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movemernt
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1 Introduction

It is well-known that many languages allow subjects to odouany of several posi-
tions, and that the various positions are often associatiddifferent types of subjects
(cf. among others Diesing 1992, Holmberg 1993, Kiss 1996881 Zardinaletti 2004,
Mohr 2005). In for example the Scandinavian languages sitdeen observed that sub-
jects receive different interpretations depending orrh@asition with respect to adverbs
(cf. Bobaljik and Jonas 1996, Nilsen 1997, Svenonius 20B2hon-subject-initial V2
clauses, the postverbal subject may either precede onfakmtential adverbs. Nilsen
(1997) points out that subjects preceding an adverbJéigvis‘usually’ is ambigu-
ous between a specific and a non-specific reading, wheregcsutollowing such an
adverb get a non-specific reading. This is illustrated in(fthm Nilsen 1997:23). In
(1a), the subject precedes the adverb ‘usually’ and is anolig}, that is, it is interpreted
as eitherone student or otheor asa specific studentin (1b), on the other hand, the
subject follows this adverb and gets a non-specific readnhyg that is, it is interpreted
asone student or other

Q) a. Rgykeforbudetbrgt enstudentvanligvisuansett. (Nor.)
smoking.ban.thbrokea studentusually anyway
‘A (specific) studentuisually violated the smoking ban anyway.’

*A previous version of this paper appears as chapter 3 in Ber#@207b. Thanks to Christine Bjerkan
@stbg, Madeleine Halmgy, Mai Tungseth, and Merete Anderfgseheir judgments on the Norwegian
examples, as well as to several Northern Norwegian infotsifan judgments on ReNN examples. Also
thanks to Sjef Barbiers, Hubert Haider, and especiallyrP&tenonius for discussions of previous ver-
sions of this paper, and to the two anonymous Studia Linigaiseviewers for their useful comments.
Finally, thanks to the audiences at the NORMS workshop ofeBtdband microcomparative variation in
Trondheim, August 2006, at the NORMS workshop on Northernaiégian dialects in Tromsg, October
2006, at CGSW 22 in Stuttgart, June 2007, and at GLOW 31 in Idsthe; March 2008 for comments
and feedback on parts of this material.



b. Raykeforbudet brgt vanligvisen studentuansett.
smoking.ban.thbrokeusually a studentanyway
‘One student or otheusually violated the smoking ban anyway.’

A similar pattern of subject positions is found in embeddiedises. Norwegian in
general does not have verb movement in embedded non-V2xtenteth the result
that the verb remains inside the vP and follows all clausdiate@dverbs. However,
the subject precedes the verb and the distribution of phbevesubjects in embedded
contexts is similar to the pattern for subjects following finite verb in non-subject-
initial main clauses. As illustrated in (2)-(3), subjects may either precede diofo
adverbs, and in parallel with the pattern in main clauseBjests preceding adverbs
such asvanligvis‘usually’ get a specific reading, (2), whereas subjectofaihg such
adverbs get a non-specific reading, (3).

(2 ... ettersonen studentvanligvisbrat rgykeforbudet uansett. (Nor.)
as a studentusually brokesmoking.ban.thanyway
‘... asa (specific) studentisually violated the smoking ban anyway.
3) ... ettersonvanligvisen studentbrgt rgykeforbudet uansett.
as usually a studentbrokesmoking.ban.thanyway

‘... asone student or otheusually violated the smoking ban anyway.’

However, a Northern Norwegian dialect which | will call Regal Northern Norwe-
gian (henceforth ReNN) optionally allows verb movemenbasradverbs in embedded
non-V2 contexts (cf. Bentzen 2005; 2007a;b). This type a@iristierb movement in-
fluences the distribution of subjects both concerning tlstjpms available and the in-
terpretation the subject can get. Whereas subjects maggeewr follow most adverbs
in Norwegian embedded clauses without verb movement, inNReMbedded non-V2
clauses with verb movement, the subject has to precedeattasl Furthermore, the
subject obligatorily receives a specific reading. Thislisstrated in (4)-(5Y.

(4) ... ettersonen studentvanligvis brgyt sjeldenrgykeforbudet. (ReNN)
as a studentusually brokerarely smoking.ban.the
‘... asa specific studentisually rarely violated the smoking ban.’

(5) *... ettersomvanligvis en studentbrgyt sjeldenrgykeforbudet.
as usually a studentbrokerarely smoking.ban.the

1As one of the anonymous reviewers pointed out the order Ads rBich more common in main
clauses than in embedded clauses, and some speakers ogigatiaaccept this word order in the latter
contexts. Furthermore, this order often yields a readingrevthe adverb scopes over the subject, the two
thus forming a constituent together. | asked my informamtdisregard a potential “constituent scope”
reading when judging the examples.

2Here and in the following, the ReNN examples are rendered mpproximation of a dialectal form.



ReNN refers to several dialects spoken in Northern Norwaynfthe Salten region in
the South to Alta in the North. These dialects behave sityilarthe relevant respects,
and are therefore treated as one for the current purposefe AN allows both the
patterns found in Norwegian in general, and the specificlidort Norwegian patterns,
all Norwegian examples in the following are from this didJamless otherwise indi-
cated. In addition to the author’s own (ReNN) intuitionsed®eNN speaker and three
non-ReNN speakers have been consulted for the patternd faudorwegian in gen-
eral, and several ReNN speakers have been consulted atv@aemts for the patterns
specific to ReNN:.

The aim of this paper is threefold. In section 2 | outline a@graphy of avail-
able subject positions in Norwegian embedded clauses.usfon the positions of and
distributional differences between specific and non-decidefinite subjects (leaving
definite subjects asidé).l then illustrate how verb movement in ReNN non-V2 con-
texts constrains the distribution of subjects. Sectiondigles a unified account of the
flexible subject placement in Norwegian in general and thelle verb placement in
ReNN. I will argue that both phenomena follow from predidatensing. In section 4 |
discuss Nominative Case licensing, and | propose an asaf/#his which can account
for the ways in which verb movement constrains the distrdmubf subjects in ReNN
embedded clauses. Finally, section 5 contains a summarygarauding remarks.

2 Subject positions in Northern Norwegian embedded
clauses

As | use adverbs as a diagnostic for the positions of bothestdbpnd verbs, a prelimi-
nary note on the position of these elements is in place hergu€ (1999) studies the
internal order of adverbs in a cross-linguistic perspecti¥is surveys reveal very simi-
lar patterns across languages, and he thus suggests tledbsdve strictly ordered in a
universal hierarchy, as in (6) (from Cinque 1999:106).

(6) [ frankly Mood speech act [ fortunaterMOOdevaluative [ a”egedlyMOOdevidential [ prOb'
ably Mod,;stemic [ onceT(Past) thenT(Future) [perhapsMood;,,.qis [ hecessarily
MOdnecessity [ pOSSinyIVIOdpossibility [ usuallyAsprapituar [ againASprepetitive(I) [ often
ASPyreq(r) LintentionallyMod,ritionar [ QUICKIY ASP.cierative(ry [ @lF€aDYT (Anterior)

[ no IongerASpterminative [ still Aspcontinuative [ alwaySASpperfect(?) [jUStASpretrospective

3Note that the dialect spoken in the city of Tromsg is not ideltiin ReNN. As is shown in Bentzen
2007a, Tromsg Northern Norwegian (TrNN) behaves slighifigigently from ReNN with respect to verb
movement in non-V2 contexts. For more details on the gemeetthodology used with the informants, |
refer the reader to Bentzen 2007a.

