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Abstract

Arabic, a VSO language, displays an agreement paradigmevgiudjects only trigger full morpho-
logical agreement on the verb when they appear to the leffieoférb in a SVO word order variant.
This thesis argues that the traditional view of the striectfithe Arabic clause is insufficient inso-
far as it fails to capture facts which argue for subject rgjgb [Spec, T]. The analysis advanced
here utilizes the expanded left periphery of Rizzi (199pe(sfically FiniteP) and correctly cap-
tures generalizations in embedded clauses in which AradgheNes like V2 languages. Using this
structure, an analysis of the agreement asymmetry in Aialgjiiven, building upon the expletive
insertion account of Mohammad (1999), augmented with naticAgree as defined in Chomsky
(2000). The free variation in word order between VSO and SW@ot clauses is accounted for
using a concepts from Pesetsky and Torrego (2001), and tleermagnt asymmetry in Arabic is
shown to be a consequence of the distribution of subjeaemyentp-features over two functional
projections: T for person and gender, and Fifor number.
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Abbreviation Meaning

1/2/3 Verbal person agreement
M(ASC). Masculine gender

F(EM). Feminine gender

SG. Singular number

PL. Plural number

PAST Past tense

ExpP Expletive

COND Conditional marker

FIN Finite marker

NEG Negation marker

SA/MSA Modern Standard Arabic

RPA Rural Palestinian Arabic

MA Moroccan Arabic

GB Government and Binding (Chomsky, 1981)
EPP Extended Projection Principle

EH Expletive Hypothesis (Mohammad (1999) and the present)wo



Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 The Syntax of Asymmetric Agreement

Within the Minimalist Framework for linguistic theory astinduced and developed in Chomsky
(2000, 2001b,a, 1995), agreement and word order in natangiulage is thought to arise from
the mechanism ofeature checkingwhere features that come preselected on items enumerated
from the lexicon form relationships with one another andelmovement within phrase markers.
Certain features are said to lb@interpretable- that is, they must be deleted in order for the
derivation to converge at either PF, LF, or both. Other fesgtare said to haterpretableinsofar as
their existence can be understood - they are legitimatectsogt one or another interface. As such,
they do not need to be checked or deleted before the end acimprocessing on a particular
phrase marker.

What is more, the deletion of uninterpretable features mustetimes involve a local checking
relation (the probe has an EPP feature). Other times, howteederivation may not require such
locality. It is also presumed in the framework of Distribditlorphology (Halle and Marantz,
1993) that it is these same syntactic features which trigjgeipresence or absence of particular
overt morphology on terminal syntactic elements, possftlgr processing or rearranging of these

features in a separate (postsyntactic) morphological corept. Thus, whether a verb displays
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overt morphological agreement with a subject in its speai@ends upon the interaction between
the features on the head bearing the verbal element and thghological rules for the language
in question. Typically, this same notion was captured itieawork by positing an Agr(reement)
head for positions in the syntax which displayed overt agez@ morphology (Chomsky and Las-
nik, 1993). This head also provided a landing site for A-mmoeat and therefore allowed for
capturing certain facts from languages, such as those vepipkared to have evidence for multi-
ple subject positions. However, in recent work this pragthas been abandoned following the
introduction of other mechanisms for dealing with agreeimen

More concretely, recent work on the relationship betweesrtanorphological agreement and
the syntax (latridou, 1990; Chomsky, 1995) has criticiZes idea that Adris a syntactic item
sui generis Instead, Chomsky (1995) has argued that only items whiatriboite directly to the
semantics should be allowed the status of functional ptiojes. Instead, the agreement and mor-
phosyntactic exponence assumed to result fron’Agresence in the derivation was argued to
result from the presence or absence of (un)interpretabterfes. The consequence of this innova-
tion was the death of the idea that an element could bear @ydartmorphosyntactic form based
solely upon its position in the government domain of the appate Agf head. It also means that
there are fewer A-positions in the syntax for movement ofiargnts out of the verbal (i.eVP)
layer.

Additionally, later work on agreement in minimalist syntaas argued for the separation of
Move from Agree in the narrow computation of syntax (c.f. Chomsky (200&)seq). This
entails that the Specifier-Head relationship establistetdiden a syntactic head H with an EPP
feature and an active goal DP, K, Bgree(H, K) no longer has the theoretical primacy typically
assigned to it under the previous Government and Binding) (&®roaches. That is, it is no
longer considered explanatorily adequate to claim thattcpéar result obtainbecausea K is in
[Spec, H]. Instead, it is assumed that the operatigree may apply freely in the syntax, and any
resultant movement is due to the assignment of an Extendgedion Principle (EPP) feature to

the agreeing head (Chomsky, 2001a). One question raiseédmitely but not answered in this
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work is how the assignment of the EPP feature relates to tlesmably triggering) operation of
Agree.

This paper deals with a particular question raised by theraction of these different ideas.
Pretheoretically, data from Rural Palestinian Arabic aradedtal relatives raise the question of
how to deal with VSO languages in a framework that lacks the’ Agad as a second landing site
for subject movemenitMoreover, these data appear particularly recalcitrartiéaiotion that the
second-merged (specifier) position is not syntacticabyinict from the first-merged (complement)
position. | will argue from these facts for an analysis thaserves the major assumptions outlined
above using Rizzi (1997)’s exploded left periphery, speally the Fin(iteness)P projection. | will
then show that the agreement facts in Arabic can be accofmtég assuming that thé-features
of Arabic which control subject-verb agreement are distel across two different heads, namely
T(ense) and Fin(iteness). With this assumption in mindatireement asymmetry in Arabic boils

down to the presence or absence of a phonologically nule¢ixgl as in Mohammad (1999).

1.1.1 Organization

This thesis is organized into six chapters. Section 2 of¢hepter considers the data from Ru-
ral Palestinian Arabic and shows how it is problematic fanstard accounts of phrase structure.
The rest of the organization proceeds as follows: Chapteathaes the previous attempts within
generative frameworks to account for the data in Arabic drwvs why they are incomplete or
unsatisfactory. Chapter 3 introduces more of the previberature in the context of a discussion
on the theoretical status of the subject position in VSO Uaggs more broadly, as well as intro-
duces the basics of the analysis presented here. Chapterdsréo Arabic, presenting empirical

arguments for the positing of movement to a high functiomajgztion for the verb, as well as the

This is presuming, as will be made clear below, that the Emda881); Sproat (1985) hypothesis that VSO
clausal order is derived by verb movement from an underl$¥@ order is correct. This raises interesting questions,
especially in light of the view advanced in McCloskey (19839t VSO languages as a class are epiphenomenal. This
work will be concerned only with VSO languages derived bybverovement, assuming that McCloskey is correct.
This notably excludes languages like Chamorro, which atfi@hung, 1998) have argued to be formed by a different
syntactic process.
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inadequacy of current accounts of Arabic clausal architect Specifically, | will claim that the
subject must vacate tv® before Spell-Out, moving to [Spec)]Tand that Arabic displays V2-like
effects in root clauses. Next, Chapter 5 presents an asalyiie Arabic agreement asymmetries
which updates Mohammad (1999) in light oPaobe-Goal theory of Agree. Finally, Chapter 6

presents sample derivations of sentences in Arabic as wetracludes the work.

1.2 Theoretical Problems and Data

1.2.1 ¢-Features and Agreement

The set of features [Person], [Number], and [Gender] angrasd to comprise the set ffeatures
which are used as the basis for explanations of agreemetitored between heads and agreeing
DP’s. In Chomsky’s Minimalist Syntax (Chomsky, 1995, 20@001b), these features are said
to be uninterpretable on certain functional projections] anust delete before the interface to
PF for the derivation to converge. In Chomsky (2000), thest¢ures on a head H are assumed
to constitute @robe which must search in the domain of H to find an appropriatelychiag
Goal, where “domain” can be roughly equated with the c-commanaalo of H. When this
match is made, a relation operatidgree is said to apply between H and the DP, marking the
uninterpretable features on H for deletion, thereby alimithe derivation to converge at PF.

Many questions have been raised as to whether or not matohisgbe complete or partial in
order to apply, as well as where in the derivation deletionrhterpretable features takes place
(c.f., Pesetsky and Torrego (2001); Ouhalla (20@%gr alia). In response to this questioning of

the validity of theProbe-Goal relationship, Chomsky states: “...[W]e assume that onlych®
with a full complement ofp-features is capable of deleting the feature that activhesnatched
goal” (Chomsky, 2000). This idea is used to keep embeddegaskirom checking their case
features against ag;l} in embedded clauses, and therefore keeping them from gatisifSpec,
T ...i.] in raising-verb subordinate clauses.

On a separate note, the notion of an Extended Projectiogipien(EPP) has been used since

4
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the principles and parameters theory to explain the needefiotences to have on overt left-edge
subject in languages such as English. This feature, asyipisally instantiated, necessitates the
raising of a subject in @P - internal subject hypothesis, (assumed here followingdéawa (1986);
Fukui and Speas (1986); Kuroda (1988); Diesing (1990))s Taising is said to take place after the
relationAgree is established between the hedbahd the subject in [Sped’]. EPP then applies,
raising the subject to [Spec?T

The direct theoretical issue raised by this notion of EPPhstiver or not the EPP is a feature
sui generis[EPP], as was typically assumed under earlier standaoiyther plausibly reduced to
some other categorial selectional feature, sucluB$ [The answer to this question hinges on the
answer to another question, which asks what kinds of objbet&£PP is intended to force of to
[Spec, P]. Classical GB assumed, following Chomsky (1981) that tRé&Eorced movement of
a subject - in most cases headed by a determiner - to the gpaxdithe Tense projection. In this
sense, it was not a feature, but rather a condition on thefagtiedness of syntactic representa-
tions. In later work (Chomsky, 1995), this was formalizecdasininterpretable D feature (uD) on
TY. Chomsky (2000) notes that this is not necessary, statatgthEPP feature may be assigned to
a head H after it has entered into Agree relationship with a matching goal DP. With this move,
the definition of the EPP changed to make it responsible faremznt of anything anywhere.

This claim and its assumptions then lead directly to theamo#ixpressed in minimalist work
that the relationship Specifier-to-Head should not in any & “special.” Since the domain of a
Probeis assumed to be its c-command domain, the only substahteedtical difference between
a DP located in the c-command domain of a head and the spexfitieat head is whether or not
EPP has applied to move the DP to [Spec, H]. SiMoxe andAgree are assumed to be separate

operations, as was stated earlier, the applicatioAgyee(H, K) does noimply the checking of

20One problem with this that is never discussed is how the natio“assigning” an EPP, even to a Phase, can
get around the minimalist assumption thatmewfeatures or syntactic objects may enter into a derivatiter dfie
enumeration from the lexicon. One could sidestep this pmlidy noting that items could received their featural values
(including the EPP) as they are numerated from the lexictre. Arabic data shown in this paper pose a problem for
this recourse, however, since the only way to capture themglity of subject movementto the left edge of a clause is
by positing that the same functional projection can be \@h@th with and without an EPP feature. This is the route
pursued in this work, though no attempt is made to overcomsetioblem.
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[EPP] and the application dflove(K, Spec-H).

It should be clear from the preceding discussion that, weodie demonstrated that a language
had phenomena which appeared to rely on the notion of a sgrgpifsition as distinct from a com-
plement position, this would pose a problem. Unfortunattetyhe standard theory, there are some
possible counterexamples which seem to assert the prinfégyer-Head relations. Specifically,
there are languages in which the major constituent ordeewvdreely from the base/unmarked
VSO to derived/marked SVO, with a major shift in agreemetttigpas. In all these languages, the
SVO word-order has more overt agreement than the VSO cladmseh typically agrees only with

a subset of agreement possibilities in the language. Tisisrisnarized below:

(1.1) Primacy of Spec-Head AgreementLet H be the head carryingt-features in a phrase, and
K be a DP in the c-command domain of H. Then, if H agrees with akaffeature F when
H c-commands K, H also agrees for F with K when K is in [Spec, H].

This is a problem folAgree as expounded in Chomsky (2000), since there is no story as to
why, in these cases, languages should seem to rely on thesaggassignment of an EPP feature
to the head which hosts the relevérbbe. The next section will provide an overview of the data

involved in this asymmetry as represented in one parti@itdect of Arabic - Rural Palestinian.

