Agree: The Other VP-Internal Subject Hypothesis®

Susi Wurmbrand

1 Introduction

The main aim of this paper is to provide empirical evidence for the notion of
AGREE (cf. Chomsky 1998, 2000)—i.e., an abstract feature matching rela-
tion between a functional head and a ‘goal’ in situ (the discussion here will
be restricted to case and agreement licensing). In contrast to the view
whereby case and agreement features are checked in a specifier-head con-
figuration (which I will refer to as the MOVE approach), AGREE does not
require (overt or covert) movement of a noun phrase to the specifier of the
relevant functional head to check the case and agreement features. Rather,
features are matched or licensed abstractly (or long-distance) without move-
ment (cf. (1)).

(1) AGREE
TP
T T
EPP ™
John T~
T vP
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SUBJ v’
John T~
v’ VP
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* The material presented here has benefited from presentation and discussion at
the 24th GLOW Colloquium, the 25th Penn Linguistics Colloquium, WCCFL 20, as
well as talks given at Harvard University and McGill University. I would like to
thank in particular Jonathan Bobaljik, Norvin Richards, and Lisa Travis for helpful
questions and comments. All errors are mine. [This paper will appear simultaneously
in the proceedings of WCCFL 20.]
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Note that under the AGREE approach, movement is not excluded, it is sim-
ply not required to check case and agreement features. Movement of for in-
stance the subject in English can occur, however, the crucial claim of the
AGREE approach is that it is not triggered by the need to check case and
agreement features but rather by a feature such as the EPP.

In this paper, I will show that the MOVE and the AGREE approaches
can be distinguished empirically and that certain constructions can only be
accounted for under the AGREE approach. Note that the claim of this paper
is not that AGREE should replace MOVE altogether; the argument to be
provided will only show that certain contexts require AGREE. I show else-
where that different contexts (in the same language) in fact provide evidence
for MOVE and against AGREE (see Wurmbrand 2000, 2001a), thus arguing
against a full reduction of MOVE to AGREE. The shape of the argument is
summarized in 0. I will show that there are contexts in which i) an argument,
in particular a nominative XP agreeing with the finite verb, is in a position
lower than its case/agreement position (i.e., SpecTP) at PF and LF,! and ii)
covert movement of that argument cannot apply. Since in such contexts, a
specifier-head configuration between the subject and T cannot be established
(neither overtly nor covertly), checking of the case and agreement features
would be impossible under the MOVE approach, and hence a scenario such
as the one in 0a would be predicted to be ungrammatical 2

(2) a. PF and LF b. AGREE
TP TP

/\T’ /\T’
/\ /\

e vP T vP

/\ /\
NOMIAGR v SUBJ v
/\ /\
v VP VP
"~ NOMIAGR P
\A 0BJ \A 0BJ

! Throughout this paper, I assume that case and agreement are licensed by VP-
external functional heads and cannot be licensed directly by the verb. See
Wurmbrand (2001b, to appear) for arguments for this position.

2 Chomsky (1998, 2000) suggests that English there-insertion contexts are an
instance of the scenario in 0 and hence provide an argument for AGREE. However,
since there is an alternative MOVE analysis (cf. Bobaljik 1994, 1995, 1999), there-
insertion contexts only show that an AGREE analysis is possible but not necessary.
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Under the AGREE approach, on the other hand, movement (or a specifier-
head configuration) is not required to license case and agreement features,
and hence the structure in 0 is (correctly) predicted to be possible.