4] take a specific indefinite subject to refer to a specific miein the discourse, whereas a non-
specific indefinite is interpreted as an existential (cf. aghothers Milsark 1977, Eng 1991, Diesing
1992).



[ soonAsppro:cimative [ brleﬂy Aspdurative [ CharaCteriStically(?)Aspgeneric/progressive

[ aImOStASpprospective [ CompletelyAspSgCompletive([) [ tutto ASpPlCompletive [ well
\oice [faSt/earIyAspcelerative(ll) [ again Asprepetitive(ll) [ often Aspfreq(ll) [ com-

pletelyAspcompletive([I)

This hierarchical order of adverbs is attested for sevamgliages in Cinque (1999),
both when adverbs are independent elements, as exempiifisdian and English, and
when adverbial modification is expressed through affixeexamplified in Korean and
Turkish. Nilsen (1997) discusses Cinque’s hierarchy wapect to Norwegian adverbs,
and confirms that this hierarchy also is present in Norwedianie however, that @stbg
(2003) claims that the hierarchy is less strict in Norwedieam what Cinque proposes.
She illustrates that although the internal order of the foghest adverbs in (6), as well
as their relative order with respect to lower adverbs id¥faitrict, the internal order of
the other adverbs is in general more flexible than predicye@ibque’s hierarchy. See
also Nilsen (2003) for some discussion of transitivity eféein Norwegian with respect
to the adverb hierarchy.

An alternative to Cinque’s hierarchy of adverbs is to asstimaé adverbs may be
adjoined to various verbal projections, for example VP aRdds suggested by Ernst
(2002) and Svenonius (2002). Ernst (2002) proposes a bigraf Fact-Event objects
(FEO) in which different types of adverbs may modify diffetéypes of objects (Events,
Propositions, or Facts). According to this proposal advenay basically adjoin to any
projection as long as they obey the FEO hierarchy. Thus, alm sun approach the
internal order of adverbs is determined by semantic sele¢s-selection), rather than
c-selection as in Cinque (1999).

The approach to adverbs that | will assume here is compatiitkeboth the above
approaches. As the internal order of adverbs is not the rsaireiin the current paper,
| here primarily use three adverbs that clearly are striotjered with respect to each
other: the epistemic adverb ‘probably,’ the frequentatidgerb ‘often,” and the com-
pletive adverb ‘completely. The relative order of thesstsctly ‘probably’ < ‘often’
< ‘completely’, as shown in (7):

(7 a. Hanmisforstod sannsynligvisofte helt oppgaven.
he misunderstoogrobably oftencompletelyassignment.the
b. *Hanmisforstod sannsynligvishelt ofte oppgaven.
he misunderstoogrobably completelyoftenassignment.the
c. *Hanmisforstod ofte sannsynligvishelt oppgaven.
he misunderstooaftenprobably completelyassignment.the
d. *Hanmisforstod ofte helt sannsynligvisoppgaven.
he misunderstoodftencompletelyprobably assignment.the
e. *Hanmisforstod helt sannsynligvisofte oppgaven.

he misunderstoodtompletelyprobably oftenassignment.the



f.  *Han misforstod helt ofte sannsynligvisoppgaven.
he misunderstoodtompletelyoftenprobably assignment.the

| base the structural positions of adverbs on Cinque’s hglgeof functional projections
and | assume the following three major verbal categorieseriP domain: MoodP, TP,
and AspP? Adverbs that are taken to be low in the Cinque hierarchy (eampletely’)
are merged between vP and AspP, adverbs in the middle of ¢narbiny (e.g. ‘often’)
are merged between AspP and TP, and adverbs that are highhretlarchy (e.g. ‘prob-
ably’) are merged between TP and MoodP, as illlustrated)in@8course this is a fairly
coarse outline but it is sufficient to serve the current pagspnamely to help us identify
the various positions available for subjects and verbs ihexided clauses.

(8) Structural positions of adverbs:

[FinP []\/IoodP [Ava Advepist [TP [Ava Advfreq [AspP [Ava Advcompl [ vP -
probably often completely

2.1 The distribution of subjects in clauses without verb moement

As mentioned in the introduction, subjects may either pitecer follow adverbs that
are positioned in the middle of the Cinque hierarchy, suchaasigvis ‘usually’ in
ReNN (and Norwegian) embedded clauses without verb movemba same pattern is
illustrated with the adverbfte‘often’ in (9). In addition, subjects in embedded contexts
may also either precede or follow adverbs that are high irCimgue hierarchy, such
assannsynligvisprobably, as in (10f. However, subjects obligatorily have to precede
low adverbs such aselt ‘completely,” (11).

9) ... ettersor{nan studenta}ofte {nan studenta}misforstod oppgaven.
as {somestudents} often{somestudents} misunderstoocdssignment.the
‘... as some students often misunderstood the assignment.’

5Both Afarli 1995 and Eide 2006 argue that MoodP and AspP agesgmt in Norwegian and that
they are realized by modal and aspectual auxiliaries. Sée )06 also for a detailed discussion of the
relative ordering of these categories in Norwegian.

6According to Nilsen 1997, subjects following higher adwelike sannsynligvisprobably’ are am-
biguous between a specific and a non-specific reading. Fartite, he claims that subjects preceding
such adverbs only receive a specific reading, at least indaletpnse (in the future, both a specific and
a non-specific reading are apparently available). Howduwer, out of the five speakers of Norwegian
consulted for the current paper in general find it very hargeba specific reading of the subject when
it follows adverbs. They also tend to get an ambiguous inégtion of a subject preceding an adverb,
regardless of tense. One of the anonymous reviewers pantetiat intonation might have some influ-
ence on the available interpretations. | do not exclude tdssipility that certain non-neutral intonation
patterns may (for some speakers) make a specific readiniglabeaior subjects following high adverbs.
However, all examples here are judged based on a neutrakitivm pattern, and this issue will not be
addressed further in the current context.



(20) ... ettersorden av gjestan} sannsynligvi§en av gjestan} spistedessert.
as {oneof guests.theprobably {oneof guests.thehte dessert
.. as one of the guests were probably eating dessert.

(12) ... ettersordenkelte bila} helt {*enkelte bila} bryt sammerpavinteren.

as {some cars}completely{ some cars}breaktogetheron winter.the
‘... as some cars completely break down during the winter.’

Holmberg (1993) argues that there are two subject positioNginland Scandinavian,
whereas both Nilsen (1997) and Svenonius (2002) have shuatriitere appear to be
more than just two positions for subjects in these languaget\NN (and Norwegian)
clauses with multiple adverbs indeed display multiple poss for subjects. This is
illustrated below with an embedded clause containing taceerbs. As the examples
show, the subject can precede or follow each of these adwexbspthelt ‘completely,
which it obligatorily precedes, and it may also intervengusen pairs of adverb’s.

(12) ... ettersoman studentasannsynligviofte helt misforstod  oppgaven.
as somestudentsprobably oftencompletelynisunderstoodssignment.the

i. ‘... as some (specific) students probably often completeisunderstood the as-
signment.’

ii. ‘... as some students or other probably often completeisunderstood the assign-

ment.’
(13) ... ettersorsannsynligviman studentaofte helt misforstod  oppgaven.
as probably somestudents oftencompletelymisunderstoodssignment.the

’In fact, subjects may precede or follamy of the adverbs in the Cinque hierarchy apart from the
lowest ones like ‘completely’. Thus, we predict the numbkawailable subject positions to increase
proportionately with the number of adverbs. Clauses cairtgimore than three adverbs are generally
hard to judge, but examples like (i)-(ii) suggest that thedietion is met. When combining adverbs that
are relatively close to each other in the Cinque hierarclystiibject may still precede both, intervene
between the two, or follow both adverbs:

() ... ettersom{nan studenta} visstnok {ndn studenta} sannsynligvis{nan studenta}
as {some students} allegedly {some students} probably {some students}
misforstod  oppgaven.

misunderstoodssignment.the
‘... as allegedly some students probably misunderstoodskignment.