1.2.2 Asymmetric Agreement Data

This section is an exposition of the data which comprisesdalasymmetric agreement processes in
Arabic, specifically Rural Palestinian Arabic (RPARPA is spoken in the rural areas in Northern
Palestine surrounding the town of Jenin. This data is alsasho be problematic from the point

of view of the standard theory of agreement.

3This generalization is adapted from Samek-Lodovici (1996)
4The data here comes from three sources: Benmamoun (2000kSaodovici (1996) and Mohammad (1999).
Verification of the data and additional information is fronuiher Younes (p.c.).
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Rural Palestinian Arabic (RPA)

Modern Standard Arabic and Modern Spoken Arabic differ watspect to the agreement asymme-
tries presented in this section (Aoun and Benmamoun, 1968ramoun, 2000). Most notably,
some modern spoken dialects do not exhibit the asymmettl atreereas MSA and the remaining
spoken dialects do. Since this paper is only concerned @ithieanent asymmetries as they pertain
to the narrow syntax, only RPA is considered here, thoughatiaysis is extensible to spoken
dialects which do not exhibit the asymmetry ($8€3.1 for more on this).

In RPA, when the verb precedes the subject (a VSO clausephutmgical number agreement
on the verb is ungrammatical. This is evidenced below, andl kefer to this as partial or weak

agreement:

(1.2) (a) d"arab-at Pal-bana:t zard
Hit-PAST-3.FEM.SG the-girls Zayd

“The girls hit Zayd”

(b) *d"arab-na Pal-bana:t zard
Hit-PAST-3.FEM.PL the-girls Zayd

“The girls hit Zayd”

Benmamoun (2000) notes that there is no question for (1a)thie subjects are syntactically
plural. When the verb is preceded by the subject, howevimiorphological agreement on the

verb is mandatory. | call examples of this process in SVOs#auull or strong agreement:

(1.3) (a)l-banait d'arb-na |-Pavla:d
The-girls hit-PAST-3.FEM.PL the-boys
“The girls hit the boys”

(b) *|-bana:t d’arb-at |- Pavla:d
The-girls hit-PAST-3.FEM.SG the-boys
“The girls hit the boys”

SStructural case is left unglossed in the examples since RBA dot mark case morphologically. Modern Standard
Arabic does, however, and when reference to data in Modenndatd Arabic is given, it is safe to assume the case
facts do not change the analysis, unless specifically noted.
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Main verbs in Arabic can coexist with a number of auxiliarigs these clauses, the auxiliary
verb appears first, followed by the subject, and then the wetib. In these AuxSVO structures,

predictably, the auxiliaries agree partially with the fdbj and the main verbs agree fully with the

subject:
(1.4) (a) kamnat t'-t'a:libast ya-Skul-na
bePAST.3.FEM.SG the-studentsEM 3-eatFEM.PL
“The students were eating.”
(b)
t'-t'a:liba:t kun-na ya-Skul-na
the-studentsEM bePAST.3.FEM.PL 3-eatFEM.PL
“The students were eating.”
(c)
*kun-na t'-t'a:liba:t ya-drus-na
bePAST.3.FEM.PL the-studentsEmM 3-eatFEM.PL
“The students were studying.”
(d) *t-t"a:liba:t ka:nat ya-drus-na

the-studentsEM bePAST.3.FEM.SG 3-eatFEM.PL
“The students were eating.”

Finally, pronominal elements which are the subject of VS&uses trigger full agreement on

the verb®
1.5) (a)zar-w hum la; Sixwatu-hum
COMePAST-3.MASC.PL they not brothers-their
“They came, not their brothers.”
(b) *za:? hum la: Sixwatu-hum

COMePAST.3.MASC.SG they not brothers-their
“They came, not their brothers.”

Fassi Fehri (1988) points out correctly that there is ewigetiat postverbal pronominals in

(1.5) are not the true subjethut instead an focused version of the “true” subject, a malhpm-

5This data is from Fassi Fehri (1988).
It is worth pointing out that these focused elements are éb $8ill subjects, just not subjects in the traditional
sense of the term. For more information on this, see Diegndglalinek (1995).

8
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inal element Since | find Fassi-Fehri's arguments convincing, | will nargue the topic of
pronominal subjects here, but use this data to draw thedolgpgeneralization about Arabic mor-

phological number agreemeht:

(1.6) RP Arabic Number Suffix Distribution: The number suffix is absent in RPA whenever the
subject follows the verb (is in its complement).

Other Languages

It should be noted that the VSO/SVO distinction with consames for agreement as outlined in
§1.2.2 is not confined to Arabic. Samek-Lodovici (1996) agtieat the Arabic data is simply an
instantiation of a larger generalization whereby no laggudisplaysnoreagreement between a
head and a DP in its complement than it does between a head @Rdraits specifier. Kramer

(2006) also argues for a similar asymmetry in Middle Egyptidowever, since this work is limited

in scope, | focus only on the Arabic data. There is reasorhismarrowness, at least superficially.
For the Egyptian data presented in Kramer (2006), it is nearcthat a parallel can be drawn,
given that the SVO word order is only available in stativedicates. As for the other languages
mentioned in Samek-Lodovici (1996), recent work (Bellattd Leonini, 2004; Lozano, 2006) has
argued that this word-order variation might be overdeteediby unaccusativity of the predicate.

Due to the presence of these confounding factors, | leagarhiter open for future research.

8While | use this analysis here, | am not wholly convincedihisbest route. A more interesting, and possibly more
Minimalist assumption would be something along the line®ohalla (2005), who claims that there is no theoretical
significance for the major category features [N], [V], eténc® this issue is tangential to the work presented here, |
follow Fassi Fehri (1988) for clarity and simplicity. Conmeid with this analysis, it may be the case that no formal
features exist in the syntax beyond agreement. Anotheenaould be that taken in Bahloul and Harbert (1992);
Harbert and Bahloul (2002), which holds that a Rouveret }3yle analysis is correct in claiming that for pronouns,
the Nun? head must incorporate to a higher projection, in this casegking theuNum of the verb. Either of these
alternatives, or the one adopted in the text from Fassi F&B#88) is amenable to this analysis. Since the matter is not
of central importance, | leave the question of pronouns open

SHarbert and Bahloul (2002) make the claim that this is anrirem analysis because it misses cross-linguistic
generalizations to languages such as Standard Arabic ehd While leaving the Irish question to future research,
the Standard Arabic problem seems illusory upon closerictspn. The reason for this that Standard Arabic (SA) is
not a languagsui generiss most speakers grow up using a dialect which is only tangtytielated to SA, both in
terms of vocabulary items and syntactic structure. To takeraexample of the former, SA fully inflects nouns for
three cases: nominative, accusative, and genitive. RPy@other hand, inflects its nouns for no cases overtly. For
more discussion of the diglossic situation in the Arabieadpng world, see Holes (2004). For now, | set this question
aside.



Chapter 2

Previous Analyses

This chapter provides an overview of the major previousya®s which | reject for use in ex-
plaining the data from Chapter 1. Each of these analysespt$eto deal with the asymmetric
agreement problem in different ways, and many of them areesstul within the framework they
assume. Since | assume a minimalist approach, this sestineant as an overview of these works,
and is not a comprehensive review, nor a sustained critiguaany cases, | reject an analysis on
pretheoretical grounds. For a more thorough literaturgeve\see Aoun et al. (1994); Harbert and

Bahloul (2002).

2.1 Pronominal Incorporation

A widely used analysis in the literature on Arabic partialesment is to treat either the partial or
the full agreement as incorporation of a null pronominafhedat (Mohammad (1999); Fassi Fehri
(1993),inter alia). Mohammad (1999) argues that a null-PF pronoun existsen$pec, TP]
position in Arabic VSO clauses and is responsible for thawaléthird-person masculine singular
agreement in expletive clauses, as well as the default lsinggreement in regular VSO clauses.
Fassi Fehri (1993) claims the exact opposite in saying ttettis a null pronominal in the lower
projections in SVO clauses where the subject has beenitdftedted (LD). Mohammad (1999)
argues convincingly against a LD account in his thesis, aoahfet al. (1994) (se§2.4).

10
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The driving idea behind the Mohammad (1999) analysis isdahanhcorporated null pronoun
with the appropriate features is enumerated from the |lexéca generated in the canonical subject
position! which is then manifested on the verb morphologically as ement markers. This pro-
noun then triggers agreement for number with the highestalgrojection (either an auxiliary or
lexical verb). The othep-features are then checked at LF following van Gelderen@®@6) Har-
bert and Bahloul (2002) point out that this does not accoamtife facts shown in double-subject
constructions, where the verb agrees only with the first nahinstead of the entire subject BP.
This problem disappears, however, if a clausal conjuncioalysis of coordinate subjects as in
Aoun et al. (1994) (c.f52.4) is assumed. As such, this problem is not addressed here.

However, this concern is more symptomatic of a general prabiith incorporation/pronominal

accounts, which is shown by the data below:

(2.1) (a) d"arab-at ?Pal-bana:t zaid
Hit-PAST-3.FEM.SG the-girls Zayd

“The girls hit Zayd”

(b) yr-d'rab zard ?al-bana:t
3.MASC.SG-Hit.PAST Zayd the-girls

“The Zayd hit the girls”

As Benmamoun (2000) points out, in order for Mohammad (190%ccount for the data in
(2.1), which displays agreement with different genderswbald have to posit two differergro
elements. The first would agree with the standamsupposed to be the expletigeo in Standard
and dialectal Arabic. The other, however, would bear a femigender feature. Since Mohammad
(1999) rests most of his argument on the idea that the expletements in Arabic are the same
uniformly, this data appears problematic for fhre analysis. Similar arguments can be given for
the analysis in Fassi Fehri (1993).

This analysis is not without its merit, however, and Chapteiill return to it in order to show

that aProbe-Goal version ofAgree manages to avoid (or provide answers to) the major critisism

1In these analyses, as well as the analysis in this paperattenical base subject position is supposed to be [Spec,
V]

2This, predictably, only applies in Arabic dialects exhititweak inflection.
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MATTHEW A. TUCKER 2.2. MINIMALISM AND FEATURE STRENGTH

leveled against the pronominal account.

2.2 Minimalism and Feature Strength

One account of the Arabic data which works explicitly withiie Minimalist Framework is that
of Parkinson (1995), refined in Tucker (2005). This analgsserts that the Arabic number asym-
metry data ir§1.2.2 can be accounted for by assuming a correspondentiemslap between the
presence of aiNum] feature on T and the strength of th¢-features as a whole. Specifically,
[uNum] on T is a strong feature Strong features require the@oal to exist in the specifier of
the head in order to be marked for deletion. In this way, gfrimatures avoid the principle of
Procrastinate (Chomsky, 1995).

However, there are major issues with this analysis. Thedastes from the theoretical notion
of the principle ofProcrastinate. As Collins (2001) notes, the theoretical roleRxocrastinate
may not be as valid as outlined in Chomsky (1995). If this es¢hse, then the theoretical signif-
icance of the notion of feature strength may disappear as-wellonger needed in order for the
convergence of the derivation at PF. The second issue is airieah one. This approach has no
concrete way to account for the pronoun data from Arabicudised irg1.2.2, even if these overt
pronouns are truly focused copies of null-PF pronouns.

The other major problem for this analysis is its lack of anlamption as to why theaumber
feature in Arabic should be strong, as opposed to all (or ahtf)e otherp-features. That is, there
is no principled answer in the feature strength account eogiirestion of why another language
does not exist which is exactly like Arabic, but with a strggegson(or gendej feature, instead of
uNum*. Moreover, recent work in minimalist syntax (Choms&p00),et seq) have done away
with the notion of feature strength, in favor of the EPP apploto movement outlined in Chapter
1. Because of these criticisms, and the anachronistic eaftiuthe notion of feature strength, this

analysis is not pursued here.
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MATTHEW A. TUCKER 2.3. AGREEMENT UNDER GOVERNMENT

2.3 Agreement under Government

Bahloul and Harbert (1992); Harbert and Bahloul (2002) adeaan analysis which builds on
ideas from McCloskey (1986b,a) and Emonds (1981). McClpska®ms that case assignment can
occur in two ways in natural language: leftward and rightiv&8VO languages, he claims, assign
their case leftward under a Spec-Head agreement relatiagtdward under Government. VSO
languages, on the other hand, have the parameter set thexappand may only assign their case
under government. This accounts for the licensing of a nativie subject which is supposed to
stay in the specifier of one of the lexical verb’s projections

Bahloul and Harbert (1992); Harbert and Bahloul (2002) mcttinis idea to account for agree-
ment facts as well. They claim that VSO languages are sutjemfjreement under government
instead of agreement in a Spec-Head relation, as is the caséher word-order type languages.
Along with this they propose th@overnment Agreement Constraimthich stipulates that: “only
those features which originate on the Base of a Projectistesyare evaluated for agreement under
government.” (pp. 46). In this theory, a Projection Systemhdfined with a lexical head as iase
and extends all the way to the topmost functional projeatipward. Since they also assume a DP
structure along the lines of Ritter (1990), the [Num] featdoes not originate in the base position,
but instead originates a projection which dominates NRpéhtced by the functional head Nm
In this case, number does not appear overtly on the morphgiage it is not evaluated, given that
it does not originate in the base of the nominal projectiosteasy. This approach accounts for a
wide variety of data, as well as the cross-linguistic rapitguch an agreement phenomenon (since
it allows both kind of agreement, Spec-Head and Governmeiiich is presumably marked in
the grammar.