2 Scope freezing

The first part of the argument for AGREE is to establish that an argument is
in a position lower than its case position at LF and that it cannot undergo
further covert movement. So-called scope fieezing contexts, in particular
constructions in which a quantifier cannot scope out of a constituent which
has undergone movement (cf. Barss 1986, Sauerland 1997, 1998), will allow
us to make the point. To illustrate, while (2)a is ambiguous between a wide
and a narrow scope interpretation of the universal quantifier, the wide scope
reading disappears when a constituent containing the universal quantifier is
topicalized as in (2)b. I will not provide any explanation for this freezing
effect but simply assume that fronted XPs are ‘frozen’ for scope in that
movement out of a frozen XP and reconstruction into a frozen XP are prohib-
ited. However, reconstruction of the whole frozen XP is possible. Thus, in
(2)b, the topicalized XP can reconstruct but the universal quantifier can not
undergo further movement (resulting in a narrow scope interpretation with

respect to the existential quantifier).?

(2) a. and a policeman stood in front of every bank that day InV/¥»3
b. and [stand in front of every bank] a policeman did that day ~ *V»3

The same effect is found (in certain constructions) in German. For reasons
that will become clear as I proceed, the discussion will be restricted to unac-
cusative constructions involving an indirect dative object and a nominative
argument which is the underlying direct object. As is shown in (3), these un-
accusative constructions allow scope ambiguity between the two arguments,

indicating that covert movement is in principle possible.t

(3) a. weil mindestens einem Kritiker jeder Film gefallen sollte
since at-least one critic-DAT  every film-NOM please should

3 For the argument to be provided here it is crucial that scope freezing is seen as
a restriction on movement (see Bruening to appear for an alternative account).

4 A well-know fact about German scope is that the inverted scope interpretation
requires a special rise-fall intonation (cf. Frey 1989, 1993, Krifka 1998, Lechner
1998). While it is important for German speakers to keep this fact in mind, it has no
bearing on the argument for AGREE.
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‘since at least one critic should like every movie’ InV/IV»3
b. weil mindestens einem Kind jede Ubung gelungen ist

since at-least one child-DAT every exercise-NOM managed AUX

‘since at least one child managed to do every exercise”  InV/?V»3

If, on the other hand, the universal quantifier is part of a topicalized constitu-
ent as in (4), the ambiguity disappears and again only a narrow scope inter-
pretation of the universal quantifier is possible.

(4) a. ?[Jeder Film gefallen Jyp sollte mindestens einem Kritiker
[Every film-NOM please ]xp should at-least one critic-DAT
‘At least one critic should like every movie’ InV; *¥Vn3
b. ?[Jede Ubung gelungen Jxp ist mindestens einem Kind
[Every exercise-NOM managed ]xp AUXat-least one child-DAT
‘At least one child (has) managed to do every exercise’ d»V; *V»d

Before I turn to the structure of these examples and their relevance for the
question of AGREE vs. MOVE, a few words about the underlying structure
of (3)-(4) is in order. Comparing the variable binding properties in unaccusa-
tive nominative/dative constructions with those in transitive nomina-
tive/dative constructions (i.e., constructions with verbs like help), leads to the
conclusion that the dative DP is generated in a position higher than the nomi-
native DP in unaccusative constructions (whereas the nominative DP is the
higher argument in transitive constructions). Relevant examples are given in
(5). All examples involve a bound variable embedded in the first argument
and a quantified DP as the second argument. In the first two examples, the
nominative precedes the dative. As can be seen in (5)a vs. (5)b, a bound vari-
able interpretation is only possible in this configuration when the verb is an
unaccusative verb; the structure is ungrammatical when the verb is a transi-
tive verb. In contrast, if the dative precedes the nominative as in (5)c,d, a
bound variable interpretation is possible in the transitive construction and
prohibited in the unaccusative construction. (All examples are grammatical
when the pronouns are interpreted referentially).

