementsin the specifies of the same headare equdistant
(seeMcGinnis 1998),we canmovethemin eitherorder.Giventhatbothpad
andthe indefinite havecopieslower thanthe verb, a questionariseswhy we
cannot delete the higher copy of pad to saisfy the second-postion
requiremat. This deletionwould give the unaceptableconstructonin (70).

(70) a. *Padmadur virdist pad maéur hafakysstMariu.
b. *Madur pad virdist pad madurhafakysstMariu.

Onthe otherhand,if thereis no EPP,the problemat handis easilyresdved.
Giventhat,asdisaussecearlier, evenpure Merge(i.e., lexicd insertior) mug
havemotivation,if thereis no EPPpad cannotbe mergedinto the embedded
[Spec,IP] It hasto be mergeddirectly into the matrix [SpeclIP]. The reason
why a lower copy of pad cannotbe pronourtedis thentrivial: thereareno
lower copiesof pad. Therearestill lower copiesof the indefinite; in fact, a
copy of it mug be presentin the infinitival [SpegIP], given thatthe MCLP
forcesit to passthroughthis postion (seeBo%ovi¢ 2001bfor discussiorof
which copy of a multimembernontrivial chainis pronowncedin cass where
the highestcopy cannotbe pronowncedfor PF reasonsthe choice turns out
notto be compldely free). The only way to savethe constrution in quesion
from a PFviolation is thento pronowncealower copy of theind€finite, which
gives the order [explefve V indefinite]. | concludetherebre that, given
plausibletheaeticalassumpbns, the Icelandc constrution underconsidea-
tion providesfurther evidencethat expletivesdo not move a position that
ultimately providesevidenceaganst the EPP.

To summarizethe discusgn in section 5.5, | preseted a number of
argumentghat expletive constructions(i.e., constructionswhere the highest
[Spec,IP] is filled by an expletive) and nonexpetive constructions(i.e.,
constructionswhere the highest [Spec,IP]is filled by a nonexpetive NP)
differ with respectto the creationof intermediate[Spec,IP]s.l arguedthat
expletivesdo not move—theyareinserteddirectly into their surfacepostions.
The conclusionthat expletives do not move has a number of important
consequencedrirst, Moro (1997)-s¢yle and Sabel (2000)style analysesof
expletive constructionswhere expletivesare introduced into the structure
lower than [Spec,IP]and then move to [Spec,IP],cannotbe maintained’®

54 Theremay actuallybe morethanone copy of eachof the subjectswithin the matrix clause
(seeBokovit 2001b:178)a possibility | ignorein (70). Note alsothat| ignorethe derivationin
which the indefinite in the abstractpatternin (68) is locatedin the matrix [Spec,CPJand the
expletive in the matrix [Spec,IP], given that, as is well known, pad is incompaible with
clausemat topicalizaton. For an accountof this fact that doesnot extendto the derivations
considerd with respectto (70) (i.e., it hasnothingto say aboutthe ungramnaticality of these
derivatons),seeJmnsson1996 (pp. 49-50).

55 Both Moro’s (1997)andSabel’s(2000)analysesrucially involve expletivemovemat. For
Moro, the expletiveundergoepredicateraisingto [Spec,|P].Sabel,on the otherhand,generates
the expletiveasa constituentwith its associateandthenmovesit to [Spec,IP].

© Blackwell Publisherd_td, 2002



204 Zeljko Bo¥ovic

Thereis also evidencehere againstthe EPP. Given that expletivesdo not
move, intermediate[Spec,IP]s do not exist in expletive constructions—a
straightforwardargumentagainstthe EPP.

Basedon the discussbn sofar, | concludethatthe EPPis to be eliminated
from the grammar. In certain construtions, the EPP simply does not
hold—thd is, thereareclauseswhosesubjectpostion remainsempty.In the
caseswhere the EPP does appea to hold, its effects are derivable from
independat mechanisms,namelythe Inverse CaseFilter andthe MCLP.

