JOAN MALING AND REX A. SPROUSE

STRUCTURAL CASE, SPECIFIER-HEAD RELATIONS,
AND THE CASE OF PREDICATE NPS

ABSTRACT. We argue that in Germanic languages, predicate NFs always rective case
structurally. In some languages (English, Frisian, banish and Norwegian), the copula verb
is itself an accusative case assigner, in other languages (leelandic, Swedish and Genman), case
features from a higher case-assigner are able 1o penetrate into the VP containing the predi-
cate NP. Under this view, any apparcm <ase ‘agreement’ between subject and predicate NP
is epiphenomenat, due not to 2 rute of agreement under coindexation, but rather to 1he fact
that both NPs are dependent on 1 for case, through Spec-head apgreement on the one hand,
izt under government on the other. The hypotheses that predicate NPs are caseless or that
they receive default case are shown to be vntenable. The Struetural Case Hypothesis is
shown fo provide a simple account of some complex case glternations in leelandic.

0. INTRODUCTION

The question of how predicate NPs get case has received undeservedly little
attention in the generative literature; mention has by and large been rele-
gated to footnotes. We hope to shiow in this paper that they deserve better.
Not surprising, perhaps, is the lack of consensus. Consider a simple example,
such as (1)

(N [,p Pat I, [ will} [y be [a doctor]]]}

A survey of the literature reveals a wide range of possible analyses as to
the source of the m(orphological)-case on the predicate NP:'

) Possible sources of m-case on Predicate NPs:

a. *Cascless’ (Safir 1985: 77, Chomsky 1986: 95, Authier 1991:
726, fn. 5)

b. Default case (Babby 1980: 171 ff., Freidin and Babby 1984
96, fn. 4}

¢. via Agreement {Einarsson 1945: 133, Andrews 1982, den Besten
1985, Yip et al. 1987, Rothstein 1992: fo. 10, Sigurdsson 1991b)

d. Structural Case (Sigurdsson 1989, Lasnik 1992, Lee 1989)

According to the Caselessness Hypothesis (2a), predicate NPs like a doctor
in {1) are exempt from the Case Filter.? According to the Default Case
Hypothesis (2D), they receive case through some default or last-resort
mechanism, because they have no other source of case. Under the Agreement
Hypothesis (2¢), they ‘inherit’ nominative case via coindexation with the
subject NP Pat.
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I. THE STRUCTURAL CASE HYPOTHESIS

In this .
,S;I;;:II;?EC; “tc‘ argue that a relatively unified analysis of predicate NPs
$ IF 1t 18 assumed that in the Germanic |
1 possible _ manic languages such NPs are
U::J'le):-soﬂ]fflf::]c;?oghoéog}ca[ case as an instance of structural case (2d)
. alysts the basic parameter dividing the Germani ;
is whether or not the copula is i F stractural case i ores
is itself a source of st i i
language. W structural case in a given
. not, we assume that the domain of i
transparent to structural case assi ot goverar I i
. ssignment from an external
governor.
Stmztnt:jor]dmg tcf the Structural Case Hypothesis, predicate NPs are assigned
DmiShraNcase in the same way as argument NPs, In some languages, e
B » Norwegian and English,™ the copula is clearly a case assi‘gn‘fr'

. . . - P
a[]d A58 ]g“s accusative case to [he pl Cdlcate Nl, [llst as a (IallS][l\Jc ver h
ass ]glls accusative to 15 Colnp]e[nent.

(3) a. Han ser mig/*jeg Danish
he  sees me-ACC/*I-NOM "

b. _Det er mig/*jeg
it is me-ACC/*-NOM

c. Hvis jeg var  dig/*du, . .,
if I were you-ACC/*NOM

d. He sees me/*I. English

e. That’s me/*I in the picture.
f. What would you do if you were me/*[?

g. You can be me/*I in the play.

In (3b,c.e-g) the ¢ ssi ; :

= gg‘;ﬁii;eo\:}%r‘i‘;ii‘s?;ilgﬁic‘;‘;i'iffé“éZsZafS i« conpromen in (i
et N s o . Vi S ok B
o (Sgumson 1985, Lee 1968, 1992, 1 can gove i 5 V1
intormal nominal'-Cos:jcs-iz;ses:g{g;nlgcevizzlzﬁind thcrefqre assign case to a VP-
discussion of Swedish and German):* example in (4) (see Appendix for

at in such languages,

(4) a. Hon er kennari/*kennara.
she-NOM is teacher-NOM/*ACC
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b Ip
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Spec r-
/\

}ulin I* vp*
I /\
en A& NP

|1-. kennari-NOM

In (4a) both the subjcct and the predicate NP must be marked nomina-
tive. Following Koopman and Spertiche (1991), we assume that the
nominative on the subject NP is licensed by virtue of the Spec(ificr)-Head
relation that holds between Spec-IP and 1. Following Sigurdsson (1989:
ch. 4: 1991b) we adopt the metaphor of the structural case path as a term
for the domain associated with every structural-case-assigning head. Case
and other syntactic features travel along this path. Following Lee (1992),
we take this path to include the head itself, the node immediately domi-
nating that head, and all nodes that the head ¢-commands but are not
contained within a more immediate case path. In (4b) we have marked
the nodes included within the structural case path of I with asterisks. Since
the copula is not a case assigner in Tcelandic, the structural case path of 1
in (4b) includes the predicate NP. Thus, T assigns nominative case to the
NP kennari.

Predicate NPs in Teelandic also occur uniformly in the nominative case
in sentences involving so-called PRO™, as illustrated in (5):

(5} [ AdPRO vera kennuri/*kennara] er mikilvegt
to be teacher-NOM/*ACC is important

The CP boundary is presumably an absolute barrier to government by case
assignment from the matrix 1. Here we depart from an assumption of much
current work within the principles and parameters framework and follow
Sigurdsson (1989: 183-191) in assuming that PRO is in Icelandic — and
perhaps universally — assigned case in the same way as the lexical subject
of a finite clavse. In an example such as (5), the lower (non-finite} T serves
as a nominative case assigner for PRO via Spec-Head agreement. Likewise,
this same (non-finite) 1 serves as a source of nominative case for the
predicate NP kennari vin government, in a fashion completely analogous
to the finite example {4).

