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Abstract

The focus of this thesis is an investigation of object shift in Icelandic within the
Minimalist framework. Object shift here involves movement of a direct object or an
indirect object from base position to a position higher in the syntactic structure. Adverb
placement is often employed as evidence for object shift: in situ elements follow, and
shifted elements precede a sentential adverb such as negation.

A description of the object shift phenomenon is presented in Chapter One. Background
research is discussed, including a description of Icelandic verb properties by Holmberg
and Platzack (1995), an investigation of the category E by Travis (1994), and work on
negator movement by Moritz and Valois (1994).

Chapter Two ill various ing the syntactic derivation of the
‘word order combinations involved in (double) object shift, with an emphasis on Icelandic
data. These include work by Groat and O'Neil (1996), Collins and Thrainsson (1993), and
Bobaljik (1995). Problems with each of the proposals are laid out after the respective
analyses.

Chapter Three represents an alternative analysis to the previous works. The analysis
assumes the lowest position of an indefinite subject and the vP-external position of a
shifted direct object to be the same position [Spec, EP]; and overt Shift of the negator to
[Spec, NegP] is proposed. Object shift is derived by a process whereby the presence of
strong features is triggered in a head whose maximal projection is immediately

by the maximal ion of another head which itself contains strong
features. The implication of the latter is that shift of an indirect object alone is actually
shifting of the indirect object, the negator, and the direct object to higher positions. The
posibility of vP-internal shift of the direct object is also raised.
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Chapter 1
Background

1.1 Introduction
The presentation I make in this thesis involves word order phenomenon observed

in Icelandic, particularly related to the shifting of objects within the sentence structure.

My aim is to account for the word order variati ibed in the data

throughout the paper. Much of this data comes from works by other authors involving
Icelandic, but I have also employed an Icelandic informant, a male native speaker from
northwest Iceland. With the help of the informant, I have collected a large portion of my
own data which I use to further delineate and distill my hypotheses regarding Icelandic
object shift. My goal is to make an accurate and logical account of the mechanisms

through which the overt syntax arises.

I begin my investigation by ing some i fon. In this
chapter, [ explain what object shift in Icelandic is comprised of in terms of word orders
and the constituents involved therein, and I present the framework which [ employ in my

investigation, that being Minimalist theory as proposed by Chomsky (1995). I set out my

objectives and present some of my general Continuing with the

information, I relate work by Holmberg and Platzack (1995) to give a description of the
verb in Icelandic, including their analysis of inversion structures. Finally, I present
proposals by Travis (1994) and Moritz and Valois (1994) which I adopt for my own
investigation, those being the existence of an E projection within the syntax, and the

movement of the negator to [Spec, NegP] respectively. Note that I have regularized the




glosses to represent the position of the definite article in Icelandic, where I gloss, for
example, bekurnar ‘the books' as 'books-the'. Any gloss or translation of examples from
other authors which appear in square brackets are my own; and I keep the designation NP
where it appears in works that I review, but I adopt the designation DP in my own

analysis.

1.2 Foundations and Objectives of the Investigation
1.2.1 Background on Icelandic Object Shift
Icelandic is a language where definite object DPs of transitive and ditransitive
verbs can occupy different positions within a sentence, as exemplified by the following
sentences in (1a-¢) (from Collins and Thréinsson (1996)).
(1)a. Jonlas ekki bzkurnar(DO)
Jon read not books-the
<Jon did not read the books.”
b. Jonlas bzkurnar(DO) ekki
Jon read books-the not
c. Eglénaekki Mariu(IO) bekumar(DO)
I loannot Maria  books-the
I do not loan Maria the books."
d. Eg ldna Mariu(IO) ekki bzzkurnar(DO)

I loan Maria not books-the



e. (?)Eg lana Mariu(I0) bakumnar(DO) ekki
[ loan Maria books-the not
(2)a. ?*Eg lina bzkumnar(DO) ekki Mariu(I0) ~ (flat intonation)
I lend books-the not Maria
'Ido not loan Maria the books."
b. *Eg lana bakumnar(DO) Mariu(IO) ekki
I lend books-the Maria not

It is evident that direct and indirect objects may vary in their placement within the
sentence structure. Sentence (1a-b) represent the phenomenon of single object shift with a
transitive verb, where (1a) shows a direct object (henceforth DO) DP bakurnar ‘the
books’ which follows the negator ekki ‘not’, and (1b) shows the shifted position of 2 DO
where it precedes the negator. Double object shift with a ditransitive verb is illustrated in
(lc-e), which involves the leftward movement of objects to positions higher in the syntax
than their original positions. The example in (Ic) shows that an unshifted DO bakurnar
“the books’ follows an unshifted indirect object (henceforth I0) DP Mariu ‘Maria’, where
both follow the negator ekki ‘not’. Example (1d) shows a shifted IO preceding the
negator where an unshifted DO follows the negator. (Le) shows a shifted IO preceding a
shifted DO, both of which precede the negator, with marginal results ((1¢) is said with
flat intonation; neither of the objects can receive stress, otherwise the sentence becomes
more degraded). The examples in (2a-b) illustrate what is unacceptable in terms of object
shift (from Collins and Thrainsson (1996)), where in (2a) the DO has shifted over the in
situ IO and the negator, and in (2b) both the DO and IO have shifted, but the DO



precedes the IO. Thus there are combinations of word order which produce
ungrammatical sentences, those being where a DO shifts across an IO.