6. Consequences: ECM Condructio ns

I now returnto LasniKs (1999)argumentfor the EPPbasedon his claim that
overtobjectshift is optional.Recallthatif overtobjectshift were optional,the
embedded-claussubjectcould remain within the infinitival clausein (71).
The overtobjectshift derivationcanbe easilyhandledwithout employingthe
EPP.A questionthat ariseson the no overt object shift derivationis wha
drives the movementof the subjectfrom the infinitival [Spec,VP] to the
infinitival [Spec,IP]. Neither the Inverse CaseFilter nor the MCLP can be
usedto placeJohnin (71) in theinfinitival [Spec,IP], giventhatthe positionis
nota Case-licensingositionandthatit is notanintermediatdandingsite of a
larger A-chain. The EPP,on the other hand,cando the job. Lasnik, in fact,
usesthe EPPto motivatethe movementin question>®

(71) Mary believesJohnto know French.

Given the argumers againstthe EPP previoudy discussedl concludethat
(71) hasto be derivablewithout emgdoying the EPP.I illustrated earlierthat
the [SpeclIP] of infinitival clausesthat do not license null Caseremans
empty unlessthe MCLP forcesmovemat throughthis position. Given that
the MCLP is irrelevart for final landing sitesof movemem, thefinal landing
siteof Johnin (71) cannotbetheinfinitival [SpecIP]. As discussecarlier, if
the EPPIis eliminated, we needto assune that overt objectshift alwaystakes
placein ECM construtions. The movanentof ECMedelementsanthenbe
driven by the Inverse CaseFilter. The elemant undegoing overt objectshift

56 Boeckx (2000a)presentsan interestingalternativeto Lasnik’s analysis,arguingthat to is
locatedlower in the structurethan Infl (more precisely,thatto is Chomsky’s[1995] v). As a
result,Boeckxargueghatthe embedded{ausesubjectin (71), which precedeso, canbelocated
in its 0-position.Boeckxthenattemptgo reanalyzethe constructios in which Lasnikclaimsthat
no overt objectshift takesplaceasinvolving no overt movementof the ECMed elementat all,
thus resolving the potential EPP problem Although very promisng, it is not clear how this
analysis could be extendedto passive,ergative, and raising constructios like (i), where,
accordingto Lasnik, objectshift alsodoesnot haveto takeplaceovertly. (To extendthe analysis
to (i), it would be necessaryo assumehat Peterin (i) canalsobelocatedin its 6-positionat S-
structure.)

(i) Mary believedPeterto havearrived/tohavebeenarrested/tcseemto know
French.

© Blackwell Publisherd_td, 2002



A-Movementand the EPP 205

in ECM constructons passeghroughthe infinitival [SpeglIP]. Howeve, the
movementis “licensed’ by the MCLP (i.e., it is a reflex of successive
cyclicity), not the EPP,which cannotby itself sere asa driving force for A-
movement(seesecton 2).

Giventhatthe optionalobjectshift analsisis inconsistentwith the current
system,Lasnk’s dataarguingfor optionalty of overtobject shift with ECM
needto be reanalgedin termsof obligatory overt objectshift. Due to space
considerabns, | will content myself here with sketchng out possible
solutionsto the issuegthat Lasnk’s argunentsraise.The reacer shoul bear
in mind, however, that the obligatory object shift analyss is basedon a
simplertheay of Caselicendng thanthe optional objectshift analyss, Case
(i.e., strucural Case;seesectian 7) alwaysbeinglicensdin the sameway in
the former but not the latter.

Oneof Lasnik’sargumets for optionalobjectshift concernghe paradigm
in (72) and (73).

(72) Everyoneis believednot to havearrivedyet.

(73) | believeeveryonenot to havearrived yet.