(i) ... ettersom{nan studenta} som oftest {nan studenta} straks {nan studenta}
as {somestudents} as often.est{some students} immediately{some students}
gjettet lgsningen.

guessedolution.the
‘... as some students usually immediately guessed thei@olut



(14) ... ettersorsannsynligviofte nan studentahelt misforstod  oppgaven.
as probably oftensomestudents completelymisunderstoodssignment.the

. as some students or other probably often completelyundgsrstood the assign-
ment.

(15) *... ettersonsannsynligviofte helt nan studentamisforstod oppgaven.
as probably oftencompletelysomestudents misunderstoodssignment.the

As we have seen, the position of the subject interacts watinterpretation. Sub-
jects preceding all the adverbs in a clause are ambiguoug&beta specific and a non-
specific reading, see (12). This holds regardless of whipk tf adverbs are present
in the clause. However, when the subject follows one or mérhe adverbs, as in
(13)-(14), only a non-specific reading is available. Thia b& further illustrated by
placing the examples in context. When an indefinite subjectis in an embedded
clause where it can be interpreted as either specific or peoHs, the subject may
either precede or follow the adverb, as in (16). However,mihe subject occurs in a
context where it is most naturally interpreted with speaiéiference, only the position
preceding the adverb is available, see (17).

(16) Skolebussentok ofte langtid pamandagaettersom{en avelevan} typisk
school.bus.théook oftenlong time on Mondaysas {oneof pupils.the}typically
{en avelevan} forsov se dendagen.
{oneof pupils.the}oversleptREFLthat day.the
‘The school bus often took a long time on Mondays, as one pupdther typically
overslept that day.’

a7 Leereren matte snakkemed et foreldreparettersom{en av elevan} typisk
teacherthemust talk  with a parent.pairas {one of pupils.the}typically
{*en avelevan} forsov sz pamandaga.
{ oneof pupils.the}oversleptREFLon Mondays
‘The teacher had to talk to some parents as one (specific) fypigally overslept on
Mondays.

Thus, there are several subject positionsin ReNN (and Ngiamg¢embedded clauses.
The various positions and associated interpretations eautmmarized as follows:

(18) Subject positions in ReNN embedded clauses witholxt r@vement:

v Subj 4mpig SANNSYNIigVis/ SUbj vonspecific Ofte v SUDjNonSpeci fic hEt *Subj
probably often completely

The combination of the structural positions of adverbs yaf® the placement of sub-

8(18) holds for four of my five informants on Norwegian in gesdeeven those who are not speakers
of ReNN.



jects relative to adverbs in (18) now provides a (partiatjagraphy of the structural
positions of subjects in Norwegian, given in (19).

(29) The structural positions of subjects:
[FinP SUbjSpecific []\/IoodP SUijonSpecific [TP SUijonSpecific [AspP SUijonSpecific [vP*SUbj

Subjects precedinpelt ‘completely’ but following ofte ‘often’ are in SpecAspP, and
subjects precedingfte but following sannsynligvisprobably’ are in SpecTP. In both
these positions the subject is associated with a non-speedding. Now recall from
(12) that subjects preceditad) the adverbs in a clause are ambiguous between a specific
and a non-specific reading. | will assume that non-specifigests preceding high ad-
verbs likesannsynligvigprobably’ (and potentially more adverbs, as in the aboanex
ples) occur in the highest projection in the IP domain, SpecdfP. Concerning specific
subjects, these are often taken to be positioned higheeistthcture than non-specific
ones, and they have been said to be discourse-linked (sekhgage and Puskas 2001,
Frascarelli 2007). | thus suggest that such subjects hawednout of the IP domain
(contra e.g. Adger 1993 and Cardinaletti 2004). Kiss (1989&¢es specific subjects
in the projection RefP, which she suggests is positioneddst the IP and the CP do-
main, and which carries the featuregpecific] (see also Mohr 2005). Frascarelli (2007)
shows that specific indefinite subjects pattern with scedalboutness-shift Topics with
respect to intonation, and thus places these subjectg fagt in the CP domain. Based
on the position with respect to adverbs combined with thankiflg property, | take
specific subjects to have moved into the CP domain. Althoughl remain agnostic
about exactly which projection in this domain is involvedpecificity licensing, | sug-
gest that it is a relatively low projection, say FinP (RizZA997 lowest projection in the
split-CP), since specific subjects may cooccur with tojea elements.

2.2 The distribution of subjects in clauses with verb movemat

As mentioned in the introduction, ReNN optionally allowstvenovement in non-V2
contexts such as embedded clauses. In clauses like tho28)Hi2@), the finite verb
may precede or follow any given adverb, and it may also imeevbetween pairs of
adverbs'?

(20) ... ettersoman studentaannsynligvi®fte misforstod helt oppgaven.
as somestudentgprobably oftenmisunderstoodompletehassignment.the

9Regardless of how high into the CP domain the specific subjacive, they will pass through this
lowest projection in the CP domain, and for expository psgsol will leave them in this position (al-
though not excluding the possibility that FinP might nottefinal target position for specificity licensing
in the CP domain).

10These examples all have finite main verbs, but the same psittee found with finite auxiliaries,
cf. Bentzen 2007b.



(22) ... ettersoman studentaannsynligvisnisforstod  ofte helt oppgaven.

as somestudentgprobably misunderstoodftencompletelyassignment.the
(22) ... ettersoman studentamisforstod  sannsynligviefte helt oppgaven.
as somestudentsmisunderstoogrobably oftencompletelyassignment.the

‘... as some specific students probably often completelynasrstood the assignment.’

This gives us the following potential positions for verbstwiespect to adverbs in em-
bedded clauses:

(23) The possible positions for finite verbs in ReNN embedudadses:

v'Verb r;,, sannsynligvis/ Verb g;,, ofte v Verb g;,, helt v'verb piy,
probably often completely

This type of verb movement affects the distribution of satgen embedded clauses
in three ways. First of all, the order S V is strict and canreotdversed in ReNN embed-
ded clauses with verb movement. This perhaps sounds ohgmesn that ReNN (like
Norwegian) is an SVO language, and that the relevant emlecldeses are non-V2
contexts (i.e. contexts in which topicalization of a nomjeat followed by subsequent
subject-verb inversion is impossible). However, whenrigka closer look at the po-
tential subject positions outlined in (18) in the above isectand the potential verb
positions given in (23), the strict S V order turns out to benewhat surprising. As
we saw from (13) and (14), the subject may follow adverbs ‘jkebably’ or ‘often,’
whereas in sentences like (21) and (22) the verb may prebede adverbs. Thus, one
might expect to be able to find constructions in which these passibilities cooccur,
that is where the subject follows for examknnsynligvigprobably, whereas the verb
precedes this adverb, as in (24). (This is of course possib@n-subject-initial V2
clauses.) However, as illustrated in the ReNN examples5y(27), in non-V2 con-
texts all instances of such combinations are impossible.