As recorded by Holmberg (1986), and often described as Holmberg's
Generalization, raising of the verb in Scandinavian must precede any shifting of the
objects; as a result, objects cannot overtly shift across a verb. This is illustrated in (3a-b)
(from Collins and Thréinsson (1996)).

(3)a. *J6n; hefur baekurnar (ekki) lesid
Jon has books-the not read

['Jon has not read the books.]

b. *Eghef Mariu(iO) ekki l4nad baekurnar(DO)
I have Maria not lent books-the

[T have not lent Maria the books."]

The sentence in (3a) shows that the DO b@kurnar ‘the books’ cannot raise over the non-
finite lexical verb lesid ‘read’, the latter being unable to raise itself due to the presence of
the auxiliary verb hefur ‘has’ (compare with the data in sentences in (la-b), where the
lexical verb, being finite, has raised and where shifting of the DO is legitimate). In (3b) it
is clear that the same applies to the IO Mariu “Maria’, where shifting over the non-finite
lexical verb /dnad ‘lent’ results in ungrammaticality (compare with the data shown in
(lc-¢) where the IO can shift when the lexical verb is finite and has raised).' This will
also be discussed later in section 2.3.2 on Collins and Thrainsson’s (1996) account of

object shift in Icelandic.



As the above exemplify, objects within Icelandic transitive and ditransitive
constructions have variable positions within the sentences, moving from their original
positions within the verb shell to positions farther up in the structure, barring certain

on as di d.

1.2.2 Theoretical Framework

In my investigation of object shift in Icelandic, I employ a Minimalist framework
to make an account of considerations such as the positions available for shifted objects
‘within the structure, and to explain the distribution of shift in terms of what word orders
are and are not acceptable. Within the Minimalist model of grammar as put forth by
Chomsky (1995) is the hypothesis that case features on objects must be checked through
structural arrangement within the syntax. Case is checked when an object DP enters a
specifier-head relationship; in this instance the position acquired by the object DP to
check case is the specifier position of a projection of a functional head AgrO. The
function of AgrO is to check case on an object DP, but it cannot assign case, thus the
AgrO acquires its capacity to assign case from the verb through an adjunction operation
as the derivation progresses. The syntactic position of AgrOP appears above the VP in
Chomsky’s account, where AgrO exists between T and V. With the presence of strong
features, AgrO attracts V through adjunction or an object DP in [Spec, AgrOP] by

substitution, and where an object DP appears overtly in [Spec, AgrOP] position is an

' For a more detailed description of Holmberg’s generalization, and an account of its workings, see
Holmberg (1997).



instance of overt object raising. By the principle of Economy, raising of features covertly
at logical form (LF) is preferred, thus Procrastinate is invoked to delay raising until LF,
as less cost is incurred through LF operations. But in the case of such things as overt
object shift, all features, including phonetic features, raise before LF and thus appear
overtly in the raised position at surface structure (SS). This is the result when movement
at SS is forced by the Last Resort principle so that the resulting form will be interpretable
at LF. If SS movement were not to take place, some features would not be checked at LF
and the derivation would crash. With respect to state of AgrO as a functional head, its
existence is indicated only by the presence of constituents which it attracts when it is

strong,

1.2.3 Objectives

Given the nature of object shift in Icelandic, and the Minimalist foundation which
guides my research, I intend to present an examination which more accurately explains
the phenomenon than previous investigations. My aim is to give an accurate description
‘while reducing the number of stipulations and asymmetries within the work to as few as
possible.

Assuming, after Chomsky (1995), that objects require case to be checked in the
specifier position of appropriate functional projections, and where it appears that both the
10 and DO can shift external to the vP, as examples (1a-e) illustrate, one could take this
to indicate vP-external case checking positions. I maintain the existence of a vP-external

case checking position for the IO in Icelandic, that being the specifier position of an Agr



head projection, which I designate as AgrIOP. As for the vP-external constituent between
vand T to which a DO shifts, my investigation has led me to conclude that it is not a case
checking position. In my analysis, I hold that a DO in Icelandic does not get its case
checked in the specifier position of a vP-external AgrO projection. Rather, I maintain that
this vP-external position to which a definite DO DP can overtly shift is in fact the
specifier of an EP; this is the projection of a category E (following Travis (1994): see
section 1.4), which exists between v and T in the syntax. Further, I present evidence that
[Spec, EP] is also the position in which an indefinite subject can overtly appear in
Icelandic, and that the Icelandic non-finite past participle adjoins to E, which encodes
certain non-finite verbal morphology.

@ AgrIOP

Spec /m{o’

AgrlO EP

A,

Spét

E vP...

As for the actual case checking position of an Icelandic DO, I propose that it is
the specifier of a vP-internal AgrO projection (see also Koizumi (1993) on vP-intemnal
Agr0), and that overt shift of the DO to this position is possible. I use the sentences in
(5a-b) to illustrate (from Collins and Thréinsson (1996)).

