5. Control phenomena in Irish

0. Introduction

This chapter is devoted to presenting an overview of control patterns found in
Irish non-finite clauses, on the hand, and to offering an analysis of control in this
language within the model put forward for English by Landau (2000), on the
other. The chapter begins with an examination of the distribution and character-
ristic properties of Irish non-finite clauses. Special emphasis is laid on the free
alternation of lexical subjects and PRO encountered in many non-finite clauses
in this language, and on dialectal variation manifested primarily in word order
and Case marking. Section 2 focuses both on OC and NOC in Irish and on two
subtypes of OC, namely EC and PC. Section 3 addresses the question of how to
account for the lack of complementary distribution between PRO and lexical
subjects in Irish. It also presents an analysis of Irish EC and PC within Landau’s
(2000) model. Furthermore, it offers a new analysis of the dialectal differences
attested in Irish non-finite clauses. In section 4 the study of the so-called anoma-
lous control, a control pattern unattested in either English or Polish, is examined,
while in section 5 Irish NOC structures are investigated. The chapter closes with
the examination of the interpretation of PRO in Irish.

1.0. Properties of non-finite clauses in Irish

The aim of this section is to investigate the characteristic properties and the
distribution of Irish non-finite clauses. First, in section 1.1 the only Irish non-
finite form, the so-called verbal noun, is examined. Then, the focus shifts to two
clause patterns attested for Irish: one with an overt subject and the other with a
covert one, i.e. PRO. This is followed by an overview of the distribution of these
two clause types. Finally, the dialectal variation manifested in word order, case
marking and the use of verbal noun particles is scrutinised.
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1.1. Irish non-finite form: the verbal noun

Irish possesses just one non-finite verb form, which in traditional grammars (cf.
The Christian Brothers (1980)) is referred to as a verbal noun (henceforth VN).
This form is used not only in complement clauses, but also in all the contexts
where English uses a gerund, an infinitive or a present participle. The verbal
noun is classified as a non-finite form, as it is unmarked for tense and mood.
Furthermore, it does not show any voice distinctions. Verbal nouns are often
formed by the following endings:t—ail, -(e)adh and —{()4. However, many
verbal nouns depart from the regular pattern and assume other endings (for some
irregularities in verbal noun formation cf. The Christian Brothers (1980:126-7)
and O Siadhail (1989:195-8)).

The term ‘verbal noun’ implies that the non-finite form shows an ambiguous
behaviour, i.e. on the one hand, it acts as a noun and on the other hand, it dis-
plays verbal characteristics. In fact in the literature there exist two competing
approaches to the categorial status of this form: one treating it as a verb (cf.
McCloskey (1980a, 1983)) and the other regarding it as a noun (cf. Guilfoyle
(1990, 1994) and Duffield (1995)). Let us briefly review the arguments sup-
porting both of these approaches.

Verbal nouns resemble nouns proper in that they show typical hominal mor-
phology, i.e. they can be marked for genitive and can bear plural inflection.
These two properties are illustrated in (1a) and (1b), respectively:

(1)
a. la breithe
day birth-VN&EN
‘birthday’

b. orduithe on ri
order-VN-PL from-the king
‘orders from the king’

Moreover, they allow the same range of modifiers as nouns, i.e. they can be
modified by the definite article, adjectives and numerals, as shown in (2a), (2b)
and (2c), respectively:

2)
a. Ag éiri  niba soiléire abhi an cruthu. (McCloskey (1983:39))
get-PROG clearer C was the prove-VN
‘It was getting clearer that the proof was.’
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b. Beidh feitheamh fada ort.
will-be wait-VN long on-you
‘You will have a long wait.’

c. Nil ach inse amhdin ar an scéal. (McCloskey 1983:39))
is-not but tell-VN one on the story
‘There is only one telling of the story.’

Just like nouns, verbal nouns may take a complement in the genitive, as shown
in (3)?

(3)
tar éis iad féina  shabhail na gcéata (O Siadhail (1989:256))
after they self PRT save-VN the hundreizn
‘after they themselves saved hundreds’

What is more, some verbal nouns require a pronominal direct object to obligato-
rily appear as a possessive pronoun preceding ttEms is illustrated in (4a),
which closely resembles ordinary nominal possessive structures found in the
language (cf. (4b)}:

! Structures like (3), with the object of the verbal noun in genitive, are typical of South-
ern dialects, an issue to which we will return in section 1.4.

% The particlea is characteristic of Irish non-finite clauses. The exact conditions regula-
ting its use are presented in section 1.4.

% This is typical of verbal nouns used in progressive structures, but also of some verbal
nouns appearing in non-finite clauses. For a comprehensive overview of the various uses
of the verbal noun with pronominal complements cf. Doyle (2002:94-97).

* The following abbreviations are used to indicate the sources of Irish data:

AGL  -*“An Gleann agus a Raibh Ann” by Séamus O Maolchathaigh

AILT —“Saothar Sheosaimh Mhic Ghrianna, Cuid a D6---Ailt” by Seosamh Mac Grianna
AT - “A Thig Na Tit Orm” by Maidhc Dainin O Sé

ERON - “Eoghan Rua O Néill” by Seosamh Mac Grianna

GSLM - “Gura Slan le m'Oige” by Fionn Mac Cumhaill

IFDT - “Imtheachtai Fhear Dheireadh Theaghlaigh” by E. J. Trelawney, translated by
Seosamh Mac Grianna
LAN  —*“Leoithne Aniar” edited by Padraig Tyers

MCL - “Muintir Chois Locha” by Shan F. Bullock, translated by Niall © Dombhnaill
NBMO - “Nuair a Bhi Mé Og” by Séamas O Grianna

POC - *“Padraic O Conaire agus Aisti Eile” by Seosamh Mac Grianna

RMS - “Rotha Mér an tSaoil” by Mici Mac Gabhann

SAl  —*Suipin an lolair” by Séamas O Grianna
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(4)

a. ls furas liom do chreidbheail. MCL277
COP easy with-me your believe-VN
‘ find it easy to believe you.’

b. do theach
‘your house’

Additionally, verbal nouns pre-modified by possessive pronouns can be follow-
ed by the nominal reflexive particle, as can be seen in (5a), (cf. (5b)):

(5)
a. agus go dtireach nuair a bhi mé ag dul mo shineadh  féin
and just when Cwas | at go-VN my stretch-VN self
‘and just when | was going to stretch myself’ RMS065

b. mo theach féin
my house self
‘my own house’

As for verbal characteristics, clauses with verbal nouns show a distribution
similar to that of finite clauses. That this is indeed the case can be seen in (6),
where in (6a) the finite complement is used, whereas in (6b) the same verb takes
a non-finite complement:

(6)
a. Ba mhaithle Eibhlin [go rachadh sibh abhaile].
COP good with Eileen C go-COND you-PL home

‘Eileen would like you to go home.’ (Stenson (1981:66))
SHS  —*“Scéal Hitdai Sheainin” by Eoghan O Domhnaill
SOOT - *“Seanchas 6n Oilean Tiar” by Tomas O Criomhthain
SS — “Scéalta Sealgaire” by Maighréad Nic Mhaicin

The numbers next to the abbreviations are to be understood in the following way:

AGL154 means that the example occurs on page 154 of the text

AGL004 means that the example occurs on page 4 of the text

AGL014 means that the example appears on page 14 of the text

AGL1542 means that the example is the second example cited from page 154 of the text

AGL1543 means that the example is the third example cited from page 154 of the text

AGL154a means that the text following is the first line of a multi-line example found on
page 154 of the relevant text

AGL154b means that the text following is the second line of a multi-line example found
on page 154 of the relevant text
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b. Ba mhaithle Eibhlin [sibh a dhul  abhaile].
COP good with Eileen you-PL PTC go-VN home
‘Eileen would like you to go home.’

It is worth noting that no overt C can appear in Irish non-finite clauses, unlike in
their English and Polish equivalertBurthermore, verbal nouns, just like verbs,
can be modified by adverbials, as shown in (7), where the advediatua
‘hard’ modifies the verbal nouwibrid ‘work’:

(7)
Bhi airgead le saothrd in Albain ag cuid fear na Rosann, ach
be-PA money with earn-VN in Scotland by some men of Rosses but
[oibria go crua ar a shon]. GSLMO0O05 a,b
work-VN hard  for it
‘There was money to earn in Scotland by the men of the Rosses as long as
they worked hard for it.’

Finally, verbal nouns take the same range of complements as verbs, as is made
clear by (8):

(8)
a. Dhiol mé an chaora.
sold | the sheep
‘| sold the sheep.’

b. Ni  thaitnionn leat [mé an chaora a dhiol].
NEG pleases  with-you me the sheep PRT sell-VN
‘It does not please you for me to sell the sheep.’

In (8b) the verbal noun takes a DP complement in the same way as the finite
verb in (8a)’

® The categorial status of the partigjan used to negate non-finite clauses, which is
sometimes analysed as C (cf. Chung and McCloskey (1987)), is discussed in section 3.2.
® The DP complement in (8b) appears before the verb, whereas in (8a) it occupies a
postverbal position. In Southern dialects the object may occupy the postverbal position
and then it is marked for genitive, as shown in (i) below:
(i) Ni  thaitnionn leat [mé a dhiol  na caorach].

NEG pleases  with-you me PRT sell-VN the sheep-

‘It does not please you for me to sell the sheep.’
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To sum up, it has been demonstrated that the Irish non-finite verb form dis-
plays ambiguous behaviour. On the one hand, it behaves like a noun, but on the
other, it displays verbal characteristics. We would like to suggest that it is pos-
sible to reconcile these two apparently incompatible properties of verbal nouns if
we assume that they belong to two categories and accordingly show either verbal
or nominal properties. In other words, although traditionally called verbal nouns,
the forms under consideration are not verbal or nominal at the same time, but
exhibit either the former or the latter properties depending on the syntactic po-
sition in which they are used. To be more precise, a verbal noun with verbal
properties does not behave as a noun, i.e. it lacks genitive and plural forms, it
cannot be modified by an adjective, the definite article or a numeral, it cannot be
pre-modified by possessive pronouns or post-modified by reflexive particles,
and it does not take a genitive complement (cf. footnote 6). However, a verbal
noun with nominal characteristics takes DP complements in the genitive, never
allows adverbial modification, and the clause containing it can never be replaced
with a finite clause.

1.2. Non-finite clauses with and without overt subjects

Irish allows both PRO and lexical DPs to appear in the subject position of non-
finite clauses, as shown in (9) below. However, Irish differs from English in that
the occurrence of overt subjects in non-finite clauses is not dependent on the
presence of an overt C nor is it licensed via ECM by the matrix verb (cf. the
discussion below).

9)
a. Ba mhaithliom [PRO imeacht].
COP good with-me go-VN
‘I would like to go.’

b. Ba mhaith liom [é a imeacht].
COP good with-me him PRT go-VN
‘I would like him to go.’

" The free occurrence of overt subjects and PRO in non-finite clauses is also attested in
other Celtic languages, such as Welsh (cf. Borsley (1986) and Tallerman (1998)) and
Breton (cf. Tallerman (1997)). However, the conditions under which overt subjects are
licensed in these languages differ considerably from Irish.
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In (9a) the subject is covert and corresponds to the subject-controlled PRO,
whereas in (9b) the overt pronominal subject appears in the same context.

McCloskey (1980a) extensively argues that sentences like (9b) do not re-
present raising structures. Let us present some of his arguments, as they will
have a bearing on the analysis of non-finite clauses carried out in section 3.
Using numerous constituency tests, McCloskey shows that the whole sequence,
i.e. subject + VN forms a constituent. The tests used by him involvactihe
‘only’-construction, as in (10a), clefting, as in (10b), pseudoclefting, as in (10c),
all of which target only full constituents.

(10)

a. ...nuaira bhi sé ag tarraingt ar an aois nach mbionn daoine
when PRT was he PRT approach-VN on the age not are-REL people
a iarraidh  ach [duine éisteacht leo ag caint ar an
PRT want-VN only person listen-VN to-them PRT talk-VN about the
tsaol a bhi ina n-6ige acu] (McCloskey (1980a:64))
time PRT was in-their youth at-them
‘when he was approaching the age that people only want a person to listen
to them talking about the time when they were young’

b. (Deir siad)gur[é a theacht] is ceart. (McCloskey (1980a:68))
say they C him PRT come-VN COP right
lit. “They say that it is for him to come that is right.’

c. Séard a ba mhaith iom [nda mo mhathair a theacht
what PRT COP good with-me PRT my mother PRT come-VN
abhaile].
home
lit. ‘What | would like is for my mother to come home.’

What the above sentences demonstrate is that the subject and the rest of the non-
finite clause together form a constituent. This fact is totally unexpected on the
raising analysis, according to which the subject of the non-finite clause is raised
to the matrix clause and hence ceases to be a constituent of the non-finite com-
plement. Another argument against the raising analysis of sentences like (9b) is
based on word order facts. No lexical material can separate the DP from the rest
of the clause in cases like (9b), as shown in (11a), where the negative particle
characteristic of non-finite clauses, igan, intervenes between the DP and the
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rest of the clause. Sentence (11a) becomes grammatical galypfecedes the
DP, as in (11bf:

(11)
a*B'fhearr le  Cormac Sorcha[gan a  theacht ahseo].
COP-better with Cormac Sarah NEG PRT come-VN here
‘Cormac would rather Sarah didn't come here.’ (Stenson (1981:83))

b. B'fhearr le  Cormac[gan Sorcha a theacht anseo].
COP-better with Cormac NEG Sarah PRT come-VN here
‘Cormac would rather Sarah didn't come here.’