(24) ... Verb gy, sannsynligvisSubjecty o, specific Ofte helt ...
probably oftencompletely

(25) *... ettersonsannsynligvisnisforstod  ofte nan studentahelt oppgaven.

as probably misunderstoodftensomestudentscompletelyassignment.the
(26) *... ettersonmisforstod  sannsynligviofte nan studentahelt oppgaven.

as misunderstoogrobably oftensomestudentscompletelyassignment.the
(27) *... ettersonmisforstod  sannsynligvisian studentaofte helt oppgaven.

as misunderstoogrobably somestudentsoftencompletehassignment.the



The order of the subject and the verb may not be reversed iye of verb movement
(cf. also Svenonius 2005). This is actually unexpectecemgihat both the subject and
the verb in the examples in (25)-(27) occur in positions wlikey are allowed in similar
embedded contexts. This strict linear ordering of the suilged the verb thus has to be
accounted for.

A second observation is that verb movement forces the sutgecvery high posi-
tion in the clause. Not only must the subject always prechdevérb, but it turns out
that the only available position for subjects in embeddads#s with verb movement is
a very high position, preceding all adverbs. It is importamote that this holds regard-
less of how high the verb has moved; even if the verb only mpeass one adverb, the
subject still has to preceddl adverbs in the clause, as in (20)-(22). Subjects occurring
in any other positions yield ungrammatical results, asitated in (28)-(30).

(28) * ... ettersonsannsynligviofte nan studentamisforstod  helt oppgaven.

as probably oftensomestudents misunderstoodompletehassignment.the
(29) *... ettersonsannsynligvisian studentaofte misforstod  helt oppgaven.

as probably somestudents oftenmisunderstoodompletehassignment.the
(30) *... ettersonsannsynligviman studentamisforstod  ofte helt oppgaven.

as probably somestudents misunderstoodftencompletehassignment.the

Finally, subjects in ReNN embedded non-V2 contexts witlhweovement obligato-
rily receive a specific interpretation. This can been seeenspplying verb movement
to the examples in (16)-(17). The context where the subjast mvost naturally inter-
preted with a non-specific reading, (16), resist verb movenseze (31). On the other
hand, in (17) the subject received a specific reading, arehezb movement is allowed,
as illustrated in (32).

(31) *Skolebussen tok ofte langtid pamandageettersomen av elevan forsov
school.bus.th¢ook oftenlong time on Mondaysas oneof pupils.theoverslept
se typisk dendagen.
REFLtypically thatday.the

(32) Leereren mattesnakkemedetforeldreparettersonen avelevan forsov see
teacher.thenust talk  with a parent.pairas oneof pupils.theoversleptREFL
typisk pamandaga.
typically on Mondays
‘The teacher had to talk to some parents as one (specific) fypigally overslept on
Mondays.

This yields the following positions available for subjeatsReNN embedded clauses
with verb movement:

10



(33) Subject positions in ReNN embedded clauses with venement:

v Subjspeci ric SANNSynligvis Subj ofte  *Subj helt *Subj
probably often completely

In the next two sections | propose an analysis of the variabgest and verb posi-
tions in ReNN embedded clauses (section 3), and of why verement restricts the
distribution of subjects (section 4).

3 EPP satisfaction and predication

There are strong indications that Norwegian has an EPPréeatiich requires an overt
subject or expletive somewhere in the clause. In non-ptasenal constructions the
subject meets this requirement, as in (34a). However, wherhtematic subject has
remained in a low (presumably vP-internal) position, anroeepletive is needed, as in
(34b)-(34c).

(34) a. Noenkatter har veertpakjgkkenet. (Nor.)

somecats havebeenon kitchen.the
‘Some cats have been in the kitchen.’

b. *(Det) har veertnoenkatterpakjakkenet.

it havebeensomecats onkitchen.the

‘There have been some cats in the kitchen.

c. Idag har *(det) veertnoenkatterpakjakkenet.
todayhave it beensomecats onkitchen.the
‘Today there have been some cats in the kitchen.’

Several people have tried to eliminate the EPP altogetloereample Boeckx (2000),
Grohmann et al. (2000), and Boskoyi2002) all argue that the effects generally at-
tributed to the EPP can be explained through operationstdkatplace in the syntax
independently. In particular, they all suggest that the EPRducible to Nominative
Case licensing and that it should thus be excluded as a segamaciple. In clauses
like (34b)-(34c), the expletive would then be required idearto “transfer” Nomina-
tive Case to the thematic subject. However, in Norwegiandlg@irement of an overt
subject or expletive appears to be independent of Nomim&ase licensing. In for ex-
ample impersonal passive constructions there is no themmalbiject. Still, an expletive
is always required in such clauses, as illustrated in (350farli 1992).

(35) a. *(Det) danses  pafesten. (Nor.)
it dance.PASSn party.the
‘There is dancing at the party.’
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b. Péfesten danses  *(det).
on party.thedance.PASS it
‘At the party there is dancing.’

Furthermore, Svenonius (1996) points out that expletivesacessary in small clauses,
where there is no Nominative Case to be licensed, and theisasno implied agent.
This is illustrated for Norwegian in (36a). Case-based apaghes to the EPP treat such
examples by suggesting that the véulre ‘hear’ has Accusative Case that it needs to
assign somewhere, and that this is why the expletive is need6a). However, as
we see in (36b), the complement of ‘hear’ may be a PP, in whase ¢he verb does
not license Accusative Case anywhere. Thus, attributiegotiesence of the expletive
in (36a) to Case licensing (Nominative or Accusative) dagsseem correct.

(36) a. Jedarte *(det) rasefra taket. (Nor.)
| heard it fall fromroof.the
‘| heard something coming down from the roof.’
b. Jeghgrte pahan.
I heardonhim
‘| listened to him.

From the above examples it is clear that Norwegian has an E@Rrement inde-
pendently of Nominative Case licensing. However, it is rintious that this EPP feature
is associated with a specific projection such as TP. Reaati Bubsection 2.1 that sub-
jects may appear in a fairly low position in the clause in Negvan. In particular, they
may follow adverbs that are merged below TP, sucbftesoften,” as was illustrated in
(14), here repeated as (37).

(37) ... ettersorsannsynligviofte nan studentahelt misforstod  oppgaven.
as probably oftensomestudents completelymisunderstoodssignment.the

‘... as some students or other probably often completelundgsrstood the assign-
ment.’

A possible account of this is to assume the presence of axpléiteve in SpecTP in such
clauses (as has been proposed for languages like Germatistyidutch, and Frisian
by Haeberli 1999). However, in (34c) and (35b) above theeatk@ has to be overtly
pronounced, suggesting that Norwegian does not licensexpletives. Thus, SpecTP
presumably remains empty in clauses like (37). In the necti@e| argue that the EPP
is linked to predicate licensing, and that the ways in whhik thay be accomplished
in ReNN will provide an account for the flexible positions ofbgects and of verbs in
embedded clauses.

12



3.1 The EPP as predicate licensing

Several people have linked the EPP to various types of inatkgpely motivated licens-
ing requirements. Heycock (1994) argues that certain ptiojgs need a subject or an
expletive in their specifier for predicate licensing. In lapproach there may be sev-
eral layers of predication in the clause. At each layer, tieelipate must predicate over
something in order to be licensed, and this is accomplisiygattviding the predicate
with a subject. In particular, Heycock suggests that-aW] maximal projections may
be predicates. Thus both VP and IP are taken to be predi@atds;onsequently both
these projections need a subject in this apprdach.