Let us now turn to a slightly more complicated cxample, one in which
a clausc containing a copular construction is embedded under an Exceptional
Case Marking (ECM) verb like reljo ‘believe’. Consider example (6):
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(6) a. Eg taldi bana/*hiin vera  kennara/*kennari

I believed her-ACC/*she-NOM to-be teacher-ACCANOM

‘I believed her to be a teacher’

b. e
!
vp
/\
‘l/ iP
taldi SPEC I’
' T
hana 1 vp
l
€ Vv NP
| |
vera kennari-NOM

l-amer': tﬁt;isi:;n ::n\:r‘ls \?hy the _pred:cate. NP in (6) occurs in the accusatjve
above. In ther words, how docs the avestative wames ey oA on Mmade
; 8, ve ca i i

Ltzrb :;I;a penetrate }nto l.he embedded VP? Qur i:n:f:;?}zdl:g ;gﬁtin\\fli:]%
cmn}:cn;:o:; tth telja assigns a:l:cusative case to the Spec-IP under gmgf';
Spee Hioas zze] :}-tuc 'of governing IP, telja also governs Spec-IP), A
e ead 1 s: ionship h?lds between the NP hana and the lower | 'and
thu Symactimuare syntacuc_ features. We suggest that morphological r’:ascs
oo syma 19‘36)( non-atomic complexes of case features, in the spirit of

( ). A number of such analyses have been proposed in the

literature; we assume the fea .
. ' ture d i
Maling (1984/1990: 148) shown ine;‘;))f:l’lposmon of case from Zaenen and

h Case Features: —OBJ -0OBL NOM
+0OBJ -0OBL ACC
+0BJ +OBL DAT
-0BJ +OBL GEN

Fi

f;r};lghgrebii?lt t;;l;rposes, the only crucial aspect is that the case features
etipmed b mf[ [—] Evéﬁes. We syggest then that the {+OBJ] feature
Spon Hons o H 1t')1x verb gains entry 1o the embedded T via the
phoe flead rel t]?n et?w.ecn the latter and the embedded subject. In an
reantins [_OB_f] f:a[ﬁ?:::::]?m[?&]g” fc_aturc is then able to override the
to spread along the structural casem;a?;.m Hhe embedded 1, and from there

To summari
o s[mcmm”z‘e ';(})1 far, we propose that predicate NPs a{ways receive
y: either the copula verb is itself an accusative case assigner
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or case features (typically, nominative from I, but in certain instances,

accusative from a higher V) are able to penetrate into the VP containing
the predicate NP. Under this view, any apparent cuse ‘agreement’ between
subject and predicate NP is epiphenomenal, due not to a rule of agree-
ment under coindexation, but due to the fact that both NPs arc ‘dependent’
on ] — albeit through quite distinct mechanisms - for case.

Let us turn now to a brief consideration of the other three hypotheses

. outlined in (2a—c).

2. ALTERNATIVES TO THE STRUCTURAL CASE HYPOTHES!S

2.1. Caselessness

The Caselessness hypothesis would seem implausible on the face of it, since
predicate NPs clearly bear m-case in languages which exhibit m-case on
argument NPs.® Moreover, contrary to Authier’s (1991} claim, adjacency
effects similar to those generally assumed to hold for unambiguous instances
of structural case marking are observed in the relation between the English

copula and predicate NP:
(8) a. John gave (*yesterday) Bill a book. (Authier 1991: 726, 8b)
b. John was (*yesterday} a slob.
¢. John was surely a fool.

d. John has surely been a fool.
&.* John has been surely a fool.

Just as adverbs cannot generally occur between a verb and its object(s),
as shown in (8a), most adverbs cannot cccur in the position between the
copula and the predicate NP, as shown in (8b), and for adverbs that can, like
surely, as illustrated in (8c), the apparent non-adjacency can be attributed
to the raising of the finite verb to I — a movement that only auxiliaries
and be undergo in English. This is further confirmed by the contrast hetween
(8d) and (8e). When the adverb surely occurs unambiguously between the
copula and the predicate NP (as in 8e, in contrast with 8c and 8d), the struc-
ture is ill-formed. Thus, predicate nominals in English exhibit the same
adjacency effects as NP-complements to transitive verbs; hence there is
nothing to be gained by assuming they are Caseless. (See Lasnik 1992,

for further discussion.)

2.2. Defunlt Case

The Default Case Hypothesis is in essence tepresented by Freidin and Babby
(1984: 96, fn, 4). Noting ihat left-dislocated NPs and predicate NPs in
Russian feceive nominative case, just as subjects do, they suggest this is
so because all three are in the same relevant structural configuration. While
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this suggestion is_ rot compatible with more current views of phrase struc

;J;,r:t(;:oul(li_cz‘m]y be rcml.erprcted as the hypothesis that left-dislocated

: ;n‘ nd prﬁ( icate NPs receive case through a default mechanism. Within
crmanic, however, there are counterex;im cor

. there 2 amples to the assumed correlation

between the case of left-dislocated NPs and the case of predicate NPs in

(unembedded) copular constructions. Consi
. Consider, fi i
data from Frisian (Jarich Hoekstra, p.c.): woer for exampie, the following

(9 a Ik ik
. praat net botte goed Frysk
I-NOM I-NOM speak not very well Frisian

b, At ik dy wic,  soe ik
If T you-ACC were, would 1. ..

aAs (9{3). shc_)ws. the nommau\:’c is the case of left dislocation, whilc the
N:cusatwe is the case of predicate NPs in the relevant constructions (9b)
; oreover, a Default (;ase Hypot}}esis cannot account for the case a]tema:
tons in a language like Icelandic, in which predicate NPs occur in the

nominative in some syntactic context
. s, e.2. (4}- i -
in others, e.g. (6). 2. (4)—(5), but in the accusative

2.3. Case Agreement

This leaves us with the choice between the two hypotheses stated in (10):

B lUI‘dl case or an lnd (]1 Case agreeme ]l([ﬁl
strug epcnden[ mcchanlsm
] g ntu

(10) a. Case Agreement H s i
; ypothesis: a predicate NP agrees in m-
with the NP it is predicated of. Brees I oease
b. Structural Case Hypothesis: a predicate NP gets m-case either

p ;
rom V or, in languages where copular verbs are not accusative
case-assigners, case from I,

H
ow can we choose between these two hypotheses? Agreement is surely

[hc al adllIOII mmars al] con n sta 15 h
tr ddltl()ll VIEW, tr a] ra
g tal temen k.c thc

Nouns used ifi icati
Nouns use r:: rnoddn;;s. predlcatlv!:s or appositives of other nouns must apree in case
gree in number (and sometimes in gender} with the nouns they maodify or dcscribe‘

(Einarsson 1945, 133)

X}rlll{;:e;::llgsgg!s% found in the generative literature {Andrews [982b,

pnd Iile I h, ) ip et al. [987). Roth.stein (1992: 138, fn. 10) suggests

[t the rpho oglcai case that predicate and adverbial nominals bear
¥ languages 1s an agreement mechanism, to be distinguished

the structural Case relation . . .’ guished from

the’[‘}hc ]Ag(;f:cmfam I'!ypothems appears to account straightforwardly for all

celandic data discussed thus far.” One might ask, therefore, whether
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there are any empirical or conceptual reasons for preferring the Structural
Case hypothesis over Case Agreement. Conceplually, the Structural Cuse
Hypothesis is more compatible with much current work in syntax. Well
smdicd instances of both overt and abstract agreement have been shown
to involve a Spec-head relationship. For example, Roberts {1993: 19) defines
agreement as just such a structural relationship. If the Agrcement Hypothesis
were correct, it would have to be based on a semantic relationship between
two phrasal projections, not a syntactic relationship between a Specifier and
its Head. Given the existence of languages like Danish and English, it seems

"to us more natural to attribute the observed parametric variation to a dif-
" ference in the case-assigning properties of copular verbs than to claim

that entirely different case-assigning mechanisms are operative.