(5) a. weil seine; Enkelinnen jedem Grossvater; gefallen
since his; granddaughters-NOM every grandfather;-DAT please-3PL
‘since every grandfather likes his granddaughters’
b. 7*weil seine; Eltern jedem Sohn; vertrauen/helfen
since his; parents-NOM  every son;-DAT trust/help
‘since his parents help/trust every son’
c. 7*weil ihrem; Grossvater  jede Enkelin; gefillt
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since her; grandfather-DAT every granddaughter;-NOM pleases
‘since her grandfather likes every granddaughter’

d. weil seinem; Sohn  jeder; Vater vertraut/hilft
since his son;-DAT  every father-NOM trusts/helps
‘since every father trust/helps his son’

A standard account of asymmetries of this sort is that in the orders that allow
a bound variable interpretation, the arguments embedding the bound pro-
nouns do not occur in their base positions but have been moved to their sur-
face position from a position lower than the quantified arguments (cf. (6)a,d).
Assuming that the nominative DP in (6)a and the dative DP in (6)d recon-
struct to their base positions at LF, they end up in positions where they are c-
commanded by the quantifiers, and hence bound variable interpretations are
licensed in (6)a,d. In (6)b,c, on the other hand, the arguments appear in their
base positions, and hence no reconstruction sites are available for the DPs
embedding the pronouns. Since the pronouns are not in the scope of a quanti-
fier (neither in their surface positions nor at LF), bound variable interpreta-
tions are impossible in (6)b,c.

(6) a. his;NOM every; DAT  tyom unaccusative V (like, manage)
b. *his; NOM every; DAT transitive V (help, trust)
c. *his; DAT  every; NOM unaccusative V (like, manage)
d. his; DAT  every; NOM  tpar transitive V (help, trusf)

While this account is somewhat superficial,? it allows us to draw certain con-
clusions about the basic order of arguments. In particular the grammaticality
of (5)a/(6)a and the ungrammaticality of (5)c/(6)c suggest that in this type of
unaccusative construction, the base position of the dative argument is higher
than the base position of the nominative argument.

Returning to the scope freezing examples in (4), I assume the structures
in (7) on the next page—i.e., the nominative DP which is the lower argument
forms a constituent with the verb and this constituent undergoes fronting. For
the discussion here it will not matter whether the fronted constituent is a Lar-
sonian VP-layer, a remnant VP which includes the trace of the indirect ob-
ject, or simply the V’ level (assuming a Bare Phrase Structure notation, V’
categories are maximal projections at some point in the derivation, and hence

5 For instance, I cannot engage here in the question of why covert movement of
the quantifiers is impossible in (6)b,c. An obvious answer would be to assume that
covert movement causes a Weak Cross-Over violation. However, this solution then
raises the question of why no such violation arises for overt movement in (5)/(6)a,d.
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nothing seems to exclude them from operations such as topicalization which
target non-minimal categories). To account for the scope properties of (4), 1
assume again that the fronted VP/V’ can reconstruct at LF, however, further
movement of the universal quantifier out of the boxed constituent in (7) is
prohibited.

Assuming that (7) is the correct structure for examples such as (4) (I will
consider and reject an alternative below), we see that the underlying direct
object which obligatorily bears nominative case and agrees with the finite
auxiliary is embedded in the VP at PF and LF (i.e., it is in a projection which
is lower than its case/agreement position SpecTP), Thus, (7) constitutes a
scenario for AGREE: the nominative DP is in its base position at PF and LF,
and, importantly, it cannot undergo further covert movement due to the fact
that it is embedded in a frozen complement. Since in this scenario,
case/agreement features cannot be checked in a specifier-head configuration,
but the structures are nevertheless well-formed, it can be concluded that fea-
ture checking via AGREE (i.e., without covert movement) must be possible.