Along similar lines, both Afarli and Eide (2000) and Kiss (2) connect the EPP
and predication. Afarli and Eide (2000) introduce a pretiicaoperator that turns syn-
tactic elements into predicates. The specifier of this dper&pecPredP, must be pro-
vided with a subject in order for the predicate to be satdrabe licensed. According
to Kiss (2002), statements express predication and sutdnstats must contain a sub-
ject or topic of predication. Kiss argues that the tradiiloBPP in fact corresponds to
two requirements. In addition to the ‘topic of predicatioaguirement, there is also
a (separate) requirement for a grammatical subject. Thesedquirements are of-
ten subsumed under one requirement. In subject-promiaegtihges like English, the
topic of predication is normally represented by the subjduis the subject will sat-
isfy both requirements. However, Kiss shows that for a tggaminent language like
Hungarian, the two do not necessarily coincide. In Hungatiae topic of predication
can be either the most prominent argument in the clause hwhinot necessarily the
subject, or a phonologically unexpressed event variabteisTthe subject may satisfy
the requirement for a grammatical subject, while anothgument satisfies the ‘topic
of predication’ requirement.

| here adopt the view that the EPP involves predicate licendiet us assume that
a predicate is headed by a head X carrying the feature [Piigd$. predicate needs to
predicate over something, and predication is licensed byiging a ‘topic of predica-
tion’ in the specifier of Xp,.q. Furthermore, | suggest that the position of this [Pred]
feature is flexible, and it may be associated with variougegtmns in Norwegian, as
illustrated in (38).

(38) Potential positions for [Pred] in Norwegian:

[Moodp MOOdy(pyeqpy [ SANNSYNlQVI§ TP T ((preq)y [ Oft€[aspr ASP((preq)y [ NEIt[vp-..

The specifier of the head carrying [Pred] will be filled in arde license the predi-
cate. However, there are various ways of accomplishing tAlexiadou and Anag-
nostopoulou (1998) proposed that the EPP may either bdisdtis/ an XP moving to

potentially also CP is a predicate, which is relevant for @@texts involving V-to-C movement.
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SpecTP, or by an Xmoving to T. Expanding on this proposal, Biberauer and Ritha
(2006) suggest a four-way typology of EPP satisfaction. uBsimg on the Germanic
languages, they argue that the constituent that values AR feature may vary from
language to language in terms of bothstairceand itssize With respect to the source,
they follow Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (1998) in assugthat T may probe ei-
ther the [D] feature on the subject in SpecvP, or the [D] femtxkpressed on the verb
in languages with rich agreement morphology. With respesize, they suggest that
the element being probed may in some languages pied-pip&ttoke vP to SpecTP.
This gives them a four-way typology of EPP-satisfactionlaimguages like Greek, Ger-
man, and Icelandic, the [D] feature on the verb is probed by Greek the verb raises
alone to T pead-raising, whereas in German and Icelandic, the verb pied-pipes the
whole vP to SpecTPhgad-pied-pipiny In languages like English, Mainland Scandi-
navian (MSc), Afrikaans, and Faroese, on the other handplbgs the [D] feature on
the subject in SpecvP. In English and MSc, the subject raikese to SpecTPspec-
raising), whereas in Afrikaans and Faroese, the subject pied-ghmsvhole vP to
SpecTP gpec-pied-piping | will adopt parts of this typology in accounting for the
differences between Norwegian and ReNN verb placement.

(39) Typology of EPP(T)-satisfaction (from Biberauer andHards 2006:42):

Probe [D]-on-Vf Probe [D] in outer SpecvP
—pied-pipe vP Head-raisingGreel Spec-raisingEnglish MSqQ
~+pied-pipe vP Head-pied-piping Spec-pied-piping
(German Icelandig  (Afrikaans Faroesé

3.2 A unified account of flexible subjects and flexible verbs

Based on Biberauer and Richards (2006) | suggest that jatasfids licensed by X%,
attracting an element carrying the feature [D]. In Norwegihis feature is present on
the subject, and ReNN shows optionality with respect to irethe subject moves
alone to the specifier of X,.q, or whether it pied-pipes the whole vP to this position.
Optionality with respect to pied-piping is not uncommon.r Egample in Norwegian
wh-questions, thevh-element is attracted by a [Q] feature in a projection higlhia
clause. If thewh-constituent is complex, theh-element may either move on its own,
as in (40a), or pied-pipe the whole projection it is part sfira(40b) (cf. also Lie 1982).

(40) a. Hva, liker du [t; slagsbgker]? (Nor.)
whatlike you kind books

b. [Hva slagshgker]; liker du t;?
whatkind books like you
‘What kind of books do you like?’

14



As we will see in this section, assuming that the subjectoojaty pied-pipes the vP
when it moves to license predication, we can account botkthfoflexible positions of
subjects in clauses without verb movement and for the flexasitions of verbs in
clauses with verb movement. | thus argue that the way botfestsband verbs may
intervene between various adverbs follows from the sameatipa of predicate licens-
ing.

Let us first look at clauses without verb movement. Recalinfigection 2.1 that
subjects may precede or follow any adverb except the veryoloes like ‘completely,
which they obligatorily precede. This was illustrated i2)-[15), summarized in (41).

(41) ... etterson{nan studenta} sannsynligvignan studenta ofte {nan studenta
as {somestudents} probably {somestudents} often{somestudents}
helt *{nan studenta misforstod  oppgaven.

completely {somestudents} misunderstoocssignment.the
‘... as some students probably often completely misundedsthe assignment.’

Here predication is licensed through ty@ec-raisingnode introduced in Biberauer and
Richards (2006). The head carrying the [Pred] feature e categorial [D] feature
on the subject in SpecvP. The subject then raises alone tgpwfier of the relevant
head. The various possibilities are illustrated in (42)}(4in (42), predication is as-
sociated with a low projection, AspP. The subject then mdgeSpecAspP to license
the predicate. In this position it will precede adverbs kgt ‘completely,’ but follow
sannsynligvigprobably’ andofte‘often.’ In (43), predication is associated with TP, and
the subject then moves to SpecTP to license the predicatee iHeill precede both
ofte andhelt, but follow sannsynligvis Finally, in (44) predication is associated with
MoodP, and when the subject moves to SpecMoodP, it ends upasition preceding
all adverbs in the clausg.

(42) [Pred] in AspP:
[Mooar Mood [ sannsynligvigrp T [ ofte[4s,p Subj; ASp(p,.cq [ helt[,p t; ...

(43) [Pred]in TP:
[7ooar Mood [ sannsynligvigrp Subj; Tpyeq) [ Ofte[aspp ti Asp [helt[,p t; ...

(44) [Pred] in MoodP:
[3ooap Subj; MOOd[pred} [ sannsynligvi§rp t; T [ ofte [AspP t; Asp [helt[,p t; ...

?Here and in the following | have included intermediate tsaskthe moved subject in SpecAspP and
SpecTP without going into the debate of whether or not moverteggets (and checks features in) all
intermediate landing sites along its path. According to@kky 2000; 2001 successive-cyclic movement
proceeds through certain designated projections (CP and\bels 2003 also argue that movement does
not pass through every intermediate projection on its gtlaiso Abels and Bentzen in prep). In contrast,
Boskovic 2002; 2007, Boeckx 2003, and Chomsky 2008 suggest that ingnelement targets every
maximal projection between its base position and its finadilag site.
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The tree in (45) illustrates the full derivation of predigéitensing through spec-raising
when the [Pred] feature is associated with Mood, yieldireytiord order in (12).