Moreover, there is a very simple and compelling empirical reason to
pursue the Structural Case hypothesis: sometimes the m-case on predicate
NPs differs from the m-case on predicate APs in the same structural
configuration, Hence, different mechanisms must underlic their case-
marking. ln a certain syntactic context in Icelandic, while predicate APs
are susceptible to the kind of ‘superficial’ agreement that the Agreement
Hypothesis might lead us to expect, predicate NPs are restricted by a well-
established restriction on structural case assignment.

Consider constructions involving controlled PRO in Icelandic. As illus-
trated in (11), it is possiblc for both predicate APs and predicate NPs to
occur in either nominative or accusative when PRO is controlled by a matrix
controlier bearing structural accusative case.

(11) a. Jon bad  mig, fep a8 PRO; vera
Jon asked me-ACC to be

flitur/flj6tan] Pred AP
quick-NOM/quick-ACC

b. J6n bad  mig; [cp 20 PRO; vera
Jon asked me-ACC to be

dyravardur/dyravird]
doorkeeper-NOM/ACC

Let us consider this to be an instance of the phenomena traditionally known
as Case Attraction. Under our assumptions it is not obvious why this
alternation is possible. However, let us assume that the case of the controller
may optionally be copiced onto PRO (as long as PRO is not assigned lexical
case by the embedded predicate}. Then the patadigm in (11) ubove and in
(12)-(13) below will follow straightforwardly. In (11), PRO may either
receive structural nominative from [ or it may receive structural accusative
via Case Attraction. In cither case, [ will serve as the source for case features
for the predicate NP through the mechanisms already Tamiliar from the
discussion above of (5) for the nominative and (6) for the accusative.

Pred NP
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_ f?]t this point, it m?ght appear that predicate APs receive case features
m the same way. A dlfferent picture emerges, however, when we consider
contr_ol]crs bearing lexically assigned inherent case, as illustrated in (12

Consider first predicate APs, >

(12) a. Jon skipadi Haraldi, [cr a4 PRO, vera
Jén ordered Harold-DAT to l be

Aj6tur/%fj6tum)
quick-NOM/%DAT Pred AP

b l-:lana,- langar [cp a0 PRO, vera stillt/%stillta] Pred AP
she-ACC longs 1o be calm-NOM/%ACC

tThl;cd[l::fccm signfindicates that only some speakers allow attraction into
ative case of th ; inati
oo e controller; for other speakers, only nominative is
N t\_’_Vha: ts significant is that predicate NPs do not exhibit the same behavior,
i 1’rst npted by F)ttésson (1990). Observe the contrasts between (12) anc{

): unhk_e predicate _APs, a predicate NP cannot ‘inherit' the case of its
controller if that case is lexically assigned.

(13) a. Jnf)n skipdi  Haraldi, [cp 28 PRO; vera
Jon ordered Harold-DAT to I be

dyravordur/*dyraverdi]
doorkeeper-NOM/*DAT Pred NP

b. Hana, langar [, ad PRO, vera(verda)
she-ACC longs to be(become}

dyravardur/* dyravard]
doorkeeper-NOM/*ACC Pred NP

In .(13a} a lexically case-marked dative object controls PRO: in (13b
Fexlcal]y case marked accusative subject does. In both instancés the rf.-)cla
;Eit;ml\;it;n;l;t tohccur in thle nominative. It is worth emphasizing tha[: tht;

r the examples in (12)-(13) are robust, and ev

v:rho do not themselves like dative on predicate APs (under igsipzftl:::
Ellogr??gct the contrast. Andrt?ws (1990: 231, fn. 25), citing Fridjénsson
(> it},i:c:]t::]that}fxamples like (]2} are ‘quite rare in normal usage,” and
a1t 1s un eiar ow these complications could be learned. This would
e }fd en more t‘rue of (_13).'IrE any case, the child has strikingly
ed‘e\fl ence in the primary lingunistic data for the complete syntactic
éara igm. Povert)t of the stimulus arguments further suggest that Universal
rammar must dictate that predicate NPs differ from predicate APs in
how.they arc assigned case. These contrasts between predicate APs and
predicate NPs undermine the view that predicate NPs *inherit’ the case of
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the NP with which they are presumably co-indexed. On the other hand,
the fact that inherent case on a controller cannot be transmitted to predi-
cate NPs indicates that the shared case marking in examples (4)-(0) is
epiphenomenal.

The fact that only nominative is possible on the predicate NPs in (13)
is exactly what is expected if predicate NPs are structurally case-marked.
It is well known that syntactic features can never be transmitted from a
lexically case-marked subject to I, as ittustrated in (14) (adapted from

" Sigurdsson 1991b: 32):

{14) a. Strékana langadi/*16ngudu  heim
the-boys-ACC  wanted-3sg/*-3pg homeward

‘the boys wanted to go home’

b. Strakunum var/*vom
the-boys-DAT  be-PST-3sl/*-3pl
kalt/*kldum

cold-neut-sg-NOM/*masc-pl-DAT
‘the boys were cold’

In (14a-b) the verb cannot agree with a lexically case-marked subject,
and in (14b) number, gender, and case features cannot be transmitted to
the ‘predicate AP". In Sigurdsson’s terms, lexical case features cannot travel
along a structural case path.? Thus, even if lexically assigned case features
are attracted te PRO in (13), they cannot gain access to any NPs with I,
since they cannot be transmitted to I via the Spec-Head relation.