Having dismissed the raising analysis for sentences like (9b), we are left with
another alternative, namely the treatment of such structures in terms of ECM.
However, this analysis is also untenable, as the distribution of non-finite clauses
with overt subjects is completely different from ECM-clauses. McCloskey
(1985) argues that the Irish clauses under scrutiny can appear as complements of
nouns and adjectives, as illustrated in (12a) and (12b), respectively, neither of
which is capable of assigning Case to the DP subject of the non-finite clause:

(12)
a. Bheadh ldchair air [lad a bheith i lathair].
would-be joy on-him them PRT be-VN present
‘He would be delighted for them to be present.” (McCloskey (1985:192))

b. Bheinn sastafiad a  bheith ilathair].
[-would-be glad them PRT be-VN present
‘I would be glad for them to be present.’ (McCloskey (1985:193))

What is more, non-finite clauses with overt subjects can stand alone, which
strongly argues against analysing them as instances of ECM. This is illustrated
in (13) from McCloskey (1985:194):

8 Examples (11a) and (11b) clearly contrast with true instances of raising. For an ex-
ample of raising cf. sentence (i) footnote 12.

® There are some varieties and idiolects in which (11a) is grammatical (Jim McCloskey,
p.c.). However, even in those varieties and idiolects the DP appearing to thegkfit of
remains within the non-finite clause and does not raise to the matrix one.
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(13)
Q: Caidé a chuirsin indo cheann?
what C put that in your head
‘What put that into your head?’

A:[Ta a  bheith 'do lui].
you PRT be-VN lying-down
‘The fact that you were lying down.’

The distributional facts just presented strongly disfavour the ECM analysis for
non-finite clauses with overt subjects in Irf8hSentences like (12) and (13)
above make it clear that the subject in question must be marked for Case inter-
nally within its clause. The issue of how exactly this Case marking proceeds is
addressed in section 3.1.2.

1.3. The distribution of non-finite clauses

Irish non-finite clauses can occur in a much broader range of contexts than the
corresponding clauses in English and Polish. In each case two possibilities exist:
a clause with PRO or one with an overt subject. Therefore, in the presentation to
follow wherever possible two examples are provided the (a) example displays
PRO and the (b) one an overt subject.

First of all, non-finite clauses can occur as complements of verbs, as in (14):

(14)
a. Thairg si dofhear[PROa  ghabhail go teach a'phobail leis]. SAI168a,b
offered she to man PRT go-VN to church with-him
‘She offered to a man to go to church with him.’

b. B'fhearr liom [é féin labhairt]. POCO039
COP-better with-me him self speak-VN
‘| would prefer for him to speak.’

Secondly, non-finite clauses can function as complements of some adjectives.
This is exemplified in (12b) as well as in (15) beldw:

9 More evidence based on distribution and supporting the same conclusion is presented
in section 1.3.

Y There is also a number of adjectives which take non-finite complements but which are
raising predicates, such as, for instaoeart ‘right’, céir ‘proper’, décha’likely’, etc.
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(15)
Ta4 me sasta [PRO a bheith anseo].
aml| glad PRT be-VN here
‘I'm glad to be here.’

In fact non-finite clauses can function as complements of the following classes
of predicates:

(16)

1) modals, e.gcaithfidh‘must’, t4 ar ‘have to’,is ga do'it is necessary’,
teastaionn 6need to’ tig le ‘can/may’,féadann ddcan’, *2

2) apectuals, e.gosaigh ‘begin’, coinnionn‘continue’, stad de‘stop’,
stop &'stop, cease’,

3) implicatives, e.g.€irionn le ‘succeed, manageteipeann ar ‘fail’,
chuaigh defail’, cinneannar ‘fail’, cliseann ar‘fail’, déan dearmad
‘forget’,

4) desideratives, e.ta faoi‘intend’, t4 sé ar intinn agintend’, sil ‘think’
(in the sense of ‘intend’)socraigh ‘decide’, teastaionn dwant’, is
fearr le ‘prefer’, is maith le'like’,

5) propositional, e.cabair ‘say’,

6) factive, e.gtaitnionn le‘like’, thA mé sastd am glad/content’,

7) interrogatives, e.gd a fhios aganil know’, fiafraigh ‘inquire’, ta
tuairim ag‘be of opinion/ gues&®.

12 A lot of modals can be ambiguous between raising and non-raising predicates (cf.
McCloskey (1984)). For instancegithfidh‘must’ is a raising predicate in (i), whereas it
represents a non-raising verb taking a non-finite complement with an overt subject in (ii):
(i) Caithfidh si [gan __ a bheith breoite]. (McCloskey (1985:200))
must she NEG PRT be-VNiill
‘She must not be ill.’
(i) Caithfidh [gan i a bheith breoite].
must NEG her PRT be-VN ill
‘It must be that she is not ill.’
13 Non-finite interrogative complements, just like non-finite questions (cf. (24)), can only
refer to place, time, manner or reason, e.g.:
(i) go bhfuil fhios agatsa [cad inathaobhi a  bheith mar ata si]
C is knowledge at-you-EMPH why she PRT be-VN like be-REL she
‘that you know why she is the way she is’ AGL213
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The list of predicates presented in (16) above closely mimics the lists provided
for English (cf. Chapter Il section 1.0) and Polish (cf. Chapter Ill, section 2.1.3).

Thirdly, the clauses under scrutiny can serve as complements of some nouns,
especially psych ones. This is illustrated in (12a) and in (17) below:

17)
Is  costuil go raibh leisce orthu [PRO an ait a  fhagalil].
COP like C was reluctance on-them the place PRT leave-VN
‘It seems they were loath to leave the place.’

Fourthly, Irish non-finite clauses can appear as complements of some
prepositions, as in (18):

(18)
a. Thug sé crusga bred dhéibh chun [PRO é liona do dhig]. SOOT044
gave he big-jar nice to-them for it fill-VN of drink
‘He gave a nice big jar to them for them to fill it with drink.’
b. an bhfuil td  ag duil le [méa bheith inchurtha le
INTERR are  you at expect-VN with me PRT be-VN comparable with
Domhnall O Cathaint ERONO17a,b

Domhnall O Cathéin ]
‘Are you expecting me to be equal to Domhnall O Cathain?’

Additionally, they can function as complements of complex prepositions, some
of which function as subordinators, such as, for instanasdiaidh ‘after,
although’, tar éis ‘after, although, despite’d'ainneoin ‘in spite of, notwith-
standing’,de thairbhe'as a result of'Je cois ‘in addition to’, mar gheall ar‘on
account of',d'fhonn‘in order to’,i leith ‘in the direction of',ar feadh‘as soon
as’,le linn ‘because, as’, etc. For instarice:

¥ Irish is a language in which pronominal complements within a PP form a single unit
with the preposition, yielding what is traditionally called prepositional pronouns. For
instance, the prepositida ‘with’ when followed by the T person pronominal comple-
mentmé‘me’ has a formliom ‘with me’ (cf. (14b)). Since the pronouné‘me’ in (18b)

and the prepositiote ‘with’ do not together form a prepositional pronoun, it is evident
that the pronoun functions as the subject of the non-finite clause rather than the object of
the prepositiore ‘with’.

51n (19b) the PRO subject is arbitrary.
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(19)

a. Bhi siad indiaidh [PRO an geimhreadha  chaitheamh ag ballai
were they after the winter PRT spend-VN at walls
Dhroichead Athal].

Drogheaha
‘They were after spending winter in place called Drogheaha.” ERON046a,b

b. D'imeodh an breac fiain tar éis [PRO é a phriocadh leis
go-away-PA-COND the trout wild after it PRT prick-VN with
an bpice].
the pike

‘The wild trout would go away after being pricked with the pike.” AT027
Furthermore, non-finite clauses can sometimes be used as subjects, as in (20):

(20)
a. is  doiligh [PRO a innse caidéis fearr]
COP difficult PRT say-VN what COP best
‘It is difficult to say what is the best.’ SAI007

b. Is neamhiontach [an teanga a bheith deacair a fhoghlaim].
COP unsurprising the language PRT be-VN difficult PRT learn-VN
‘It is unsurprising for the language to be difficult to learn.” AILT022

The sentences in (20) have the following schematic structure: the ®putiae
adjective + the non-finite clause. The non-finite clause occupies the subject
position in this kind of structure, as confirmed by example (21), where the
analogous position is filled by the @ teanga sethis language’.

(21)
Is doiligh an teanga seo.
COP difficult the language this
‘This language is difficult.’

In addition to that, non-finite clauses may follow the coordinatus/is'and’ to
express an action simultaneous with the one in the main clause or to denote a
causal relation, for instance:
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(22)

a. Tabharfaidh sé cnaimh le creinneadh dho iS[PRO an tirsin a
will-give it bone tochew to-him and that country PRT
choisint].
defend-VN

‘It will give him plenty to do (if he is) to defend this country.’
(O Siadhail (1989:285))

b. Is doigh gur dhiol agus[é a bheith in Arainn].
CORP likely C sold and him PRT be-VN in Aran
‘| suppose that he did sell, as he was in Aran.” (O Siadhail (1989:285))

As has already been noted (cf. section 1.2), Irish non-finite clauses can stand on
their own, as can be seen in (23) (cf. also (13)):

(23)
A — ‘Ca bhfuairtt é? ar seisean. NBMOO081a,b
how got you it said he
‘Where did you get it?’ he said.

B- ‘T4 [PROa ghoid] arsaan ga&ur.
well its steal-VN said the child
‘Well, | stole it, said the child.’

Moreover, non-finite clauses can appeawmquestions referring to place, time,
manner or reason (cf. footnote 13). This is exemplified in (24):

(24)
Ach [cad ina thaobh é a bheith craptha], an  ddéigh leat?
but why it PRT be-VN wasted COP likely to-you
‘But why is it shrunk, do you think?’ LAN107

16 The fact that PRO is present in sentences like (23) is supported by examples such as
(i) below, where PRO binds the anaphor:
() A—Cada dhéanfaidh ta leis an hata?

what PRT will-do you with the hat

‘What will you do with the hat?’

B - T4, [PRQa chur orm féin].
well its put-VN on-me self
‘Well, I will put it on.’
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What is more, Irish, unlike Polish and in a way similar to English, possesses
relative non-finite clauses. For instance:

(25)
fear [an airgid a  dhéanamh] (O Siadhail (1989:286))
man the money PRT make-VN
‘the man to make money’

Finally, non-finite clauses can be used as adjuncts expressing purpose, as in (26)
below:

(26)
D'éirigh siad [PRO a cheol an amhrain]. (O Siadhail (1989:280))
rose they PRT sing the sapeN
‘They rose to sing the song.’

To recapitulate, what distinguishes Irish non-finite clauses from their Polish and
English equivalents is that they can stand on their own and can be used as
adverbials introduced either by coordinators or by subordinators. In all other
respects they seem to behave in a way similar to non-finite clauses in the other
languages analysed.

1.4. Dialectal variation

There exists considerable dialectal variation in Irish non-finite clauses, which
manifests itself especially in word order, case marking and the use of the non-
finite particle’ *® Let us examine each of these three differences in turn.

As regards word order, non-finite clauses in all Irish dialects, in contradis-
tinction to finite clauses, are never verb initial. However, the dialects differ with
respect to how this non-verb initial word order is realised. Northern dialects
diverge from Southern ones in that only the former allow both the subject and
the object to precede the verbal noun in non-finite clauses, whereas the latter

" There exist three major groups of Irish dialects, i.e. Ulster, Connacht and Munster.
Members of the first two are often referred to as Northern dialects, whereas Muster
dialects are called Southern dialects.

8 These dialectal variations were first discussed in McCloskey (1980a); later, they were
examined by Chung and McCloskey (1987), Noonan (1994), Carnie (1995), Duffield

(1995) and Adger (1996).
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permit only one element, either the overt subject or object, in front of the verbal
noun:® The word order patterns available in Northern dialects are presented in (27):

(27) Northern Word Order Patterns

a. | ndiaidh [iad imeacht]. S+V
after they leave-VN
‘after they left’

b. Ba mhaith liom [PRO imeacht]. PRO+V
COP good with-me go-off-VN )
‘I would like to go off.’ (O Siadhail (1989:254))

c. Ba mhaithliom [sibh an dorasa phéinteéil]. S+O+PRT+V
COP good with-me you-PL the door PRT paint-VN
‘I would like you to paint the door.’ (O Siadhail (1989:257))

d. Ba mhaith liom [PRO an doras a phéinteaill. PRO+O+PRT+V
COP good with-me the door PRT paint-VN
‘I would like to paint the door.” (O Siadhail (1989:257))

Sentences (27a) and (27b) exhibit an intransitive verb in the non-finite clause
preceded by a respective overt or covert subject. Examples (27c) and (27d) con-
tain a transitive verb in the non-finite complement which is preceded both by a
subject (overt or covert) and object.