This analysis is quite compelling under the GB approachstiases, and Harbert and Bahloul
argue convincingly for it. However, recent approaches imiMalism have done away with the
notion of Government as a syntactic relation. While thisas @& particularly devastating move
(one could appeal instead to a notion of minimal c-commatha) Joss of the theoretical weight

of the Specifier-Head relationship is. If the Spec-Headtimahip does not control morphosyn-
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tactic agreement, then the Government approach has nonexijola for agreement in the non-
Government-agreeing languages. Because of this, | atteorfpid a different approach in this

work to account for the asymmetric agreement relationship.

2.4 Spec-Head Agreement and Right Node Raising

Aoun et al. (1994) (henceforth ABS) argue for an analysisraibdc agreement asymmetries which
relies heavily on the Specifier-Head relationship and ldolexplain a particular kind of agreement
pattern in conjoined subjects which they refer toFast Conjunct Agreemenfbllowing Munn

(1993). In addition to the basic facts outlinedsih.2.2, ABS are concerned with data like that in

the following:

(2.2) (a) qarara fomar wo Salija: |-qis':a
read.3MAsc.sG Omar and Alia the-story

“Omar and Alia read the story.”

(b) qara?at falijaz wo fomar |-qis':a
read.3FEM.SG Alia and Omar

“Alia and Omar read the story.”

The data in (2.4) show that Arabic has first conjunct agree¢maeth postverbal subjects -
the verb only agrees with the first conjunct DP. ABS go on teaefjhe obvious analysis of these
constructions as agreement under Government with a pbstv@onjP (following Munn (1992)) in
favor an analysis which makes use of Right-Node-RaisingRR&hd Across the Board movement
(ATB). The analysis goes like this: first twadauses each with their own sentential subject, are
conjoined together. RNR then applies to raise the preddiadet object out of both clauses.
Finally, ATB applies to gap the verb from both conjuncts. Tinal product of the derivation is a
sentence with two subjects, a conjunction, a predicatxtiabject, and a verb. This is schematized
in figure 2.1.

ABS provide compelling data to support their analysis ot fiemjunct agreement in Arabic as

clausal conjunction. Most of their data is semantic in ratmd concerns syntactic items which
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1. Clausal Conjunction: [ Verb, [ Subject [ Object]]] & [ Verb, [ Subject [ Object]]]
2. RNR: [[ Verby, [ Subject [ to1]]] & [ Verb, [ Subject [ to2]]] Object
3. ATB: [Verbl[[ ¢y [ Subject [ to:]ll & [ tv2 [ Subject [ to2]]] Objeci]

Figure 2.1: Right Node Raising and ATB in Arabic

can only appear in the presence of plural subjects. Theintingsis is that if the Arabic agreement
patterns are truly clausal conjunction, they will not beeatblappear with postverbal subjects. The

data bears ABS out. Consider the example below:

(2.3) (a) fomar wo safid mofaw brsws  |-l-madrasa
Omar and Said went.3rPL with-both to-the-school

“Omar and Said went to school together.”

(b) *mofa fomar wo safid br-zwz  |-l-madrasa
went.3.MAsc.Sc Omar and Said with-both to-the-school

“*Omar and Said went to school together.”

(2.4) shows the behavior of the postverbal and preverbgéstgowvith respect to their syntactic
plurality. ABS argue that (2.4b) would be good if true DP aorgtion were in play, since the entire
ConjP would be syntactically plural. However, the ungrarticadity of (2.4b) argues strongly in
favor of the clausal analysis hypothesis (but see the coangiements in Harbert and Bahloul
(2002)).

This argument is further supported by the behavior of refesiin Lebanese Arabic. The
reflexiveba¢d u:n, “each other,” requires a syntactically plural antecedelatvever, this condition

is not satisfied by postverbal subjects as seen in (2.4):

(2.4) (@) karim wo marw:an bifitb:o  bafd un
Kareem and Marwaan love.3pL each other

“Kareem and Marwaan love each other.”

3This data is ABS’ (35) and is from Moroccan Arabic. | will liminy discussion to just one example of the
behavior of syntactic items which require semanticallyralisubjects - these arguments can be recreated for many
others. | refer the reader to the original work for more infation.
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(b) * bifith: kariim wo marw:an baSd un
love.3MAsc.pL Kareem and Marwaan each other

“*Kareem and Marwaan love each other.”

Aoun et al. (1994) augment this RNR plus ATB analysis with timtion of the Specifier-
Head relationship determining agreement for grammatieaiuires (i.e., features introduced via
functional projections}. Given the idea that number is introduced by a functional vaigttin the
DP layer, Numf, this feature cannot be retained in agreement patternswelné&not mediated by a
Specifier-Head relationship.

While | find the arguments which ABS provide for clausal corgtion compelling, | do not
agree with the idea that the Specifier-Head relationshipatesimorphological agreement. This is
because | assume the general framework first outlined in Gkpifi995). Therefore, in the work
which follows, while | will assume the clausal conjunctiomadysis for first-conjunct agreement
situations, | will attempt to outline a theory of verbal agmeent which crucially does not rely on

the Specifier-Head relationship.

2.5 PF-Operations

Given a syntactic theory which makes reference to the imterbf P(honetic) F(orm), one might
be tempted to propose a solution to the Arabic asymmetrieeagent problem which focuses on
deriving the weak agreement during the derivation afterlttaching toward PF (in GB, after

S-structure, in minimalism, after Spell-Out). Recentlyclass of solutions to the Arabic weak
agreement phenomenon have arisen which have targeted tinéeFfRce as the locus for the op-
erations which drive Arabic surface morphology. In patacutwo analyses are present in the
literature: Benmamoun (1998) argues for a process of Plgendretween the subject and verb

in VSO clauses which makes spelling-out of the number featur the verb redundant. 1 will

4For a recent exposition of Specifier-Head agreement, sepri{an (2005).

SFor reasons of brevity, | will not show derivations involgimlausal conjunction or first conjunct agreement,
however, the analysis proposed in Chapter 5 is compatililetive RNR plus ATB approach, given that at the end of
the computation, the verb will still be local to only one DP.
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address this analysis second in secti@rb.2, even though it is historically prior, since it is the
more convincing of the two accounts, though | will ultimgteéject this approach. The second
analysis, which I will reject outright, was proposed in Aokeand Neeleman (2003) and (Ackema
and Neeleman, 2004, ch. 6), and argues for a rule of PF-weakerhich deletes features under

phonological adjacency. This analysis will be taken up2rb.1.

2.5.1 Phonological Weakening and PF-Adjacency

Peter Ackema and Ad Neeleman develop an analysis for the@®agbeement problem in Ackema
and Neeleman (2003) and further refine it in (Ackema and Neghe 2004, ch. 6). This analysis
proceeds from a realization that prosodic word constradticArabic matrix clauses produces a
different constituency based on whether the clause is SV@S® ordered; in SVO clauses, the
verb is not contained within the same intonational phrasth@werb, as is the case in the VSO

constituent ordering. Specifically, the construction roeks®

(2.5) (@) VSO: [pp [+ V] [7p subjectty [y p ty object]]]

(b) {V subject, {object,

(2.6) (@) SVO: [rp subject | VO] [1p teusject tv [vp tv Object]]]

(b) {subject, {V object},

These structures show the presumed clausal architecttive aase of each (a) structure, where
FP stands for a functional projection of an unknown headefihat the subject is contained in a
different phonological phrase vis-a-vis the the verb mtio (b) PF-representations, Ackema and

Neeleman (2003, 2004) propose the following weakeningfarldrabic agreement:

(2.7) Arabic Agreement Weakening: {[V piurai - - -] [Dpturat - - - 1te = {IV ... 1 [D prwrar - - -1} o

8In this and what follows, | enclose a phonological phraserackets with a subscript phi immediately follow-
ing. This discussion presupposes something like Truclal{d 999) for the mapping of phonological phrases onto
syntactic structures.
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This rule accounts for the basic agreement facts shown fabidy and Ackema and Neele-
man (2003, 2004) also apply a similar analysis to Dutch sgqmrson agreement and prodrop
phenomenon, as well.

However, this solution is not satisfactory for several oges First, it relegates what is essen-
tially a morphosyntactic problem - verb-subject agreenegpbnence - to a domain that is typically
reserved for rules which assign tonal quality, stress, ceiat(i.e., the phonological phrase). Even
if one takes a more articulated theory of what constitutesanplogical phrase (such as assuming
the entire prosodic hierarchy, from which a phonologicaigsk could be any subconstituent), if
Ackema and Neeleman are correct, Arabic and Dutch wouldypecat in allowing a morphosyn-
tactic process to target a prosodic domain for application.

The second reason this analysis can be rejected is twofottpatlined in Benmamoun and
Lorimor (2006), who criticize Ackema and Neeleman (2003)lworetical and empirical grounds.
The theoretical critique proceeds much as above, where Beroun and Lorimor (2006) argue
that the existence of VOS word orders in topicalization eat# belies the assumption that the rele-
vant domain for number weakening is the phonological phfadee empirical argument proceeds
from the realization thatsh-constructions do not trigger weakening in relative clause
(2.8) (a)za:?a |-Pavla:d |ladi:na  nazaf-u:

came.3.Masc.Sghe-children that/who passed-3rd.Masc.PI
“The children who passed came.”

(b) *za:?a |-Pavla:d  |ladi:na nazafia
came.3.Masc.Sghe-children that/who passed.3rd.Masc.Sg
“*The children who passed came”

Benmamoun and Lorimor (2006) point out that for Ackema andldiman (2003, 2004), this

is problematic since they would predict weakening to applyhiese examples. For independent

71 will not draw this argument out in detail here, instead preihg the empirical criticisms. See the original for
further comments, though the idea is that since VOS cladsgema and Neeleman are not clear as to how a post-
focused subject influences number agreement (c.f., theilpjp This is problematic because these VOS clauses in
Arabic still show the post-verbal weak agreement phenomelHowever, these clauses come with a clear intonational
boundary between the object and subject, and certainlydsatihe verb and the subject, which is arguably postposed.
In these examples, it is not clear how postsyntactic wealgis to apply given that the verb and subject are not
contained within the same intonational phrase.
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reasons in both works, Ackema and Neeleman (2003) presuah&dlces are present in the com-
putation of prosodic domains (this is contra Truckenbrd®9Q)). If traces are present in the
above derivation, the the null-PF copy (trace) of eiteelement in 2.8 residing in the [Spec)]T

position in the relative clause should be a licit trigger floe weakening operation. This would
predict the inverse of the correct grammaticality judgreeBecause this argument is compelling,
and because of the other reasons discussed in this chapgeshould reject the analysis of Arabic

weak agreement as given in Ackema and Neeleman (2003, 2004).

2.5.2 PF-Merger

Benmamoun (1998); Benmamoun and Lorimor (2006) providelt@nnate account within a PF-
targeting framework which accounts for the data in Arabibey claim that in VSO clauses, the
constituent which is immediately postverbal merges with vierb, making the spelling out of
number agreement on the verb redundant, since number ieimthemorphologically encoded in
Arabic DP’s® The idea driving this analysis is that since the grammar lready taken the effort
to morphologically encode the number feature inherenterréation between verb and subject, it
will not do so a second time on the verbal complex, presumfablgeasons of economy. While it
is not clear exactly what this notion of economy would be, &e see that it would be a principle
something like “do not morphologically encode a the resaftan Agree operation more than
once.”