Why, then, is it possible for the predicate APs in (12) to agree with
lexically case marked controllcrs of PRO, and why, on the other hand, is
agreement between lexically case marked subject and ‘predicate AP’ not
possible in (14b)? The examples in (12} and (14b} also differ with respect
to gender and number agreement, which is obligatory in (12), but impos-
sible in (14b). In other words, in the examples in (11a) and (12), even
when there is no case attraction, there must still be number and gender
agreement. This suggests that in general APs, perhaps dve to their inherent
underspecification for ¢-features, must have access to syntactic features
of the NPs of which they are predicated. Examples in which ‘impersonal’
predicates appear, such as {14b), may be thought of as examples of ‘indirect’
predication, The oblique case subject is in some scnse not modified directly
by the AP, but rather is the expericncer of a state of the world denoted
perhaps by the entire VP. Perhaps in just such instances, the small clause
analysis of the copular seatence is not appropriate. In any case, it is apparent
that the syntactic behavior of predicate NPs is readily understood as a special
case of the syntactic behavior of argument NPs in these constructions, while
the syntactic behavior of predicate APs reflects the expected ‘agreeing’
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behavior of modifiers. We suggest that this is because NPs are prototypi-
cally arguments, while APs are prototypically modifiers. :

a

3. IMPLICATIONS FOR GB CASE THEORY

We have assumed that copular predicates in Danish, Norwegian and English
assign structural accusative Case. If this analysis is correct, then it under-
mines two theoretical constructs often associated with GB: Burzio's (1986:
178-179) Generalization, which states that if a verb fails to assign a theta
role 10 its external argument, then it fails to assign accusative Case, and
Chomsky’s (1986: 135) Chain Condition, which requires that a CHAIN
contain ‘exactly one Case-marked position’ if it is to be Case-marked, and
thus ‘visible’ for the Theta Criterion. Assuming the Small Clause analysts
of copular constructions, the structure of a *simple’ matrix clause with a
copular verb will thus be as in {15):

(15)  INP{ [is; (VP 1, [sc t; NPYII]]

A representation like (15) in Danish-type languages will violate Burzio’s
Generalization, because the verb fails to assigns a theta role to an external
argument, since it does not have one; nevertheless, it assign accusative Case
to NP Furthermore, the CHAIN {NP!, 1,} violates the Chain Condition
because both positions are Case marked, given that the structural Case
Path which carries accusative to NP? will also include t,.

In this connection, it is perhaps interesting to note that there are two
distinct types of violations of the proposed Chain condition. In the type
illustrated in (13), it is the position of NP' at S-structure that determines
the actual morpholegical Case of the NP. The structural accusative assigned
to t; is simply ignored. Under the assumption that oblique subjects in
Icelandic are VP-internal at D-structure, the opposite is true of the CHAINS
of which they are members: it is the case lexically associated with the
argument that determines the actual morphological Case of the NP, not
the structural case that would normally be assigned to an NP in subject
pasitien at S-structure (usually nominative, but accusative in ECM con-
structions). In both types of viclations it is a structural case which is ignored
by morphology. It is not even the case that a chain can have two Case-
marked positions as long as one of them is structural and one of them is
inherent Case (as Belletti 1988 speculates); in structures like (15), both
of the Case-marked positions would be receiving structural Casc.

Similar conclusions about the Chain Condition must be reached on
entirely independent grounds. There are languages where passive verbs,
which by hypothesis do not assign a subject theta-role, nonetheless assign
accusative case (o their retained objects. One such language is classical
Greck:
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nek’ 4 : f Madis’
16) a. hoinek’ ara sphéas ofmas
(o since indeed them-ACC poems-ACC Muse-NOM

edidakse
taught
since indeed the Muse has taught them poems’ (Homer, Od.

8.480)

b. didiksomai légous
teach-1sg.pass.fut. speeches-ACC

‘I shall be taught speeches” {Evripides, Andromache 739)

There is no evidence in faver of treating the accusativ:?, in (16_) as mhcrel:n
case associated with a particular thematic ro.le:. note in p:frtlculzlr.lhaf in
menotransitive uses, the accusative theme passivizes, becoming numu’mnve.
Nor is Classical Greek in any way atypical in this respect; the same patterns
holds in English and Imbabura Quechua, as shown in (17

(17) a. I was given them/*they for Christmas

b. can-ga  cuwintu-ta  (wawa) villa-shca ca-rca-ngui
you-TOP story-ACC (child) tetl-pass  be-pst-2sg
“‘Were you told the story by the child?" (Jake 1985: 66, 17b)

In both of the examples in {17) the retained object is assigned ‘accusative
case. (For further discussion and evidence from ECM constructions cross-
linguistically, see Yoon and Yoon 1990, and Yoon 1991.)

4. SIGURDSSON'S PUZZLE

In this section we extend the mechanisrps that we have used to a;f:m:m
for the case of predicate NPs in Icelandic to 2 !arger range of pre ul:aseiz
in that language, viz., those that take nominative Objcm?'. Ou(r analy )
provides a solution to the puzzle noted by .Slgl{résson (IQSJ.' 20 3}., r&amtl':fl
that the nominative objects of dative-nominative verbs ?[tl)llgatonly re ‘:;.
their nominative when embedded under an ECM verb, wht?r(?as pre lc—l
cate nominatives obligatorily switch to accusative. The contrast is illustrate

in (18)-(19):

{18) &. Hun er kennari/ tkennara (= 4)
she-NOM is teacher-NOM/*ACC
b. Henni leidist Haraldur/*Harald

her-DAT  is-hored-by  Harald-NOM/*ACC

*she is bored by Iharold
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(19) a. Eg taldi [hana/*hin vera
I believed her-ACC/*she-NOM to-be

kennara/*kennari) (= 6)

teacher-ACC/*NOM
‘l believed her to be a teacher’

b. Eg taldi [henni  leidast Haraldur/*Harald]
I believed her-DAT to-bore Harold-NOM/*ACC

‘I believed her to be bored by Harold® A

Sentence (18a) is a familiar example of a finite clause with a copular verb;
scntence (18b} is an example of a finite clause with a verb that takes a dative
subject (kenns) and a nominative object (Haraldur). In (19) these predicates
are cmbedded under the ECM verb telja ‘believe’. As noted by Sigurdsson
(1989: 206, fn. 6), the post-verbal NPs do not behave alike in these two
constructions: the predicate NP must be accusative, while the nominative
object ‘retains’ its nominative case.