In Southern dialects analogous word order patterns are attested for two
sequences, namely PRO+V (cf. (28b)) and PRO+O+PRT+V (cf. (28d)). The
pattern with an overt subject and an intransitive verb is handled as in (28a) and
the one with an overt subject and a transitive verb is realised as in (28c):

(28) Southern Word Order Patterns

a. Ba mhaith liom [é a fhanacht]. S+PRT+V
COP good with-me him PRT stay-VN
‘I would like him to stay.’

9 In Northern dialects object DPs always precede the verbal noun, while non-finite com-
plement clauses are obligatorily extraposed. Non-finite complement clauses are also extra-
posed in Southern dialects, as can be seen in (i) from Doyle and Gussmann (1991:374):
(i) Anbhfeadfa a ra liom ca bhfuil Sean?

C could-2SG PRT say-VN to-me where is John

‘Could you tell me where John is?’
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b. Ba mhaith liom [PRO fanacht]. 62,4
COP good with-me stay-VN
‘I would like to stay.’ (Carnie (1995:89))

c. Ba mhaithliom [sibh a phéinteail an doraiSHPRT+V+0O
COP good with-me you-PL PRT paint-VN the dcan
‘I would like you to paint the door.’

d. Ba mhaithliom [PROan dorasa  phéintedill. PRO+O+PRT+V
COP good with-me the door PRT paint-VN
‘I would like to paint the door.’

(28a) is different from (27a) in that it places the particia front of an intran-

sitive verb; an issue to which we will soon return. (28c) shows that the object
must follow the transitive verty. The order S+O+PRT+V, commonly found in
Northern dialects (cf. (27c¢)), is only marginal in Southern dialects (cf. McClos-
key (1995)). Thus, it seems that only one overt item (either the subject or object)
can appear in front of the verbal noun in Southern dialects. This restriction may
lead to ambiguities in cases like (29) below. Depending on whether the preverbal
element is treated as a subject or as an object, two interpretations can follow:

(29)
Ba mhaith liom [tu a phésadh]. (Guilfoyle (1994:144))
COP good with-me you PRT marry-VN
‘I would like to marry you.’ PRO+O+PRT+V

‘I would like you to get married.” S+PRT+V

This kind of ambiguity does not arise in Northern dialects, where these two
interpretations are handled by means of two different syntactic structures, as
indicated in (30a) and (30b) below:

(30)
a. Ba mhaithliom [t a phésadh]. PRO+O+PRT+V
COP good with-me you PRT marry-VN
‘I would like to marry you.’

0 McCloskey and Sells (1988: footnote 7) note that SVO structures in Southern Irish are
quite infrequent and restricted to formal registers. These dialects commonly use finite
clauses to replace structures like (28a) and (28c).
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b. Ba mhaith liom [tu pdsadh]. S+V
COP good with-me you marry-VN
‘l would like you to get married.’

As far as case is concerned, it is worth pointing out that only third person pro-
nouns display a distinction between marked (or nominative) case and unmarked
(or accusative) cagé.In fact pronouns have two sets of forms, the so-called
forms, used in the subject position (hence called nominative), anstldiss

forms, used in all other sentence positions (hence called accusative). These two
sets of forms are listed in (31):

(32) nominative accusative
masc. sé e
fem. si i
plural siad iad

Case marking of subjects and objects in non-finite clauses varies across dialects.
In Northern dialects both preverbal subjects and objects bear accusative, e.g.:

(32)
Ba mhaith liom [é [*sé iad [*siad a
COP good with-me himecc /*he-NoM themaAcc /*they-NoM PRT
phéinteail].
paint-VN

‘I would like him to paint them.’

Likewise, Southern dialects show accusative case marking on preverbal subjects
and objects, as in (33a) (example (28a) repeated for convenience) and (33b):

(33)
a. Ba mhaithliom [é [*sé a  fhanacht].
COP good with-me himec /*he-NOoM PRT stay-VN
‘I would like him to stay.’

b. Ba mhaith liom [PRO iad [*siad a phéinteail].
COP good with-me  theacc /*they-NOoM PRT paint-VN
‘I would like to paint them.’

21 Other pronouns and lexical DPs do not show this case distinction. Lexical DPs, on the
other hand, can be marked for genitive.
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Although the account of case marking in non-finite clauses just presented can be
commonly found in the literature (cf., for instance, McCloskey (1980a), Mc-
Closkey (1985) and Chung and McCloskey (1987)), recently some objections
have been voiced against it. It has been argued by Carnie (1995), Harley (2000)
and Doyle (2002) that the two distinct pronominal forms (cf. (31)) do not in fact
reflect a nominative vs. accusative contrast, but rather correspond to two diffe-
rent morphological realisations of pronouns found in two distinct environments.
The s-form is typically associated with the position immediately following the
finite V, whereas the-less form occurs elsewhef&® Under this approach, the
distinction between pronomingl ands-less forms is not syntactic in nature but
rather morphological. Hence, the claim that preverbal subjects and objects in
non-finite clauses such as (32) and (33) are marked for accusative appears to be
guestionable. It seems to be more adequate to say that these pronounsassume
less forms only as a consequence of the fact that they do not follow a finite verb.
The issue of case marking of subjects and objects in non-finite clauses will be
returned to in section 3.

%2 Doyle (2002:53) observes thatess forms can occur in the subject position of coor-
dinate structures such as (i) below:
(i) Ta seisean agus ise [*sise ag caint.

are he-sF-EMPH and she-s-less-EMPH/*she-sF-EMPH PRT talk-VN

‘He and she are talking.’
The above example, however, can be viewed as an instance of left conjunct agreement
(cf. McCloskey (1986)), and hence as not bearing on the issue of pronominal case real-
ization. If sforms (nominative case) reflect agreement, therstteem shows up on the
leftmost conjunct in (i) due to left conjunct agreement, whereas-lggs form on the
second conjunct remains unaffected.
2 There exist some structures which behave in a way departing from this generalization.
One such structure corresponds to possessive constructions in Connacht Irish, such as (i)
below, where the-form appears without a preceding finite verb (Jim McCloskey, p.c.):
() a teach sise

her house she-sF-EMPH

‘her house’
Secondly, in copular sentences $Hess form is used, as in (ii) below, in spite of the fact
that the copula may be inflected for tense and can therefore be classified as a finite verb form:
(ils & an fear sin an sagart.

COP he-s-less the man that the priest

‘That man is the priest’.
Such structures remain problematic for the approach advocated in the main body of this
chapter.
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One more point needs to be mentioned in connection with the form of pro-
nominal objects in non-finite clauses. As has already been noted, pronominal
objects typically appear in these clauses in teé@rss form. However, under
some circumstances they can occur in a completely different form. These forms,
which we will refer to as object pronominals, are attested for all pronouns and
are listed in (34) below!

(34) singular plural
i do mo dar
2 do do do bhur
39masc. & &2
fem. a

The forms listed above are different from thkess forms in (31) in that they
function as proclitics on the verbal noun. The contrast between these two sets of
pronouns is illustrated in (35), where (35a) exhibitssd@ss pronoun, while
(35b) contains an object pronominal:

(35)
a. Dithta é.
ate you it-s-less
‘You ate it.’
b. TAtd & ithe.
are you ob.pron.-3SG.MASC eat-VN
‘You are eating it.’

Object pronouns are used as complements of verbal nouns, asih (36):

(36)
a. Stad si [a ithe].
stopped she ob.pron.-3SG.MASC eat-VN
‘She stopped eating it.’ (Doyle (2002:94))
b. Ba mhaithliom [Seana [éamh].
COP good with-me John ob.pron.-3SG.MASC read-VN
‘| would like John to read it.’ (Doyle (2002:96))

%4 The forms in (34) are characteristic of the standard written dialect.
%5 L stands for lenition and E for eclipsis.
%6 Doyle (2002:96) notes that in cases like (36b) the preverbal subject is obligatory.
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Having presented dialectal variation in word order and case marking in non-
finite clauses, let us now turn to the particle found in these clauses. As can be
seen in the majority of sentences presented so far, the particle in question is
realised as, which triggers lenition on the following verbal noun. The exact
conditions regulating the use of this particle are different in Northern and in
Southern dialects. In the former the particle occurs only with transitive verbs (cf.
(27) above), whereas in the latter the particie used if either the subject or the
object precedes the verbal noun (cf. (28) above). Furthermore, in Northern
dialects,a appears exceptionally in front of two intransitive verbal nogmis

‘go’ andteacht'come’, as in, for instance, (37):

(37)
Ba mhaith liom [PRO a ghoil abhaile].
COP good with-me PRT go-VN home
‘I would like to go home.’

The Southern equivalent of (37) is (38) below, in which no particle precedes the
verbal noun:

(38)
Ba mhaith liom [PRO dul abhaile].
COP good with-me go-VN home
‘I would like to go home.’

However, in all dialects the particle is used in front of the verbal heith‘be’,
as in (397’

(39)
Ba mhaithliom [PRO a bheith abhaile].
COP good with-me PRT be-VN home
‘| would like to be home.’

Furthermore, in Northern dialects the partieleoptionally precedes a verbal
noun if the verbal noun is followed by a CP complement. This is illustrated by

2" It is also possible to interpret bheithas a single unit, corresponding to the verbal
noun of the verlwi ‘be’. This analysis may be justified by the fact thaith never occurs
on its own as a verbal noun.
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(40a), where no particle appears in front of the verbal noun and by (40b), where
the particle is present in front of the same verbal noun.

(40)
a. Dhiultaigh said creidbheail [ go bhfuil an domhan cruinn].
refused they believe-VN C is the world  round
‘They refused to believe that the world is round.’ (O Siadhail (1989:259))

b. Is doiligh a chreidbheail [gurab ésin a' dearcadh ata ag
COP difficult PRT believe-VN C-COP it that the outlook is at
muintir a’bhaile seo].
people attown this
‘It is difficult to believe that this is the outlook which the people of this
town have.’

Finally, the verbal noun in the complement of aspectual verbs in Connacht and
Munster is preceded by the partielg as can be seen in (41):
(41)

Thosaigh sé [ag  foghlaim Béarla].

began he PRT learn-VN English

‘He began learning English.’ (O Siadhail (1989:278))

However, Ulster Irish uses the partielén the same context. This is illustrated
in (42):

(42)
Stad méJ[a theagasc Gaeilge ar chor ar bith do].
stopped | PRT teach-VN Irish  at all to-him
‘| stopped teaching him Irish entirely.’ (McCloskey (1980a:87))

The data presented in this section are summarised in Table 1 below:

Table 1
Dialect Intransitive Transitive
Northern PRO+V PRO+0O+ a +V
S+V S+0+ a +V
Southern PRO+V PRO+O+ a +V
S+a+V S+ a +V+O6EN
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2.0. Typology of control in Irish

This section focuses on the typology of control in Irish. In section 2.1 the
distinction between OC and NOC is examined. Section 2.2 investigates two
subtypes of OC, namely EC and PC in Irish.

2.1. OC and NOC in Irish

The criteria that have been used to distinguish OC from NOC in English and
Polish are listed in Chapter Il, section 2.1 (cf. also Chapter IV, section 2.2) and
are repeated for convenience in (43) below:

(43)
a. Arbitrary control is impossible in OC, possible in NOC

b. Long-distance control is impossible in OC, possible in NOC
c. Strict reading is impossible in OC, possible in NOC

d. De rereading is impossible in OC (ondle s¢, possible in NOC.
(Landau (2000:31))

Let us check how these criteria can be applied to Irish data. It seems that Irish
OC shows the properties typical of OC in English and Polish. That this is indeed
the case can be seen in (44) below:

(44)
a. Ba mbhaith liom[PRO 4, fanacht].
COP good with-me stay-VN
‘I would like to stay.’

b. Shil Maire gur mhaithle SeanfPROy, a dhul abhaile].
thought Mary C good with John PRT go-VN home
‘Mary thought John would like to go home.’

c. B'fthearr le SearfPRO, bonn a  fhail].
COP-better with John medal PRT get-VN
‘John would prefer to get a medal.’

The above sentences show that OC PRO in Irish must have an antecedent (cf.
(44a)), which must be local (cf. (44b)). Furthermore, Irish OC PRO haketbe
reading only (cf. (44c)). Test (43c) cannot be applied to Irish, as VP-ellipsis is
not possible in non-finite clauses in this language (Jim McCloskey, p.c.). Conse-
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quently, Irish equivalents of the English sentences with ellipted VP, as in (45a),
do not ‘drop’ the VP at all, as can be seen in (45b):

(45)
a. John must leave and Mary must too.

b. Caithfidh Sean fagail agus caithfidh Maire fagail freisin.
must John leave-VNand must Mary leave-VN too
‘John must leave and Mary must too.’

Just like in English and in Polish, c-command by an antecedent is not necessary
for OC to arise in Irish. This is illustrated in (46):

(46)
Is émeghné [PRQord a choinnedil anseaq].
COP it my business order PRT keep-VN  here
‘It is my job to keep order here.’ (Stenson (1981:62))

It might seem that in (44) the antecedents do not c-command PRO, as they ap-
pear as complements within a PP. This, however, is contradicted by the fact that
prepositional complements can bind anaphors, as shown in (47):

(47)
Ta brod ar Shearas féin.
is pride onJohn out-himself
‘John is proud of himself.’