As hinted at above, there is reason not to accept Benmam#®8@8);1Benmamoun and Lorimor
(2006). Specifically, no claims are made in either work altbeatprecise nature of the operation
responsible for ensuring that merger takes place. Whikedesscriptively adequate to note that a
postverbal merger could be taking place in Arabic VSO claugaloes little to explain how this
process is constrained. Specifically, as will be shown inpB#rad, this process seems to ignore
intervening adverbs and is limited to only heads. In thipees the PF-process about which

Benmamoun (1998) speaks appears a lotllideering as proposed by Embick and Noyer (2001).

8In a sense, this analysis could be restated in terms of Reu(#&391), as outlined above.
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For this reason, | will adopt the latter mechanism, attengptd be as specific as possible about the
operations involved.
Moreover, it is not totally clear how the process can be sa@dply over intervening nonad-

juncts. Benmamoun (1998) even notes the concern with dag#2i9):

(2.9) (a) Pakala t-tufia:hata |-avla:du
eat.3.Masc.Sg.PASThe-apple the-children

“The children ate the apple.”

(b) ?iltaqa: br-l-mufal:im  '-t"ula:b
met.3.Masc.Sgwith-the-teacherthe-students
“The students met with the teacher.”

The problem with these data is that the agreement weakenangemprocess seems to have
taken place over an intervening nonadjunct. BenmamourB)l&#ertains two possibilities for an
explanation: (1) excorporation in the sense of Roberts188d (2) allowing the overt subject
to merge with the null-PF copy of the verb left behind in a copgory of movement. (1) does
not seem like a preferable account because, as Benmamo88) (inself notes in describing
the solution involving excorporation, the verb would hagenterge with the subject at Pthen
continue to raise in the derivationSince the timing of this movement is unclear under a PF
account, it does not seem satisfactory. (2), on the othed,hawakes the presumption that PF
merger, which is a phonologically-conditioned/drivengess (in the sense that it must occur for
PF-legitmacy of the derivation), can make reference toeopihich lack phonological realization.
Especially given a syntactic theory which assumes that-&pgldeletes checked morphosyntactic
features (assumed here, following Pesetsky and Torre@d j20t is not clear what features remain
of the copy for the process to apply to in data such as (2.9).

Moreover, it is not entirely clear that a PF account is pidiée for the data in (2.9). This is
because the intonational phrasing of these data (as givémelgylacement of word stress and the

computation of sentence-level prosody) is as below:

o {verb}, {intervenet, {subject,
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Because these domains are disjunct, there is reason ted#la the structures in (2.9) result
from a topicalization or focus structure to a projectionfie £xploded left periphery system of
Rizzi (1997). Thisis in accord with native speaking intoiitiabout phrasing, which places a larger
intonational break between the second and third items tleamden the first and second. Given
this, a more natural explanation of the weak agreement @noldh Arabic would come from a
solution which fixes agreement needs orerivationally, such that they hold for the rest of the
derivation?

Finally, the other reason not to accept Benmamoun (1998)owttmodification is the predic-
tions it makes concerning cross-linguistic applicatioBpecifically, if linear adjacency (or some
syntactic version therefore) applieheneveeconomy would be violated in the redundant spelling
out of agreement features, the question looms large of wikydtbes not apply all the time. More
concretely, it should be noted thall subject-verb agreement in natural language is redundant;
DP’s may encode any of thi-features, but the presence or absence of this encodingraes
determine whether the verb agrees morphologically with@RyTo the extent that the verb dis-
plays this morphology in unambiguous syntactic frames, (frames in which this agreement is
not needed to distinguish theta-role assignment), it case®® as redundant. For this reason,
Benmamoun (1998); Benmamoun and Lorimor (2006) withoutificadion can be seen to imply
that any adjacency between subject and verb should meak aflagreement® Since no explicit
formulation of why most languages do not employ PF mergehis way is given, it is unclear
how to properly extend this analysis to other languages.

This chapter has examined in some detail the major trendiliterature which propose to ac-
count for the Arabic weak agreement phenomena. In eachitases,been shown that acceptance
of the proposal leads to either theoretical or empiricabfgms. For this reason, the next chapters

point out some facts about Arabic which lend themselves tovelranalysis of the empirical facts

°In a sense, this parallels the conclusion reached by Kra2®86) that agreement takes place if a head and DP
are in a Spec-Head relationstopce at any point in the derivatiomhis can be seen as a similar conclusion using a
different approach to licensing agreement.

100ne could attempt to account for this problem by assumingrthatward adjacency is the only proper domain
for this problem, but that only eliminates half the issue.
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which accounts for the data given in Chapter 1, as well amgalvthe Expletive Hypothesis (EH)

of Mohammad (1999).
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Chapter 3

The Status of Subject in Arabic

The next two chapters in this work are to be taken togethet,paavide arguments for the fol-
lowing two points concerning the major clausal architeetof Arabic, both of which have been

overlooked in the literature to date:

1. The subject must vacate #tgposition.

2. Arabic displays V2 effects with respect to verb position.

This chapter introduces the major arguments for the firgttpaihile the second is treated in
the subsequent chapter. The analysis advanced here &tk thle problem of asymmetric number
agreement in Arabic to the question of the subject positiovi$O languages more generally. As

such, a discussion of the status of VSO clausal architetumneorder.

3.1 Simple V-Raising

This section provides an overview of the history of the majausal architecture of VSO lan-
guages. The discussion as to the nature of deriving the V&8@Quéage surface word order in
generative syntax began with Emonds (1981). He proposédjiian the hypotheses being made
at the time about the D-structure of Universal Grammar (UGQ word order could be derived

from an underlying SVO structure by verb movement into tHfeeational layer. This presented
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an attractive way of relating a seemingly troubling wordesrtb SVO languages via a similar
underlying constituent structure. However, Emonds (1@8fEred very little evidence from VSO
languages in the way of demonstrating that this verb movémas indeed the proper analysis.

Next, Sproat (1985) provided the beginning of the necesdatg. He showed via adverb
placement, agreement facts, and the class of so-callett @elb-Nouns that Welsh indeed had
an underlying constituent which was similar to the VP in tle¢tdr-studied SVO languages. He
showed that the subjects in Verb-Noun constructions, wpetallel most closely infinitives in
other languages, marked the edge of what he calleg B ¥ verb phrase formed with the Verb-
Noun as the head. This provided evidence for Emonds (198it)igion that VSO word order
could be derived by verb movement around the subject. Spi®@®5) also began to question
the status of case assignment in VSO languages, which waedtg differ from SVO-surface
word order languages in the directionality of its assignm8O languages were argued to assign
case leftward, to the specifier of tense, whereas VSO lamguagsigned case rightward, under
government. Furthermore, the EPP was assumed to be lackiM§® languages, allowing the
subject to remaiim-situ, in the [Specy] position.

McCloskey (1980, 1983, 1986b,a, 1996, 1997) provides amajdy of work concerning the
status of constituent order and agreement in VSO languafgeshowed that not just Welsh, but
all the Celtic languages have not simply a covert VP, but fasarVP as well. As outlined in
§2.3, McCloskey also noted that case assignment in VSO layaguaperates to the right, licensing
nominative case in thie-situ subject position, which at the time was assumed to be [SpEc,

Taken together, the proceeding paragraphs argue for thetste given in figure 3.1. This work
will refer to this structure as the “simple V-raising anasys

In recent work, however, the simple V-raising hypothesis been called into question. Mc-
Closkey (1996, 1997) later builds on work from Holmberg (38Qonas (1992);irfter alia) on
Icelandic Transitive Expletive constructions (TEC'’s) éfime the notion of the surface subject po-
sition in VSO languages. The work on TEC’s showed that theas @vidence for more than one

subject position aboveP, as well as disputing the claim that the subject of VSO dauwuld
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CP
/\
e (o4
/\
C? TP
/\
e T

Figure 3.1: The Simple V-Raising Analysis

remain in [SpecyP]. McCloskey then introduces the same arguments, givitg lam adverb
placement and what he terms “Salient Unaccusatiiesshow that the subject of Celtic languages
does not occupy the [SpedR?] position (and indeed cannot remamasitu).

This argument is picked up in Bobaljik and Carnie (1996); a&ll&h(1994), both of whom
present arguments for a second, swgasubject position in both the Celtic languages and Ara-
bic. Moreover, these authors also identify the projecti®the subject agreement projection, Agr
Bobaljik and Carnie (1996) present an fully Minimalist apgch insofar as they identify the mech-
anisms responsible for raising of the verb to Agnd T as the result of the strong/versus weak
feature distinction. They show that this constituent strreeboth accounts for the already known
Irish word order facts, as well as the subjecsitu problem discussed in the preceding paragraph.
Ouhalla (1994) extends this structure to Arabic, introdgarguments which show that the sub-

ject cannot remaim-situ and that this problem was accounted for given the structei@dposed.

These are unaccusatives which patently display this fdabth their surface semantics and syntax. The reader is
referred to McCloskey (1996) for more information.
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However these arguments rely crucially on a raising-to-Agalysis, and therefore must be re-
explored. However, these analyses remain convincing,péxoethe move in recent years away

from agreement functional projections, since they do natrifoute to semantic interpretation.

3.2 Subjects outsides/P

This section presents the data which shows that the Arabjestuis in [Spec, TP], even in VSO
clauses (it must be outside @P). In doing so, it accords with the conclusions reached in Mc
Closkey (1996, 1997) that the simple V-raising analysiswgare maintained. This will prove that
Arabic hasan EPP feature associated with, Bs well as the need for a higher landing site for

verbal movement. Here | will discuss three arguments far ploisition:

1. The position of ¥P) adverbs§3.2.1).
2. The position of sentential negatic{8(2.2).
3. The subject behavior wP ellipsis processe§3.2.3)

3.2.1 vP Adverbs

This subsection and one in the following chapter relies @kilmd of constituency test used in
Pollock (1989) to determine the nature of the positions wiicuse subjects and verbs in natural
language. Specifically, for semantic compositionalitysmaes, it is typically assumed that certain
adverbs adjoin to the highest verbal projection - in the fmork assumed here, this is adjunction
to vP. Given this idea, one can use the position of verb-phragsifymog adverbs to mark the left
edge of the/P projection.

With this in mind, one can then evaluate the claim made by tiayais of VSO languages
in works such as Emonds (1981); Sproat (1985), specificatyctaim that the subject in VSO
languages remains situin its #-position. If this were the case, one would expectB@dverbs in

these languages to appear between the subject, which em§8pec)’], and the verb, which has
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moved to P. Unfortunately for the simple analysis, this does not appeae the case. Consider

the following data from the Arabic manner advethirdan, “often/frequently”?

(3.1) (a)yr-d'rb fadrdan |-wolad al-qaadi
3.MASC.SG.-hit the-boy often the-judge

“The boy hit the judge often.”
(b) ?Zadidan y1-d*rib |-wolad al-qaadi

(c) ?31-d*rb |-wolad al-qaadi fadidan

The data in (3.1) show that the most comfortable positiomfanner adverbs in Arabic is cru-
cially to the rightof the VSO subject. This accords with McCloskey (1996)’sikinpbservation
for Irish, where he concludes that the subject cannot remnasitu in VSO constituent order. |If
the subject were in the [Sped’] position, one would expect the adverb to be able to appethein
position shown in (c), between the verb if dnd the subject contained within th layer. Since
this is not the case, and because this data is so robust wathiAadverbs, it appears as though
the traditional V-raising analysis as proposed by Emon@81}); Sproat (1985)nter alia is too

simplistic to be maintained.

3.2.2 Sentential Negation

Benmamoun (1992) provides an explicit argument that, faabie, sentential negation can be
used to help further identify the left edge of thié layer. This is because, as shown by Ouhalla
(1994), the NegP which hosts sentential negation in Arahistrbe situated between the TP and
VP projections. Normally, in sentential negation contetkis,verb must successive-cyclically raise
through this projection to 0 picking up the negative clitima in the process. However, Arabic
is like many languages in lacking a present-tense coputar.ftn present tense equative/copular

sentences, then, the negative partiakleshould remain in its base position within NegP, since no

2In this section and the one which follows, | give examples miymne adverb, with the understanding that the
empirical facts are the same for other adverbs of the sams.cla
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successive cyclic raising of the verb occurs. In these atsitthen, the position of subjects can be
determined by their position vis-a-vis negation.