(7) a. Base structure/LF b.  VP/V’-fronting =(4)a
CP cp
N ,
C 34
c® (553 TP
AUX 7 every film please |JAUX "
Tl
VP T
PN
DAT:3 10: DAT typ
at least at least one critic

Before concluding that the examples in (4) can only be derived via AGREE,
a potential alternative structure which would allow feature checking in a
specifier-head configuration has to be discussed. As is illustrated in (8), a
structure in which the topicalized constituent is the TP would be consistent
with the MOVE approach since the nominative argument could have moved
to SpecTP overtly (the indirect dative object would have to be scrambled and
adjoined to TP). Assuming as above that fronfed constituents are frozen for
scope, neither movement of the universal quantifier out of the fronted TP nor
reconstruction of the existential dative argument into the TP would be possi-
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ble. Furthermore, under the assumption that traces do not count for scope
(i.e., that c-commanding the trace of the dative quantifier is not sufficient for
the nominative quantifier to take scope over the dative), the scope freezing
effect can also be accounted for under the structure in (8).

(3)
CP
TP c’
/\
DO: NOM e g TP
every film — _—"~__ AUX
VP To 10: DAT t1p
e taux | atleast one critic
tio Ve

please

Thus, if the examples in (4) can be represented by the structure in (8),
they could not be taken as evidence for the necessity of AGREE. In the next
section, however, I will show that there is independent motivation for the
claim that TP fronting is impossible in German. Hence, I will conclude that
(7) is the only possible structure for (4) and that AGREE is therefore re-
quired to properly account for the scope and case/agreement facts in these
examples.

3 Against TP-fronting
3.1 A restriction on topicalization

Let me start with a short summary of the properties of fronted constituents
including nominative arguments. As has been pointed out by Haider (1990),
derived and underlying subjects can be part of a fronted constituent in Ger-
man. In the passive construction in (9)a and the unaccusative construction in
(9)b, the nominative argument included in the fronted constituent is the un-
derlying direct object (the label of the fronted XP will be discussed below).
In (9)c and (9)d, the nominative argument is the underlying external argu-
ment of an unergative or a transitive verb. If used in an appropriate context
and discourse situation, all examples in (9), while perhaps somewhat com-
plex, are nevertheless grammatical.

9) a. [Ein Orden verlichen Jyp wurde ihr erst gestern
( g
[A medal-NOM awarded Jxp AUX her-DAT just yesterday
‘It just happened yesterday that she was awarded a medal’
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b. [Ein Fehler unterlaufen Jxp ist ihrem Mann noch nie
[A mistake-NOM happened ]xp is  her husband-DAT never
‘It never happened that her husband made a mistake’

c. [Auflenseiter gewonnen ]yp  haben/hat  hier noch nie

[outsiders won Ixp have/has here never
‘It never happened before that outsiders won here’
d. ?[Ein Milliondr einem Studenten einen Wagen geschenkt]xp

[A millionaire-NOM a student-DAT acar-ACC  given  Jxp
hat  hier  noch nie

has here never

‘It has never happened here that a millionaire gave a student a car’

Examples such as the ones in (9), however, are subject to the following defi-
niteness restriction. While indefinite or quantified nominative arguments can
be part of a fronted constituent, definite nominative DPs and proper names
are prohibited (cf. Kratzer 1984, Haider 1990). As can be seen in (10), re-
placing the indefinite nominative arguments in (9) with definite nominatives
leads to ungrammaticality. Note that the definiteness restriction does not ex-
tend to strong quantifiers; i.e., the examples in (9)/(10) are possible (pro-
vided an appropriate context is supplied) when the nominative arguments
involve a (weak or strong) quantifier (as for instance in (4) above; likewise,
all examples in (9)/(10) are acceptable when the nominative DPs are changed
to “every XPs").

(10)a. *[Der Orden verlichen Jxp wurde ihr erst gestern
[The medal-NOM awarded ]yxp AUX her-DAT just yesterday
‘It just happened yesterday that she was awarded the medal’
b. *[Dieser Fehler unterlaufen Jxp ist ihrem Mann noch nie
[This mistake-NOM happened ]xp is her husband-DAT never
‘It never happened that her husband made this mistake’
c. *[Die AuBenseiter gewonnen ]yp haben/*hat hier noch nie

[The outsiders won  Jxp have/*has here never
‘It never happened before that the outsiders won here’
d. *[Der Millionir einem Studenteneinen Wagen geschenkt Jyp

[The millionaire-NOM a student-DAT a car-ACC  given Ixe
hat hier  noch nie

has here never p

‘It never happened here that the millionaire gave a student a car’
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Importantly, this definiteness restriction does not hold for non-nominative
arguments. As is shown in (11), definite accusative or dative arguments are
perfectly grammatical as part of fronted constituents.