(5)a. [ger  hafapeir sentpeningana beint upp
yesterday have they sent money-the straight up

“Yesterday they have sent the money straight up’



b. *[ger  hafapeir sentbeint upp peningana
yesterday have they sent straight up money-the

Assuming that the adverb of manner beint ‘straight” is adjoined to the VP within the outer
VP, that the particle upp up’ is stranded under V when the verb raises, and that the non-
finite past participle sent ‘sent’ is adjoined to E where EP immediately dominates the vP,
then it is evident that the DO peningana ‘the money’ can appear in two positions relative
to these elements. Appearing to the left and below the adverb, verb, and particle, as in
(5a), the DO is in situ in complement position within the VP, and appearing to the right
of the adverb and particle but below the past participle, as in (5b), it is higher in the
structure. I postulate that this latter position is the specifier position of an AgrO
projection between V and v, as shown in (6).
©) vP

Spes

v Complement

1.3 On Icelandic Verb Properties Including Inversion
In this section I set out some background on the nature of the ditransitive verb in

Icelandic, presenting the work of Holmberg and Platzack (1995). This is to describe the



nature of the verb in general, in selecting objects and so forth, but also to explain the
phenomena of inversion in leelandic double object constructions. As noted earlier, and.
exemplified by (2a), when a DO shifts across an IO in a sentence spoken with flat

the results are But there are constructions where just such a

word order is apparent. The difference is that these represent the phenomenon of
inversion, not object shift.

Collins and Thréinsson (1996) note that there is the word order possibility in
Icelandic, whereby the DO comes to precede the IO, even though this has been shown to
be an illegitimate construction in terms of object shift (see section 2.3.4). It is not
possible for a DO to shift over an in situ I0; what is possible is base generated inversion
of the objects. Data in (7a-b) from Collins and Thrainsson (1996) serve to exemplify the
phenomenon of inversion in [celandic.

(7)a. Hanngaf konunginum(IO) ambittina(DO)
he gave king-the maidservant-the

‘He gave the king the maidservant.’

b. Hanngaf ambttina(DO) konunginum(IO)

he gave maidservant-the king-the

‘He gave the maidservant to the king.”

The example in (7a) shows the objects in their normal word order, with the IO

‘the king’ Jing the DO ittina ‘the mai .” The example in

(7b) illustrates the inverted object order, where the DO has come to precede the 10. Any

DO-IO word order is the result of inversion, not object shift. The following section is an



exposition of work from Holmberg and Platzack (1995), where they present hypotheses

on the double object construction in Scandinavian, with much focus on Icelandic. They

investigate the properties of the double object construction with different verbs, and

present some on the They i igate Icelandic verbs in terms of

the types of objects they may take, the case marking properties, and other characteristics

such as inversion, and they conclude that ditransitive verbs in Icelandic fall into two

groups, bs and skl bs. Verbs ing to the former group are the

focus of my investigation.

1.3.1 The Double Object Construction and Two Verb Classes
Holmberg and Platzack (1995) present the structure of the double object
construction, and they state that the analysis presented is akin to proposals from other

researchers including Larson (1988), Falk (1990), Johnson (1991), and Speas (1990).

10



®) ActP

DP Act’
Act VP
/N
DP v
/N
v DP
Johan gav; Sara li bol‘(en

‘Johan gave Sara(IO) the book(DO)’

With regard to the double object construction, they state that Icelandic ditransitive
verbs can be relegated to one of two classes, which they label the gefa-class (gefé ‘give’)
and the skila/rena-class (skila ‘return’, rena ‘rob”). The majority of verbs belong to the
gefa-class, and it is characteristic of these verbs to take an 10 morphologically marked in
the dative and a DO marked in the accusative. The skila/reena-class differs from the
foregoing in that these verbs assign lexical case to a DO, which can take the form of
dative, genitive, or lexical accusative. Their examples in (9a-d) serve to illustrate.

(9)a. Jongaf Olafi bokina gefa-verb

Jon gave Olaf(DAT) book(ACC)

['Ton gave Olaf a book."]

1



b, Hin sagdi beim sogu gefa-verb
shetold  them(DAT) story(ACC)
['She told them a story."]
c. Marfaskiladi mér bokinni minni  skila/rena-verb
Maria retumned me(DAT) book-the(DAT) my(DAT)

['Maria returned my book to me."]

o 3 "

d. peirrendu Olaf
they robbed Olaf(ACC) money-the(DAT)

['They robbed the money from Olaf.']

1.3.2 Differences between the Verb classes

Holmberg and Platzack (1995) show that verbs from the two classes exhibit
different characteristics. They first discuss how the verb classes select case, following
Emonds (1991) in their analysis. For the Icelandic double object construction, they
propose that the verb checks case on the JO by means of a selectional feature, and that, in
fact, the head is strictly subcategorized for this in its lexical representation. The verb’s

subcategorization also includes the selection of the category of its complement (what

Holmberg and Platzack call the “ ial ies™). As well, they
propose that a feature in the verb's subcategorization may possibly designate the

particular case assigned to the complement. With respect to this, Holmberg and Platzack

contend that the case assigned to an d may be ined in the

lexical representation of the verb. With the notion of prespecified case for experiencer

12



arguments, they note that Icelandic benefactives are usually placed in the dative, and
malefactives tend to be in the accusative (to a lesser extent than the former). But there are
exceptions to these tendencies, and so they maintain that the assignment of case to an
experiencer in Icelandic is not driven by a rule of case assignment dependant on the
particular theta-role; they hold that the case which marks experiencer arguments is
idiosyncratic. They propose as well that the projection of an Act head by a verb, a process
not entirely dependant on semantics, is also the result of information stored in the lexical
representation. Both gefa- and skila/reena-verbs project Act (whereas an ergative would
not), and they present the following verbs in (10a-b) to exemplify the respective
underlying representations from each class.
(10) a. gefa [exppar, Act]

b. rena [_Dat, exp, Act]