Since the anaphor in (47) is bound by the prepositional complement, it looks as
though the latter must c-command the former. On the basis of the grammaticality
of (47) we conclude that the PP-boundary does not block the c-command rela-
tion not only in (47), but generally, i.e. also in control cases like (44).

Furthermore, it seems that OC in Irish, in a way analogous to OC in English
and in Polish, does not exclude control by split antecedents. This is exemplified
in (48):

(48)
a. Chuir Seanna  lui ar MhaiedPRO.,a  chéilea  nil.
put John in-the pressure on Mary each other PRT wash-VN
‘John persuaded Mary to wash each other.’
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b. Bhi Sedpag iarraidh a chur ina lui ar Mhaire
was John PRT want-VN PRT put-VN in-the pressure on Mary
[PRO., pogadh sa  leabharlann].

kiss-VN in-the library
‘John wanted to persuade Mary to kiss in the library.’

In both (48a) and (48b) PRO is controlled simultaneously by the matrix subject
and by the prepositional complement, in spite of the factpiystuades a typi-
cal OC verb.

One more remark has to be made in relation to OC in Irish. There exist some
cases in which PRO must be disjoint from the matrix subject due to the interven-
tion of Condition B of the BT. This situation is reminiscent of similar structures
found in English (cf. example (77a) in Chapter Il) and Polish (cf. examples (26c¢)
and (27b) in Chapter IV) and is illustrated in (49) below:

(49)
a. Is  maith leisfPRQOy;, 'chuile short a  dhéanamh dhé
COP good with-him everything PRT do-VN for-him
‘He likes one to do everything for him.’ (O Siadhail (1989:257))

b. Ar mhaith leat[PROy, an carr beag a ghléasadh gait SS192
COP good with-you the car small PRT fit-out-VN for-you
‘Would you like to have the little car to be set up for you?’

If PRO in (49a) and (49b) were controlled by the matrix subject, it would bind
the co-indexed pronoun, in violation of Condition B. In order to avoid this vio-

lation PRO must be disjoint in reference from the matrix subject, yielding a
NOC structure. However, if Condition B does not intervene, the predicate in (49)
triggers only OC, as confirmed by (50):

(50)
Is  maith leis[PROyx, 'chuile shérta  dhéanamh].
COP good with-him everything PRT do-VN
‘He likes to do everything.’

Alongside structures like (49), there exist in Irish the so-called anomalous con-
trol constructions. The term ‘anomalous control’ was first used by McCloskey
and Sells (1988) to refer to structures such as (51):
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(51)
Caithfimid pro, [PRO, foighid a bheith againp
we-must patience PRT be-VN at-us
‘We must be patient’.

In (51) PRO must be co-referential with the matrix subject, in spite of the fact
that it binds a co-indexed pronoun in its clause, thus violating Principle B. A full
treatment of anomalous control is presented in section 4. For the time being,
however, it is sufficient to note that in (51), as argued by McCloskey and Sells
(1988, footnote 11), at least two maximal projections, i.e. VP and PP, separate
the pronoun from PRO and hence protect it from violating Principle B. In this
respect sentences like (51) resemble similar structures in English, as in (52):

(52)
He has no money on hin

The important observation made by McCloskey and Sells (1988) is that the co-
reference between PRO and the prepositional complement in sentences like (51)
is only possible if the prepositional object corresponds to a notional subject,
otherwise it is banned (cf. section 4.1, examples (143a) and (143b)). This
explains the contrast between (49) and (51), where only the latter exhibits a
notional subject acting as a prepositional complement.
As for NOC PRO in Irish, it systematically contrasts with OC PRO with

respect to the tests listed in (43), as evidenced by*{53):

(53)
a. Creideann Sean go bhfuil sé tAbhachtach [RRO bheith slaintiGil]*®
believes John C is it important PRT be-VN healthy
‘John believes that it is important to be healthy.’

%8 Non-finite subject clauses must be obligatorily extraposed, as demonstrated in (53),
and additionally supported by (i) below:
(i) Cuirfidh sé Seédnina thost [PR@é& féin a bhréagnu mar sin].
will-put it John silent him self PRT contradict-VN like this
‘It will make John silent to contradict himself like this.’
%% |n addition to being arbitrary, PRO in (53a) may be controlle@égn‘John’. There
exist cases where PRO can be arbitrary in the absence of any potential controller, as in
(@):
(i) Ni féidir [PRQ,, imeacht]. (O Siadhail (1989:256))
not can leave-VN
‘One cannot leave.’
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b. Creideann Seago sileann Mairego bhfuil sé tabhachtach [PR&
believes John C thinks Mary C s it important him
féina  bheathu igceart].
self PRT feed-VN properly
‘John believes that Mary thinks that to feed himself properly is important.’

c. Creideann Seago bhfuil sé leadranach /tAbhachtach [RR®onn
believes John C is it boring /important medal
a fhail].
PRT get-VN
‘John believes getting a medal is boring/important.’

(53a) shows that NOC PRO does not need to have an antecedent, (53b) demon-
strates that the antecedent of NOC PRO does not need to be local and finally,
(53c) illustrates the fact that NOC PRO can hade aereading. Once again the
ellipsis test in (43c) cannot be applied here for the reasons already stated.

It has been argued in Chapters Il and IV that interrogative complements both
in English and in Polish only apparently instantiate NOC, but in fact represent
OC. Let us check whether the same can be said of Irish interrogative comple-
ments. One such case is given in (54a):

(54)
a.*Nil a fhios ag Seafcén uair PRO £ a chur in
is-not its knowledge at John what time him PRT put-VN in
aithnel].

acquaintance
*John, doesn’t know when to introduce hirn

The above sentence clearly contrasts with (54b) below:

(54)
b. Nil a fhios ag Segftén uair is ceart PRQ é féina
is-not its knowledge at John what time COP proper him self PRT
chur in aithne].
put-VN in acquaintance
‘John doesn’t know when it is proper to introduce himself.’

The ungrammaticality of (54a) results from the fact that PRO in the interrogative
complement has the matrix subject as its antecedent and therefore binds the co-
indexed pronoun in violation of Principle B. No such violation arises in (54b),
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where the anaphor appears in the interrogative complement instead of the pro-
noun. Thus, the ungrammaticality of (54a) indicates that PRO in Irish interroga-
tive complements must be obligatorily controlled.

Another point worth considering relates to whether implicit control in Irish
represents OC or NOC. Implicit control is exemplified by (55) below:

(55)
Is  doiligh [PRO a bheith cair].
COP difficult PRT be-VN honest
‘It is difficult to be honest.’

The above example seems to exhibit NOC. However, NOC in (55) is only appa-
rent and in fact this sentence illustrates OC by an implicit argument. That this is
indeed the case becomes clear by comparing sentence (55) with the following ones:

(56)
Is doiligh do ShediPRO,amma  bheith céir].
COP difficult to John PRT be-VN honest
‘It is difficult for John to be honest.’

(57)

Duirt t; gur dhoiligh do SheadPROg,+12a  bheith  cair].
said you C difficult to John PRT be-VN honest
‘You said that it would be difficult for John to be honest.’

(56) shows that the adjectiwmiligh ‘difficult’ can take an overt argument and
when it does, it is this argument that controls PRO. (57), in turn, suggests that
control in cases like (56) is obligatory, as it is always the closer antecedent, i.e.
the argument ofloiligh ‘difficult’, that controls PRO and control by a more dis-

tant antecedent, i.e. the matrix subject, is banned. Since sentence (55) with the
implicit argument closely resembles the sentences in (56) and (57) with an overt
argument, it seems justified to claim that the former, just like the latter, is an
instance of OC, not NOC. This conclusion is additionally confirmed by senten-
ces like (58) below:

(58)
Deireann dochtuirigo bhfuil sé tAbhachtach [PR@  bheith slaintidil].
say doctors C is itimportant PRT be-VN healthy
‘Doctors say it is important to be healthy.’
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In (58) PRO cannot be controlled dgchtuiri ‘doctors’, neither can this DP be
understood as the implicit argument of the preditalbdachtachiimportant’.
The only possible controller for PRO in (58) is the implicit object. Thus, (58)
behaves on a par with (57), except that the argument of the adjective is left
unexpressed. The analogy between these two sentences strongly supports the
claim already made that implicit control should be classified under OC.

In addition to implicit control found in sentences like (55), Irish, in a way
similar to English and Polish, often displays implicit control with object control
verbs, as in (59) and (60):

(59)
D'orduigh s¢[PRO4, uaigh a  dhéanamh 46 SHS208
ordered he grave PRT make-VN for-him
‘He ordered someone to dig a grave for him.’

(60)
Nior leig muid [PRQO4, solas ar bith a lasadhl]. IFDTO77
NEG let we lightany PRT light-VN

‘We didn't allow anyone to light the light.’

Sentence (59) differs from (60) in that the former contains a pronoun co-refe-
rential with the matrix subject within the embedded complement, whereas the
latter does not. Despite this both examples behave in the same way with respect
to control. Since bottorduigh ‘order’ and leig ‘allow/let’ are double object
verbs, the most salient controller for PRO in the above sentences is the unex-
pressed indirect object. Thus, both (59) and (60) represent OC by the implicit
indirect object.

As for adjuncts, they typically exhibit control by the matrix subject, as in (61):

(61)
Rinne Seané [chun PR@airgead a fhail].
did John itfor money PRT get-VN
‘John did it to get money.’

Object control into the adjunct is sometimes possible, as can be seen in (62):

(62)
Chuir sg fios aran dochtgifchun PRQé& a leigheas].
put he knowledge on the doctor  for him PRT heal-VN
‘He summoned the doctor in order to heal him.’
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In (62) object control is forced by the presence of the proédbhim’ co-refe-
rential with the matrix subject.

To recapitulate, it has been demonstrated that OC and NOC in Irish show
properties analogous to those exhibited by these control types in English and in
Polish. It has further been argued that control into interrogative complements
and implicit control should be subsumed under OC, as has been done for English
and Polish. Finally, it has been shown that Irish non-finite adjuncts typically
exhibit OC by the matrix subject.

2.2. EC and PC in Irish

Irish OC, in a way analogous to OC in English and in Polish, can be divided into
two categories, namely EC and PC. As noted earlier, the former obtains when
the reference of PRO is coextensive with that of its antecedent, whereas the
latter takes place when the reference of PRO includes its antecedent, though is
not identical with it. EC is exemplified in (63) below and PC in (64):

(63)
Caithfidh Sean[PRO,a  dhul  anseo].
must John PRT go-VN there
‘John must go there.’

(64)

Ba mhaithle SeafPRO. cruinnil anseo].
COP good with John to-gather here
‘John would like to gather here.’

In (63) PRO must be controlled by the matrix subject, while in (64) PRO is
controlled by the matrix subject and some other individuals salient in the con-
text. Thus, the former represents EC and the latter PC. Example (64) sounds
more natural when put in context, for instance, it sounds natural in the following
setting: The people in the office want to gather to talk about the pay rise in the
hall, but John would like to gather here. The predicatthfidh ‘must’, present

in (63), can never be used with collective predicates suchuamigh ‘gather’

and hence can never give rise to PC, as demonstrated i{ (65):

% The fact thatruinnigh‘gather’ is a collective predicate is supported by the following data:
()*Ba mhaith liom [é cruinnid anseo].

COP good with-me him gather-VN here

“*| would like him to gather here.’
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(65)
* Caithfidh SeagPRO,. cruinnit  anseo].
must John gather-VN here
“*John must gather here.’

The above sentence becomes grammatical only if the controller of PRO is plural,
as in (66):

(66)
Caithfidh [Sean agus Mairg]PRO, cruinni  anseo].
must John and Mary gather-VN here
‘John and Mary must gather here.’

The claim that (64) is an instance of PC is supported by the following data:

(67)
*Ba mhaithle SeadPRO. cruinnic anseogan )&
COP good with John gather-VN here without him
*John, would like to gather here without hirh

In (67) PRO must be co-referential with the matrix subject, since it binds the
pronoun co-indexed with this subject and hence triggers a Condition B violation.
This underlies the ungrammaticality of (67).

EC and PC in Irish, just like EC and PC in English and in Polish, occur with
specific classes of predicates. While EC appears with modals (cf. (63)) and
implicatives, PC is restricted to desideratives, factives, interrogatives and pro-
positionals (cf. (16) in section 1.3). The impossibility of PC with the former
group of predicates is illustrated in (68), whereas fully legitimate instances of PC
with the latter group of predicates are presented in (69).

(i Ba mhaith liom [iad cruinnid  anseo].