4.1. Nominative as Inherent Case?

At this point, we need to point out that postverbal nominatives cannot be
accounted for by assuming that such nominatives are inherent case, lexi-
c_al]y assigned by certain verbs. This suggestion occurs frequently in the
literature. For example, Platzack and Holmberg (1989: 60), while observing
that npminative can be assigned to postverbal NPs in finite clauses in both
Swef:l:sh and Icelandic (as illustrated in (20)), predict that postverhal
nominative is unavailable in control infinitives because there can be no nom-
inative NP in Spec-IP to license it. As support for this prediction, they
note the ungrammaticality of the sentences in (21):

(20) 2. Det kom ndgra flickor pi festen. (Swedish)

b. Pad komu nokkrar stelpur i veisluna. {(Icelandic)
there came some  girls-NOM to the-party

(21} a.* Det kom minga pojkar pi festen utan att komma ndgra flickor,

b*Pad komu margir strikar i veisluna 4n pess ad
there came many boys-NOM 1o the-party without to
koma nokkrar stelpur,
come any girls-NOM
(Platzack and Holmberg 1989: 61, (18b))

Sentences (21a,b) are indeed ungrammatical, but not for case-theoretic
reasons, The ‘postverbal nominative in such control infinitives is out because
of a theta-criterion violation, and not because nominative is unavailable,
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Postverbal nominatives are possible in control infinitives whenever PRO
corresponds to an oblique subject. The availability of nominative case is
illustrated by the grammaticality of the following sentences, in which the
infinitival clause contains a dative-nominative verb,

(22) a. Pad komu margir strikar i skolann dn bess ad hafa
there came many boys to school without to have

batnad hdlsbélgan.
recovered-from  sore-throat-NOM

b. Pad komu engir stidentar 4n bess ad hafa verid
there came nc  students-NOM  without to have been

gefinn  sryrkur.
given scholarship-NOM

Platzack and Holmberg (p. 61, fn. 9) suggest that the nominative in such
examples should be analyzed as inherent case licensed by particular verbs
and not by INFL, However (22b} shows this suggestion to be untenable
since nominative on the object of the passive verb alternates with struc-
tural accusative in the active. The Inherent Nominative Case Hypothesis
does not account for the fact that nominative is available in infinitives for
exactly the same range of verbs as in finite clauses, even where the
posiverbal nominative is clearly structural. Following Sigurdsson (1991u),
we assume that both [+finite] and [finite] INFL are capable of assigning
structural nominative.

4.2. An Alternative Solution

As an alternative to agreement under predication, we have suggested that
predicate NPs get case via the same mechanisms as verbal arguments, in
particular, that they are assigned case in the same way as ‘nominative
objects’ in languages like Icelandic, German and Korean. This is far from
obvtously true. The problem is now how to account for the accusative
case on predicate NPs embedded under an ECM verb. Sigurdsson {1989
95) assumes that ECM verbs assign accusative to the small clause node,
the accusative percolating from the small clause node to its daughter NPs.
The observed contrast is thus a puzzle, since the nominative objects do
not bear an inherent case lexically assigned by the dative-nominative verb.

But there are independent rcasons to question the assumption that ECM
verbs ussign their Case dircetly to their propositional complement, pre-
sumably an IP. It is often observed that ECM verbs never assign inherent
Case to the infinitival subject, even when these verbs are otherwise inherent
Case assigners (as in Latin); this is generally assumed to follow from the
fact that inherent Case is theta-linked (Zucnen and Maling 1984/1999,
Zaenen et af, 1985, Chomsky [986: 196). But if an ECM verb theta-marks
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its propositional complement and assigns Case directly to IP, there is no
reason why that Case could not be an inherent one.

We suggest that the observed contrast is due not 1o the difference between
predicative and argument NPs, but rather to the presence or absence of
!cxica] case marking on the subject. We hypothesize that case assignment
18 actually indirect, via Specifier position, Then the key to Sigurdsson’s
pL{zzle lies in the different conditions under which nominative objects
arisc. For most verbs, nominative complements arise only in the presence
of oblique subjects, which block subject-verb agreement; predicate NPs,
on the other hand, occur with nominative subjects, which do not block
subject-verb agreement. Lexical case does not travel along a Structural Case
Path. Moreover, the presence of a lexically case-marked NP in Spec-1P
blocks both agreement and the formation of a Case Path, Altheugh the finite
verb cannot agree with the lexically case-marked NP in Spec-IP, it can
and indeed must agree in number with the postverbal nominative NP: and

th(ve participle agrees in gender as well. Consider the following examples
(discussed by Andrews 1990),

(23) a. I::g taldi hestana hafa verid
I believed the-horses-ACC to-have been
gefna Joni.

given-ACC-pl-masc  John-DAT
‘I believed the horses to have been given to John'

b. Eg taldi Jéni hafa  verid gefnir
1 believed John-DAT to-have been given

hestar/*gefna hesta.
horses-NOM/*ACC

‘I believed John to have been given horses’

In (23a) the past participle in the ECM complement agrees in case, number,
and gender with the accusative NP in the embedded Spec-IP. In (23b),
however, there is no agreement between the dative case NP in the embedded
Spec-IP, but there is agreement in case and in the relevant ¢-features between
the participle and the post-verba! nominative NP,

Our hypothesis is that the presence of a lexically case-marked NP in
Spec-IP blocks Spec-head agreement, thereby blocking transmission of
external case along the Structural Case Path. In a simplex clause, this will
have the effect of blocking Spec-head agreement, and hence there will be
no agreement with an oblique subject. Oblique subjects do not agree in
any ¢-features with the finite verb, nor with a predicate adjective or passive
participle; these appear in default {3rd sg.neuter NOM/ACC) instead. The
local Structural Case Path will extend downwards into the VP, however,
allowing for agreement with any (nominative) NP, When such clauses are
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embedded under ECM verbs, the presence of a lexically case-marked NP
in Spec-IP will block the assignment of the matrix Structural Case to
Spec-IP, and thus biock transmission of matrix ACC further into the
embedded infinitival. IF Spec-IP does not contain a lexically case-marked
NP, however, as in (23a), then Spec-head agreement will apply. The matrix
ECM verb assigns accusative to the embedded subject, which is then trans-
mitted to the embedded Structural Case path via Spec-head agreement."

5. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper we have argued that predicate NPs — although predicates
semantically — are treated like VP-internal arguments by Case Theory. In
languages in which copular verbs are not Case assigners, such as Icelandic,
German, and Swedish, predicate NPs will have to be assigned structural
Case from [ through some mechanism such as the Structural Case Path
{Sigurdsson 1989). We have argued that inherent nominative case is never
an option. While we have only begun to investigate the hypothesis that
predicate NPs are universally assigned structural case, we believe that this
hypothesis is on the right track, and, furthermore, that the study of the
mechanisms responsible for the case of predicate NPs is a potentially
revealing window on the mechanisms underlying case assignment in
Universal Grammar, given that the child’s triggering experience for deter-
mining which case is to be assigned to predicate NPs in infinitival
constructions is extremely limited.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Preparation of this paper was supported in part by NSF Grant # DBS-
9223725 to Brandeis University. Joan Maling gratefully acknowledges the
support of the W. M. Keck Foundation.