(45) MoodP

DP
nan

Mood, p,. AdvP
studenta (Pred]

sannsynligvis TP

top
T AdvP
/\
ofte  AspP
¢ DP/>\
Agr AdvP
PN
helt  vP
tDQ\
\ VP
| A
misforstar oppgaven

Recall that (12) was ambiguous between a specific and a remifispreading. In sec-
tion 3.1 | suggested that the non-specific reading occurshesubject in this clause
sits in SpecMoodP whereas the specific reading is licensedow projection in the

CP domain, possibly FinP. Thus, | propose that specific stdb@bligatorily move to

SpecFinP to get their specific reading licensed. In claustsspecific subjects and
without verb movement it is therefore not entirely clear vehhe [Pred] feature in the
IP domain is located; in any case predication will be licehbg the subject moving
through the various intermediate specifier positions owéyg to SpecFinP. (46) illus-
trates the derivation of (12) on the specific subject reading

(46) Specific subjects always move to the CP domain:

[Finp SUbj; Fin [a700ap ti Mood [sannsynligvigrp t; T [ofte[ as,p t; Asp [helt[,p t; ...

Now let us turn to clauses with verb movement. In section 22aw that the finite
verb may precede or follow any adverb in ReNN embedded nonevikexts. This was
illustrated in (20)-(22), summarized in (47).

47 ... ettersoman studentd misforstod}  sannsynligvi§ misforstod}  ofte {misforstod}
as somestudentmisunderstoodprobably {misunderstoodpften{misunderstood}
helt oppgaven.

completelyassignment.the
‘... as some specific students probably often completelynasrstood the assignment.’
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| suggest here that these verb placement patterns are thle abthe same operation
as the subject placement patterns just discussed, naneglicate licensing. However,
in these cases, predicate licensing is accomplished thrthespec-pied-pipingnode
introduced in Biberauer and Richards (2006). The subje@&pacvP pied-pipes the
whole vP when it moves to license [Pred], as illustrated 8){%0).

(48) [Pred] in AspP:
[7ooap Mood [sannsynligvigrp T [ ofte[4spp [ VP i ASpipyeq) [ eltt; ...

(49) [Pred] in TP:
[7ooar Mood [ sannsynligvi§rp [ VP ]; Tipyeq [ Ofte[aspp t; Asp [heltt; ...

(50) [Pred] in MoodP:
[Mooap [ VP ]i MoOd|p,.cq [ SaNNsynligvi§rp t; T [ ofte[4s,p t; Asp [heltt; ...

When the whole vP is pied-piped along to SpecAspP to liceRsed] in AspP, as in
(48), the verb ends up in a position preceding low adverlsHidt ‘completely,” but
following higher adverbs liksannsynligvisprobably’ andofte‘often.” This yields the
word order in (20). In (49) the whole vP has been pied-pipe®&pgecTP to license
predication there. Now the verb precedes haite andhelt but follows sannsynligvis
as in (21). Finally, when the [Pred] feature is associateith WioodP and the whole
VP is pied-piped along to SpecMoodP, the verb precedes\arhsd in the clause, as in
(50), yielding the word order in (22).

Note that although the whole VP is pied-piped to a higherifpgwmnly the subject
and the verb are visible in this higher position, whereagsadbjand other complements
are spelled out in the lower copy. For this type of phrasalenoent | propose an opera-
tion of copying and partial deletion, inspired by Hintezig2000; 2002) (cf. Fanselow
andCavar 2002 for a slightly different proposal of a copying gadtial deletion oper-
ation). Following Hinterholzl (2002), | assume that onlg tpecifier or the head of a
phrase may pied-pipe the whole phrase when they are triggemaove. In the ReNN
examples discussed here, the subject (i.e., the spectfiagsumed to be probed by the
head carrying the [Pred] feature, and when moving, it mag-pipe the complete vP.
Furthermore, Hinterhdlzl argues that only right periplhenaterial of a phrase can be
deleted in the higher copy. | here suggest that the spelbbpted-piped material is
restrained by the nature of phases. Following Chomsky (22001) | take vP to con-
stitute a phase, but following Legate (2003) | assume that@h verbs project a phase.
In phase-based approaches only d¢ageof a phase is available to operations outside
of this phase. This is stated in tiRhase Impenetrability Conditio(PIC) where the
highest specifier and head constitute the edge of the phrase Ghomsky 2000:122):

(51) Phase Impenetrability Condition (PIC)
‘In a phasex with head H, the domain of H is not accessible to operationsidei,
but only H and its edge.’
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The effects of the PIC are derived if as soon as the vP phaseripleted, its non-edge
material is sent off to spell-out. This material will theved be pronounced in the base
position, and at the point when VP is copied to the higherifpeposition, only its edge
is visible. In the above examples, this means that the obgagaverithe assignment’
will be pronounced in the lower copy, whereas the subjectthedrerb are available
for pronunciation in the higher copy (as we will see in thetreection, the subject is
actually forced to move to an even higher projection for Gasssing reasons; we will
return to this shortly). This is illustrated in (52), wheleet[Pred] feature is associated
with TP and the subject pied-pipes the whole vP to SpecTP.

(52) MoodP
;%\ACWP

sannsynllngs

T[p, ed) AdvP

nén AspP
studenta
m|sf0rstar epﬁgaven typ
Asp AdvP
helt vP
. P/>\
e v VP

misforstar  oppgaven

In this derivation the verb is thus pied-piped to SpecTP @laith the subject, and
will consequently precede adverbs like ‘often, as in exkm(@7) above. Thus verb
movement effects in ReNN are explained as the result of thgesupied-piping the
whole vP when moving to license the predicate. (See Bent2énl2for a more detailed
discussion of this approach to phrasal movemé&ht.)

13Note that the spelled-out material is not always left in.siitu(40) the wholevh-phrase is optionally
spelled out in the higher copy. Likewise, it is possible tpitalize a DP containing a CP, bringing the
CP along, asin (i).

(0 [pp Det[cp at datamaskineRreesjet]lhaddehanikke hart. (Nor.)
that thatcomputer.thecrashed had he not heard
‘He hadn’t heard about the fact that the computer crashed.

In these cases one could potentially argue thatithele phrasecarries the probed featuraliin (40b),
topicin (i)), and thus the whole phrase is spelled out where tlatufe is licensed.

18



As we have seen in this section, the flexibility with respecsibject placement in
Norwegian embedded clauses in general as well as the figxivilverb placement in
ReNN embedded clauses can be accounted for by the sameapefagiredicate licens-
ing. | have proposed that predication may be associatedwaiibbus projections, and
that predicate licensing can be accomplished in two way€MNR The spec-raising op-
tion, where the subject moves alone to the specifier of thegtion carrying [Pred], is
responsible for the various positions of subjects foundamidegian embedded clauses
without verb movement. In the spec-pied-piping option thele vP is pied-piped to
the relevant specifier position, and this yields the varjgaestions of the verb in ReNN
clauses with verb movement.

Furthermore, this approach to predicate licensing prevale account for one of
the three observations made in section 2.2, namely theHatthe subject always has
to precede the verb when there is verb movement, even thougpéndently it may
occur in a position lower than the target position of thisoverovement. This is now
expected, as vP movement and DP movement will never take pladwo separate
operations. Rather vP movement is a variant of DP movemenhioh the DP pied-
pipes the whole vP. Thus, when there is verb movement, thHecudnd the verb move
together and consequently, their internal order will notaliered. However, the two
other observations made in section 2.2, namely that thesublpligatorily precedes all
adverbs and that it is obligatorily specific when there idvaovement still need to be
accounted for. This is the topic of the next section.