Accordingto Lasnk, (73) is amhkiguouswith respect to the possibiities for
scopeinteracton betwee the universd quantfier and negaton. Exanple
(72), on the othea hand,is not: the univers& quantfier mud havescopeover
negation.Lasnk takes(72) to indicate that scoperecorstruction under A-
movements not possibek. If this is true, the universal quantifier in (73) mug
be locaed at S-strudure in a postion where negation can scopeover it.
Lasnik therebre arguesthat the infinitival subgct on the wide scope of
negationreadng remainsin the emkedded[SpecIP]. If the ECMed elemant
hadto undergoovert objectshift, negationcould not scopeoverit given that
thereis no scopereconstuction underA-movement>’

Lasnk also arguesthat, for independat reasonsjn certainconstuctions
only the overt object shift derivaion is available In such constuctions,
accordingto Lasnik theuniversa quantfier mug scopeovernegaton, which
Lasnik interprets as providing evidencethat on the wide scopeof negaton
reading, the universa quantifier doesnot undego overt object shift. One
relevant exanple is provided by the pseudgapping construt¢ion, where,
accordingto Lasnk, objectshift mug take placeovertly. (Recdl thatLasnik
analyzeq74) asinvolving overt object shift followed by VP ellipsis.)

57 Hiroto Hoshi (personalcommunicatbn) points out that negation does not seemto c-
commara/m-commandhe universalquantifierin (73) evenif, asarguedby Lasnik,the quantifier
is locatedin the infinitival subjectposition ([Spec,AggP] in the split-Infl framework, which
Lasnik adopts).Given Lasnik’s claim that thereis no scopereconstructiorwith A-movernent, it
appearghenthat negationshouldnot be ableto scopeover the universalquantifier,evenunder
his assumptionsln otherwords, somescopereconstructiormight be necessaryo accountfor
(73).(See however Jaterin the papermy discussiorof Boeckx’s(2000b,2001a)analysiswhere
scopereconstructioris not necessary.)
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(74) Mary provedevery Mersennenumbernot to be prime, and Johnwill

every Fibonaccinumter [preve-nette-beprime].

Lasnik observeghat the universal quanifier musttake wide scopein (74),
which is expeded given that it hasundergoneovert object shift.

| believethat all the dataunderconsideation can be accountd for in a
way that is consstentwith obligatory overt object shift. Considerfirst the
datain (72) and (73). Supposethat the ECMed elementindeedundegoes
overt object shift obligabrily. Let us further assumethat as argued
extensiely by Boeckx (2000h 2001a) wide scope of negaion can be
accompishedthrough LF Neg movemat, a sort of QR. Neg raising to a
positionaboveeveronetakes placein constuctionslike (73) and Everyone
isn’'t here on the wide scopeof negaion reading®® If we assune eitherthat
the QR of negatim is VP-bound(or AgroP/vPbound¥$® or, followi ng Boeckx
(2001a), that the matrix predicate has a blocking effect on the QR of
negatia,®° (72) and(73) follow straightforwanly. LF Negmovementcanget
negatia to scopeoverthe shifted objectbut not overtheraisedsubject As a
result,negationcantakewide scopein (73) butnotin (72). 1t is worth noting,
however that thee data are contoversial Thus, accoding to Hornstein
(1999:65) not cannot scope over an adjacentuniversal guantifier in an
embedded clause.®* The judgment reported by Hornstein can be
straightbrwardly accounted for under the overt object shift analyss even
without assumig LF Neg movemaent. What about(74), wherethe universal

58 The c-commau problemthat ariseson Lasnik’s analysisnotedin the previousfootnote
doesnot ariseon the Neg-movenent analysis.The readeris referredto Boeckx’swork (2000b,
2001a)for discussiorof this movementOneargumenfor the Neg-raisinganalysisnot notedby
Boeckx, is providedby the following constructionfrom Sauerland2001), wherenegationcan
take scopeover the subjectquantifie evenwhenthe quantifier bindsthe pronounhis.

(i) Everychild doesnot seemto his fatherto be smart.