COP good with-me them gather-VN here

‘I would like them to gather here.’
The predicate under scrutiny can co-occur only with a plural subject, as in (ii), but not
with a singular one, as in (i), which strongly argues for treating it as a collective predicate.
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(68)
a.*Is ceart do SheafPRQ. cruinnii  anseo].
COP right to John gather-VN here
*John should gather here.’ modal

b.*D’éirigh le Sean[PRO,. cruinnit  anseo].
rose with John gather-VN here
*John managed to gather here.’ implicative

(69)
a. B'fthearr le SeafPRO. cruinni  anseo].
COP-better with John gather-VN here
‘John would prefer to gather here.’ desiderative

b. Téa Seansasta [PRQ cruinni  anseo].
is John happy gather-VN here
‘John is happy to gather here.’ factive

c. Nil a fhios ag Segftonas PRQ cruinnill  anseo).
is-not its knowledge at John  how gather-VN here
‘John doesn’t know how to gather here.’ interrogative

d. Duirt Sean[PRO.. cruinnii  anseo].
said John gather-VN here
‘John said to gather here.’ propositional

The aspectual predicates, suchasaigh‘begin’, are not mentioned above since
they seem to be raising verbs and therefore do not take a non-finite complement
with the PRO subject. What is common to the predicates in (68) is that their
complements never show independent tense specification. That this is indeed the
case can be seen in (70) below:

(70)
a.*Ba cheart do Sheamniu [PRQ bualadh le Maire amarach].
COP right toJohn today meet-VN with Mary tomorrow
“*Today John should meet Mary tomorrow.’ modal

b.*D’ éirigh le  Seaninniu [PRQ bualadh le Maire amérach].
rose with John today meet-VN with Mary tomorrow
“*John has managed today to meet Mary tomorrow.’ implicative

Since it is impossible to use two conflicting time adverbials, one referring to the
present and one to the past, in the main clause and in the non-finite complement
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in all the sentences in (70), we conclude that these embedded complements are
in fact untensed and hence have to be interpreted as simultaneous with the action
in the matrix clause. In contradistinction to the predicates illustrated in (68), the
ones present in (69) allow their complements to have an independent tense spe-
cification, as confirmed by (71):

(71)

a. B'fhearr le Seamnniu [PRQ. bualadh le Maire amarach].
COP-better with John today meet-VN with Mary tomorrow
‘John would prefer today to meet Mary tomorrow.’ desiderative

b. Ta Seansasta inniu [PRQbualadh le Maire amarach].
is John happy today meet-VN with Mary tomorrow
‘John is happy today to meet Mary tomorrow.’ factive

c. Nil a fhios ag Seamniu [conas PRQ bualadh le Maire
is-not its knowledge at John today how meet-VN with Mary
amarach].
tomorrow

‘John doesn’t know today how to meet Mary tomorrow.’interrogative

d. Duirt Seaninné [PRQ, cuairt a  thabhairt air amarach{!
said John yesterday  visit PRT pay-VN on-him tomorrow
‘John said yesterday to pay him a visit tomorrow.’ propositional

The above data allow us to conclude that Irish PC-complements, unlike EC-
complements, are tensed. In this respect Irish EC- and PC-complements mimic
the behaviour of the analogous complements in English and Polish. The exact
relationship between the presence or absence of tense in Irish non-finite com-
plements and the respective possibility or impossibility of PC will be investiga-
ted in section 3.2.

The final point to be mentioned in relation to PC in Irish is that PRO appear-
ing in this control type is only semantically plural and hence can co-occur with
collective predicates (cf. (64) and (69)), but syntactically it is singular. This
observation is suggested by the fact that PC PRO is incompatible with items that
are syntactically plural, such as plural anaphors, as shown if¢(72):

31 The verbdeir ‘say/tell’ exhibits indirect object control and PRO in (71d) is controlled
by the implicit indirect object of this verb.

%2 The predicateas le‘'meet’ is collective. The same is true of the predidatéineacht
‘together’, as shown in (i):



Control phenomena in Irish 313

(72)
*Ba mhaith le SeanfPRQO,. castail ar a cheie
COP good with John meet-VN on each other
*John would like to meet each other.’

The above sentence becomes grammatical only if a syntactically plural DP
controls PRO, as in (73):

(73)
Ba mhaith[le Sean agus MawfPRO.. castail ar a chéile
COP good with John and Mary meet-VN on each other
‘John and Mary would like to meet each other.’

To sum up, Irish EC and PC show striking similarities to the analogous control
types in English and Polish. Firstly, they are limited to specific predicate types:
EC appears with those predicates whose complements are untensed, whereas PC
is encountered only with those predicates whose complements are tensed.
Secondly, for PC to arise a non-finite complement must contain a semantically
plural predicate, but it can never exhibit a syntactically plural element.

3.0. OC in Irish — an analysis

This section focuses on three basic issues. Firstly, in section 3.1 the question is
addressed of what underlies the lack of complementarity between PRO and overt
subjects in Irish non-finite clauses (cf. section 1.2). Secondly, in section 3.2 the
licensing of the two subtypes of OC, described in section 2.2, i.e. EC and PC, is
investigated within Landau’s (2000) model. Finally, in section 3.3 an attempt is
made to account for the dialectal variation found within Irish non-finite clauses
described in section 1.4.

3.1. PRO and overt subjects in Irish non-finite clauses
It has been noted in section 1.2 that Irish allows PRO to alternate with lexical

subjects and it has further been observed that this alternation is not limited to
subcategorised positions (cf. (13)). It has also been argued, following McClos-

(i) Bfthearr le SeanPRO. dul ann in éineacht].
COP-better with John go-VN there together
‘John would prefer to go there together.’
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key (1985), that overt subjects in Irish non-finite clauses are not licensed either
via raising or via ECM?® Before addressing the question of what actually is
responsible for the lack of complementarity between overt subjects and PRO in
Irish non-finite clauses, let us present a brief overview of the state of the art on
this topic.

3.1.1. Former analyses

It was first suggested by McCloskey (1985) that the licensing of overt subjects in
Irish non-finite clauses is dependent on the presence of a clause-internal mecha-
nism that assigns Case to these subjects. No such mechanism is available in
English and therefore the two languages differ in the freedom with which they
allow overt subjects in non-finite clauses. McCloskey further speculates as to
what kind of mechanism this might be. He hypothesises that either Irish non-
finite clauses possess the ability to assign accusative Case to their subjects (cf.
also Chung and McCloskey (1987)), or, more generally, Irish possesses a default
rule which assigns accusative Case to any DP which does not get Case in any
other way** *®* The idea that Irish possesses a default rule assigning accusative to
all DPs that do not otherwise get Case is developed by McCloskey (1986), who
argues that nominative Case is assigned under government from Agr and whe-
rever this condition is not satisfied, accusative must be assigned by d&efault.
Typical contexts where accusative is assigned include, among others, subjects of
non-finite clauses. McCloskey and Sells (1988) argue that the rule assigning
accusative (or default) Case to the subject of a non-finite clause must be op-

% n this respect Irish differs from English and from Romance languages. The latter, as
observed by Mensching (2000), license overt subjects in non-finite clauses via ECM in
languages with accusative subjects like French, via government by infinitival | (or T) in
languages with inflected infinitives like Portuguese (cf. Raposo (1987)), or via Aux-to-C
in languages with postverbal subjects like Italian (cf. Rizzi (1982) and Roberts (1993, 1994)).
34 This kind of reasoning is based on the assumption that non-finite subjects bear accu-
sative Case (for an alternative view cf. section 1.4).

% McCloskey (1985) argues that Latin and Classical Greek pattern in the same way as
Irish and therefore they also have means of assigning Case to the non-finite subject
internal to its own clause. Goldbach (2003) argues that the subject ofabatisativus

cum infinitivo structures is licensed by the MoodP, which forms a syncretic category
with T and which encodes the fact that these structures express some sort of modality.

% McCloskey (1986) argues that genitive is not assigned under government, but by
means of the context sensitive rule stated in (i):

(i) NP — [+GEN]/ [ypN'--] __
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tional, since lexical subjects alternate with PRO and PRO is not assigned Case.
Consequently, wherever the rule assigning Case to the subject applies, it is
responsible for the presence of an overt subject and wherever it does not, PRO is
licensed®’

Within the MP, the basic idea that Irish has at its disposal a clause-internal
mechanism to assign accusative to the lexical subject within a non-finite clause
is maintained, although it is updated to meet the requirements of the new ap-
proach to Case checking in general and to Case checking of PRO in particular.
For instance, Noonan (1994) suggests that in non-finite clauses AgrS can check
either null Case or the default accusaff/@hen the former situation obtains,
AgrS licenses PRO in its specifier position, whereas under the latter scenario,
AgrS licenses an overt subject in its specifier. This explains why PRO and
lexical subjects are not mutually exclusive in this langdage.

A different approach to the free distribution of PRO and lexical subjects in
Irish non-finite clauses is put forward by Harley (2000). She argues that the
account of the distribution of PRO in terms of null Case should be replaced with
one couched in terms of the EPP. She suggests that in languages such as English
the EPP is operative both in finite and in non-finite clauses, the difference lying
in the fact that T in the former has a [+overt] EPP feature, whereas in the latter it
has a [+null] EPP feature. The [+overt] EPP feature is checked by an overt DP,
while the [+null] EPP feature is checked by PRO. This predicts that PRO ap-
pears only in the subject position of non-finite clauses in English. Harley argues
that Irish differs from English in that, firstly, the EPP seems to be inoperative in
this language, as argued by McCloskey (1996b, 2001) (cf. section 3.3.2) and,
secondly, PRO does not seem to be restricted to non-finite clauses, but may also
be found in finite ones, such as impersonals (cf. Stenson (1989) and Bondaruk
and Charzynska-Wojcik (2003)). Since PRO can appear in finite clauses it
behaves like any other DP in that it is Case marked. On the basis of the fact that
the EPP does not apply to Irish, Harley is led to conclude that there are no

37 In fact McCloskey and Sells (1988) argue thdt and NP-traces can function as
subjects of Irish non-finite clauses. The former, being Case marked, are licensed in the
same way as lexical subjects, while the latter, being Caseless, are licensed in a way
analogous to PRO.

3 Noonan (1994) states explicitly that this suggestion is valid only for Northern dialects.
Her analysis for both Northern and Southern dialects is presented in detail in section 3.3.1.

3 Tallerman (1998) derives the free variation between lexical subjects and PRO in Welsh
non-finite clauses by claiming that only lexicalised AgrS checks Case of the overt sub-
ject in its specifier, whereas non-lexicalised AgrS checks the null Case of PRO in its
specifier.
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restrictions on the distribution of PRO and overt DPs in this language. This,
according to her, is responsible for the lack of complementarity between PRO
and overt DPs both in non-finite and finite clauses. Although Harley’s analysis
attempts to explain the free distribution of PRO and overt DPs in Irish non-finite
clauses and in this respect goes beyond purely stipulative accounts like that of
Noonan (1994), it is far from being unproblematic. The very claim that the
inactivity of the EPP in a language presupposes the free occurrence of PRO and
DPs seems questionable. What the inactivity of the EPP predicts is only that the
[Spec, TP] position must not be filled in a particular language, but it tells us
nothing about the sentence positions that either PRO or overt DPs must appear
in. Furthermore, Harley’s analysis is not without problems even for English. She
notes that under her understanding of EPP checking, one is forced to assume that
the [+null] EPP feature may be checked not only by PRO but also by traces of
A-movement, since raising out of non-finite clauses is perfectly licit. It can
further be checked byh-traces, since extraction out of the subject position of a
non-finite clause is possible. Howevaitrelements can be equally well extrac-

ted out of the subject position of finite clauses, and hence Harley must assume
thatwh-traces can also check the [+overt] EPP feature. The conclusiontthat
traces can check both kinds of EPP features is surely unwetsahreonsiderably
weakens her proposal.

3.1.2. A new proposal

Before presenting our proposal as to how PRO and overt subjects are licensed in
Irish non-finite clauses, we would like to consider two issues: 1) the similarity
between Irish non-finite clauses and English gerunds, and 2) what position (A or
A" is associated with the subject of Irish non-finite clauses. Let us first consider
the first issue. The lack of complementarity between PRO and lexical subjects
found in Irish non-finite clauses appears to be reminiscent of the situation found
in English clausal gerunds. In a way similar to Irish non-finite clauses, English
clausal gerunds exhibit either an overt subject or PRO, as shown in (74):

(74)
Mary was happy with [PRO/him/John winning the prize].

Subijects of Irish non-finite clauses can correspond to the quasi-arguseittal
co-occurring with weather predicates, as in (75a), in a way similar to English
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quasi-argumentait, which can also function as the subject of the gerundive
clause, cf. (75b§°

(75)
a. Nior mhaith liom [ésneachtaa chur  amérach].
NEG good with-meitsnow  PRT put-VN tomorrow
‘I wouldn't like it to snow tomorrow.’ (Duffield (1995:17))

b. You may count on [it showing tomorrow].

The grammaticality of the above sentences indicates that the subject of Irish
non-finite clauses and that of English gerunds are not thematically constrained.
The similarity between the two structures might indicate that whatever analysis

is suggested for English clausal gerunds may be directly applicable to Irish non-
finite clauses. This is the idea that is pursued in this section. There is, however,
an important difference between English gerunds on the one hand and Irish non-
finite clauses on the other. The latter, but not the former, can be used as inde-
pendent sentences (cf. section 112).

The second point to be considered before turning to the analysis proper is
whether the subject of Irish non-finite clauses occupies an A- or A’-position.
There exist in the literature two arguments in support of the claim that the
subject in question occupies an A-position. First, the subject can bind an
anaphor, as can be seen in (76):

(76)
Nior mhaith liom [iad a chéile a phésadh].
NEG good with-me them each other PRT marry-VN
‘I wouldn’t like them to marry each other.’
(Chung and McCloskey (1987:211))

“0'1n fact true expletives, such #mere can also function as subjects of gerunds, as in (i)
below. Since Irish lacks true expletives (cf. McCloskey (1996b)), no parallel structures
can be provided for this language.