Holmberg and Platzack (1995) point out that there is no strict subcategorization
for the DO (the theme ) of gefa ‘give,’ as it is not assigned a lexical case here, thus it is
marked by accusative cas¢ when the verb is active, and nominative case when the verb is
passive. As well, as its lexical representation in (10a) shows, the verb assigns dative case
to its experiencer theme; there is also an Act projected, having been specified in the

lexical ion. As for the skil b rena ‘rob’ shown in (10b), dative case

is assigned to the DO, and this verb also has an Act projection specified, but the case of
any experiencer argument is not defined in the lexical representation, and so it is assigned
structural accusative case. In summary, Holmberg and Platzack propose the following

about the respective case properties:

13



the Icelandic DOC [double object construction] exemplifies (at least) three
different kinds of Cases: structural Case (e.g. the DO of gefa), lexical
idiosyncratic Case (e.g. the DO of rena ), and “thematic Case”, that is a Case
which is associated with a role (the IO of gefa), although, as an additional
complication, the association between role and Case is only a tendency in this
case, which motivates representing it as part of the lexical representation of each
verb. The three kinds of Cases are clearly distinguished in the lexical
representations in [(42a-b)]: structural case is indicated by absence of lexical Case

i ion, lexical idi ic Case is as a strict izatil
feature, and “thematic Case” is represented as a strict subscript on a role feature.
(Holmberg and Platzack 1995: 201)

Continuing with their iption of di between the verb classes,

Holmberg and Platzack (1995) describe how each class responds to a to-construction,

which is the replacement of the IO by a PP. They note that in Icelandic double object

ile bs tolerate the ion. In contrast, they note that
replacement of the IO by the fo-construction is not a legitimate process for the gefa-
verbs.
With respect to the gefa-verbs, Holmberg and Platzack state that it is the contents
of the lexical representation which explains the less than favourable position of the (o-
construction with this class. They posit that because the lexical representation specifies
that dative case be assigned to an experiencer argument, the presence of a PP

would not be with this verb class, as it would violate a selectional

requirement. Having a PP present would largely result in illegitimate constructions, as
they illustrate with the (11a-b).
(11)a. *? Hin gaf  bokina til J6ns

She gave book-the to Jon

['She gave the book to Jon.]

14



b. *Egsagdisoguna til peirra/fyrir peim
I told story-the to them/for them
[ told the story to/for them."]

Ini igating the skl lass, and Platzack note that these verbs

have three possibilities with regard to the [O: the IO can be present, marked as such by
morphological case; the IO can be omitted, with the ro-construction replacing the
experiencer argument; the IO can be omitted entirely. They exemplify each point in (12a-
o).
(12) a. hin skiladi békinai til Jons
she returned book-the(DAT) to Jon
['She returned the book to Jon.']
b. peir tludu ad rena veskinum af mér
they intended to rob purse-the(DAT) from me
['They intended to rob the purse from me."]
c. hin hefur ekki skilad bokinni
she has not returned book-the(ACC)
['She has not returned the book.]
To explain the data, Holmberg and Platzack propose that skila ‘return’ assigns case to the
1O optionally, and that r@na ‘rob’ has no requirement to take an IO marked by any case.
‘Thus they maintain that the IO is an optional element in a construction with verbs of this
class, as they are not required to assign any case to an IO. The implication is that 2 PP

can be employed to realize the experiencer argument, as it does not violate any

15



selectional feature. They state that, in fact, skila/rena-verbs are not required to have any

of an experi itis present as an IO or a PP optionally. In

contrast, the authors point out that gefa-verbs require that the IO, an experiencer

argument marked by dative case, must be present, as specified in the lexical

* representation (see (10a)). They ify this di between the ski and

gefa-verbs respectively in sentences (13a-b).
(13) a. Hiin hefur ekki skilad békinni

she has  not returned book-the

['She has not returned the book."]

b. * Hin hefur ekki gefid bokina
shehas not given book-the

['She has not given the book.']

It is evident in the above that an IO need not be present with skila, but the

ungrammaticality of its absence with gefa indicates that it is a necessary element.

1.3.3 Inversion versus Heavy NP Shift
Holmberg and Platzack (1995) discuss inversion of the objects in the Icelandic
double object construction. They state that inversion of the objects to DO-IO order is fine
for the gefa-class verbs (with some exceptions), as they illustrate in the examples (14a-b).
(14) a. Jon tlar  ad gefa bokina einhverju bokasafni
Jon intends to give book-the(ACC) (to) some library(DAT)

[Jon intends to give the book to some library."]

16



b. Hann syndi bokasafid 5llum n*jum [sic] stidentum

he showed library-the(ACC) (o) all  new students(DAT)

['He showed the library to all new students."]
Holmberg and Platzack note that there is a condition which must be met in order for gefa-
verbs to show inversion acceptably. They state that while the IO in the inverted
construction is indefinite, heavy, or both, these are not the pivotal precanditions for
inversion. Rather, both these qualities lead to a DP being interpreted as focused; thus they
propose that it is focus which is responsible for licensing inversion. They explain that
specifically the IO must be focused and the DO non-focused. They illustrate this point by
showing the different focus possibilities given in (15a-g) (the authors note that (15a-f) are
sentences constructed around ones from Ottésson (1991), and that (15g) was presented to
them by Halldér A. Sigurdsson).
(15)a. Eg =tlaad gefa  békina einhverju bokasafni

I will give book-the(ACC)some library(DAT)

['I will give the book to some library."]

b. ?Egatiaadgefa  bok einhverju bokasafni
I will give (a) book(ACC) some library(DAT)
['I will give a book to some library."]
c. Egeatlaad gefa einhverja bok einhverju bokasafni
I will givesome  book(ACC)some library(DAT)

[T will give some book to some library."]