We are indebted to Kjartan G. Ottésson for the observation that inspired
this line of research. We would like to thank the following for their helpful
comments on an earlier version: Elisabet Engdahl, Jane Grimshaw,‘Hubert
Haider, Jarich Hoekstra, Jéhannes Gisli J6nsson, Halld6r Armann
Sigurdssen, Hoskuldur Thriinsson, Annie Zaenen, and members of the
andience at the 7th Comparative Germanic Syntax Workshop, University
of Stuttgart, November 22, 1991, where an earlicr version of this paper
was first presented. We are grateful to Mark Hale for providing the clas-
sical Greek exumples.

Last but not least, we are indebted to the following individuals for pro-
viding us with native-speaker intvitions, no matter how painful it may
have been for them at the time: for Danish: Sten Vikner; for Frisian: Jarich
Hoekstra; for German: Katharina Hartmann, Hubert Truckenbredt, Regina



182 JOAN MALING AND REX A. SPROUSE

Born-Cavanaugh, Gustay Delius, Geraldine Grimm, Christine Haag-Merz,
Ramona Rdmisch-Vikner, Ralf Suborrosch, Sylvia Schmitz-Burgard; for
Icelandic: Asta Kristjana Sveinsdéttir, Halldér Armann Sigur8sson,
Hoskuldur Thriinsson, Kjartan G. Ottdsson; for Swedish: Roger Andersson,
Elisabet Engdahl, Tomas Riad, Hans Strand, and Elisabet Wijkstrom. The
first author gratefully acknowledges the support of the W. M. Keck
Foundation.

NOTES

' In addition there appear to be cases of a special Predicative Case {Instrumental in Balio-

Slavic and Korean; Essive in Finnish). One might wish to view this case as the lexical case
analog of the structural case hypothesis that we will be defending in this paper. Since
predicative case is not found in any of the Germanic languages, we will not pursue this matter
further here,

? This is a consequence of Chomsky's (1981, 1986) suggestion that the Case Filter is not
an independent principle of grammar, but derives via the Visibility Condition from the
Theta Criterion. Thus, on the assumption that they are not theta-marked, predicate NPs are
excluded from the domain of the Case Filter.

* The prescriptive rule in English imposing nominative case an predicate NPs (if is [ in
conirast to the “colloquial” ir's me) evaporates for virtually all speakers as soon as ane exiends
the data beyond this one leamed example, as illustrated in (3e—g). No such prescriptive
rule exists for Danish and Norwegian,

On the widespread assumption that agreement is a diagnostic for nominative case, the
agreement of the finite verd with the posicopular NP in existential sentences poses a
potential problem for our hypothesis (as pointed out to us by Jhannes Gisli Jénsson (p.c.)).
While we have no definitive analysis of this to offer, note thal in the natural speech of
many speakers (including onc of the authors), the finite verb is always 3rd sg: There's only
two possibilities. To the extent that personal pronouns can occur at all in existential
sentences in English {i.e. in the ‘list reading’), lhey are marked accusative, as illustrated in
the following dialoguc:

(i) Who could Leach this course? There’s always mefus.
*There isfam always f.
*There isfare  always we.

* Interesting confirmation for the hypothesis that the copula can function as an accusative

case assign can be found outside the Germanic family. In Standard Literary Arabic, nominal
sentences have the following form:

(i) Zaydon waztirun/*waziiran
Zaydun-NOM  minister-NOM/M*ACC
‘Zaydun 15 a minister’
Here Ihere is no lexical verb, and the predicare NP appears in the nominative case. Such

sentences have a present tense interpretation. In the past ense, the lexical verb kaame is
required:

{ii) kaanp Zaydun waziiran/™waziirun
was  Zaydun minister-ACC/ANOM

Thus, when the copular verb is avertly present, the predicate NP must appear in the accusative
rather than the (agreeing) neminative. The same alternation holds of predicate APs.

SPECIFIER-HEAD RELATIONS AND PREDICATE NPS 183

$ Throughout this paper we will generally provide ‘simplified’ tree structures of the sort
given in (4b). These free structures abstract away from two widely held assumplions: first,

that subjects of clauses originate in a VP-internal positien (¢f. Koopman and Sportiche
1991 and references cited thercin} and move 1o Spec,IP for Case-theoretic {or other ~ cf.
SigurBsson (989) reasons; and second, that copular verbs take small clause compk.:mcnls
(cf. e.g. Burzio 1986: 148 ff, Hoekstra [984: 231). Thus, the structure of the YP in (4b)

might be morte carefully represented as 1)

{iii} vP*
/\
L t Np*

kennari-NOM

In (i) 4 is the trace of 1he copular verb, and ¢, is the trace of hin. In general, these consid-
erations will not be relevant 1o our discussion.

* Korean and Japanese would seem to be exceptions, in that predicate NP§ do not bear
case-markers: but see Lee (1989) far arguments that they nonctheless receive struciural
case. . .

' Note that the Agreement Flypothesis cannot account for the fucts of languages like IDnmsh
and English, since even in finite clauses the subject and the predicate NP flo not agree in case.
A theory embracing 1he Agreement Hypothesis for Icelandic would still have [0 maintain
the Structural Case Hypothesis for these other languages. ]

' See Andrews (1982a.b) for discussion. The fact that for al least some speakers mh!:rent
case on a controller can be transmitted (o predicate APs, as in (123, indicates that an inde-
pendent mechanism of case agreement is mativated for these cnns1ructi.nns, and case agreement
is independently motivated for secondary predicates and adjectival ad juncts. {See Fru!.uénssun
1977; Rognvalkdsson 1984; Andrews 1990 207; Einarsson 1945; for a .rll.fferent vu:v:u §ee
Sigurdssen 1989: 88-95.) Nevertheless, it is not obvious whether the idiotectal \i'al'llaflf)l‘l
among Icelandic speakers noted here derives from variation with respect to the possab!lny
of mitraction of lexical case or with respect to the mechanisms responsible for the assign-
ment of case to predicale APs. Nole that ous analysis correcily predicis that adjunct NPs shou!d
behave like predicate APs with respect to case atiraction, since both get case-marked via
agreement (cf, Fridjonsson {980). )

* But see Sigurdsson 1993 for a differem approach io agreement. [n essence, Infl agrees with
an NP iff it assigns (structural} Case to that NP Thus, secondary predicates are cotrectly
allowed to agree in case with 2 lexicalty casc-marked NP argument of lh{: matrix verb. )

W Gigurdsson (1991b) claims that the data are much fuzzier than previoosly reported in
the literature. We will account here only for the ‘standard’ judgments, pending further study.
" Although the passive participle gefina ‘given’ therefore agrees in numbcr.. pender and case,
veri® is the invariant supine form, This may simply be a case of defective morphology,
since in [talian counterparts, agreement obtains.