(i) You may count on [there being a lot of people at the party].

“1 Even English absolute constructions, such as (i) below, cannot be used on their own,
but need some preceding clause to which they act as a kind of afterthought.

(i) Mark thought he would win, he/him being the best at running.
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Second, if the subject of the non-finite clause occupied an A’-position, then it
would give rise to the Weak Crossover (henceforth, WCO) effects in cases like
(77) from Noonan (1994):

(77)
a.*Ba mhaith liom [a méathair gach cailim fheiceail].
COP good with-me her mother every girl  PRT see-VN
‘I would like her mother to see every girl.’

b. Ba mhaith liom [gach cailiaz; mathaira fheiceail].
COP good with-me every girl  her mother PRT see-VN
‘I would like every girl to see her mother.’

In (77a) the quantified object is bound by the pronoun to its left, yielding the
WCO effects and thus making this sentence unacceptable. (77b), unlike (77a), is
grammatical, which gives us grounds for claiming that the subject under scrutiny
does not trigger WCO effects and therefore occupies an A-position.

In order to account for the lack of complementarity between PRO and lexical
subjects in Irish non-finite clauses we would like to suggest that Irish non-finite
clauses can represent the following two types: 1) non-finite clauses with anapho-
ric Agr and 2) non-finite clauses with non-anaphoric Agr. We further assume, in
the spirit of Chomsky (1995b, chapter 4, 2000, 2001a, b), that Agr does not pro-
ject a separate projection but appears as a composite part of T, which we mark
after Landau (2000) as T-Agr. We also assume that PRO in lIrish, just like in
English (cf. Chomsky and Lasnik (1993)), bears null Case. Anaphoric T-Agr has
the ability to check null Case and hence licenses PRO, whereas non-anaphoric
T-Agr checks nominative Case and therefore licenses lexical sullj@usse-
guently, Irish non-finite clauses come in two types:

2 McCloskey (1997, 2001) notes that Irish non-finite clauses can also have an overt
subject which appears as a complement of the prepodiita’, as in (i):
() I ndiaidh dona Colaisti Ullmhuchain druidim. (McCloskey (2001:180))

after to-the Colleges Preparation close-VN

‘after the Training Colleges closed’
Such structures are briefly mentioned in section 3.3.2 but are not thoroughly discussed.
For an in-depth analysis the reader is referred to McCloskey (2001, 2002).
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(78)
a. Non-finite clauses with a PRO subject which exhibit anaphoric Agrin T
checking PRO'’s null Case.

b. Non-finite clauses with overt subjects which exhibit non-anaphoric Agr
in T checking the nominative Case of the subject.

The postulation of two types of Agr in Irish, one anaphoric and one non-ana-
phoric, basically follows Borer (1989:73), who argues that the former type of
Agr is found in English infinitival clauses, while the latter is characteristic of
English gerunds. If anaphoric Agr in T co-occurs with an overt subject, the
derivation crashes, as the null Case of T-Agr is unchecked and so is the Case of
the overt subject. If non-anaphoric Agr in T appears with a PRO subject, then
the null Case of PRO cannot be checked and neither can the Case of T-Agr. As
noted by McCloskey (1980b:348), there exist some predicates, sudéans
iarracht ‘try’ and féach le‘try’, which function only as control predicat&swe
suggest that they subcategorise only non-finite complements with anaphoric Agr
in T and therefore never allow lexical subjects within their non-finite comple-
ments. However, the majority of the predicates listed in (16), such as, for in-
stancejs maith le‘like’ and ta sasta’be glad’, subcategorise non-finite clauses
with both types of Agr in T and hence can host either PRO or overt subjects in
their non-finite complements (cf. (9a), (9b), (12b) and (15)). Under the analysis
just presented, the difference between English and Irish non-finite clauses boils
down to the fact that English infinitival clauses always exhibit anaphoric Agr
(and non-anaphoric Agr is limited to gerunds), whereas Irish allows both kinds
of Agr in its non-finite clauses. In other words, English, unlike Irish, possesses
only option (78a) and hence lacks the ability to license overt subjects in its
infinitival clauses®*

The analysis just outlined of how the licensing of PRO and lexical subjects
proceeds in Irish non-finite clauses maintains McCloskey’s (1985) insight that
there exists a clause-internal mechanism responsible for the freedom with which
these two types of subjects occur in the clauses under investigation. In a way
similar to Chung and McCloskey (1987), we suggest that this mechanism relates

3 McCloskey (1980b: 348) mentions also modals tikihfidh‘must’ andba cheart do
‘should’ as predicates which never take a non-finite complement with an overt subject.
These predicates, however, are ambiguous between the raising and control use (cf.
footnote 12).

* However, English can license overt subjects in infinitival clauses via ECM and in
clauses introduced by thef@ (cf. Chapter I, section 4.0).
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to Case, although the exact details of how this mechanism works are different in
the two accounts. Furthermore, in our analysis, overt subjects in non-finite

clauses are marked for nominative, unlike in McCloskey (1985) and Chung and
McCloskey (1987), where they are treated as bearing accusative Case (cf.
section 1.4).

3.2. EC and PC in Irish — an analysis

In Chapter II, an account of EC and PC in English has been offered couched
within Landau’s (2000) model. In Chapter IV Landau’s model has been adopted
for the analysis of Polish EC and PC. Let us now check whether the same ana-
lysis can be applied to Irish EC and PC.

The basic assumptions made by Landau (2000:31) are listed in (79) below
(cf. (60) in Chapter Il and (82) in Chapter IV):

(79)
a. DPs, including PRO, enter the derivation with valpiddatures.

b. Functional heads enter the derivation with unvatuéshtures.

c. Semantic plurality (SP): +/- on DPs, #/én functional heads.

d. Matching:p (i.e. no SP) and [-SP] are non-distinct on functional heads.
e. PRO and infinitival Agr are anaphoric.

f. PRO, being anaphoric, cannot value unvalued functional heads.

Landau’s assumption (79e) is very similar to what has been postulated for Irish
non-finite clauses in section 3.1.2, namely that they can host anaphoft Agr.
Alongside anaphoric Agr non-finite clauses can also contain anaphoric PRO.
This assumption, together with (79c), plays an important role in deriving PC in
Landau’s system. Landau does not postulate a separate projection for Agr, but in
the way suggested in the previous section, he claims that Agr is a composite part
of T, called T-Agr. Additionally, Landau assumes that tensed clauses possess an
uninterpretable T feature in C which has to be checked via T-to-C movement.
Since EC-complements are untensed, they do not have the uninterpretable T

% As noted in section 3.1.2, the postulation of anaphoric Agr in non-finite clauses in
English and in some other languages (though not in Irish) is originally due to Borer
(1989).
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feature in C and hence do not trigger T-to-C movement. PC-complements, on
the other hand, are tensed and therefore host an uninterpretable T feature in C
which is checked by T-to-C movement. T-to-C movement is crucial in deriving
PC in Landau’s model. The consequence of adopting T-to-C movement for
deriving the difference between EC and PC, as has been noted in Chapters Il and
IV, is that all non-finite clauses have to be treated as CPs.

Let us first check whether it is justified to claim that Irish non-finite clauses
have the categorial status of CP. Certainly clauses introduced by vawvert
words, such as (24), are CPs. Chung and McCloskey (1987) treat non-finite
clauses as CPs (S’ in their system) on account of the fact that they may be nega-
ted bygan ‘without’ (cf. (11b)), which, according to them, represents a prepo-
sitional complementiser, equivalent to the Engfiati*® However, the treatment
of ganas a C has been challenged in the literature by Duffield (1991, 1995). He
argues thaganis a negative specifier generated in [Spec, NegP]. He observes
that the negativganis different from the homophonous prepositgan in that
only the latter triggers lenition, whereas the former does not trigger any muta-
tion. Besides, Duffield observes thag#nwere indeed a C, it would, in accor-
dance with his Mutation Hypothesis, trigger eclidé®.He also argues thgan
is a specifier of NegP, not the head Neg, on the basis of the fagiltlextra-
ction is possible out of non-finite clauses win but not out of small clauses
with gan (cf. footnote 46). Duffield argues that gan were treated as an A’-
specifier, thenwh-extraction across this specifier would violate the Relativised

“6 Chung and McCloskey (1987) note tlyan can also be used to negate small clauses.
" Duffield’s Mutation Hypothesis is reproduced in (i) below:
(i) Mutation Hypothesis (finite clauses)
a. A lexicalised €node triggers Eclipsis.
b. A lexicalised ¥ node triggers Lenition. (Duffield (1995:122))
The Mutation Hypothesis stated above gives rise to many problems, some of which are
mentioned in Doherty (1996b).
“8 Duffield’s other argument against treatiggn as a C is based on dubious word order
facts. He notes that alongside sentences such as (i), one can also find those like (ii):
(i) Ba mhaithliom [gan Méire an fearsin a  phdsadh]. (Duffiled (1995:154))
COP good with-me NEG Mary the man that PRT marry-VN
‘| wouldn’t like Mary to marry that man.’
(i) Ba mbhaith liom [Méire gan an fear sin a  phdsadh].
COP good with-me Mary NEG the man that PRT marry-VN
‘| wouldn’t like Mary to marry that man.’
However, the word order in whiaggan follows the subject, as in (ii) is extremely rare
(this fact has been pointed out to us by Jim McCloskey (p.c.)). Therefore it seems
guestionable to draw from it far reaching consequences as regards the gjatus of
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Minimality of Rizzi (1990), but no such violation would arise if A-movement
operated in the same context. He further notes that the former scenario can be
found in the case afh-movement out of small clauses, as schematised in (80):

(80)
*[... [cp XPi [negp@an Neg [t...]]]]

The latter scenario takes place in the case of extraction out of non-finite clauses,
as schematised in (81):

(81)
[XPi... [rp " [negrgan Neg ft...]1I]

In (81) [Spec, TP], which is an A-position, serves as an escape hatch through
which extraction proceeds without triggering Relativised Minimality violations.
However, the account just presented is based on the not entirely innocent assu-
mption that an A-position can function as an intermediate landing sitghfor
movement. More recently, McCloskey (2002) arguesdhatoccupies the head
position of the projection callelP, whose specifier is filled with the subject
preceded byo (cf. footnote 42) and which is situated above the TP but below
CP We will not attempt to discriminate between these two alternative views,
as it is sufficient for our purposes to establish gatis not a C. This, in turn,
makes us conclude that it is justified to claim that only non-finite clauses with a
filled [Spec, CP] are CPs and that others could represent a category smaller than
CP,i.e. TP.

It seems that Landau’s analysis of EC in English can be straightforwardly
applied to Irish only if all Irish non-finite clauses are regarded as CPs, contrary
to what has been said in the previous paragraph. Under this assumption, the
derivation of EC proceeds in the same way as in English and Polish and is sche-
matised in (82):

“91n fact McCloskey (2002) argues ttER appears also in finite clauses, where its head
functions as the landing site for V-movement. We will come back to the question of how
McCloskey justifies the presenceX® in section 3.3.2.
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(82)
FP Exhaustive Control

\F’
PN

F

VP
o N

Agreee — DP V'
/\
CP
/\

C TP

/\

Agree > PRO T

PN

T-Agr VP

A

Agree. — toro V’

Vv

In (82) PRO is anaphoric (cf. (79¢€)) and hence can be targeted by Agree. In fact
PRO takes part in two Agree operations, namely Agnéih T-Agr of its own

clause to guarantee that there is a feature match between it and the embedded T-
Agr and Agree with F (corresponding to either T or v, depending on whether
subject or object control is involved, respectively) to guarantee that PRO and its
controller match in features, including semantic plurality. F undergoes another
Agree operation, called Agreén (82), with the DP controlling PRO, from
which F inherits itgp-features and semantic plurality. Since PRO in (82) is dir-
ectly targeted by Agree, no feature mismatch is possible between PRO and its
antecedent and hence no collective predicate can be used in the embedded clause
with the PRO controlled by the semantically singular DP, as in (65) and (68).
Just like in English and Polish, for Irish the PIC has to be modified as in (83) (cf.
(62) in Chapter Il and (84) in Chapter IV) to make PRO a possible Goal for Agree:

(83)
Modified PIC

In a structure [...X..{p...Z...]], where YP is the only phase boundary
between X and Z, Z is accessible to X:

i) Only at the head or edge of YP, if Z is uninterpretable.
i) Anywhere in the YP phase, if Z is interpretable.  (Landau (2000:69))
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PRO has interpretable features (cf. (79a)) and therefore, in conformity with the

modified PIC, it can be targeted by Agree even though it does not appear at the

edge of the CP-phase. Since EC-complements are untensed (cf. (70)), C does not

contain an uninterpretable T feature and therefore no T-to-C movement operates.
The derivation of PC in Irish seems to be more complex. Since Landau’s

account of how PC works in English is crucially based on T-to-C movement, it

is worth checking whether this operation has any independent motivation for

Irish. In English the motivation for T-to-C movement comes fy@s-noque-

stions. In Irishyes-noquestions are formed by placing the interrogativen@n

front of the so-called dependent form of the verb, as in (84):

(84)
An gceannaionn ti aran anseo?
INTERR-C buy you bread here
‘Do you buy bread here?’