7



®

L

. *Eg =tla ad gefa einhverja bok bokasafninu

I will givesome book(ACC) library-the(DAT)
['T will give some book to the library.]
*Eg tla ad gefa einhverja bok bokasafni
I will give some  book(ACC) library(DAT)
[T will give some book to a library."]
Eg ®tla ad gefa bokina békasafni
I will give book-the(ACC) library(DAT)
[T will give the book to a library."]
*Eg etla a8 gefa bokina békasafninu
I will  give book-the(ACC) library-the(DAT)

[T will give the book to the library."]

Holmberg and Platzack indicate two examples which illustrate that focus relegated to the
10 is more significant to the inversion structure than the focus given to the DO, where the
definiteness of the DO is not the main contributor. They note this in (15¢), which shows
that as long as the IO is indefinite and interpreted as focused, then the DO can also be
indefinite. And further, they note (15g), which shows that the structuce is also not

dependent on the DO being definite. Thus focus on the IO is the prime condition.

Holmberg and Platzack (1995) present (16) as the structure for the inverted

double object construction, based in part around Falk (1990) and Holmberg (1991).

*This reference to Holmberg (1991) in Holmberg and Platzack (1995) does not appear in their biliography.
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a6) P
DP Act’

v
Hann  syndi; bokasafni l.‘ 6llum stidentum
['He showed a library to all students."]

They maintain that, in a general way, this structure represents the same structure

the ion, except that morphological case marking of dative on the

10, in combination with focus, meet the same underlying syntactic conditions as a PP in

As well, the i features si present within
the lexical representation of the verb are still met, where they would not be if there were a
PP present. To illustrate their point, Holmberg and Platzack recall the lexical
representation of the verb gefa in (17).
(17)  gefa [exppa, Act]
They give the process thusly:
The verb takes an obligatory experiencer argument with a specified Case, namely
dative. The structural position of the argument is not specified. Hence the verb
may assign the Case to the lower argument in [(16)]. The DO will be assigned the
ordinary structural accusative Case by Act+V. Note that the DO is formally a
specifier, not a complement, of V in [(16)], since (dative) Case is checked in V*

(cf. [(27)]). The DO is still within the checking domain (government domain) of
V and Act. (Holmberg and Platzack 1995:207)
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Holmberg and Platzack state further that inversion of the double object
construction is not possible in Mainland Scandinavian, and that it does not matter what
the focus conditions are, as they illustrate in the Swedish example (18).

(18) *Hanska ge boken nagot bibliotek
He will give book-the some library

[translation unavailable]

They explain that there is nothing to interfere with the checking of both objects here,
given their postulated case rule (19) for the 10 in Mainland Scandinavian.

(19)  accusative is licit in Spec-VP

(20)  actor < experiencer < theme < adverbial

But to explain why inversion is disallowed, they adopt the proposal by Speas (1990) of a
universal theta hierarchy shown in (20). Therefore, through the universal theta hierarchy,
the experiencer role will be assigned to the object higher up in the structure (the DO in
inversion), and the lower object (the IO) will get the theme role; thus the resulting
structure in terms of the case marking would not make sense.

Holmberg and Platzack point out that the same structure in Icelandic is

grammatical, as inverted double object ions are legiti given the
set out earlier in this section. Their conclusion is that the morphological thematic case
assigned to the IO by gefa-verbs bars it from receiving the theme role. Thus this “stray”
role gets assigned to the object higher up in the structure, the DO. However, they point
out that if the [O is what they call a “pure experiencer” then inversion of the double

objects is barred. This has to do with the thematic properties, in that they become more
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like those of a PP ion in Mainland inavian with respect to the zo-

construction. They present sentences (21a-b) from Swedish.
(21)a. Hangav alla lirare huvudvirk

He gaveall teachers (a) headache

[translation unavailable]

b. ??Han gav huvudvirk 3t alla larare
He gave (a) headache to all teachers

[translation unavailable]
Using the universal theta hierarchy again, they explain the degradation of the sentence in
(21b). They propose that alla ldrare “all teachers’ is a ‘pure experiencer” role, not a goal,
and should come before the theme role. Because ‘a headache’ does not have an original
source from which it gets passed along to a goal, it develops in someone as an

as the result of ing or thus it is an i in whom the

headache arises. They present a similar example from Icelandic in (22).
(22) a. Hann gaf 6llum kennurum sama tekiferid

He gaveall teachers(DAT) (the) same chance(ACC)

['He gave the same chance to all teachers."]

b. *Hann gaf sama tekiferid Sllum kennurum
He gave (the) same chance(ACC) all  teachers(DAT)

It is apparent that inversion of the double object construction is unacceptable in (22b),
even though the verb is 2 gefa-verb, and even though the IO is focused by being

indefinite (and the DO non-focused by being definite). Holmberg and Platzack explain
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that the cause for the ungrammaticality of (21b) is probably the same as for (22b), as the
10 should be assigned a goal 1ole, but this is not in this case. They propose that ‘a
chance’ exists in the same manner as ‘a headache’ above - it is a thing that is

and not i iginating at a source and directed to a goal. Therefore,

the universal theta hierarchy is violated, and the sentence is ungrammatical.
Holmberg and Platzack (1995) state that inversion of the double object
construction with skila/rena-verbs results in degraded or ungrammatical sentences. They

illustrate this in examples (23a-b).

(23) a. ??Hann skiladi i i i
he returned money-the(DAT) some policeman(DAT)
['He returned the money to some policeman."]
b. *Peir leyndu sannleikanum &Il bom
they concealed truth-the(DAT)  all children(ACC)
['They concealed the truth from all children."]