It is in this spirit that Shlonsky (1997); Aoun and Benmamd®f99) note the position of
Arabic subjects with respect to negation in copular clause®t what is expected given the V-
raising analysis witln situsubjects. These data are shown in (3.3). The first pair givesample
of standard sentential negation with an overt predicatelewthe second pair shows the same
sentential negation in a present-tense copular frame:

(3.2) (a) omar ma-3a-f

Omar NEG-come.3SG.MASC.PAST-NEG
“Omar didn't come.”

(b) ma-3a-f omar
NEG-come.3SG.MASC.PAST-NEG Omar
“Omar didn't come.”

(3.3) (a)omar ma-[i fi-d:ar
Omar NEG at/in-the.home
“Omar is not at home.”

(b) *ma-fi omar fi-d:ar
NEG Omar at/in-the.home
“Omar is not at home.”

The data in (3.3) show that the subject is not allowed poggatien in copular sentences. Shlon-
sky (1997); Aoun and Benmamoun (1999) conclude from thistti@subject must not be located
in its f-position in these clauses, thus explaining their appearémthe left of negation only - the
only possible landing sites are to the left of this elemerhticl directly selects fovP. This gives
us another argument to the point that the subject must mof@piec, T], contrary to what the

simple V-raising analysis would predict.

3This is assuming that negation does not move on its own. Ghesassumption made throughout this work that the
same features which drive phrasal movement drive head mavigione might expect negation to move independent
of the verb. However, this is irrelevant, since negationaiely does not lower, and does start outsidemf

4That this is sentential negation can be seen in fn. 6 of AowhBenmamoun (1999), where it is shown that it
licenses NPI's, which constituent negation cannot do ia thialect. Note that this dialect is Moroccan Arabic, not
either of the dialects under consideration here. Munthem¥s (p.c.) asserts that negation facts are the same in his
dialect, which is the primary dialect under consideratiothis work.
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3.2.3 VP Ellipsis

The simple V-raising analysis also makes predictions comicg what constituents may be left

behind in ellipsis contexts. If we consider first the modehwespect to SVO clauses, the simple
V-raising approach predicts that both the verb and subjecidvremain overt in contexts where

thevP constituent has elided. This prediction is born out (3.4).

(3.4) (a)yasin kamn kaijl'ob |-kura wo ywsro kamn fiat:a huiwa
Yasin was playing the-football and Yourse was too

“Yasin was playing football and Yourse was too.”

(b) yasin kam ka:;jl'ob |-kura wo ywsro ma-kamn-[
Yasin was playing the-football and Yourse was not
“Yasin was playing football but Yourse was not.”

In (a), above, theP has elided leaving the verb and subject behind. This isstems$ with the
simple V-raising approach, which could say that the verini§iand the subject is in [Spec’]T
However, this analysis makes the wrong predictions witpeesto VSOVP elision constructions,
which leaveboththe subject and verb:

(3.5) (a) kamn yasin kajl'ob |-kuwra wo kamn ywsro fiot:a huiwa

was Yasin playing the-football and was Yourse too
“Yasin was playing football and Yourse was too.”

(b) kamn yasin kazjl'ob |-kura wo ma-kam-[ yusro
was Yasin playing the-football and was-not Yourse
“Yasin was playing football but Yourse was not.”

In (3.5), the simple V-raising hypothesis would have thgactieliding in these contexts. How-
ever, instead the subject remains. This data argues syrtorgin analysis which has the sentential
subject raising out of the [Sped’] position in order to account for the overt subjecti ellipsis.

Given the arguments advanced in this chapter, it is cleartbesimple V-raising analysis
cannot be maintained with respect to the position of theeseiatl subject in Arabic VSO clauses.

This is because the data introduced here shows that thecsuijest move out of it¥-position

SThis data is from Kortobi (2002)
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to a higher position in the clause. Assuming that %Aigrnot present in the clause (see Chapter
1), this leaves [Spec,‘T as the most logical landing site, since cross-linguistidence exists for
the existence of a specifier position for this head. This éshipothesis which will be assumed
henceforth.

Note, however, that if one is assuming something like thee&inCorrespondence Axiom
(Kayne, 1994) to hold, there is an ordering contradictioplay now® That is, this chapter has
shown that the subject must raiseadditionto the verb, as the simple V-raising analysis would
hold. This means that there must be at least one more instdngb raising in order to de-
rive anything other than a VSO structure. That is, the minhistraicture of Arabic clauses in the

inflectional layer is at least that as given in figure 3.2.

FP

/\

e F

/\
FO+TO TP
/\
subj. T
/\

W+V0 WP

Figure 3.2: The Extended V-Raising Analysis

8]t is not important for this argument that the LCA hold exgyaik formulated in Kayne (1994), but rather that
there exists something close to a one-to-one mapping betsyggactic dominance and linear precedence, however
this may be formulated. This weaker assumption is argualy¢ontroversial than the LCA, and as such, this analysis
presumes that it is correct.
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Chapter 4

Data From Arabic

Given the arguments in the previous chapter, it is now nacgds provide an answer to the
guestion of where the verb moves in Arabic clauses, both i®©\a8d SVO word orders. This
chapter will first explore the simplest analysig-f6-C° raising ¢4.1), and then provide a more
articulated account utilizing the exploded left periphagrvocated in Rizzi (1997%4.2). The

latter analysis is preferred given facts concerning foamstructions in Arabic, as well as theory-
internal considerations concerning the nature of funetigmojections capable of hosting verbal

agreement.

4.1 T -to-C" Raising

The simplest landing site one could posit for the Arabic weduld be the complementizer posi-
tion, C’. This makes a number of predictions, two of which seem to lra bat by the Arabic
facts, at first glance. Specifically, this predicts that tmalAc verb should be concretely outside of
TP at the end of the derivation, and further that Arabic stidigplay V2-like effects in embedded
contexts. The next two subsections explore why this seemshmrated by the facts surrounding

TP adverbs§4.1.1) and embedded clause word orddr1.2).
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4.1.1 TP Adverbs

The assumption that the verb raises togtedicts that anything which marks the left edge of the
tense projection in the inflectional layer should intervéeéveen the verb and subject in VSO
clauses. Consider now the position of clausal adverbs warelypically assumed to adjoin to the
maximal projection of T. Below is an example with the Arabic advekBa:lika, “also/too”:

(4.1) (a) ya-stafid: koa:lika zard |-tas'wi: fi:lm

3.MASC.SG-PreparingeAST also Zayd to-film  film
“Zayd is also preparing to film the film.”

(b) ?%dalika ya-staSid: zard |-tas* wi: fizlm

In (4.1a), koa:lika appeardetweerthe verb and the subject. No other position is possible,
especially the one given in (b) which would be the predictesioon of the adverb were the lexical
verb to remain inside the tense projection. Given that tlaelserbs can be taken to mark the left
edge of the tense projection, there are two conclusions tiré&n from these data. The first is
that, as argued for i§3.2.1 and}3.2.2, thein situ status of the subject in VSO clauses cannot be
maintained. The second conclusion to be drawn from the dafé.1) is that the verb in Arabic
VSO clauses cannot be within the TP. If 8 presumed to be the only projection dominating TP

capable of hosting the verb, then these data accord withta-T” analysis of Arabic verb raising.

4.1.2 Embedded Selectional Restrictions

The second argument which seems to favof-40FC’ analysis for Arabic comes from embedded
clauses. Mohammad (1999) notes that data from Arabic endoediduses shows that comple-
mentizers in Modern Standard Arabic take different forrfsi:a, and ?m:a, for realis clauses. In

Arabic, complementizers appear only with SVO embedded woddr?

IMohammad (1999) notes that dialects of spoken Arabic allemtences where the complementizer appears to
select for the verb. Munther Younes (p.c.), however, ndtasthe suffix on the complementizen//-in these cases is
the same as the 3rd person singular masculine object agnéemepheme. To him and other speakers of Arabic, it is
possible this suffix is analyzed as a subject morpheme wtashuhdergone merger with the complementizer. | adopt
this analysis here.

32



MATTHEW A. TUCKER 4.1. T°-TO-C" RAISING

(4.2) (a)qala Pahmad ?in:a fYaliy: d3a:?a
said.3sG.MAsC Ahmed that Ali came.3sG.MASC

“Ahmed said that Ali came.”

(b) *qa:la Pahmad ?in:a dza:?a faliy:
said.3sG.MAsSC Ahmed that came.3sG.MASC Ali
“Ahmed said that Ali came.”

(4.3) (@) hasiba Pahmad ?Pan:a Yaliy: dza:?a
thought.3sG.MAsCc Ahmed that Ali came.3SG.MASC

“Ahmed thought that Ali came.”

(b) * hasiba Pahmad ?an:a dza:7a faliy:
thought.3sG.MAsc Ahmed that came.3sG.MASC Ali

“Ahmed thought that Ali came.”

The data in (4.3) show that the highest position occupiechbyembedded verb is still lower
than the complementizer in Arabic. If &-To-C° analysis is adopted, then these facts are as
expected. In embedded contexts, the verb cannot raisé, teil@@e this position is filled by the
complementizer.

Fassi Fehri (1993) notes that one possible counterargutnghe T-to-C° analysis comes
from the cross-linguistic behavior of other VSO languadggsecifically, McCloskey (1996) notes
that T°-to-C° movement is not possible for Irish, given that objects whidjoin to TP (adverbs,
heavy NP shift, etc.) surfaabovethe complementizer. McCloskey takes this to be evidende tha
instead of P-to-C° raising, C-to-T° lowering has applied. It is worth noting that, for Arabicisth
argument is not valid, since the position of TP adverbs ineddled clauses is necessarily below

that of the complementizer:

(4.4) (a)qala Pahmad ?in:a fSaliy: Sadidan dza:?a
said.3sG.MASC Ahmed that Ali came.3SG.MASC

“Ahmed said that Ali came.”

(b) ??ja:la ?ahmad ?in:a Yadidan Taliy: dza:?a

(c) *qa:la Yahmad Tadidan ?in:a Yaliy: dza:?a
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Given these examples, the argument advanced agditiet@ movementin Fassi Fehri (1993)
seem untenable. However, the next section gives evidenkeli®ve that the simple analysis of

verb raising to € is incorrect, at least for the Arabic data.

4.2 Focus Constructions and FinP

While the arguments i§4.1 can be construed to mean that Arabic h&4oFC’ raising in root
clauses, that is not the only interpretation which can bergte those facts. Another interpretation
would hold that they simply show that the verb in VSO congtauts in Arabic has moveuhto the
complmentizer layemprovided this layer consists of more than simplyadd its projection. This

is the argument that this section advances.

4.2.1 Negative Contrastive Focus

The reason to doubt the simplé-To-C° raising analysis for Arabic comes from negative con-
trastive focus constructions in embedded clauses. Cartsidelata below:

(4.5) (a)qa:la Pahmad ?in:a ma-zard  faliy: dza:?a
said.3sG.MAsC Ahmed that NEG-Zayd Ali came.3SG.MASC

“Ahmed said that Ali, not Zayd, came.”

(b) qa:la Pahmad ?in:a ma-zard  dza:?a faliy:
said.3sG.MASC Ahmed that NEG-Zayd came.3sG.MASC Ali

“Ahmed said that Ali, not Zayd, came.”

These data pose two problems for the raising taa@alysis. (a) is problematic because it is
unclear which positions are available for the two items Wlappear after the complementizer but
before the verb: the negative contrastive element and thtersigal subject. One of the two could
presumably be hosted in [Sped];Tout not both. (b) is similarly problematic. While it woulme
possible forma-zaid to reside in [Spec, 7, it is not clear that it should do so, given that it has a
focus interpretation.

Consider, now, the data in (4.6):
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(4.6) () yr-d'rib ma-I-bmt |-wolad al-qaadi
3.MASC.sG-hit NEG-the-girl the-boy the-judge
“The boy, not the girl, hit the judge.”

These data show that the position of negative contrastigaesfan root clauses iafter the
lexical verb. This fact accords with the idea that the veibh momplementary distribution with the

complementizer.

4.2.2 The Arabic Left Periphery

Given the arguments ifd.2.1, it makes sense to explore an extended version of thplementizer
layer of Arabic clauses. The natural place to look is in thieeded left periphery of Rizzi (1997),
given in figure 4.1. This system provides two projectionsalilgould host the verb as it moves
into the complementizer layer, FinP, the projection immaggly dominating TP, and ForceP, the
projection hosting the complementizer in embedded clauses

It remains to be shown, however, exactly which projectiois ithat houses the verb and/or
subject in Arabic clauses. A review of the literature gives possibilities for the label of FP in
figure 3.2:XP as proposed by Laka (1994), and FinP in the articulatedytegdhe left periphery
as given above.