In questions like (84), no overt T element can be detected and therefore they tell
us nothing about whether T-to-C movement has taken place or not. Let us look
at the past equivalent of (84) given in (85):

(85)
Ar cheannaigh tid aran anseo?
INTERR-C-PA bought you bread here
‘Did you buy bread here?’

Ar is commonly treated (cf. Chung and McCloskey (1987)) as a sequence of the
complementisean followed by the past inflection 2f.In fact Chung and Mc-
Closkey (1987) suggest that —r is generated under | (or T in our terminology).
They also propose that V in Irish moves to | and that C-I-V form a single pho-
nological unit* There are two possible scenarios under which this unit can be
formed, namely either V first moves to | and then both undergo movement to C,
or V moves to | and then C lowers onto |I. McCloskey (1996a) extensively
argues that the second scenario is correct for Irish. McCloskey’s main argument

0 The same inflection surfaces on other Cs used in the past, e.g. the subordimgating C
is realized in the past agir and the embedded negativen@ch asnar (cf. Chung and
McCloskey (1987:218)).

1V movement in Irish is restricted to finite clauses only, an issue to which we will
return in section 3.3.2.
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against V movement to C is based on the placement of sentential adverbs, such
asan chéad Nollaig eilénext Christmas’, which must appear to the left of C, as
shown in (86) from McCloskey (1996a:58)*

(86)
Deiridis [an chéad Nollaig eile [go dtiocfadh sé anios]].
they-used-to-say the first Christmas other C would-come he up
‘They used to say that next Christmas he would come up.’

It cannot be claimed that the adverb in (86) is adjoined to CP, since this kind of
adjunction is banned by the Adjunction Prohibition of Chomsky (1986b) stated
in (87):

(87)
Adjunction to a phrase s-selected by a lexical head is ungrammatical.

Since the complement CP in (86) is s-selected, adjoining any material to it
would violate the principle in (87). Example (88) (from McCloskey (1996a:65))
below supports the claim that the Adjunction Prohibition is valid for Irish.

(88)
*Ni  bhfuair siad amach ariamgepn bhliain sin{rcé a bhi ag
NEG found theyout ever the year that who C was PRT
goid a gcuid mona]].
steal their  turf
‘They never found out who was stealing their turf that year.’

In (88) the adverbian bhliain sin‘that year’ is adjoined to the complement CP,
yielding ungrammaticality, which can be straightforwardly attributed to the
Adjunction Prohibition. Since (86) is grammatical, in contradistinction to (88),

52 Other arguments McCloskey (1996a) adduces to support the claim the V in Irish
moves only as high as | are based on Heavy NP Preposing and Narrative Fronting. These
arguments go along similar lines to that based on the placement of adverbials and there-
fore are not presented here.

3 The idea that C is the ultimate landing site for V movement in Irish is advocated by
Stowell (1989) and Doherty (1996a). On this approach, Irish is a kind of underdeveloped
V2 language. However, as noted by Bobaljik and Carnie (1996), Irish, unlike prototy-
pical V2 languages, such as German, exhibits V-movement even in embedded clauses.
This fact strongly argues against treating Irish V movement in a way analogous to V2.
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the adverb it hosts cannot be adjoined to CP. Thus, sentences like (86) give rise
to a paradox: on the one hand, the adverbial appears to the left of the comple-
mentiser, but on the other, it cannot be adjoined to CP. McCloskey (1996a)
suggests the following solution to this paradox: the adverb in (86) is adjoined to
IP and C is lowered onto the I1+V complex, which is responsible for the fact that
the adverb appears to the left of C. This analysis is schematised in (89):

(89)
[|p Adv [|p C+|0+V0...]]

On the other hand, any analysis assuming the movement of the complex V+I to
C (cf. footnote 53) would fail to account for the paradox just pointed out. Con-
sequently, it seems justified to follow McCloskey and assume that V (alongside
with 1) in Irish does not raise as high as C. A theoretically problematic aspect of
McCloskey’s account is the postulation of the operation lowering C onto I. Mc-
Closkey argues that C lowering onto | takes place at PF and PF traces are not
subject to any principle, including the c-command condition on traces, which
renders his account unproblemafic.

The discussion of V movement in Irish just presented allows us to conclude
that Irish does not have V movement to C, which implies the lack of T-to-C
movement in this language. Since any independent motivation for T-to-C mo-
vement is missing in lIrish, just like in Polish (cf. Chapter IV section 4.1.2), it
seems far-fetched to claim that this kind of movement underlies the derivation of
PC. Therefore it seems necessary to derive PC in Irish by some other means.

An alternative derivation of PC presented in Chapter IV, section 4.1.2 for
Polish is based on binding, instead of T-to-C movement. It is argued there that
anaphoric Agr is different from anaphoric PRO in that its anaphoricity is not
licensed via Agree, but via binding. In tensed non-finite clauses the binding
domain for anaphoric Agr is extended to the matrix clause, in which there are

** Toyoshima (2000) argues that postulating C lowering is unnecessary for Irish if C is
generated as a verbal inflection, together with tense and negation. He claims that head
movement does not represent adjunction tpbXit is a movement to [Spec, XP], in the
same way as XP-movement. Under this analysis, the complementiser-inflected verb
moves to [Spec, IP] to check its tense feature. The C-feature of the inflected verb must
also be checked. Toyoshima argues that this checking is accomplished covertly and
therefore the complementiser-inflected verb remains within IP. This derives the required
order with sentential adverbs as in (86). This account is problematic within the most
recent version of the MP (cf. Chomsky (2000, 20014, b)), in which covert operations do
not exist (cf. Chapter I, section 1.0).
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two potential binders, i.e. the matrix T-Agr and the matrix v, depending on
whether subject or object control is involved. The binding domain extension in
Polish gets independent support from the fact that overt anaphors in non-finite
clauses can be bound not only by the subject of their own clause, i.e. PRO, but
also by the matrix subject (cf. (93) in Chapter 1V). For this account to be ap-
plicable to Irish, it has to be demonstrated that anaphors in Irish non-finite
clauses extend their binding domain to the matrix clause. This, however, does
not appear to be the case, as evidenced by (90) from Chung and McCloskey
(1987:213):

(90)
*Shil  siad[a  chéilea  bheith breoite}
thought they each other PRT be-VNiill
‘They thought that each other wasiill.’

The above example is ungrammatical, which gives us grounds for claiming that
the binding domain of the anaphor must not be extended to the matrix clause. In
fact the anaphor must be bound in its own non-finite clause, as shown in (91)
from Chung and McCloskey (1987:211):

(91)
Nior mhaith liom [iad a  chéilea phésadh].
NEG-COP good with-me them each other PRT marry-VN
‘I wouldn't like them to marry each other.’

However, sentences like (92) might cast doubts on the claim that Irish non-finite
clauses do not extend the binding domain for anaphors.

(92)
Duirt Sean le Maire, [PRO, bricfeastaa  dhéanamh di féin/dg
said John to Mary breakfast PRT make-VN to-her self/to-him
féin].
self

‘John said to Mary to make breakfast for herself/*himself.’

In (92) both the object controlled PRO and the matrix subject can bind the ref-
lexive. However, only in the former case does the reflexive represent an ana-

% Jim McCloskey (p.c.) observes that some speakers accept sentences like (90).
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phor, whereas in the latter it corresponds to a logophor, which in Irish are sub-
ject to much less stringent licensing conditions than anaphors. Thus, sentence
(92) represents only an apparent counterexample to our claim that binding do-
main extension is not operative in Irish non-finite complements.

Another argument against the binding domain extension affecting non-finite
complements may be obtained from the binding of pronouns. As pointed out by
Chung and McCloskey (1987), pronouns, when used in non-finite clauses, may
be bound by the DP in the matrix clause. In this respect they contrast with ana-
phors. This is illustrated in (93) from Chung and McCloskey (1987: 214):

(93)
Bhi s¢ sasta[¢ a bheith aran gCoiste].
was he glad him PRT be-VN on the committee
“*He, was glad for himto be on the committee.’

Examples like (93) clearly demonstrate that the binding domain for the pronoun,
just like for the anaphor, is the non-finite clause and therefore the pronoun may
be bound outside this domain without violating Principle B of the BT. None-
theless, there exist sentences like (94), which disallow co-reference between the
pronoun in the non-finite clause and the subject DP in the matrix clause.

(94)
Ba mhaithle Seaféq,carra  cheannach].
COP good with John him car PRT buy-VN
‘Johrny would like himy, to buy a car.’

The question is why (94) contrasts in grammaticality with (93). The explanation

we would like to offer is that the former, unlike the latter, is an instance of ob-

viation. In (94) the subject of the embedded clause must be obligatorily disjoint
in reference from the matrix subject, however, the object pronoun in such sen-
tences may be co-referential with the matrix subject, as demonstrated i (95):

%% In finite complements the embedded subject may be co-referential with the matrix one,
as shown in (i):
(i) Duirt Sean [gur cheannaigh s&arr].

said John C bought he car

‘John said that hghad bought a car.’
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(95)
Ba mhaithle Seaftt & a fheicedlil].
COP good with John you him PRT see-VN
‘John, would like you to see higi

This is clearly reminiscent of the obviation found in Polish non-finite clauses (cf.
Chapter IV, sentences (38a) and (39)). However, obviation in Irish is a much
more restricted phenomenon than in Polish. In fact obviation in Irish can be
encountered in complements of volitional predicates (cf. (94)), but not in com-
plements of factives (cf. (933).Obviation in cases like (94) can be accounted
for in the following way: the obviative non-finite clause contains pronominal T-
Agr, the binding domain for this T-Agr is extended to the matrix clause (cf.
Chapter 1V, footnote 55), in this domain it is bound by the matrix T-Agr, with
which it is co-indexed. The subjects of the downstairs and the upstairs T-Agr are
co-indexed with each other. Since pronominal T-Agr is bound in the extended
domain, Condition B is violated and therefore this sentence is unacceptable. This
derivation is schematised in (96):

(96) * [DP; T-Agri;...[cp [trpronoun T-Agr; ...]]]
pronominal

Sentence (94) becomes grammatical only if the matrix T-Agr and the embedded

one are not co-indexed, then the former does not bind the latter and hence no
violation of Condition B ensues. In this case the matrix subject and the embed-

ded one must be disjoint in reference, since they bear the indices of their corres-
ponding T-Agrs, as shown in (97):

(97) [DRT-Agrii...[cp [rrpronoun T-Agr; ...]]]
pronominal

On the other hand, in (95) the derivation proceeds in the way outlined in (98):

>" Obviation in Irish, in contradistinction to obviation in Polish, is never found when
PRO is the subject of the non-finite complement of the volitional predicate. This is
illustrated in (i), which contrasts with Polish sentences like (ii):
(i) Ba mhaithle SeafPRO,, carra cheannach].

COP good with John car PRT buy-VN

‘John would like to buy a car.’
(i) Marek; chee [zeby PRO+1, kupi¢ samochéd].

Mark wants so-that to-buy car

‘Mark wants for somebody to buy a car.’
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(98)

[DP; T-Agrii...[cp [rrpronoun T-Agry; [ve...pronounl]]]
pronominal

In (98) no violation of Condition B takes place, since the downstairs T-Agr is
not bound by the upstairs T-Agr, as the two bear distinct indices. Thus, obviation
in Irish, in a way analogous to obviation in Polish, is accounted for by appealing
to the binding of the embedded pronominal T-Agr and not to the binding of the
pronoun itself>®

It has been argued so far that neither T-to-C movement nor binding domain
extension is well motivated for Irish. Therefore it seems necessary to look for
some other way of deriving PC in this language. The third alternative considered
in Chapter IV, section 4.1.2 and based on Landau (2000, fn. 32) is that C con-
tains inherent Agr features and for this reason C can be targeted by Agree from
the matrix T-Agr or v in PC-complements, in which T is contentful, but not in
EC-complements, in which T is null. Within this range of assumptions, PC in
Irish would arise under the circumstances schematised in (99):

(99)
FP Partial Control

/ /\
Agreee — DP V'
/\

\% CP

/\
C-Agr TP
/ /\
Agree PRO T
/\
T-Agr VP

Agree, Agreg — tro Vv’

%8 This account of obviation in Irish is sketchy and does not cover the complexity of the
phenomenon.
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As (99) indicates, four Agree operations are necessary to derive PC: the first
one, between PRO and the downstairs T-Agr ensures that the two match in their
features (i.e.¢-features and semantic plurality), the second Agree operation
obtains between F and the DP controller of PRO and guarantees that they match
in their features, the third Agree holds between F and C equipped with Agr
features and is responsible for the fact that there is a feature match between these
two elements and finally, Agredetween C and the downstairs T-Agr ensures

the feature match between them. PC arises under the circumstances schematised
in (100):

(100)
[AgreelT'Agrq)a PRO—], [Agreez F—, DP—]; [Agree3 F_, C]! [Agree4C—1 T'Agr(p]
PC Configuration

None of the Agree operations in (100) gives rise to feature mismatch. In;Agree
PRO is [+SP], whereas T-Agr is unspecified for semantic plurality, hence the
two items show no opposing feature values. In Agteés [-SP] and T-Agr is
unspecified for semantic plurality and again no feature mismatch arises, as [-SP]
and PSP] on functional heads count as non-distinct (cf. (79d)). This accounts for
sentences like (64) and (69). Just like in English and Polish, the downward shift,
as in (101) is disallowed, since it would yield feature mismatch, as can be seen
in (102):

(101)
*Ba mhaith leis an Dail [PRCcarabhat a chaitheamh].
COP good with the parliament tie PRT wear-VN
“*The parliament would like to wear a tie.’