This is expectedunderthe Neg-raisinganalysis.Becausehe wide scopeof negationreadingis
accomplishedy raisingnegationto a positionc-commauing the subjectquantifia, thereis no
needto reconstret the subjectquantifierto a position below negationto achievethis reading.
Thesubjectquantifiercanthenbeinterpretedn its S-structureposition,whereit c-commanishis
(seeSauerland2001 for an alternativeanalysis).Notice also that the impossilility of the wide
scopereadingof the lower quantifie in (ii) on the readingon which the subjectquantifierbinds
his providesevidencethat the subjectquantifier cannotbe reconstructedn the boundvariable
readingof his.

(i) Somechild seemgo his fatherto hateevery subject.

The contrastbetween(i) and (ii) with respecto the availablity of the narrow-scopeeadingof
the subjectquantifierwhenit bindshis is thusaccountd for underBoeckx’sNeg-raisinganalysis
of the wide scopeof negationreading.

59 The movementcould involve VP or AgroP/vP adjunction.

50 Boeckx (2001a) treats the Neg movement under considerationas head movement,
instantiatirg the blocking effectin termsof a relativized minimality violation.

61 NorbertHornsteininforms me that for him the universalquantifier musthavewide scope
with respectto negationin both (72) and (73). Note also that, with respectto (73), Lasnik
(1999:19) himself observeghat the wide scopeof negationreadingis somewhatisfavora in
comparisa with the wide scopeof the universalquantifierreading.
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guantifier indeedmug takewide scop@ Thereis aninterferingfactorin (74).
The rermant of pseudgapphg is focused,andit is well known that focus
facilitateswide scope It is thereforequite likely thatthe universé quantifier
must have wide scopein (74) becawse it is focused,which makes (74)
irrelevan for the currentpurpos.

Let us now recansider(23).

(23) a. Themathenaticianmade evely evennumberout notto bethesum
of two primes.

b. Themathenaticianmace out evely evennumbermotto bethe sum
of two primes.

Recallthat, accordingto Lasnik, negationcantake wide scopein (23b) but

not (23a).Lasnik’'saccounof the datais basedn optionalovertobjectshift.

He claimsthatthe possibilitiesfor objectshift are disambiguatedn particle

constructionsWhenthe ECMedNP precedeghe particle,it hasundergone
overt objectshift, andwhenit doesnot, it hasnot. Thesedatathen support
his claim that overt object shift resultsin obligatory wide scopeof the

universal quantifier. It is worth noting, however, that the data are again
controversial NorbertHornstein(personalcommunicationjnforms me that

for him negationmust have narrow scopein both (23a,b), which can be

easily accommodatedunder the overt object shift analysis. Let us see,
however, whether Lasnik’s judgmentscan be accommodatedunder this

analysis.

Lasnk’s straegyin accounting for thejudgmertsis to keepthe postion of
the partide constantand vary the postion of the ECMed element.(This
causessome complicatons with respect to how Case is licensed in the
constructios in questio that do not arise under the current analyss.)
Suppose however that instead of assummg different positiors for the
ECMedNP we assumalifferent positionsfor out, keepingthe positionof the
ECMed NP constant. Under this analysis, overt object shift is
obligatory—thatis, the ECMed NP alwaysundegoesit. Out canbe located
either higher or lower than the object shift position. (I refer to the phrase
where out is located as OutP. The reacer shoull not attad too much
importane to the term, which is usedstrictly for easeof expostion. The
exactnatue of the phrag is left open.)

(75) a. [AgroP ECM-NP [OutP out [|p ca Neg ca
b. [omp out [AgroP ECM-NP [|p ce Neg ca

I would like to sugges that the scopeof negatim is OutP bound.In othe
words, out hasthe sameeffect as C with respectto the boundedessof QR.
Out thus hasa blocking effect on the QR of negaion. Given the previous
discussiorof the wide scopeof negatio readng, this gives a straightforward
accountof the datain (23).
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Lasnikgivesseveraladdtional argumetts for optionalovertobjectshift in
the makeout constrution. He observeghatthe ECMedelement canbind the
anapho within the matrix advebial in (76a) but not (76b). He showsthat,
given his assumptia that LF movementcannotaffect binding relatons, the
data can be accouwnted for under the optional overt object shift analyss.
Recall that for Lasnk the ECMed elementundegoes overt object shift,
which movesit into the matrix clause,in (76a)but not (76b). As a result, it
canbind the anapho only in (76a).