There are two reasons | believe the FinP projection to be ersargarget for this verb move-
ment. The firstis pretheoretical.P has been shown in the literature to be the landing site foyma
different kinds of movement which express different kinflpropositions. It is for this reason that

Laka (1994) notes that the narm® comes from the idea of a functional head which helps regulat

the Speech Act of the sentence. Because of lifigan be seen as a less restricted head in terms of

the functions it controls and denotes. To the extent tha® Frakes more restrictive claims about
the kinds of movement we should see to that position, | censigreferable.

The second argument comes from the character which thesasahl eventually propose for
the Fir? head in terms of feature content. Chapter 5 will make a coegreoposal concerning

the featural makeup of Finarguing for the existence of an uninterpretable numbeufean this
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ForceP

N

Force’

N

Forcd/C®  TopP*

Subj./Expl.  Fin’

T

Fin"+To++VvY TP

Figure 4.1: Rizzi (1997)’s Left Periphery
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head. In this sense, the proposal advanced here accordscomfertably with the Rizzi (1997)
idea that low projections in the left periphery (specifigaltinP) can be endowed with agreement
features. Furthermore, the placement of this number feainrthe Fifi head will also make an
explicit connection between the presence of number agneeanel finiteness cross-linguistically.
To put it another way, associating number with%Fimthis way could possibly be used to explain
the lack of number features in nonfinite contexts.

Given the arguments in this section and the articulatedire of the left periphery given in
Rizzi (1997) (see fig. 4.1), we can now conclude that the FReimBamoun (2000)’s clause struc-

ture as shown in fig. 3.2 is the Rizzian Finite Phrase, givepasition in the clausal architecture.

4.3 Cross-Linguistic Evidence for FinP

This section gives further arguments concerning the \glafipositing FinP as a locus for subject

and verb movement into the complementizer layer.

4.3.1 Scandinavian Languages and FinP

The proposal made in the previous section is not new in VSOvaratfirst phenomena analyses.
Holmberg and Platzack (2005) argue that many cross-litiguieneralizations concerning the
Scandinavian languages can be explained by utilizing HihBy argue that data from Transitive
Expletive Constructions shows that the difference betvwkerMainland Scandinavian languages
(which lack TEC’s) and Icelandic (which has TEC's) is redhleito a difference in the locus of a
uFin feature.

This feature is presumed to be the FinP counterpart to thet$dgsand Torrego (2001) analysis
of nominative case asT on DX. In Icelandic, they claim, theFin feature is present on person
inflection generally, meaning that it can be checked bymgisif the verb to the Flhhead. In the
Mainland Scandinavian languages, however, this featustsean DP’s as a whole (much like the

uT feature for Pesetsky and Torrego). This forces the raisinige DP to the [Spec, FinP] position

37



MATTHEW A. TUCKER 4.3. CROSS-LINGUISTIC EVIDENCE FOR FINP

in order to check its uninterpretable finiteness featureyTdiso argue that this analysis is capable
of explaining certain facts concerning object shift, st fronting, and embedded word order.

It is also worth noting that this data is confirmed by factsahtiolmberg and Nikanne (1994);
McCloskey (1997) note about colloquial Finnish:
(4.7) (a)sitd leik:i: lapsia  kadl:

EXP play children in-street
“There are children playing in the street.”

(b) sith eivat  nAdmd lapset  olisi ikind op:ine:t kavelema:n
EXP NEG-P3 these children have cOND] ever learned walk [-FIN]
“These children would never have learned to walk.”

(4.8) (a)onko sitd leik:inyt lapsia  kadul:a?
haveQ ExP played chidren in-street
“Have there played children in the street?”

(b) nAma lapset sitd elvat  olisi ikind op:ine:t kavelema:n
these children Exp NEG-P3 have [COND] ever learned walk [-FIN]
“THESE CHILDREN would never have learned to walk.”

The data in (4.8) are illustrative because they confirm aiptied made by utilizing FinP as a
subject landing site: anything which appears overtly toléffieof the expletivesita should either
be a complementizer or bear contrastive/focal stress.i3 pigcisely what we see in the data from

Finnish.

4.3.2 African American and Ulster English

Another important argument for verb raising to a high positas argued in the preceding sections
comes from two non-standard varieties of English: Africanekican Vernacular English (AAVE)
and Ulster English (UEJ.

African American Vernacular English shows a particulardkof negation/negative concord

which shows the finite auxiliary in a high position to the lefthe subject:

°The data for both these varieties comes from McCloskey (188 Alison Henry.
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(4.9) (a) Ain’'t nothin’ happenin’
(b) Can’t nobody say nothin’ to dem peoples!
(c) Can’'t nobody hold me down.
(d) Didn't nobody see it.
(e) Ain't no other man like you.

What is particularly instructive about (4.9) concord isttitacan occur in constructions in
which T°-to-C° movement is not allowed, namely, embedded clauses, wher®dbly-filled

Comp Filter would rule inversion out:

(4.10) (a) I know a way that can’t nobody start a fight.
(b) It's a reason didn't nobody help him.
(c) I know ain’t nobody leavin’.

Finally, and most importantly, this construction intesaatith canonical VP-adverbs to show

that the subject still occupies a high position, presum§®bec, TPE

(4.11) (a) I know a way that can’t nobody fail that exam cortgdie
(b) *I know a way that can’t nobody fail that completely exam.
(c) *I know a way that can’t nobody fail completely that exam.
(d) I know a way that can’t nobody completely fail that exam.
(e) *I know a way that can’t completely nobody fail that exam.
(M *I know a way that completely can’t nobody fail that exam.

(4.12) (a) I know ain’t nobody leaving quickly.
(b) I know ain’t nobody quickly leaving.
(c) *I know ain’t quickly nobody leaving.
(d) *I know quickly ain’t nobody leaving.

The conclusion that this phenomenon involves verb raisinginP is supported by the data
from UE, which allows an imperative verb to invert past a saband/or shifted object:

(4.13) (a) Throw us you that rope.
(b) Throw you us that rope.

3Which is what one would expect of English anyway, sindepfesumably has an EPP feature which must be
checked. | would also like to thank Nathan Locke, a corredpanfrom Milwaukee, Wisconsin, for this data.
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(c) Bring them you over here to me.
(d) Bring you them over here to me.

Most importantly, the subjechust appear below the verb but above the complements in nonfi-
nite contexts

(4.14) (a) Be picked yous for that team or I'll be furious.
(b) Have gone you out before | get back.

The data in this section show that FinP is a viable landirgfsit verb raising in Arabic and
other languages, cross-linguistically, assuming it isghegection which immediately dominates
TP. This solves the problem of where the subject lands in Vi&Q@ses in Arabic - it can move to
the specifier of the Flhhead housing the verb. However, it does not yet answer thstigneof
how it gets there, or how its getting there causes numbeeawgt to manifest itself on the verb.
Those questions are the topic of the next section.

Concluding the discussion in this chapter concerning tlabisrclausal architecture, this analy-
sis gives the Arabic clause as given in figure 44 this point we have an analysis of the structural
position of Arabic arguments. What remains is to explain hgwen the features and structural
relations present in the structure as fed to Spell-Out, trebis verb comes to receive the overt

morphological agreement it displays. This topic is the sabpf the following chapter.

4Asp(ect)P is included as the locus of lexical verb agreenmeatixiliary constructions. In the case of auxiliary
constructions like (1.4), the lexical verb raises as higsig’, which is endowed with a full set of uninterpretable
$-features. This final raising to A8@nsures full morphological expression of agreement betwrezlexical verb and
the subject. The auxiliary is then enumerated thavid raises to the left edge of the clause, to undergo theagree
asymmetry effects outlined in the next chapter.

40



MATTHEW A. TUCKER 4.3. CROSS-LINGUISTIC EVIDENCE FOR FINP

ForceP

N

Forcé FocP

Comp /\

Fod FinP

N

(Subj) Firf

A

Fin® + TO

/\
Subj.
/\
TO + VO
/\

Subj. A

N

A AspP

Aux /\

Subj. Asp

T

Asp +\W+ V0 WP

/\

Subj.
W+ VO VP
0 Ob;j.
lexical V

Figure 4.2: The Arabic Clause



Chapter 5

Arabic Agreement and Optionality

This chapter provides an account of the weak agreementigaras shown for Arabic in Chapter
1. Section 5.1 reviews the major theoretical assumptioad usthis work which are beyond the
basic minimalist architecture as outline in Chomsky (2000#lso outlines how the distribution
of ¢-features across multiple heads can be responsible for agrglement. Section 5.2 explicates
the analysis of Arabic weak agreement which updates theetixplanalysis from Mohammad
(1999). Finally, section 5.3 discusses a variety of loosiseamaining the work, including possible

parameterization and motivations for movement as evidehgeirabic.

5.1 Formal Assumptions

5.1.1 The Distribution of Features

Benmamoun and Lorimor (2006) argue that there are threéljildsss to consider whenever mor-

phophonological features are absent from expression inqubge:

1. The feature was never generated.
2. The feature was generated but deleted later.

3. The feature was generated but can be realized in differays.
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(1), above, is clearly a stipulative account, and does Hotvalor explanation ofwhy the
specific feature was never generated, and why it is generatgtier contexts. (2) is the argument
that Aoun et al. (1994) pursue in their clausal conjunctioalgsis. As was noted i§2.4, however,
this account relies on a notion of Spec-Head agreement,sath@liefore untenable under current
syntactic theory. This is also the route taken by Ackema aeel&man (2003, 2004), ar@.5.1
argued against this account. (3) is closest to the accourhwtill be pursued here, which will
assume that weak agreement occurs wherubthan feature responsible for verbal agreement is
generated on a higher projection than the one which hosteatiial complex when the othér
features are checked. This claim means that somethingatsieecresponsible for the checking of

uNum other than the lexical subject - in this case, an undeifspe expletive.

5.1.2 Syntactic Closeness

In order to explain how aNum feature which is generated on a higher projection (ia tiaise,
Fin®), there must be an account of how this feature comes to besovetibal complex after Spell-
Out. In order to do this, | appeal to a particular notion oftagtic closeness as outlined in Pesetsky

and Torrego (2001). Consider the following claim:

(5.1) ClosenessY is closer to K than X if K c-commands Y and Y c-commands X.

(Pesetsky and Torrego, 2001, pp.5) argue that since thmmot/olves c-command rather than
“note counting,” it means that in a configuration such asoth XP and Y are the same distance
from the head Z

This means that it should be possible for either XP 8rtd be the trigger for theAgree
operation. If either option led to a successful (i.e., nasbing) derivation, then we would predict
that both options should be available in the grammar. IndPedetsky and Torrego write: “In
embedded declarative clauses, C seems to be able to cheebedetween TP and Spec, TP when
it looks for a way to delete its uT feature. This is expectéugesboth TP and its specifier bear a

tense feature (interpretable on TP, uninterpretable ospisifier) - and both are equally close to

43



MATTHEW A. TUCKER 5.1. FORMAL ASSUMPTIONS

ZP

N

[Spec, ZP] Z

N

Z° YP
/\
XP Y’
0/\
Y

Figure 5.1: Syntactic Closeness

C.” Note that this is only possible on the assumption thatéains itsuT feature, which should
have been deleted once it enters into a checking operatitnTWi For this reason, Pesetsky and
Torrego (2001) assume that while features may be checked dinae in the derivationthey only
delete during a Spell-Out cycldUnder the rather conservative assumption that eRlyand CP
constitute phases, this is tantamount to retaining thesteiries for computation until ForceP has
been entered into the derivation. Carstens (2003) prowedgsrical support for this given data
from complementizer agreement. Finally, it should be nthed having both Tand D’ check the
uT feature on € would be a minimality violation, given that a derivation waéoth elements of
TP check againstdnvolves two operations gkgree versus one in the two alternative derivations.

This analysis is the route | will pursue. The next sectionvjgles and analysis of the same
sorts, replacing “C” in Pesetsky and Torrego’s work with’Fiim figure 5.1, this will amount to Z
= Fin’, XP=DP, and \ = T°.