(11)a. [Den Peter besucht Jxp hat wieder einmalnur  die
Maria
[The Peter-ACC visited Jyxp has again once  only the Mary
‘It was again only Mary who visited Peter’

b. [Den Wagen repariert ]yp hat man mir gestern
[The car-ACC repaired ]xp has one me-DAT yesterday
‘Yesterday, they repaired the car for me’

c. ?[Ein Milliondr dem Studenten  einen Wagen geschenkt Jyp
[A millionaire-NOM the student-DAT a car-ACC  given Ixp
hat  hier  noch nie
has here never
‘It never happened here that a millionaire gave the student a car’

The diagram in (12) summarizes the properties of German fronting configu-
rations discussed in this section. Note that the distribution in (12) casts some
doubt on a purely semantic or pragmatic treatment of the definiteness effect,
since it would not be obvious how the distinction between definite nomina-
tives, on the one hand, and definite accusatives or datives, on the other hand,
could be captured under such an account. Rather, an account is required that
ties the definite/indefinite property to the case properties of the arguments in-
volved. In the next section, I will suggest such an account, which will also
bring us back to the original issue of this paper, namely the comparison be-
tween the MOVE and the AGREE approach and the question of whether TPs
can topicalize in German.

(12) Definiteness restriction

CP

22T TRy
XP C

INDEF-ACC...V... ..twp
INDEF-DAT...V
INDEF-NOM...V
DEF-ACC...V

DEF-DAT...V
*DEF-NOM...V
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3.2 Towards an account

To account for the distribution in (12), I will assume following Diesing
(1990, 1996, 1997), that definite DPs cannot be interpreted in their base po-
sitions but have to move to a higher position (however, quantifiers can stay
inside the VP; cf. Diesing 1997). As can be seen in (13) on the next page, the
result of this assumption is that external arguments have to leave their base
position in SpecvP and move to the higher TP (at least at LF). Likewise,
definite objects have to leave the VP and move to the higher vP (or higher) in
transitive constructions, or the TP in unaccusative constructions.% If we now
look back at (12), what we see is that the fronted constituent can correspond
to any projection in (13) except TP. Thus, I conclude that TP fronting is not
possible in German (some speculations on the reason for this constraint will
be provided in section 3.3). Combining the definiteness restriction with the
assumption that TPs cannot be fronted in German, thus allows us to account
for the distribution of definite arguments in fronted constituents. Below, I
will illustrate the relevant cases in more detail.

(13) Definiteness restriction (LF)

TP
sl e
(IN)DEF Er e N
vP T
0BJ vP/v'
(IN)DEF
SuBJ v
'DEF/INDEF _—"~__
VP ve
/\
0BJ(s) Ve
*DEF/INDEF

Fronting of a definite transitive or unergative subject as in (14)a (=(10)c) is
impossible since it will always violate one of the two constraints suggested
here. If the subject stays in its base position (i.e., in SpecvP as shown in Oa),

6 | assume for simplicity that unaccusative constructions lack a vP altogether,
hence the next projection available for the object is the TP. Alternatively, one could
assume that unaccusatives project a vP or at least a v', however, that this v' cannot
assign structural case, and hence does not constitute a potential landing site for the
object. Assuming that object movement can only target potential landing sites, it will
follow again that definite objects move to TP in unaccusative constructions.
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fronting could apply to the vP (satisfying the “No-TP-Fronting” constraint),
however, the subject would then fail the definiteness restriction, Since
movement out of frozen constituents (such as fronted XPs) is impossible, the
subject cannot escape from its base position at LF and hence could not be
interpreted properly. If the subject moves to SpecTP overtly as in Ob, the
definiteness restriction would be satisfied, however, fronting would then have
to apply to the TP, which is excluded by the “No-TP-Fronting™ constraint.
Indefinite external arguments as in (14)b (=(9)c), on the other hand, can stay
in their base position since the definiteness restriction does not apply and
hence fronting of the vP is possible.