Holmberg and Platzack point out that the generalization made conceming the

inadmissibility of inverted double object i for the skil bs is not
entirely accurate; there do exist examples where it appears inversion has taken place.

id, inversion. The

They hold that when the evidence is i this cannot be

main ch isti iated with this is that the TO must be very heavy.

With a relative clause serving to create a very heavy IO, they present the sentences in

(24a-b) as examples.



(24)a. Pbeirleyndu  sannleikanum [alla  sem tillheyrdu ekki flokknum]

they concealed truth-the(DAT) all(ACC) who belonged not ~ party-the
“They concealed the truth from all those who didn’t belong to the party.’

??Sjérinn svipti  manninum [g6mlu konuna sem bjo

the.sea deprived husband-the(DAT) old ~ woman-the (ACC) who lived
4 eyjunni]
on island-the
“The sea deprived of her husband the old woman who lived on the island.’
Holmberg and Platzack consider the above word order variation DO-IO to be a case of

heavy NP movement, after Ottésson (1991), and not inversion; they propose the structure

in (25) as underlying the construction for the relevant portion of sentence (24a).

/A\
T /\

25)

DP

leyna; ¢ ei sannleikanum  alla ser...;



Holmberg and Platzack (1995) hypothesize as to why inversion is not possible for
skila/r@na-class; they state that it is mainly due to case assignment to the DO. These

kil bs are strictly ized to assign idi ic case to the DO (see

section 1.3.3), and it is implicit that only a complement position can receive this case; but
in an inverted structure, the verb checks case on the IO in that position, not the DO. They
exemplify with the legitimately inverted structure of the gefa-verb in (26a), and examples
involving a skila/reena-verb in (26b-c).

(26) a. gefa; [ye bokina [v Vi[pp einhverju békasafni]]]

give  book-the (to)some library

-3

. *skila [ve békunum [y Vi [op einhverju bokasafni 1]]
retum  book-the(DAT) ~ some library(DAT)

skila [v békunum [y- Vi [pe til einhvers bkasafns 1]

9

return  book-the(DAT)  tosome library(GEN)

2]

skila [_DAT, (exp p), ACT)
They explain that the case on the IO of the legitimately inverted construction in (26a) is

checked by the verb in V", and the DO higher up cannot be counted as a complement

ding to H and Platzack’s definition of a given in (27).
@n A is a complement of an X° head B if and only if
(a) A is the daughter of B’ (a first order projection of B), or
(b) A is a sister of B’ and B has not checked Case in B’
In sentence (26b) with illegitimate inversion, they point out that the dative case is

checked by the verb in V’; this being the case the object higher in the structure cannot
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count as a complement, only as a specifier. The problem is that the idiosyncratic case
specified in the lexical representation of the verb shown in (26d) cannot be checked on an
object in specifier position, only on one as complement, and so the sentence is

unacceptable. As for sentence (26c), case is not checked in V* because the verb has an

option to leave out a it marked i role (see section 1.3.2); it is the
object higher in the structure which is therefore counted as the complement, and so it has
its case checked by V. Holmberg and Platzack conclude by stating that this can be argued

for all the skila/rena-verbs.

1.3.4 Properties of inversion and Heavy NP Shift

Given the above propositions on the nature of inversion and heavy NP shift for
the different classes of verbs, Holmberg and Platzack (1995) propose that certain effects
should be apparent for the respective movement types as well. With respect to inversion,
one is that the theme argument manifested as a DO can be an antecedent to an anaphor
associated with the IO. They use the sentence in (28) to illustrate.
(28) Jon gaf ambittina; konungi  sinum;

Jon gave maidservant-the(ACC) king(DAT) REFL(DAT)

“Jon gave the maidservant to her king’
They note that this type of behaviour should not be, and is not possible for skila/reena-
verbs. They cite Régnvaldsson (1982) in stating that a DO positioned before the IO
cannot bind an anaphor associated with the IO, and use examples (29a-b), taken from

(1982), to ify this.




(29) a. *Sjérinn svipti  manninum; [g6mlu konuna sina;, sem ...]
sea-the deprived husband-the(DAT) old ~ woman(ACC) REFL(ACC) who...
"The sea deprived the old woman of her husband who..."
b. * Peir randu veskinu; [eigendur sina;, sem... ]
they robbed purse-the(DAT) owner ~ REFL(ACC) who...
[translation unavailable]
Holmberg and Platzack state that (29a) would mean 'The sea deprived the old woman of
her husband’, if it were actually a grammatical sentence. They posit that the reason the

two (29a-b) are ical is that even though the DO looks as if it could

act as an antecedent to the phrase containing the anaphor, the phrase is left-adjoined to
the VP, and so the DO does not c-command it. As a result, the reflexive element
contained within the experiencer segment cannot be properly bound by the DO theme.
Holmberg and Platzack maintain that these observations further support that the DO-I0
word order is the result of different underlying structures for the two verbs: the inverted
double object construction with the gefa-verbs, and Heavy NP Shift of the IO with

skila/reena-verbs.

1.3.5 Passivization of the objects
Holmberg and Platzack (1995) continue their investigation of the properties of the
two classes of verbs with respect to the double object construction by turning to the

properties inherent in passivization. They state that only the verbs of the gefa-class will
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allow the DO to be passivized without restriction ((30a-c) below), and that the

bs only allow passivization of the DO if the IO is omitted ((30d) below).
(30) a. Jéni voru gefnar bakur[sic] (Note a mistake in the gloss:
bazkur is indefinite in this form)

Jon(DAT) were given books-the(NOM)
['The books were given to Jon."]

b. Bekumnar voru gefnar Joni
[books-the(NOM) were given Jon(DAT)]

['The books were given to Jon."]

c. Iéni var skilad  békunum
Jon(DAT) was returned books-the(DAT)

['The books were returned to Jon.]