One last theoretical point is in order here. Pesetsky antegor(2001, 2004) also make the
controversial assumption in their work, namely that the sé@atures which drive phrasal move-
ment drive head movement. In this, they follow Chomsky (3963., Chapter 5 and the discussion
concerning the formal features of\aand others. While other ideas have been advanced in the lit-
erature, such as head movement as a PF phenomenon (Boecltjgpanovic, 2001), | adopt

the idea that the same features are responsible for botls kihchovement. This figures in the
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Syntax

Spell-Out

Lowering

\Vocabulary Insertion

Building of prosody

Phonological Form

Figure 5.2: The Distributed Morphology Model

work by driving the assumption thatl feature checking relations involving a goal which is texs
on a head must be localVhat is important for our purposes here is that there is angiitimnal
implicating head movement as the only way to check syntéetituires on heads. Concretely, the
work here will assume that head movement occurs first bjigoee operation which relates the
head containing th@robe to the head containing th@oal. This Agree relation necessitates a
local relationship between the two heads, which is realigetiead adjunction of th&oal to the

Probe.

5.1.3 Distributed Morphology and Lowering

First, however, it is necessary to review one other themakfissumption for clarity. This analysis
also makes use of the theory of Distributed Morphology (élalhd Marantz (1993)nter alia),

specifically as it is implemented in Embick and Noyer (20@ixtributed Morphology is a theory
of the connection between the narrow syntax and the PFkgtmwhich is responsible for final

manipulations of feature structures, movement, and otyetastic operations. Specifically, it
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supposes a model of the phonological component as is figre 5.
What concerns us here is the italicized operatiamwyering® This operation has a formalization

asin5.1.2

(52) Lower: [XPXO [YPYO]] H[XP ...[yp...YO+XO ]]

Note that this operation has a strict ordering relative teeosyntactic and post-syntactic op-
erations. Specifically, it must happafter syntax butbeforevocabulary insertion, taking as its
argument the structure that is the output of syntax aftemadtt syntactic operations have occurred
(pp. 567). This entails, given that Distributed Morpholqgpposes a model of the operational
component separating the point of Spell-Out from PF, that‘Distributed Morphology Cycle”
(i.e., 5.1.3) happens once for each syntactic cycle (orgdhas

Specifically, Embick and Noyer (2001) propose that loweangounts fodo-insertion in En-
glish in applying whenever TP has an immedi@®ecomplement to lower the tense features of T
onto\’. Moreover, this operation is not strictly local (and theref by extension, the operation
Lower need not be). As Embick and Noyer (2001) put it, “because limganvolves adjunction
of a head to a head, and these heads need not necessarilgdmyliadjacent, Lowering has a
(potentially) nonlocal, that is, nonadjacent, charattéhe data from Englisido-insertion bears
this out:

(5.3) (a) Mary [rp t; [vp loudly play-ed the trumpet]]
(b) *Mary did play the trumpet

The data in (5.3) show that the advéshdlydoes not intervene on the operatiorLofver, sug-

gesting that the operation may skip intervening adjunats gbesumably not intervening heads).

1 will not attempt to give here an overview of Distributed Ndtwology, as it is beyond the scope of this work. For
this, see Halle and Marantz (1993, 1994); Harley and Noy299); Embick and Noyer (2001, 2005); Embick and
Marantz (2006)inter alia.

2Embick and Noyer (2001) revise this definitionlafwer later in their work. My use ofEower is consistent with
both their definitions, so | use the earlier one for simpyicit is also worth noting that one need not necessarily adopt
Distributed Morphology to have this account, as it is tardgant to Affix Hopping as used in McCloskey (1996). |
adopt Distributed Morphology here since this model of motphy fits well with minimalist syntax.
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Returning to the discussion in the previous section, it issgae for a lowering operation to
take place, moving or copying the features é8fahto Y°, which remainsn situ, as sketched in

(5.3)3 Again, this is the analysis we will pursue, taking the retevfaature to beiNum( ].

ZP

N

[Spec, ZP] Z

20 YP
|
\
\ XP Y’
\\ /\
~ _ YO

Figure 5.3: Closeness with Lowering

5.2 The Expletive Hypothesis

Given the notions of syntactic closeness &nder as detailed in the previous section, there is now
a possible novel analysis of the Arabic Expletive HypoteéSH) as given Mohammad (1999). In
this analysis, an underspecifiptb is responsible for checking the thlum feature on Fith In
order to demonstrate the validity of this analysis, it istfirscessary to discuss the feature makeup

of the Fif and T heads in Arabic.

5.2.1 The Featural Makeup of Fir

This section proposes the featural makeup of Finthis analysis, outlines the proposed clausal
structure of Arabic VSO and SVO clauses, and shows how tlalysis explains the Arabic facts.

More concretely, Fitis presumed to have the following features:

e UNum - the verbal number agreement feature.

e iFin - the Fi¥ head’s semantic contribution to the clause.

3In this and future diagrams, | represéuatver as a dashed line.
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e UT - the selectional restriction/feature of Ein

| also claim in this analysis that Rural Palestinian Aralzickis an uninterpretable number
feature on its T head, leaving its set of subject-agreemgvfeatures distributed across the two
heads, T and Fif.# This accounts for the rarity of this asymmetric agreemengsdinguistically,
given that it is a marked option to distribuiefeatures responsible for one kind of agreement (i.e.,

subject or object agreement) across more than one funttiead.

5.2.2 The New Expletive Hypothesis

One can almost immediately notice that there are two pas&bhls for Firf to check itsuT

feature against given the notions of closeness adopted here

1. uT on D’: SVO order.
2. iTon T°: VSO order.

(1) arises when the nominative case featufe¢n D°°) enters into am\gree relation with the
uT feature on Fif. Recall that this is possible because, as showjbifh.2, checked features do
not delete from the syntax until the next cycle of Spell-Qnttkis case, CP/ForceP). The subject
then still bears aT feature which may allow it to move to the specifier of Fafter entering into
anAgree relationship with Fifi (specifically, theu{T, Num} features on that head).

In this configuration, however, syntactic computation ewdh the ¢-features which control
verbal agreement spread out across two headsum on Fil and u{Person, Gendéron T°.
Since the verbal complex remains in the Tense head, thereimasvay to move the now checked
uNum feature on Fitito T°, so that when vocabulary insertion occurs on the verbal éexna verb

with overt number agreement is inserted. This is wHereer from §5.1.3 becomes important.

4See below for the implications of this for parameterizatibthe asymmetric number agreement

5This is a characterization of nominative case argued foomesdetail in Pesetsky and Torrego (2001). | do not
wish to review that work here, but only note that it is dediealnsofar as it offers a measure of optionality in the
checking of features and movement of DP’s in the left edgb@ttause - both necessary in any account of the Arabic
facts.
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Specifically, something like (5.2.2) is at play in Arabic. i¥leondition requires the operation of

Lower for convergence.

(5.4) Arabic Lowering: All the subjectp-features presentin the derivation must reside on a single
head/complex at PF.

This results, then, in the configuration in figures 5.4 ancf5.5

Figure 5.4: SVO Clauses in Arabic

(2) is the more interesting derivation from the point of vieithe EH, and results in VSO order.
In this case, the Fihhead checks itsT feature against thd feature on 7. As per the mechanics
of head movement adopted here following Pesetsky and T@rf2001), head movement then
results, moving the verbal complex ifi o Firf. At this point, Fir{ still has auNum feature which
must be checked. Expletive insertion gb® underspecified for alp-features except number then
occurs, checking theNum feature on Fithagainst the singulaNum of pro. This is all that is

needed for convergence, since (5.2.2) is satisfied, andridwre in figures 5.6 and 5.7 results.

5.2.3 Evidence forpro

This section discusses the evidence for the existenpeooh Mohammad (1999), and shows that

pro is needed in other default agreement contexts in Arabic.

8In the derivations in this chapter, | omit computation belitw level ofvP. For more on the interaction of auxil-
iaries with this structure, sé&.3.
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Merge(T?, vP) = [+ T° vP]

Agree(TgPerson,uGender’ subj) = [ TgPerson,uGender VP]

Move(subj, T°) = [rp subj.[7 T° vP]]

AGre&(T’, Vi repse) = [rp SUb). [ TO vP]]

Move(\’, T°) = [rp subj.[7+ T? +V° vP]]

Merge(Fin®, TP) = [,y Fin® [7p subj.[r T + W0 vP]]]
Agree(Fin) ;. , xumpers SUBL) = [pins FIN e, [ SUD). [0 TO + V0 VP]]]
Move(subj, Fin®) = [rip SUD]. [Fin FIN® [7p tsup;. [7 TO + V0 VP]]]]

LOWGr(UNum, TO) = [FinP SUbj' [Fin’ FinO [TP tsubj. [T’ TO + VO VP]]]]

Figure 5.5: Arabic SVO Clauses
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FinP

TN

pro Fin/

[sal

Fin0+T0 TP
subj. T
V+VO WP

Figure 5.6: VSO Clauses in Arabic

5.2.4 A Note about Pronouns

One of the major criticisms which is leveled against the Edwined in Mohammad (1999) is that
it cannot account for the agreement facts which obtain wattyerbal pronominals. Specifically,
pronouns in Arabic dialects which have the agreement asymirsid! trigger full agreement, even
postverbally:

(5.5) 1. d"arab-u: hu:m |-homr
hit.PAST-3.PL they the-donkey

“They hit the donkey”

2. *d"arab huw:m |-homr
hit.PAST-3.SG.MASC they the-donkey
“They hit the donkey”

3. *d'arab-at hw:m |-homr
hit.PAST-3.SG.FEM they the-donkey
“They hit the donkey”

(5.5) is unexpected in the EH as given in earlier works, siheeEH predicts that no full
agreement should obtain when any subject is postverbal.

There is a way out of this apparent dilemma, however. Mohatn(h899) notes that these
postverbal pronouns can only occur with a fixed prosody -dh&icus - since Arabic is normally

a prodrop language. This generalization is typically cegatiby noting that pronouns, when used
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Merge(T?, vP) = [+ T° vP]

Agree(TgPerson,uGender’ subj) = [ TgPerson,uGender VP]
Move(subj, T°) = [rp subj.[7 T° vP]]

AGre&(T’, Vi repse) = [rp SUb). [ TO vP]]

Move(\’, T°) = [rp subj.[7+ T? +V° vP]]

Merge(Fin®, TP) = [pi,p Fin® [rp subj.[ T° + W vP]]]
Agree(Fingr, T°) = [rinp FING yymper [rp SUDJ.[70 TO + V0 VP]]]
Move(T?, Fin®) = [pi,p FIN® + T° +\° [1p subj.[1 tr VP]]]

© © N o 00 B~ W NP

Merge(pro, Fin®) = [gi,p Pro [giy Fin® + T + VP [1p subj. [/ t7 VP]]]]

Figure 5.7: Arabic VSO Clauses
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in Arabic, must be fronted, as they are a focus element. Mohaan(1999) also notes that these
postverbal pronouns are not allowed in embedded contexis second observation is key, as,
given the structure assumed for the Arabic clause in figitgidprovides a solution.

The structure in 4.2 already provides for capturing V2 afféic Arabic by allowing the verb to
raise to Forc&in root clauses. Since the pronouns are focused, a natusiiqual interpretation
for postverbal pronouns is in the [Spec, Haquosition, where Fdtis a functional projection which
hosts focalized elements. The generalization typicallgddn the literature that “pronouns must
raise in Arabic” can then be captured by noting that tHeyaise - twice. The first movement is
to the [Spec, Fif] position, as is in accord with SVO clauses and full agreemesre generally.
The pronoun then makes a second movement to [Spet], Bllowing it to receive focus prosody.
Finally, as is typically the case in root clauses in Arabih® verb moves to For€ecreating the
illusion of a VSO surface string. Taken together, these mmrds produce the structure in figure

5.87

ForceP

N

Forcé FocP

Verb /\

pronoun Fot

N

Fod FinP

Figure 5.8: Arabic Postverbal Pronouns

"This analysis does make a prediction concerning focusedae®P’s, which is that they should be allowed to
surface between the verb and subject in root clauses, but Botbedded clauses. While | have no data which directly
contradicts this prediction, | also have no attestatioris dherefore, | leave this matter open for future research.
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5.3 Loose Ends

5.3.1 Parameterization

The analysis here remains incomplete, however, unlesa ibegroperly parameterized. As noted
in §1.2.2, the modern spoken Arabic dialects vary with respethé realization of the number
agreement asymmetry. Specifically, this means that sonextiallow the previously assumed to

be ungrammatical (5.6):

(5.6) (a) *d"arab-at ?Pal-bana:t zard
Hit-PAST-3.F.Sg the-girls Zayd
“The girls hit Zayd”
(b) d'arab-na Pal-bana:t zard
Hit-PAST-3.F.PI the-girls Zayd
“The girls hit Zayd”
(c) |-bana:t  d'arb-na |- avla:d

The-girls hit-PAST-3.F.PI the-boys
“The girls hit the boys”

-bana:t arb-at -Pauvla:

(d) *1-b d'arb |-?avla:d
The-girls hit-PAST-3.F.Sg the-boys
“The girls hit the boys”

In order to account for these dialects, | propose that theasstrically agreeing dialects (such
as RPA) are innovative in distributing thejrfeatures relating to subject agreement across two
heads, Fifhand T. Independent evidence for this comes from the relativeyrar weakly-
agreeing dialects. Most dialects in the Arabic continuustantiate the optionally agreeing VSO
clause (see below) or the fully agreeing option. The coratimer dialect$, on the other hand, lack
this distributed approach, and instead localize all thefieatures on a single head?.TLooking
back on the analysis proposed, we can see that this meansotimaatter the choice of SVO or

VSO order, no new feature configuration arises orf firthe movement to the FinP domain, re-

8These are dialects such as Urban Palestinian, Moroccaramidirabic.
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gardless of the moved element (DP) TThis means that no amount of movement will change the
overdetermined outcome of a morphologically fully infletteerbal complex.