(14)a. *[Die AuBlenseiter gewonnen ]xp haben/hat hier noch nie
[The outsiders  won Ixp have/hashere  never
‘It never happened before that the outsiders won here’
b. [AuBenseiter gewonnen ],  haben/*hat hier noch nie
[outsiders won I have/*has  here never
‘It never happened before that outsiders won here’

Note that (14)b (as depicted in Oa), constitutes again a scenario for AGREE.
Since the subject is in its base position at PF and LF, and scope freezing pre-
vents further covert movement, at no point can the subject establish a speci-
fier-head configuration with the licensing head T, and hence the only way the
case and agreement features of the subject can be licensed in Oa is by abstract
AGREE. Thus, the contrast between (14)a and (14)b now allows us to ex-
clude the derivation in (8) suggested as an option for (4)—i.e., a structure
such as Ob involving overt movement of the subject to SpecTP and subse-
quent fronting of the TP. Assuming such a derivation was possible, the ac-
count for the ungrammaticality of (14)a, and more generally, the impossibil-
ity of definite nominative arguments as part of fronted constituents would be
lost.
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(16)a. vP-fronting b. *TP-fronting
cP * cp
T ==
vP c TP C

N %

(*the(\v' o v {fhe/\ T ¢ rp

outsiders .~~~ have "~ outsiders _~"~~_ have "~
VP 1v° AdvP TP vP T2 AdvP lrp

ey here never "~ AT taux here never
won T tsups v
Ly i b VP v
won

Finally, the two constraints I have suggested correctly predict that definite
(underlying) objects are possible as part of a fronted constituent in transitive
constructions (cf. (15)a, = (11)a), but not in unaccusative constructions (cf.
(15)b, =(10)b). Like definite subjects, definite objects have to leave their
base position inside the VP. Since transitive objects check case in SpecvP,
but this position is not available in unaccusative constructions (see fn. 6),
movement to SpecvP is only possible in the former. Hence, in (15)a, vP-
fronting can apply in accordance with both the definiteness restriction and
the “No-TP-Fronting” constraint. In unaccusative constructions, on the other
hand, no structure exists that would satisfy both constraints. If the VP is
fronted, the definite underlying object would fail the definiteness restriction
(recall that covert movement is prohibited due to the scope freezing nature of
these constructions); if the object moves to SpecTP overtly and the TP is
fronted, the definiteness restriction would be satisfied, however, fronting
would then violate the “No-TP-Fronting” constraint.

(15)a. [Den Peter besucht ],p hat wieder einmalnur  die
Maria
[The Peter-ACCvisited ],p has again once  only the Mary
‘It was again only Mary who visited Peter’
b. *[Dieser Fehler unterlaufen ]xp ist ihrem Mann noch nie
[This mistake-NOM happened |xp is her husband-DAT  never
‘It never happened that her husband made this mistake’

To conclude, the distribution of definite arguments embedded in fronted con-
stituents (cf. (9) through (11)) provides indirect evidence for the assumption
that TPs cannot be topicalized in German. In the next section, I will sketch
how this assumption can be motivated and further supported. Assuming that
the analysis suggested here is on the right track and TP-fronting is prohibited
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in German, topicalization structures (in particular, scope freezing configura-
tions) constitute scenarios in which case and agreement cannot be licensed
via MOVE but only via AGREE.