(76) a. TheDA mack the defendard out to be guilty during eachother’s
trials.

b. *The DA mack out the defendarg to be guilty duringeachother’s
trials.

Thereis, however, an alternaive analysisof the datain questiam. | continue
to assumebligatoryovertobjectshift, with the strucuresin (75). A questiam
arisesconcening the postion of the adveb during each otha’s trials in
V+partide constuctions.| suggestthat the adverbis adjoinal to OutP. It
follows thenthat the ECMed NP c-command the anapho in (76a) but not
(76b)®?

It is well known that, in contastto full NPs, pronowns (more predsely,
weak pronowns) must preedethe partide in V+partide construtions:

(77) a. Johnmade him out to be a fool.
b. *John mace out him to be a fool.

Lasnik analyzesthesefacts by assumingthat, wherea overt object shift is
optionalwith full NPs,it mug take placewith unstressegronowns®® As an
alternaive analyss of thesefactsthatis consisent with the obligatory overt
objectshift analysisandstill follows the spirit of Lasnik’s proposl, | sugges
that unstessedaccustive pronouwns are locaed higherin the structurethan
the correspondingfull NPs (seealsoBo%ovit 2001a,2002band Koopman
1999). They undego overt object shift like full NPsandthen proceedwith
movemaent to a highe position,which explairs why they alwaysprecedeout.

62 | asnik presentsadditionaldataof the sametype (e.g.,he showsthat NP licensingpatterns
with anaphotindingin the relevantrespect)which canalsobe straightbrwardly accountd for
under the current analysis.More precisely, the current analysisof anaphorbinding readily
extendsto the additionaldata. The sameholdsfor Lasnik’s (2000) dataconcerningSuperiority
effectsin V+particle ECM constructios, giventhe naturalassumptiorthat, like the nonwh time
adverbialin (76), the wh time adverbialwhenis adjoinedto OutPin V+particle constructios.

63 Lasnik alsoappealsto the latter assumptia to accountfor the ConditionC effectin (i).

(i) *The DA provedher to be guilty during Mary'’s; trial.

Under his assumptia that covert movementdoes not affect binding, we cannot obtain a
ConditionC effectin (i) unlessthe pronounobligatorly movesovertly into the matrix clause.
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In BoXovit 2001a,2002b,l provideindependenevidencefor this analysis
and arguethat the movementin questioninvolves cliticization. One of my
argumentds basedon the following paradigmconcerningquantifier float.

(78) a. | hatethemall.
b. *I hatethe studens all.

Whereasan accusdte pronoun can license quantifier float in a simple
transitiveconstuction,anaccusate NP cannot.In Bo%kovi¢ 2001a,2002b,|

proposean anaysis of quantfier float that bansfloating of quantiiersin 6-

positions.The gist of the analysisis that a floated quantfier blocks 6-role
assignment, a state of affairs that is shown to be deducible from
independatly motivatedl medanismsof the grammar. The problem with

(78b) is then that, evenif the NP undegoesovert object shift, stranding
behindthe quantfier underthis movemaent, the floatedquantifier is locatedin

a 0-posiion, which is disallowed. (I argue that (ia,b) from fn. 12 are
ungrammactal for the samereason.\What about(78a)? The granmaticality
of (78a) immediately follows if the pronown undegoesfurther movemaent
from the overt object shift postion, becausethe quantfier can then be
strandedin the object shift position, a non-f-position. | argue that the
movementin question involves cliticization (see also Postal 1974 for
cliticization in English) The cliticization analyss explairs why the pronown
in (78a)mug beunstresedandwhy it cannotbe coordnated,asillustratedin
(79). (Recallthat clitics cannotbe coordnated.§*

54 Notice that evencoordinatel and stressecpronounscan precedeout

(i) a. Johnmadehim andher out to be fools.
b. JohnmadeHIM out to be a fool.