4 Nominative Case licensing

In Pesetsky and Torrego (2001), Nominative Case is takea &mluninterpretable tense
feature (IT) on the subject (from Pesetsky and Torrego 2001:361):

(53) The nature of nominative case
Nominative case isT on D.

They furthermore suggest that in English the nominative ®&tracted to SpecTP by
T’s uninterpretable-features. In SpecTP the DRIS may be deleted. However, C also
has auT feature, which needs to be deleted. This is accomplishbdrddy moving T to
C (head movement) or by moving the nominative DP to SpecC$etBley and Torrego
(2001) argue that deleted features do not disappear uetdrid of ecycle(cf. a phase),
and therefore a nominative DP that has already hadTitfeature deleted in SpecTP
is able to delet&iT on C in SpecCP as well. Here, | will also relate nominative&a
to an uninterpretable “verbal” feature on the DP subject, Ibwill follow Holmberg
and Platzack (1995) in assuming that the relevant featuiiaiisness. Holmberg and
Platzack (1995) argue that finiteness (theiF| operator) is associated with C rather
than with 1in V2 languages. Adapting this view to the split &bproach assumed here,
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| propose that the relevant projection for finiteness is FinRus take subjects to have
an uninterpretable finiteness feature, which is licensethbymatchingFin in FinP,
thereby providing the subject with Nominative Case.

As we saw in section 2.1, the subject may remain in a very logitjpm in Nor-
wegian. How is Nominative Case then licensed from FinP tosiigect? | assume
Chomsky’sAgreeModel (Chomsky 2000) and propose an approach to Case Inggnsi
based on Wurmbrand (2006). In this approach, Nominatives @esnsing can be ac-
complished in two ways. One option is that the subject mogeSpecFinP, and thus
Nominative Case is licensed directly through a spec-hdatiog in FinP, as illustrated
in (54). Alternatively, the subject may enter into an Agrekation with Fin;z;,;, and
thus receives Nominative Case without moving to SpecFinR) €5).

(54) Move of Subj, ;) to SpecFin g, P:

[Finp SUBLuFin) FiNjirin) [Mooap ti [TP ti [aspp ti [up t

(55) Agree between Fifp;,,) and Subj, gy,

[Finp Fin[iFin} [Moodp SUbquin} [rp SUbquin} [AspP SUbquin} [vp ti

Agree is subject to certain locality conditions (Chomskyy@0Chomsky 2001).
First of all, the subject needs to be in an appropriate lgcdbbmain in order to receive
Nominative Case from FinP. In Holmberg and Platzack (199&)subject has to be in a
position in which itis governed by C. In the more recent apphes, the locality domain
is often defined in terms of phases (cf. Chomsky 2001). Adagrtb the PIC, a probe
cannot see across a phase boundary when searching for apagig goal; it can only
probe a goal that is located within its own phase, or at the efithe next phase dowi.
On the assumption that (at least) vP and CP are phases, fleetstimsequently has to
be (at least) at the edge of the vP-phase to be able to entestnnAgree relation with
Fin iFin-

[An(;ther locality condition for Agree concerns the effectiervening elements
(cf. Rizzi 1990). For an Agree relation to be establisheaveen Finx;,,) and the sub-
ject, nothing else that potentially could enter into an Agrelation with Figz;,) may
intervene between this projection and the subject. In cakssch intervention, Agree
is blocked and then Nominative Case licensing through Meveea only option (cf. also
Bobaljik and Wurmbrand 2005 and Lidz and Williams 2002; 2005

According to Holmberg and Platzack (1995)H] is both an abstract marker for
Nominative Case and for finiteness. As suggested abovegluiéik on subjects ex-
presses Nominative Case. However, the feature Fin is ajgessed in verbal morphol-
ogy on the finite verb, throughin on v. In Norwegian non-V2 contexts, where the verb

14See however Bodkowi2007 for an argument that Agree is not constrained by the PIC
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does not move all the way to FinP, thEin feature on v thus has to be licensed through
Agree. Adger (2003) proposes an analysis of English tenskingaalong these lines.

In his approach T has an interpretable tense fealymghereas v has an uninterpretable
tense featureT. In English, main verbs do not move, and Adger (2003) argiuiaisuT

on v is valued through agreement and feature-sharingiwith TP. In Norwegian, verbs
are not marked for agreement, but they are marked for firsteveth either a present or

a past tense morphenieln clauses without verb movement, the verb remains in a low
position but enters into an agreement relation Whin in FinP and thus has its features
valuedin situin the same way that Adger (2003) outlines for English. TlaureuFin

on v is shared by v’s projection, that is the vP (cf. among &tiesetsky and Torrego
2001). We then haveFin on both vP and on the subject in SpecvP. Thus, if the stibjec
were to remain inside the vP, Agree between;Fjp and the subject would arguably
be blocked. This is so because when ki, probes down the structure for a potential
goal, it would see [uFin] on VP first, and then [if, and vR,r;, would enter into
Agree, leaving the subject without Case, as illustrate®@).(

(56) Agree between Fipg;,; and Subj, ;) blocked byuFin on vP:

[FinP Fin[iFin} [J\/[oodP Mood [TP T [AspP Asp [UP[uFm] SUblqun] V[uFin}'--
*

The subject in SpecvP and v are of course in a spec-heacbrelat one might think
that once VB r,, and thus y,r;,, has entered into an Agree relation with i,

to have finiteness licensed, the subject would haveFkts feature licensed through a
spec-head relation with v. However, | here take spec-hdatiars to be relevant when
the specifier is merged in the structure. At the point in thévddon when the subject
and v form a spec-head relation, Fif,; has not been merged yet, and whenfip is
merged and establishes Agree with,yR,;, the subject and v presumably cannot create
a new spec-head relation to haweéin on the subject licensed from Fin,,; via Vi, pin).-
Thus, | propose that all nominative subjects have to movebtite vP in order to get
their case licensed. With these background assumptionsamindtive Case licensing
laid out, let us return to the Norwegian examples, startirttp wlauses without verb
movement.

4.1 Spec-raising and Case licensing

As we saw in the previous section, the subject in clausesowitherb movement goes
through spec-raising to either SpecAspP, SpecTP, or SpedRIin order to license
predication. In either of these specifier positions, thgestitis able to enter into an

5present tense ier in Standard Norwegian andor -() in ReNN; past tense for the major verb classes
is -etand-te/-dein Standard Norwegian and and-te/-dein ReNN.
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Agree relation with Fing,,;, and may thus receive Nominative Case without moving to
SpecFinP, as illustrated in (57).

(57)  FinP
F|n[LF2n] MoodP
DP[uﬁ>\
| Mood AdvP
nan
studenta
sannsynligvis TP

DP[uﬁ>\
| T

| AdvP
nan
studenta
ofte AspP

DP[u|/>\

AsP AdvP
nén /\
studenta helt VPl Fin]
tDP/>\
V[uFin] VP
| A
misforstar oppgaven

As discussed above, Nominative Case licensing through Nakes place if Agree
between Fin and a subject in the IP domain fails, but only éf $hbject has indepen-
dent reasons to move to (or through) SpecFinP. In clausésuiiverb movement, Case
licensing through Agree is always available for non-spesifibjects given that the sub-
ject has moved out of the vP for predicate licensing. Spesifigects, on the other hand,
always move to the CP domain to get specificity licensed. seaasume that the spe-
cific reading is expressed by the featug@ec(ific) on the subject being licensed by the
matchinguSpec on Fin. In clauses with specific subjects, Case licgngiththerefore

be accomplished through Move as a consequence of the sulsang to SpecFinP
anyway, as shown in (58).
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(58) FinP

DP[uFin,iSpec].
l Fm[iFin,uSpec] MoodP
nan

studenta thp

Mood AdvP

sannsynligvis TP

tDQ\

T AdvP
ofte AspP
tDP/>\
Asp AdvP
helt VP[’LLFi7L]

top

I — |
|
misforstar oppgaven

So, in clauses without verb movement, Nominative Case siogrnthrough Agree is the
default, and Move is only employed if the subject has inddpaehreasons to move to
the CP domain, for example for licensing of an interpretédéxdeure likei Spec.