One could also ask if it would be possible to find dialects Wwlegist in a state between the
strongly agreeing dialects, which have all thpifeatures on the same head, and the weakly agree-
ing ones, which have number instantiated or Fifihese dialects would allowoth Fin® and T
to host theuNum feature, depending on lexical enumeration. | argueeraffirmative, given the
existence of dialects such as Egyptian Arabic. These dgabee “mixed-agreement” dialects in

that they can both exhibit the asymmetry and not exhibit it:

(5.7) (a) d"arab-at ?Pal-bana:t zard
Hit-PAST-3.F.Sg the-girls  Zayd
“The girls hit Zayd”
(b) d'arab-na Pal-bana:t zard
Hit-PAST-3.F.PI the-girls Zayd
“The girls hit Zayd”
(c) |-bana:t  d'arb-na |- Pavla:d

The-girls hit-PAST-3.F.PI the-boys
“The girls hit the boys”

-bana:t arb-at -Pauvla:

(d) *1-b d'arb |-Pavla:d
The-girls hit-PAST-3.F.Sg the-boys
“The girls hit the boys”

Given this analysis, then, we can see the typological génatians emerging for the Arabic

dialects as given below:

| Agreement || Num on T| Num on Fin|| Dialect |

Strong Yes No Moroccan
Weak No Yes RPA
Mixed Yes Yes Egyptian

Table 5.1: Arabic Parameterization
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5.3.2 EPP and Agree

Finally, it is interesting to note two trends in the Arabicalavhich shed light on the nature of
the operation®/love andAgree. The first of these concerns the relationship between theasvo

it pertains to the theory of movement. As noted in the thécaktiscussion in Chapter 1, no
proposals exist in the syntactic literature since the sejmar ofAgree from Move (or the rejection

of Spec-Head agreement) which relate the two operationsyiserious way. However, the Arabic
data and analysis advanced here, with its distributiof+fifatures across many heads suggests a

connection between the checking of agreement features amedment like that in (5.3.2):

(5.8) EPP Assignment:If Agree(X°, a) applies for somérobe, X", and some goaly, and val-
uesall the §-features on X, thenMove(c, [Spec, X])

While this formulation of the EPP as a composite operatikmMove would need to be para-
materized for languages which allow long distance Agrednitadoes make the correct predictions
for the Arabic data. Specifically, its reference to only §hteatures which exist on a head means
that it will predict the movement to [Spec, A§p[Spec, P], and [Spec, Fif] in the analysis
advanced herg.

(5.3.2) by itself is not sufficient, and indeed its introdantforces the introduction of another

concept, an economy condition on the operatioAgifee such as (5.3.2)

(5.9) Full Application: An operation ofAgree targeting a head H against a DP X checks all fea-
tures on H which have identical feature complements in X.

Given that identity is a sufficient condition for feature ckimg (Pesetsky and Torrego, 2001,
2004), the question remains as to why, for instance in Ar8M© clauses, the Fircannot use the
sentential subject to check itg feature, but not check itsNum feature in the operation, despite
the presence afNum on the DP. This would then require the insertiorpad for convergence.

(5.3.2) disallows just this scenario by formalizing theiantof what Chomsky (1995) called a

9All the ¢-features on a head is given here in contrastltof the §-features as a host-independent set, or any of
the other features which can enter into checking relatipsstuch as selectional features (eufp).
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“free-rider,” the idea that a feature which is not the prignarget of an operation can be checked
along with the feature which must be checked for the deovetd exit successfully.

This chapter has outlined how the Expletive Hypothesis ohitomad (1999) can be updated
using notions of syntactic closeness from minimalism andoapimological component such as
Distributed Morphology which allows sharing of featuresteen adjacent heads. If this approach
is taken, then the weak agreement patterns exhibited byiéayes such as Arabic can be captured
by the distribution of verbal agreemejfeatures over multiple heads. This approach is then easily
paramterizable into the tripartite spectrum of agreemehgiior in Arabic with respect to VSO
clauses. Finally, this chapter showed that the Agreemett fia Arabic allow a unique approach to
the relationship betweeigree andMove which connect morphosyntactic exponence to syntactic

movement, at least for Arabic.
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Chapter 6

Derivations and Conclusion

6.1 Sample Derivations

This section concludes the discussion of optional agreemekrabic with sample derivations of
the sentences discussediin2.2. For reference, | recapitulate the sample senteretes/b
(6.1) (a) d"arab-at ?Pal-bana:t zard

Hit-PAST-3.F.Sg the-girls  Zayd
“The girls hit Zayd”

(b) |-bana:t  d’arb-na |- ?avla:d
The-girls hit-PAST-3.F.PI the-boys
“The girls hit the boys”

(6.1a) is an example of a VSO clause in a weakly inflectingedtaland (6.1b) is an example
of a SVO in the same dialect. Their derivations are given ifh {6.2), respectively.

In figure 6.1 we can see the derivation of the sentence (6raa) the introduction of T on-
ward. The first step involves the merging Bf. After this, T probes to check its two unin-
terpretablep-features,uPerson andiGender. It finds a suitable goal in the subject. Given our
formulation of EPP in the previous chapter, step three results from the fullatbn of T’s ¢-

features. The verb i®’ then moves to Tto check tense featurésNext the construction of FinP

Note that strictly speaking, the temporal outline of subjgovement as against verb movement is undetermined.
See the previous chapter for discussion of head movemeniggsred by feature checking.
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FinP
pro Fin/
[sd
d*arabat TP

Merge(T?, vP) = [+ T° vP]

AGre&(T; person,uGenders Talbanazt) = [ T4 pey on ucender VP

Move(?albana:t, T°) = [rp ?albana:t [ T vP]]

Agree(T, d*arabat,rens.) = [7p Palbana:t [ T° VP]]

Move(d‘arabat, T°) = [;p ?albana:t [+ d*arabat vP]]

Merge(Fin®, TP) = [, p Fin® [1p ?albana:t [+ d®arab-at vP]]]

Agree(Finl ;. , v umers A arabat) = [pip FIND e, [7p Palbanait [ d*arabat vP]]]
Move(d*arabat, Fin®) = [p;,p d*arabat [rp ?albana:t [/ t7 VP]]]

Merge(pro, FinP) = [, p Pro [, d‘arabat [;p ?albana:t [ t7 VP]]]]

Figure 6.1: VSO Clause with Weak Inflection
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subj. /V\

verb VP

Lwﬂb |?avla:d
1. Merge(T?, vP) = [p» T° VP]
2. Agree(TgPerson,uGender’ !bana:t) = [T' TgPerson,uGender VP]
3. Move(lbana:t, T°) = [7p Ibana:t [+ T VP]]
4, Agree(TO, dTarbnauTense) = [Tp [banazt [T’ 7O VP]]
5. Move(d®arbna, T°) = [7p Ibana:t [+ d*arbna VP]]
6. Merge(Fin®, TP) = [py,» Fin® [1p Ibana:t [y d*arbna VP]]]
7. Agree(FinngNumber, !banazt) = [Fz'n’ FingNumber [Tp Ibana:t [T’ d*arbna VP]]]
8. MOVG(!banaIt, Fino) = [FinP Ibanazt [Fz'n’ Fin? [Tp tsubj. [T’ d*arbna VP]]]]
9. Lower(uNum,d*arbna) = [y, p Ibana:t [ g, FINC [7p teu; [72 d*arbna VP]]]

Figure 6.2: SVO Clause with Strong Inflection
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begins with theMerge of Fin® with TP. This triggers a probe of Flis domain to check itsiT
feature. In this derivation, Finchooses T (and its adjoined verb) as a Goal. This leads to the
raising of T and the verbal complex to FinIn this caseuNum on Fif remains unvalued, and
singularpro is inserted to checkNum.

In the other derivation shown in 6.2, the derivation prosette: same up through the merger
of Fin® in step six. At this point, as in the previous derivatidgree searches Fils c-command
domain for a Goal, but unlike the previous derivation, it slo®t find P as a goal, butiT on
DY in [Spec, P]. This leads to the checking afT on Firf and INum as a free rider. This full
valuation of¢-features leads to the applicationMbve to raise the subject in step eight. Finally,
in the morphological componentpwer is the last operation to apply, lowering the valued number
feature onto the verbal complex and allowing for spellingaftnumber agreement because of the

presenca&iNum on Fir?.

6.2 Future Research

As noted throughout the work, there are many places wheredhelusions reached here shed
light on areas which would be promising for future reseaiidfe first of these comes in the nature
of ¢-feature distribution. The analysis advanced here arduasilum is the only feature which
is not realized in its canonical position oA. THowever, it would be possible to analyze the feature
system of Arabic as not includingPerson in VSO agreement (indeed, this is the claim made in
Fassi Fehri (1993)). This work has not made a specific claito #se locus of person agreement
in Arabic. As such, future research is needed to determm@aisition of person agreement in the
Arabic clause.

Turning to the empirical facts, Chapter 2 argued that Aoual.ef1994) were correct in their
characterization of first conjunct agreement, in additmagssuming that Fassi Fehri (1993) was
correct in his claims concerning the nature of postverbahpminals which trigger full agreement.

These two facts, when taken together, can constitute amemngithat Arabic is not analogous to
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other VSO languages such as Irish. However, it is an integgguestion as to whether the Arabic
analysis here advanced can be made to accommodate moradmsguwhich McCloskey (1996)
argues might be derived in a similar fashion (i.e., by verlvemeent around the subject).

Finally, since this work relied heavily on the Fin(ite) Péeaas introduced in Rizzi (1997),
it also makes very specific predictions as to the structumoafinite clauses in VSO languages.
However, these predictions vary based on what it means fdawse to be nonfinite - is FinP
simply missing in these clauses (as Rizzi himself seems myinor is Firf still present, but
valued nonfinite? Given which way one answers this questi@implications for nonfiniteness

in Arabic remain a topic for future investigation.

6.3 Conclusion

This work has attempted to stitch together various diffetepics of research in order to present
a unified picture of VSO syntax as it applies to Arabic. Tak#isga starting point the agreement
asymmetry often noted in Arabic syntax, this work arguedRmP as a landing site, both for
verbal movement in all clauses and subject movement in S¥0sels with full agreement. This
work also analyzed V2 phenomenon as they are apparent incAaall argued that the nature
of Arabic verb movement is more complicated than previotesdiure had assumed, suggesting
that two verb landing sites on the left edge of the clause \mdezjuate to capture the empirical
facts. Building on the work of Mohammad (1999); Aoun et a@94), this work further argued for
a refinement to the Expletive Analysis of the agreement asgtmes in existence between VSO
and SVO clauses. Finally, it was argued that these factesept a subpart of a broader principle
active in the syntax which forcesgree relations that value all thé-features of a head to undergo
a subsequemilove operation. While further research is undoubtedly needethrify and sharpen
the analysis presented here, as well as extend it to otherl&i&fdages, this work should provide
a starting point for analyses which work toward subject nnoeet outside o¥/P and high verb

raising to account for syntactic facts.
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