REFERENCES

Andersen, Stephen R.: 1990, *The Grammar of Icelandic verbs in -s1", in J. Maling and A,

Zaenen feds.), pp. 235-273. . L
Andrews, Avery: 1982a, “The Representation of Case in Modem Icelandic’, in ). Bresnan

(ed.}, The Mental Representation of Grammatical Relations, MIT Press, Cambridge,
MA, pp. 427-503,



184 JOAN MALING AND REX A, SPROUSE

Andrews, Avery: 1982b, ‘Long Distance Agreement in Modern Teelandic”, m P Jacobson and

G.K. Pullum {eds.), The Nature of Syntactic Representation, Reidel, Dordrecht, pp. 1-33, . .

Andrews, Avery: 1990, 'Case Structores and Control in Modern Icelandic’, in J. Maling
and A. Zaenen (eds.), pp. 187-234.
Authier, J.-Marc: 1991, 'V-Governed Expletives, Case Theory, and the Projection Principle’,
Linguistic Inguiry 22, 721-740.
Babby, Leonard: 1980, 'The Syntax of Surface Case Marking', Cornell Working Papers in
Linguistics 1, 1-32.
Bellettt, Adriana: 1988, *The Case of Unaccusatives’, Linguistic fnquiry 19, 1-34.
Besten, Hans den: 1983, ‘The Ergative Hypothesis and Free Word Order in Duich and
G_erman', in ). Toman (cd.), Studies in German Grammar, Foris, Dordrecht, pp. 23-64.
Burzio, Luigi: 1986, ftaliun Syntax: A Government-Binding Approach, Reidel, Dordrecht.
Chomsky, Noam: 1981, Lectures on Government and Binding, Foris, Dordrecht.
Chomsky, Noam: 1986, Knowledge of Language: fts Nature, Origin, and Use, Pracger,
New York.
Linarsson, Stefan. 1945, Jeelundic: Grammar, Texty, Glossary, The Iohns Hopkins University
Press, Balttmore,
Freidin, prert and Leonard Babby: 1984, 'On the Interaction of Lexical and Syntactic
. P.mperues: Case Structure in Russian®, Cornefl Working Papers in Linguistics 6, 71-103.
Fridjénsson, Jén: 1977, *‘Um sagnfyllingu med nafnhiti® [On Some ACI-Constructions},
Gripla 2, 132-150.
Fridjénsson, Jon: 1980, ‘Sambeyging med afturbeygdum sdgnum’, fslenskt mdi 2, 97-117.
Hoekstra, Teun: 1984, Transitiviry: Grammatical Relations in Government-Binding Theory,
Foris, Dordrecht,
Iake, Janice: 1985, Grammarical Relations in Imbabura Quechua, Garland, New York.
JnkobS{?n, Roman: 1936, ‘Beitrag zur allgemeinen Kasuslehre: Gesamibedeutung der
russnschcn' Kasus’, Travaux du Cercle Linguistique de Prague 6, 240-288.
Koopman, Hilda and Dominique Sportiche: 1991, ‘The position of subjecis’, Lingua 85
211-258. '
Lasnik, Howard: 1992, ‘(Case and Expletives: Notes towards a Parametric Accounl’, Linguistic
Inguiry 23, 381-405.
Lee, Jeong-Shik: 1989, "Case Assignment I Predicate Nominals and the Case Filier in
Korean®, Harvard Studies in Korean Linguistics Hi, pp. 277287,
Lee, Jeong-Shik: 1992, Case Alternation in Korean: Cuse Minimality, Ph.D. diss., University
of Connecticut.
Maling, Joan and Annie Zaenen (eds.): 1990, Modern Icelandic Syntax, Syntax & Semantics
#24, Academic Press, San Diego, CA.
Ottdsson, Kjartan G.: 1990, ‘Locality Conditions on Lexical Case and Case in Inlinitivals',
lecture notes, Harvard University, 6 Nov, 1990,
Platzack, Christer and Anders Holmberg: 1989, *The Role of AGR and Finiteness', Working
Papers in Scandinavian Syntax 43, 51-76,
Roberts, Ian G.: 1993, Verbs and Diachronic Syntax: A Comparative History of English
and French, Kluwer Academic Publishers, Dordrecht.
Rignvaldsson, Eirikur: 1984, *Af Lysingarordsviderlégum’ [On Adjectival Appositions],
fslenskt mdl 6: 57-80,
Rolhst;.in, Susan: 1992, ‘Case and NP-Licensing’, Natural Langrage & Linguisiic Theory 10,
118-139,
S‘afir, Kenneth: 1985,’Syn!‘acric Chains, Cambridge University Press, New York.
Slgurﬁ‘ssnn. Halldér Armann: 1989, Verbal Synrax and Case in Jeelandie, Doctoral diss.,
University of Lund. Reprinted 1992 by the Instite of Linguistics, University of [eeland,
Reykjavik.
Sigurﬁ:‘:son, Halldér Armann: 1991a, *Icelandic Case-Marked PRO and the Licensing of
Lexical A-positions®, Natwral Language & Linguistic Theory 9, 327-363.

SPRCIFIER-HEAD RELATIONS AND PREDICATE NPS 185

Sigurdsson, Halldor Armann: 1991%, *Beygingarsamraemi’, (Agreement], Istenskt mdl 12-13,
31717

Sigurdsson, Halld6r Armann: 1993, “Agreement as Head Visible Feawre Govemment’, Stidia
Linguistica 47, 32-56.

Yip, Moira, Joan Maling and Ray Jackendoff: [987, "Case in Tiers’, Longuage 63, 217-250.

Yoon, Jeong-Me: 1991, The Syntex of A-chains: A Typological Study of ECM and Scrambling,
Doctoral diss., Comell University.

Yoon, James and Jeong-Me Yoon: 1990, *Chain Comdition, Ambiguity of Government and
Derivational Grammars’, NELS 21, 415-429.

Zaenen, Annie and Joan Maling: 1984/1990, ‘Unaccusalive, Pagsive, and Quirky Case’,
WCCFL V. Reprinted in J. Maling and A. Zaencn {cds.), 1990, pp. 137-152.