A

Bzkunum  var skila3 (*Joni)
book-the(DAT) was returned (*Jon(DAT))

['The book was returned (*to Jon).]

Holmberg and Platzack explain that in passive constructions, the verb projects a Pass

head (not Act); this Pass head lacks the properties to assign a role to its specifier position,

and it cannot license an accusative case on the complement position to the verb. They

postulate that what Pass does license is “non-thematic spec-position which may host a DP

moved there if other licensing conditions are satisfied... or an intermediate trace of a DP

moved to Spec-IP. The verb moves to Pass, in overt syntax..., to have its passive

morphology checked.” (Holmberg and Platzack 1995:215)
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The phenomena that Holmberg and Platzack (1995) are concermned about here are
that the gefa-verbs allow passivization of either object, and that the skila/rena-verbs
always allow passivization of the IO, but only allow the DO to be passivized if there is no
IO present. They hold that these differences arise as the result of the underlying structures
by which the gefa-verbs allow inversion, but skila/r@na-verbs do not (adopted from Falk
(1990) and Holmberg (1991); see footnote 2 in this chapter on the latter reference). They
propose that passivization of both objects is fine for gefa-verbs because they retain the
possibility of optionally projecting one of two predicate structures — one with the regular
10-DO order, and the other with the inverted DO-IO order. In the former structure, the [0
is positioned in [Spec, VP], and in the latter the DO is in the same [Spec, VP] position.
Following Vikner (1990), Holmberg and Platzack maintain that if the underlying

structure is that of the inverted double object construction, there would be no violation of

in passivizing a DO from [Spec, VP] position. They illustrate
with sentences (31a-b) (after (30a-b)).
(31) a. [1p J6nii(TO) [r[x voru [pusse (&) [pass getnar I[ve &i [v- Vj bakur(DO)III]

Non-inverted 10 ivized from [Spec, VP]

b. (@ Bekumar(DO) (vt voru [pesse & [pass gefar {ve & [v V; 16ni(10) 1111}
Inverted structure; DO passivized from [Spec, VP]
They note that Relativized Minimality is respected here, in that the IO in the non-inverted
structure and the DO in the inverted structure are not blocked from raising by any
categories that would intervene, as they are both in [Spec, VP] in their respective

structures.



Holmberg and Platzack (1995) point out that in comparison, the skila/rena-verbs
can have no inversion of the double object construction. They state that if an IO is present
in [Spec, VP], then the DO cannot be passivized (as (30d) shows) because it would have
to move from complement position and across the IO in specifier position. This would

violate ivi inimality and result in

Holmberg and Platzack elaborate by stating that passivization of the DO for the
skila/reena-verbs is only barred when there is a IO DP in the sentence (again, as (30d)
shows). But the IO has been shown to be an optional element for this class of verbs, and
as such these verbs can also have it manifested as a PP (see section 1.3.2). Therefore, if
the IO is not present, or is present as a PP, then there will be no violation of Relativized
Minimality if the DO is passivized, because, as [ assume, the DO gets idiosyncratic case
properly assigned to it, and there is nothing in a higher position which would block its
raising up. This point is illustrated in their sentences (32a-b).

(32) a. Bokunum var skilad (til  bokasafns)
books-the was retumned (to (a) library)

[The books were returned to a library.]

b. Sannleikanum var leynt  (fyrir mér)

truth-the was concealed (from me)

['The truth was concealed from me."]

Holmberg and Platzack note a parallel between the inverted double object
construction in an active sentence with the same in a passive. In the former, the IO must

be focused. The same condition is preferred (but not necessary) when the DO is
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passivized (this having the same base generated inverted object orders as the inverted
double object construction in the active). The IO prefers to be focused in both instances,
both having the objects inverted when base generated. Any combination of focus of the
DO is acceptable in a passive where the IO is passivized ((33a,c)). But they point out that
in a sentence where the DO has been passivized, it is preferred that the IO left in sit
within the VP is of a category which is easily and naturally focused. An indefinite NP is
such a category, as opposed to a pronoun with weak stress as in (33b,d). They exemplify
the above points in (33a-d) (note that the verbs belong to the gefa-class and allow
inversion).
(33) a. beim var synd hin

they(DAT) was shown it(NOM)

['It was shown to them.']

1O passivized; any focus of the DO is acceptable

b. Hin var synd einhverjum bornum/ *peim

it(NOM) was shown some children(DAT)/them(DAT)

[Tt was shown to some children/them.']

DO passivized

c. beim var sog8 hin
they(DAT) was told it
[Tt was told to them."]

IO passivized; any focus of the DO is acceptable

30



d.Hin  var s5gd einhverjum bomum/” peim
#t(NOM) was told some children(DAT)/them(DAT)
[Tt was told to some children/them.]
DO passivized
Holmberg and Platzack qualify their statement though, in that focus is not crucial for the
construction the same way it is for an inverted double object construction in the active.
By this T assume that if a category can be focused naturally, then it may be focused, as

stated above, but not necessarily.