3.3 Speculations on the “No-TP-fronting” constraint

Although a full derivation of the “No-TP-fronting” constraint cannot be pro-
vided here, I would like to point out how this constraint can be derived from
restrictions that have been suggested independently for topicalization con-
structions in the syntactic and pragmatic literature on the topic.

First, as has been pointed out by Davis & Prince (1986), auxiliaries can-
not be fronted in Yiddish, which Davis & Prince propose follows from the
discourse or pragmatic properties of auxiliaries. In particular, these authors
suggest that auxiliaries are too vacuous and not rich enough semantically to
allow topicalization. Assuming that topicalization has to be licensed prag-
matically (which seems to be widely accepted), the impossibility of TP-front-
ing in German could thus be accounted for along the same lines as the impos-
sibility of fronting of auxiliaries in Yiddish.

Second, it has been noted for instance by Haider (1990, 1993), that
fronting of headless constituents is prohibited in German. An instantiation of
this constraint is found in particle-verb constructions such as (16). (16)a il-
lustrates that particles are stranded inside the VP when the verb moves to C.
As shown in (16)b vs. (16)c, fronting of a “VP” which includes the object
and a particle is possible, however, only when the “VP” also contains the
verb. When the verb has left the VP as in (16)c, the constituent including the

object and the particle cannot be fronted.”

(16)a. Gestern  rief  der Hans seinen Bruder  an ty

Yesterday called the John-NOM his brother-ACC up ty
‘John phoned his brother yesterday’

b. [Seinen Bruder angerufen Jyp hat nurder Hans typ
[His brother-ACC up-called ]yp has only the John  typ
‘Only John called his brother’

c. *[Seinen Bruder an ty Jyp rief  Hans gestern  typ
[His brother-ACC up  ty]yp called John yesterday typ
‘It was yesterday that John phoned his brother’

7 As expected, this restriction is not found in particle constructions in which the
particle and the object form a small clause—i.e., a constituent excluding the verb (see
Wurmbrand 1999 for discussion of the two types of particle constructions).
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I will not go into detail about what exactly causes violations such as the one
in (16)c (options that come to mind are the Head Movement Constraint or
the Proper Binding Condition). However, I would like to point out that TP-
fronting as in (8) or Ob also involves fronting of a headless constituent. Since
the finite auxiliary in the examples under consideration moves to C as part of
the verb second phenomenon, the head of the TP includes a trace and is
hence ‘headless’ in the same way as (16)c is. Hence the impossibility of TP-
fronting could be excluded along the same lines as (16)c is ruled out.?

4 Conclusion

In this paper, I have argued for the existence of AGREE as an abstract fea-
ture licensing mechanism. The argument was based on German topicalization
constructions in which the subject (i.e., a nominative XP agreeing with the
finite verb) is in a position lower than its case/agreement position (i.e.,
SpecTP) at PF, and importantly, is trapped in this position at LF. Since in
these contexts, movement to the specifier position of the licensing head can-
not occur (neither overtly nor covertly), the grammaticality of these construc-
tions suggests that case and agreement licensing does not require a specifier-
head configuration, which is compatible with the AGREE approach to fea-
ture licensing, but incompatible with the MOVE approach.

References

Barss, Andrew. 1986. Chains and anaphoric dependence: On reconstruction and its
implications, Ph.D. Dissertation, MIT, Cambridge, Mass.

Bobaljik, Jonathan David. 1994. Predicates and Phrase Structure: May Day Musings
From Kamchatka. Ms., Kamchatka Institute of Ecology and Natural Resources,
Petropavlovsk Kamchatskii.

Bobaljik, Jonathan David. 1995. Morphosyntax: The syntax of verbal inflection,
Ph.D. Dissertation, MIT, Cambridge, Mass.

Bobaljik, Jonathan David. 1999. A chains at the interfaces: Copies, agreement and
covert movement. Ms., McGill University, Montréal.

Chomsky, Noam. 1998. Minimalist inquirics: The framework. MIT Occasional
Papers in Linguistics 15. MIT, Cambridge, Mass.