Zaenen, Annie, Joan Maling and Hoskuldur Thrdinsson: 1985, ‘Case and Grammatical
Funcrions: The lcelundic Passive’, Notural Language & Linguistic Theory 3, 441-483,

APPENDIX

German and Swedish are Germanic languages thal share with Ieelandic the property of having
copular verbs that are not case assigners, as iflusirated in {24).

(24) a. Det ar jag/du/*mig/*dig (Swedish)
It is 1-NOM/you-NOM/*T-ACC/* you-ACC
b. Das bin ichk/ *das ist mich [German)

that am 1-NOM/ that is me-ACC

Therefore, it would be inleresting to examine the extent 10 which these languages share
with [celandic the other properties discussed in the main bady of this paper. We have
consuited five Swedish speakers and nine German speakers, both linguists and non-lin-
guists, asking them for their judgments about the choice of nominative or accusative for
predicate NPs in a range of embedded contexts. While some of the judgments seemed (o
be robust znd consistent acrass speakers, others are quite delicate and subject 10 idiolectal
variation, In fact, some of our consultants complained thal our examples were among the most
difficult sentences they had ever been asked to judge. In many cases our cansultants reported
free variation between nominative and accusative or merely a preference for one or the
other. 1t also seems that the person of the subject of the predication can affect the case on
the predicate NP in German, with first person subjects skewing the preferences in the
direction of nominative on the predicate NP. This type of inier- and intra-idiolectal varia-
tion is markedly different from the robust and stable intuitions associated with most of the
[eelandic data discussed in the main body of this paper. What variability there is amaong and/or
within individnal grammars of feclandic is quile systematic and amenable to standard
syntaclic analysis, However, a strictly struciural approach is poorly equipped 10 account for
the type of judgments given by our Swedish and German consullants. This state of affairs
requires further investigation, perhaps from variationist and functional perspectives as well.

In Swedish, there may be a certain degrec of normative pressure 10 prefer the nomina-
tive Case for pranouns whenever a pronoun is not straightforwardly the objeet of a Verb or
a Preposition, but in German, on the other hamd, 1o prefer superficial case matching — a1
least in *coherent’ (ic., non-cxiraposed) infinitival constructions. Fusihermore, there is some
indication that conmemporary Swedisly is at the beginning stages of the change thal Danish
and Notwegian have already completed, viz., the reanalysis of copular verbs as accusative
Case assigners. It is also possible that in German ihere b5 a ceriain *garden path’ effect in
sentences invalving embedded copular constructions, such that the hearcr is expecting a
non-copular (and therefore nccusative-Case-assigning) verb at the end of the embedded
infinitival.

One puzzling observalion, firsi suggested to us by Tlubert Truckenbrodt, is that the per-
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missive sense of fer skews the judgments for some (though not all) speakers in the direc-
tion of preater preference for the nominative. This is true of both Swedish and German.
Consider the following contrast: o

(25) a. Regissbren Jit  mig
the-director LET me-ACC
vara du eftersom  jag insisterade,
be  you-NOM because [ insisted (permissive reading)

{Swedish)

b. Regissdren Lit mig vara dig mot min
the-director LET me be you-ACC against my
vilja
will {causative reading}

(26 a. LabB den Peter doch der Mirder sein, {German)

let Peter after-ali the murderer-NOM  be (permissive reading)

t. LaB den Perer doch den Mirder sein.
let Peter after-al! the murderer-ACC  be (causative reading)

Note 1hat these data are presented in a highly idealized form. Although we have found some
speakers of each of the two languapges who find that the nominative is better with permis-
sive let than with causative fer, this is not to suggest that the accusative is impossible with
permissive fev for these speakers,

The challenge in accounting for data such as these lies in the apparent need for building
some degree of optionality into the system. In our discussion of Icelandic, it was possible
to do s0 at one peint by stipulating the possibility of optional Case Attraction for controlled
PRO. However, the variability observed in German and Swedlish does not seem to be reducible
te such a telatively simple factor. Since our general framework is not well suited to this
task, we will leave the study of the case of predicate NPs in German and Swedish as a
topic for fulure research.
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GEREON MULLER

" CROSSOVER, CHAIN FORMATION, AND
UNAMBIGUOUS BINDING

ABSTRACT. This paper addresses the guestion of what derives (strong) crossover effects.
Investigating the behaviour of different movement types with respect 1o crossaver (on the
basis of data mainly from German, but also from Italizn and English), I conclude that crossover
effects show up with wh-movement, clitic {i.¢., head) movement, scrambling, and topical-
ization, whereas they de not occur with A-movement (as in passive and raising constructions)
and dative movement. Thus, the correct descriptive generalization seems to be that Case-
driven movement does not induce crossover effects, whercas other movement types do. Given
this state of affairs, it turns out that Rizzi's {|986) analysis of crossover effects, which involves
a local binding constraint on chain formation, 1s empirically too strong — it does not allow
Caze-driven movement across a co-indexed item. Moreover, the distribution of crossover
effects and of improper movement is strikingly similar; improper movement, too, only
occurs with movement types which are not Case-driven. This calls for a unified approach.
The chain formation approach, however, cannot be generalized so as to cover improper
movement. I will argue that the Principle of Unambiguous Binding (PUB), developed in Miller
and Sternefeld {1993} as a constraint against improper mevement, accounts for the distrib-
ution of crossover effects straightforwardly, if it is understood in a strictly representational
SEnse.

0, INTRODUCTION

In this paper, I will pursue two goals. First, I will argue that Rizzi's (1986}
account of crossover effects in terms of a local binding constraint on chain
formation is empirically tco strong. On the basis of data mainly from
German (but also from Italian and English), I contend that crossover effects
occur in constructions involving wh-movement, topicalization, scrambling,
and head movement, but, contrary to Rizzi’s assumptions, do not show
up with Case-driven movement, t.e., A-movement in passive and raising
constructions, and dative movement in double object constructions.

My second and more specific goal, then, is to develop a different
approach to crossover effects. It turns out that Case-driven movement does
not only fail to induce crossover effects; what is more, it does not prohibit
subsequent movement to another type of position either (i.e., it does not
give rise to improper movement). In contrast, other movement types, which
are not Case-driven, do both. This suggests that a wnified approach should
be developed which subsumes improper movement and crossover. In Miitler
and Sternefeld (1993), it is argued that varicus kinds of improper movement
can be excluded by a conditicn which requires variables to be bound in
an unambiguous way, viz., the Principle of Unambiguous Binding (PUB).
This principle was originally developed in order to account for asymmetries
between various kinds of A-bar movement by postulating a lack of inter-

187

H. Haider, 8. Olsen and 8. Vikner {eds.), Studies in Comparanive Germanic Syntax, |187-218,
@ 1995 Khower Academic Publivhers, Printed in the Netherlumds.