1.4 Background on the Category E
As earlier stated, I do not consider the vP-external position to which the DO shifts

to be the specifier of an AgrO projection. I base this is on the ion that

the vP-external position to which a DO can shift is also a position targeted by an
indefinite subject. It is thus doubtful that the nature of this Spec-head relationship
involves object case checking, where both a definite object or an indefinite subject can
appear here in the specifier of this category’s projection. Considering the position of this
category between T and V, and its ability to accept either subject or DO, thus excluding
AgrO as the candidate, I will adopt the analysis given by Travis (1994). She considers the
element in this position to be the category E, which binds an event theta-role and projects
an EP. As well, I hold that the non-finite past participle in Icelandic appears under E in
the syntax. This is in agreement with Travis, who proposes that French infinitives and the

English infinitival marker to appear under E between V and T, and that infinitival
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morphology on French future and conditional tenses is encoded by E. Fallowing from
this last point, the non-finite past participle in Icelandic appears with distinct
morphology, which also leads me consider its position as under E.

In Travis (1994), the author investigates the nature of the functional category
hypothesized to lie in a position between V and T. She states that Pollock (1989) has

i this with infiniti 1 in French, wherein he designates the category

as Agr. Travis refers to the functional category simply as F throughout the larger part of
the work, but she later alters its designation to E (for Event) as she considers its
characteristics, holding that it binds an event related theta-role within the head of its

complement. I will use only her final label E throughout my discussion of her work.

1.4.1 Evidence for the Existence of E
Travis (1994) begins with an investigation of infinitivals and the proposed

functional category E between T and V. She states that Pollock (1989) uses head

to ine infinitival position, and she that

associated with infinitival forms may also be generated in this position.

Travis shows the i ip between E and infiniti in French, i ing the

overt positioning of infiniti: and the ion point of infiniti and

between subjunctives in English. On the former point, she cites Pollock (1989), who
employs surface word order differences between finite and non-finite verbs as evidence
for a functional category positioned between V and T. His argument involves infinitivals

of lexical verbs and short verb movement, where the relative position of the infinitivals
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versus finite verbs are judged against the position of the negative element pas and
sentential adverbs. (This is also covered in section 1.5 regarding Moritz and Valois
(1994) and their proposal on LF movement of negation). His evidence shows that the

finite verb appears in a position preceding pas, and that the infinitival lexical verb

appears in a position ing pas but ps ing the ial adverb; the
is shown as [V¢ pas Viar adv [Ve]]. Travis gives the sentences in (34a-c) to illustrate.

(34) a. Ne pas sembler heureux est une condition pour écrire des romans.

L

*Ne sembler pas heureux...

L

Parler  peine I'italien aprés cing ans d’étude dénote un manque de don pour les

langues.

Travis expands Pollock’s proposals about the lack of short verb movement for
infinitivals in English in pointing out that the infinitival marker o takes up position
between the negative element not and the sentential adverb, the same position of short
verb movement in French. She gives the arrangement as [V not to adv [v V]] and
presents the sentences in (35a-d) to exemplify.

(35) a. Not to seem happy is a prerequisite for writing novels.

b. *To seem not happy is a...

°

. To hardly speak Italian after years of hard work...

A

*To speak hardly Italian...
Travis believes the foregoing to be support for the positioning of the functional category

E between the V and T positions.
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Continuing with an i igation of infiniti Travis (1994) suggests the

that the associated in French is in E. She proposes (in

line with work like Baker (1988), as she points out) that an analysis where head
movement establishes morpheme order could describe the morpheme arrangement
whereby infinitival morphology appears between V and tense/agreement. She explains
that this is visible in French future and conditional tenses, and she proposes that a phrase
structure where E appears between V and T can produce the ordering of the morphemes.

Her morpheme analyses in (36) serves to illustrate.

(36) v E T/agreement
future: parl+ er+ a “s/e will speak’
sot+ ir+ a “s/he will go out’

conditional: parl + er+  ait ‘s/he would speak’

sort+ ir+  ait ‘s/he would go out”

Travis maintains that the same could be argued for the positioning of the
infinitival marker fo in English, as it holds the same position as a French infinitival after
undergoing short verb movement. Further, the finite verb precedes the negator not, and
the infinitival marker fo follows rot. (She indicates that instances where fo appears before
not, not may be the constituent negator variant, as in ‘to not leave would be difficult.’)
Travis states that one position marking both [+tense] and [-tense] does not explain the
word order facts, giving the arrangement as [Vinie NOT to (NOT) V ] and exemplifying
in (37a-c).

(37) a. Not to leave would be difficult.



b. *John not will leave.
c. John will not leave.

Travis (1994) notes that the subjunctive form in English also appears following
the negator, in the same position acquired through short verb movement; this she
illustrates with the comparison in (38a-b).

(38) a. Sally would prefer that I not be reading that book. (subjunctive)

b. Sally said that I was not reading that book. (indicative)
This, together with the infinitival data, leads to her proposal that the category E between
V and T encodes verbal inflection amounting to less than tense, as in the French

les in (36), where appears after the infinitival

morphology. As for the absence of short verb movement in English, she postulates that if
E marks infinitival morphology, and where the English infinitival marker o is nota

bound morpheme, then there is nothing to force the verb to undergo movement.

1.4.2 E and Malagasy Data
Continuing her investigation, Travis (1994) looks at evidence from Malagasy, a
Western Malayo-Polynesian language. Her analysis again indicates that E functions to
encode information which is not tense, and that the position of such information appears
closer to the verb than does tense. Within the tense system of the language, a number of
NPs may function as the subject by means of an alternation in the topic morphology

layed on the verb. The assi of subject is i through three

P

paradigms, whereby the subject is allocated either to the highest theta-role as Actor
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