Thisis unsurprisinggiventhatthe structurein (75a)is availableto all pronounsijn factall NPs.
Whatis importantis that stressedindcoordinatedNPscanalsofollow out, anoptionthatis not
availabk to unstressegronouns.

(i) a. Johnmadeout him andherto be fools.
b. Johnmadeout HIM to be a fool.

The examplesin (ii) instantiatethe option in (75b). Whereasthat option may be availabk to
unstressegronouns,such pronounsundergocliticization from the object shift position, as a
resultof which they endup obligatoriy precediny out.

Thereis actually someevidencethat the option (75b) may not be at all availableto clitic
pronouns Consider(iii).

(i) a. Johnmadethemall out.
b. *Johnmadethemout all.

Examge (iiia) is straighforward. Given the option (75a), all can be floated in the objed shift
position, a non-B-postion, with the pronown undergoirg cliticization from that position. However,
it appeas that if the option (75b) were available to clitic pronouns (iiib) would reman
unacountedfor. Under this option, on which out is locaied above the objed shift position, all
couldbefloated in the object shift postion in (iiib) , with the pronouncliticizing from thatposition.
| conclude, therdore, thatthe option (75b) is not availableto clitic pronouns Why not? It seems
plausibe thatout hasa blocking effed on clitic movenent;in otherwords, cliticization acros out
is disallowed.(Assuming thatcliticization involves headmovenent, we aredealing herewith head
movenentacressan intervening head,in violation of the Head Movement Congraint.)
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(79) a. *Mary hatesTHEM all.
b. *Mary hateshim andher both.
c.  Mary hatesthemboth.

7. Simple Transitive Accusative Condructio ns

Sofar | havemogly confinedthe discussbn of Lasnk’s (1999)argunentsfor
optional overt object shift to ECM constuctions,arguing that Lasniks data
can be accounted for even if overt object shift is obligatory in ECM
constructions. | have mostly ignored simple transitive accusative
construtions. (I briefly disaussedthe pseudgapphng constrution in (74),
which turnedout to beirrelevan to the currentconcernsecausef the focus
requiremat on theremnantof pseudgapping.)In this section,| exanine the
statusof simple transtive accusitive with resgectto object shift.

In Bo%kovi¢ 1997a,|l arguethat simple transtive accusitive and ECM
accusate differ with respectto object shift. One of my argumeis concens
the following paraligm.

(80) a. Whatdid you buy when?
b. Whendid you buy what?
c. Whomdid Johnproveto be guilty when?
d. *When did Johnprovewhom to be guilty?

As disaussedin secton 2.3, the contrastbetwee (80c) and (80d) (more
precisely,the ungrammatality of (80d)) providesevidencefor obligatory
overtobject shift with ECM. If wham mug moveto the matrix [SpecAgroP],
we can easily accowunt for the fact that whom rather than when moves to
[Spec,@] in (80cd). As a resultof overt object shift, wham endsup being
higherin the strucure thanwhenprior to wh-movement.Consequently the
Superioity Condition requires that whom rather than when moves to
[Spec,@]. Notice, however, that with simple transitive construtions either
the accusave NP or the adverbmoves to [Spec,(, asshownin (80ab). If
the accusitive NP in (80ab) had to undergoovert object shift we would
expectit to haveto moveto [SpecCP], on a par with the accusativeNP in
(80c,d).Basedon this, | arguel that the accusate NP in simple transtive
construtions does not have to under@ overt object shift. The most
straightbrward way of accountingfor the dataseemsto be to assumethat
accusate NPsin simple transitive constuctionsundego overt object shift
only optionally.®® In (80a), the overt object shift option is taken, hencethe

85 Underthe analysispresentd in Bo&ovi¢ 1997a,0vert objectshift with accusativeNPsin
simpletransitivesactually takesplaceonly if the NP proceedswith further movementfrom the
object shift position (seealso Bo¥kovit 1997cand Chomsky1999). The position| take hereis
thusslightly different from my previousposition.
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accusativeNP moves to [Spe¢cCP]. On the othe hand,in (80b) the no overt
objectshift option is taken,hencethe adverbmoves to [SpeGCP]°®
Corsidernow (81).