4.2 Spec-pied-piping blocks Case licensing through Agree

In clauses with verb movement, on the other hand, Nomin&ase licensing through
Agree is arguably not available. As mentioned, | assumettietiFin feature on the
v head projects onto the phrasal level, vP. As was illusirate(56), a subject that
has remained inside vP cannot enter into Agree with; F;in because of this; theFin
feature on vP will act as an intervener between;Fip and the subject in SpecvP. In
subsection 3.2 | outlined an analysis of verb movement imsesf phrasal movement
where the whole VP is copied into a higher specifier projectio such cases, the subject
is in the specifier of the moved vP, and again Agree betweefy-Finand the subject
will be blocked byuFin on vP, as indicated with a starred arrow in (59) below. sThu
Nominative Case licensing through Agree is not an optionntbedded clauses with
verb movement; a subject inside a moved vP will not be abletcgse.
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(59) Finp

F|n[LF2n] MoodP
Mood  AdvP

sannsynligvis TP

*
T[P'l‘ed] AdvP
PR
DPy rin) ofte  AspP

l V[uFin] i
”C?n Sl =~ typ
studenta  misforstar ~ eppgaven Asp AdvP
helt VP[uFin]
DP
e ViuFin] VP
studenta | A

misforstdr  oppgaven

Case licensing through Move, on the other hand, is availabeese clauses. Above |
argued that Case licensing through Move occurs only whesuhgect has independent
reasons to move to SpecFinP. Furthermore, | suggestegttis subjects obligatorily
move to the CP domain to get the featu$pec licensed. Thus, these subjects will be
able to get Nominative Case in embedded clauses with verlement, as they move to
SpecFinP anyway. As illustrated in (60), the subject pigekpthe whole vP to SpecTP
for predicate licensing, as before. However, from this fisj a specific subject will
move on to SpecFinP, and Nominative Case licensing is aclsimeg for free, so to
speak.
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(60) FinP

DP[uF’in,iSpec]

| Fing g; MoodP
nan [iFin,uSpec|

studenta />\

Mood AdvP

sannsynllngs

vP[um\
/>\P7 ed] AdVP
fte AspP

uF"L />\
typ

mlsforstar epﬁgaven Asp AdvP

Aan ViuFin] VP
studenta | —_
misferstar oppgaven
Assuming this analysis of Nominative Case licensing, we hawe a way of ac-
counting for the second and third observations concernow Verb movement con-
strains the distribution of subjects. The second obsematias the fact that subjects
have to precedall adverbs in the clause when there is verb movement, even vittie
only has moved across some of the adverbs in the clause. ddgatiows as Case
licensing through Agree is blocked when the subject remiaisisle the moved vP. In-
stead, the subject has to move all the way to SpecFinP to gairdtive Case. In this
position it will naturally precede all adverbs in the clau3éne third observation con-
cerned the interpretation of the subject. When there iswvenzement in the clause, only
a specific reading of the subject is available. This als@¥adl from the Case licensing
analysis outlined here. As we have seen, in embedded claugeserb movement,
only Nominative Case licensing through Move is availabi,this can only be accom-
plished when the subject has independent reasons to mdwe @ domain. Thus, only
subjects carrying some additional feature that needs tacbeded in the CP domain,
such agSpec, will be able to get Nominative Case in such clausescangdequently
specific subjects are available in these clauses, whereaspezific ones are not.

5 Concluding remarks

In this paper | have discussed the positions of subjectsnrAvibcontexts in Norwegian.
Using adverbs as a diagnostic, | illustrated that subjeetg atcur in several different
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positions in such clauses, and that the various positi@ised to the interpretation of
the subject. Non-specific subjects may precede or followaatwerb, whereas specific
subjects have to precede all the adverbs in the clause. radimrthern Norwegian
(ReNN) allows verb movement in these non-V2 contexts, arslkind of verb move-
ment was shown to affect the distribution of subjects inehdédferent ways: (i) the
subject has to precede the verb, although lower positiaaailable in the absence of
verb movement, (ii) the subject is forced to precede any ddvethe clause, and (iii)
the subject obligatorily receives a specific interpretatio

The flexible positioning of both subjects and verbs in ReNN w&ven a unified
account in terms of predicate licensing. | have proposetiNloawegian has an EPP
feature, [Pred], which may be associated with various hieeitie structure. A predicate
with the feature [Pred] is licensed by having its specifigedilby an element carrying
the feature [D]. The subject carries this feature, and may bie attracted throudgbpec-
raising to the specifier position of pk,.qP. This is what happens in clauses without
verb movement. Based on Biberauer and Richards (2006), oyopal furthermore
suggested that predicate licensing in ReNN optionally @¢dé accomplished through
Spec-pied-pipingwhere the subject would pied-pipe the whole vP to the sgeaifi
Xipreq)P. This yields the effect of verb movement. The fact that vedvement cannot
cross the subject now follows because verb movement is sehbs pied-piping, where
the subject pied-pipes the vP, containing the verb, wheias for predicate licensing.

The other two ways in which verb movement influences suhjémtsing them to a
high position, and forcing them to be specific, are also cpmseces of verb movement
being analysed as vP pied-piping. | suggested that subjegeneral cannot get Nomi-
native Case from Fip,,, through Agree if they have remained inside the vP. The reason
for this is that both the subject and the verb carry the featbin. As the features of the
v head are shared by its projectiafftin on vP will block Agree between Fip;,,) and a
subject inside vP. When the subject has moved to some higbeifier position through
Spec-raising, it may enter into Agree with Ej#,;, and thus receive Nominative Case
without moving all the way to SpecFinP. However, when thgextthas pied-piped the
whole vP to some higher specifier position, Agree betweep£inand the subject is
again blocked bylFin on vP. Thus, the subject is forced to move out of the vP deor
to get its Case licensed. This explains why the subject sdcua very high position,
preceding all adverbs, when there is verb movement: it hasotee to get Case. How-
ever, only subjects that have some independent featurenéeals to get licensed can
perform this movement. Here it was shown that subjects \highfeéaturaSpec needed
to move to SpecFinP to get a specific reading licensed. Caesdlg, these are the only
types of subjects that are able to get Case in clauses withmevement. Non-specific
subjects will be trapped in the vP that has moved to some fsgreposition in the IP
domain, and inside the vP they cannot get Nominative Casecéj¢he derivation will
crash.
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Thus, we have seen that predicate licensing provides a difieount for the flexi-
bility of the position of subjects in Norwegian in generaidaof the position of verbs in
ReNN. Furthermore, the restrictions verb movement impogseke distribution of sub-
jects follow from the combination of verb movement analyasd/P Spec-pied-piping
and the approach to Nominative Case licensing outlined here
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