Chomsky, Noam. 2000. Minimalist inquiries: The framework. In Step by step: Essays
on minimalist syntax in honor of Howard Lasnik, ed. Roger Martin, David
Michaels, and Juan Uriagereka, 89-155. Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press.

Davis, Lori J., and Ellen F. Prince. 1986. Yiddish verb-topicalization and the notion

8 Under this account, an additional constraint is required to block long distance
TP-fronting —i.e., when the auxiliary does not raise to C. A possible direction is to
assume an obligatory T-to-C operation at LF (cf. Pesetsky & Torrego 2001).



AGREE: THE OTHER VP-INTERNAL SUBJECT HYPOTHESIS 243

'lexical integrity’. In Papers from the 22rd regional meeting: Chicago Linguistic
Society (CLS 22), ed. A. Farley, P. Farley, and K.-E. McCullough, 90-97.
Chicago, IL: Chicago Linguistic Society.

Diesing, Molly. 1990. The Syntactic Roots of Semantic Partition, Ph.D. Dissertation,
University of Massachusetts, Amherst.

Diesing, Molly. 1996. Semantic variables and object shift. In Studies in comparative
Germanic syntax II, ed. Hoskuldur Thrainsson, Samuel David Epstein, and
Steve Peter, 66-84. Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers.

Diesing, Molly. 1997. Yiddish VP Order and the typology of object movement in
Germanic. Natural Language and Linguistic Theory 15.2: 369-427.

Frey, Wermer. 1989. Syntaktische Bedingungen fiir die Interpretation, Ph.D.
Dissertation, University of Stuttgart, Stuttgart.

Frey, Werner. 1993. Syntaktische Bedingungen fiir die semantische Reprdsentation:
Uber Bindung, implizite Argumente und Skopus. Berlin: Akademie Verlag.
Haider, Hubert. 1990. Topicalization and other puzzles of German syntax. In
Scrambling and barriers, ed. Giinther Grewendorf and Wolfgang Sternefeld, 93-

112. Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Haider, Hubert. 1993. Deutsche Syntax Generativ. Tiibingen: Narr.

Kratzer, Angelika. 1984. On deriving differences between German and English. Ms.,
Technische Universitiit, Berlin.

Krifka, Manfred. 1998. Scope inversion under the rise-fall contour in German.
Linguistic Inquiry 29.1: 75-112.

Lechner, Winfried. 1998. Two kinds of reconstruction. Studia Linguistica 52.3: 276-
310.

Pesetsky, David, and Esther Torrego. 2001. T-to-C movement: causes and
consequences. In Ken Hale: A life in language, ed. Michael Kenstowicz.
Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press.

Sauerland, Uli. 1997. Scope Freezing. Ms., MIT, Cambridge, Mass.

Sauerland, Uli. 1998. Scope reconstruction without reconstruction. In Proceedings of
the 17th West Coast Conference on Formal Linguistics (WCCFL 17), ed.
Kimary Shahin, Susan Blake, and Eun-Sook Kim, 582-596. Stanford, CA: CSLI
Publications.

Wurmbrand, Susi. 1999. The structure(s) of particle verbs. Ms., McGill, Montréal.

Wurmbrand, Susi. 2000. A-movement in German: AGREE and ATTRACT.
Colloquium talk Harvard University, Cambridge, Mass.

Wurmbrand, Susi. 2001a. How far can AGREE see? Talk given at the 24th GLOW
Colloquium, Braga, Portugal.

Wurmbrand, Susi. 2001b. VP-external case and agreement: An argument from long
passive. Ms., McGill University, Montréal, Québec.

Wurmbrand, Susi. to appear. Infinitives: Restructuring and clause structure.
Berlin/New York: Mouton de Gruyter.

Department of Linguistics
McGill University

1085 Dr. Penfield
Montréal, QC, H3A 1A7
susi@alum.mit.edu