(81) a.  Whodid Bill select[a painting of t]?
b. ?*Who was|[a painting of t] seleced?

Example(81b) illustratesthe Subject Condtion effect Branigan(1992)and
Bo&kovit (19979 observethat if the object in (81a) had to undego overt

objectshift, (81ap) would involve very similar configurations(extractionout

of [SpeGAgroP] and[SpeGAgrsP], resgectively). In fact, underthe accounts

of the SubjectCondition effect given by Takahashi(1994) and Ormazabal,
Uriageré&a, andUribe-Echevarria (1994) which blamethe ungranmaticlity

of (81b)onthefactthatthe constrution involvesextracton out of aheadof a

nontrivial chan, we would expect(81a)to be asbad as (81b) if the direct

object had to undego overt object shift because(81a) would then also
involve extracton out of a headof a nontrivial chain. (Nunes& Uriagereka
[2000] and Uriagere&a’s [1999] analsesof the Subject Condition, which

quitegeneally block extracton out of specifiers,would alsorule out (81a)on

a parwith (81b)if it involved overt object shift.)

Recall now that Lasnk argues that the pseudgappingconstru¢ion mug
involve overt object shift. (As discussed previously, he argues that
pseudogapjpig involves ellipsis of the VP out of which the remnantof
pseudogappig has moved.) Significartly, as observedin Lasnk 2000,
extractionout of a pseudgappingremnantis degraed.

(82) a. Bill seleceda paintingof John,andSusarshould[a photgraph
of Mary]; [ye—seleett]
b. ?*Who will Bill select[a pairting of t], andwhg will Susana

photograj of j]; [veseleett]

Lasnik observesthat these data can be accownted for if overt object shift
indeed occuis only optionally in simple transtives. Exanple (82b) is
degradedbecase overt object shift is the only option in pseudgapping
constructios. (More predsely, overt object shift is a prerequsite for
pseudogappig.) In (81a),on the otherhand,nothingprevents usfrom taking
the no overt object shift option. As a resut, only (82b) must involve
extractionout of a headof a nontrivial chan.

Lasnk (2000) obseves that the following dataprovide further evidence
for this analyss:

66 Notice that whenthe overt shift objectoption is forced,asin Lasnik’s (2000) *When did
you call whomup, wherewhomprecedeghe particle hencemusthave undergoneovert object
shift, asexpectedwhenis not allowedto moveto [Spec,CP]Also asexpectedthe construction
in questioncontrastswith Whendid you call up whom
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(83) a. The specialprosecubr questicmedtwo aidesof a senatorduring
eachothe’s trials.
b. ??Whch senatordid the specialproseutor questia [two aidesof
tj] during eachother’strials.

Assune that, asarguel by Lasnik, only overt movanmentcan createbinding
possibiities. In (83a) nothing prevents us from taking the overt object shift
option, which placesthe object high enoughin the treeto bind the anapho
within the adverbid (Lasrik assumeghat the adverbi# is higher than the
object prior to object shift.) On the otherhand,in (83b) we are faced with
contradicory requiranents.If thedirectobjectundegoesovertobjectshift, it
will be high enoughto bind the anapho. Howeve, the constuction then
involves extractbn out of a headof a nontrivial chain—n other words, a
SubjectCondition configuration.If we leave the direct objectin situ within
VP, no problem ariseswith respectto locality conditions on movament.
Howevae, the objectwill thennot be ableto bind the anapho. The contrast
between(83a)and(83b), aswell asthe contras between(81a)and(83b), is
thusaccouned for.

So,wheredoesthis leaveus?Objectshift musttakeplace overtly in ECM
construtions.Howeva, it is optionalin simple transtive construtions. How
canwe account for this stateof affairs?We cannotadoptLasnk’s analyss,
becauseét is designedto make overt object shift optionalin both ECM and
simpletransitiveconstuctiors. In particular, Lasnk propogsthatthe AgroP
projectian canbe, but doesnot haveto be, insertedovertly. If it is insered
overtly, overtobject shift takes place(in fact, it musttakeplace). If it is not, it
doesnot. The analyss cannotmaketherequreddifferencebetwee the ECM
accusate andthe simple transitive accusate. The stateof affairs we have
endedup with is pretty close (though not idertical) to what is arguel in
Bo%ovi¢ 1997awherel claimedthatovertobjectshift is obligatorywith the
ECM accusate but doesnot take place at all with the simple transtive
accusdte unlessthis accustive proceedswith further movementfrom the
overt object shift postion. Howeve, the analysisof this givenin Boovic
1997ais not compléely consistentvith the currenttheoreti@l assunptions. |
will, therefore, make an alternaive proposalhere

| proposethat accusate canbe eitherstrucural or inherent®’ By taking
the structural Caseoption, we obligatorily get overt object shift, structurad
Caserequring overt licendng. Let us further assumethat inherent Case
differs from strucural Casein that it does not require moveament to
[Spec,AgoP]. Essentially following Chamsky (19860, let us assumethat it
is licensedin situ under-role assigment®® Therdore, if the inherent Case
option is taken for an accusatve NP, no overt object shift takes place.

57 1t is possiblethat not all languagepatternwith Englishin this respect For example,jit is
possiblethat this doesnot hold for languagesvhereaccusativeand oblique (typically inherent)
casedliffer morphologicaly.

58 See,however,Stjepanovic1997.
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Dependingon whetherthe strucural or the inherent Caseoptionis taken,we
thusgeteitherthe overtobject shift or the no overt object shift derivatian for
simple transtive accustive NPs. As for the ECM accusadte, the inherent
Caseoption is ruled out due to the assoa@tion of inherent Casewith 6-
licensing, ECMed NPs not being 6-marked by their Caselicensor. This
analysisgivesa straichtforward account of the differentbehaviorof the ECM
accusativeand the simple transtive accusativewith respect to overt object
shift, only the former requiringit.

8. Conclusion

The main conclwsion of this article is that the EPP can be, and shoul be,
eliminated. | showedthatin a numter of construtionsthe EPPdoesnot hold
at all. Where it doesappea to hold, its effects follow from independem
mechanisra of the grammar.“Final EPP’ follows from Casetheory,which
leadsto the concluson thatovertobjectshift is obligatay in Englishin ECM
constructios, thoudgh not necessaly in simple transitives wherel argued
that overt object shift is optional. “Intermediate EPP’ is selective.
Intermediaé [Spec,|P$ arefilled asareslut of the requiremat of successive
cyclicity (i.e., locality); othewise theyremain empy, which is unexpectd if
the EPPwere to hold. In particula, intermedate [SpegIP]s remain empty
(more predsely, they are not creded) in constuctionsinvolving expletive
subjects,which | have argueddo not raise at all. This in turn provides
evidence aganst Moro (1997)style and Sabel (2000}style analysesof
expletive constuctions,which crucially rely on expletive movement. also
arguedthat the requirement of successie cyclicity shouldnot be tied to a
property of intermedate heads as in the feature-tieckingfilled-specfier
requiremet apprach to succesive cyclicity, but to a propety of the
movementitsef. A numter of additional conclusons have beenreached
concerningthe properanalyss of a variety of constuctionsand phenonena
that significantly restrictthe possiblities available in the system.
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