(102)
* [AgreelT'Agr(py PRO]; [Agreez F+, DP+]; [Agree3 F+; C+]; [Agree4C+1 T'Agr(p]
PC Configuration

Agreeg, in (102) yields a mismatch between [+SP] C and T-Agr unspecified for
semantic plurality (only [-SP] andp$P] count as non-distinct on functional
heads, cf. (79d)) and therefore this derivation is illicit and sentences like (101)
ungrammatical.

The two remaining PC configurations arise if the features of PRO match the
features of its controller. This situation is schematised in (103):
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(103)
a. hgfeﬂT'Agrh PRQ‘L [/-\QFEEZ F+1 DP+]; [Agree3 F+, C+]1 [Agree4C+, T'Agr+]
PC Configuration

b. [AgreelT'Agrq), PRQ], [Agree2 F., DP], [Agree3 F, CJ, [Agree4C-1 T-Agnp]
PC Configuration

The above configurations closely resemble EC (cf. (82)), since the features of
PRO are identical with the features of its controller. However, unlike in the case
of EC, PRO in (103) is not directly targeted by Agree. The two scenarios out-
lined in (103a) and (103b) arise in sentences (104a) and (104b), respectively:

(104)
a. Ba mhaithleis na paisiPRQO cruinni  anseo].
COP good with the children gather-VN here
‘The children would like to gather here.’

b. Ba mhaith leis an stiarthg[PRO, carabhat a chaitheamh].
COP good with the director tie PRT wear-VN
‘The director would like to wear a tie.’

Since examples (104a) and (104b) contain a desiderative verb in the matrix
clause, their non-finite complements are tensed and hence represent PC-con-
figurations. However, in contradistinction to cases of prototypical PC (cf. (69)),
PRO in (104) matches its controller in all its features, including semantic plu-
rality, as in instances of EC (cf. (63) and (66)).

What still needs to be accounted for is how PC arises with thegeaib
‘promise’, as in (1055’

(105)
Gheall Seanda mhag[PRO.. amhréan a cheol].
promised John his son song PRT sing
‘John promised his son to sing a song.’

¥ The treatment of epll ‘promise’ as a PC predicate is supported by the fact that its
complement can have independent tense specification, as shown in (i):
(i) Gheall Seadndad mhaginné [PRQ amhran a  cheol amérach].

promised John his son yesterday song PRT sing tomorrow

‘John promised his son yesterday to sing a song tomorrow.’
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The schematic representation of (105) is given in (106):

(106)
[Tl. ..DP;...v...DP, [CP C-Agr [TP PRQ T-Agr VP]]]
t ¢
Agree Agree
Agreg Agreg

The application of Agreein (106) is problematic, as it targets C-Agr skipping

two potential closer Goals, namely v and,DFhis violation of the MLC can be
accounted for, as has been done for analogous English structures, by appealing
to the PMC, which legitimates a violation of the MLC by the second operation
once the first one has satisfied it. Since Agemplies with the MLC, another
application of Agree, i.e. Agregecan target a more distant Goal without induc-

ing the MLC violation. Thus, the derivation of subject control vgéall ‘pro-

mise’ in Irish turns out to be unproblematic.

The derivation of PC in Irish just presented is similar to that offered by
Landau (2000) for English, except that it does not rely on T-to-C movement, a
process without theory-external motivation for Irish, but instead appeals to Agr
features located in C. Thus, in our account and in Landau’s analysis PC can arise
if Agr features are present in C. What is different is the way in which these
features are associated with C. Just like in English, PC in Irish arises if PRO
itself is not anaphoric. It is the embedded T-Agr which is anaphoric, and PRO’s
anaphoricity is only parasitic on this anaphoric T-Agr.

3.3. An account of dialectal differences

It has been observed in section 1.4 that there exist considerable dialectal diffe-
rences as regards word order and the presence or absence of the particle in non-
finite clauses. The exact patterns for Northern and Southern dialects are depicted
in section 1.4 and are repeated below for convenience.

(27) Northern Word Order Patterns

a. | ndiaidh [iad imeacht]. S+V
after they leave-VN
‘after they left’
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b. Ba mhaith liom [PRO imeacht]. PRO+V
COP good with-me  go-off-VN )
‘I would like to go off.’ (O Siadhail (1989:254))

c. Ba mhaith liom [sibh an dorasa  phéintedil]. SMIr+V
COP good with-me you-PL the door PRT paint-VN
‘I would like you to paint the door.’ (O Siadhail (1989:257))

d. Ba mhaith liom [PRO an dorasa  phéinteail]. PRO+O+PRT+V
COP good with-me  the door PRT paint-VN
‘I would like to paint the door.’ (O Siadhail (1989:257))

(28) Southern Word Order Patterns

a. Ba mhaithliom [é a fhanacht]. S+PRT+V
COP good with-me him PRT stay-VN
‘I would like him to stay.’

b. Ba mhaith liom [PRO fanacht]. Y
COP good with-me  stay-VN
‘I would like to stay.’ (Carnie (1995:89))

c. Ba mhaithliom [sibh a phéinteail an dora®tPRT+V+0O
COP good with-me you-PL PRT paint-VN the doan
‘I would like you to paint the door.’

d. Ba mhaith liom [PRO an dorasa  phéinteail]. PRO+O+PRT+V
COP good with-me  the door PRT paint-VN
‘I would like to paint the door.’

It is the purpose of this section to account for these dialectal differences in a
principled way. However, before turning to our analysis, let us present a brief
overview of some former available analyses.

3.3.1. Former analyses
McCloskey and Sells (1988) focus on the derivation of S+O+PRT+V orders in

Northern dialects. They argue, following McCloskey (1980a), that the paaticle
and the verbal noun together form a constituent. The object moves from its
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original position within the VP to adjoin to the VP in the manner sketched in
(107) below, while the subject occupies the [Spec, S] poshion.

(207)
S (McCloskey and Sells (1988:149))
/\
N Psubj VP
/\
NPy VP
/\
V
/\
a VN

Since the particlea occurs only in transitive structures (cf. (27c) and (27d)),
McCloskey and Sells argue thetissigns unmarked (or accusative) Case under
government to the object NP, which otherwise would be Case-less, as verbal
nouns are incapable of assigning structural €a3#is account, though ade-
quate for the data analysed, creates some problems. First of all, as pointed out by
Guilfoyle (1994), it introduces a new mechanism of Case marking, namely via
adjunction to an A’-position. This mechanism is otherwise not attested in Irish or
cross-linguistically. Secondly, Duffield (1995) points out that on McCloskey and
Sells’ analysisa has to be treated as an exceptional Case assigner, since, unlike
other Case assigners in the language, it assigns Case to the left. Thirdly, Mc-
Closkey and Sells’ account is applicable only to Northern dialects and cannot be
extended to Southern ones.

The dialectal differences encountered in Irish non-finite clauses have attar-
cted a lot of attention among the linguists working in the Minimalist Program.
What is common to the majority of the available analyses is postulating a split
VP structure for Irisfi? This idea figures prominently in Guilfoyle (1994),
Noonan (1994), Carnie (1995) and Duffield (1995). The basic motivation behind
introducing the split-VP in Irish is that in Northern dialects both subjects and
objects move from within the VP, while the V itself moves only to AgrO. This

%0 A similar account is found in Chung and McCloskey (1987).

®% Intransitive verbs that require the partielare listed in section 1.4. The verbal noun,
though it does not assign structural Case, can assign inherent genitive (cf. (28c)).

%2 Earlier analyses, not based on the split VP hypothesis, are evaluated in Carnie (1995,
chapter 3); due to space limitations we do not present them here.
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leads to a violation of the Shortest Movement, since the subject moves across the
object, as schematised in (108):

(108)
AgrSP
DmrS’
AgrS/\T P
!
/\
T AgrOP
DPobj/\AgrO’
AgroO+V VP
/\
tsubj V’
/\
ty bbj

In (108) there is no further V movement to T, which would make [Spec, AgrO]
and [Spec, AgrS] equidistant for the subject DP and thus would legitimise the
movement of the subject past the obfdéf. One way of dealing with this pro-

blem is suggested by Watanabe (1993). He argues that in Irish non-finite sen-
tences, like the one schematised in (108), AgrO excorporates and raises overtly
to T stranding the V in AgrO. This movement makes [Spec, AgrO] and [Spec,

%3 If the verb moved to T, the resulting order would be S+\A&@; which is not at-
tested in any lIrish dialect. Thus, Irish seems to constitute an exception to Holmberg's
generalization in that it has object shift in the absence of V movement in non-finite
clauses.

® In (108) both AgrS and AgrO are treated as separate projections, in accordance with
early minimalist assumptions. This reflects the projection system used by Guilfoyle
(1994), Noonan (1994), Carnie (1995) and Duffield (1995). In (108) the subject DP
appears in [Spec, AgrSP]. An alternative approach is possible, which is in line with what
Bobaljik and Carnie (1996) propose for Irish finite clauses, namely the subject might
occupy [Spec, TP] and move to [Spec, AgrSP] covertly to check its agreement features.
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AgrS] equidistant for the subject DP. Another way of avoiding the Shortest
Movement violation in cases like (108) is to adopt the split VP hypothesis,
originally due to Travis (1992). According to this hypothesis, there exists a
functional projection internal to VP (AgrOP or AspP), which is sandwiched
between the light verb projection and the lexical verb one, as shown in (109):

(109)
vP
/\
DPSUbj V,
v AgrOP
\
AgrO’
AgrO VP

In (109) the subject DP is generated higher than the object DP; therefore the
former never moves past the latter and hence the equidistance problem never
arises.

Various linguists adopt the split VP hypothesis for the analysis of Irish non-
finite clauses in different ways. Let us briefly present the main points of four
analyses, i.e. Guilfoyle (1994), Noonan (1994), Carnie (1995) and Duffield
(1995). Guilfoyle (1994) argues that the partiglis in fact a head of AspP and
the shifted object moves to Spec of AspP. The S+O+PRT+V order present only
in Northern dialects is generated in her system in the way sketched in (110):

(110) Northern dialects: S+O+PRT+V (cf. example (27c) above)
vP
/\
DPsubj v’
/\
Y AspP
DPobj ASp'
/\
Asp VNP
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The movement of the object in (110) is forced by the necessity for the object DP
to have its Case checked. It cannot have its Case checked in situ, as the verbal
noun, being a noun with an argument structure like a verb, has no ability to
check Case. As for Southern dialects, they allow only one element to occur in
front of the particle, either the lexical subject (not PRO) or the object, yielding
orders such as S+PRT+V and O+PRT+V. Guilfoyle (1994) argues that in Sou-
thern dialects the light verb projection is absent and consequently, there is no
position for a true external argument. She takes this to be the major difference
between the two dialect groups. She suggests that in Southern dialects both the
lexical subject and object move to the same sentence position, i.e. [Spec, AspP],
asin (111):

(111) Southern dialects: S+PRT+V (cf. example (28a) above)
a. AspP
/\
DPxqyb; /ASP\
Asp VNP
/\
?IJI bubj VN

O+PRT+V (cf. example (28d) above)

b. AspP

DPqy; Asp’
Asp/\VNP
VoW Tw

In (111a) and (111bx checks Case of either the subject or the object, but it
cannot check the Cases of both and hence the order S+O+PRT+V cannot come
into being in Southern dialects. Guilfoyle does not have any position where PRO
could appear in (111b) and consequently, she assumes that control in such cases
represents control by an implicit argument, as proposed by Williams (1987) for
English nominals. The main problem with this analysis is that external argu-
ments in Northern and in Southern dialects are generated in distinct structural
positions and only in the former is the subject generated in its thematic position,
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whereas in the latter the subject occupies the same position as the object, which

obliterates the difference regarding the way they get assigned their theta roles.
Noonan’s (1994) analysis of non-finite clauses in Northern dialects is iden-

tical with that put forward by Guilfoyle (cf. (110)), except that she treats a

head of AgrOP, not of AspP. For Southern dialects she proposes a structural

representation with two AgrOPs, one internal to VP and one VP-external, as

presented in (112):

(112) Southern dialects O+PRO+PRT+V (cf. example (28d) above)
TP
\
AgrOP
DP, AgrO’
AgrO+Vy vP
PRO /v\
[ AgrOP
\
AgrO’
AgrO+i VP
tx

Noonan assumes that PRO remains in situ until LF. The raising of the object
across PRO in (112) is licit since the raising of V to the VP-external AgrO
makes [Spec, AgrOP] and [Spec, vP] equidistant for the object DP. If the subject
is overt, then it must raise to [Spec, AgrOP] (VP-external) to check the strong
AgrO-features; the object cannot move to this position, as its movement would
violate the Shortest Movement, so it remains in situ and appears marked with
genitive Case. Thus, Noonan’'s analysis is similar to that of Guilfoyle is assu-
ming that in Southern dialects both lexical subjects and objects compete for the
same structural position. Noonan (1994) manages to avoid the problem created
by Guilfoyle’s analysis, since in her system subjects, no mater whether lexical or
PRO, are generated in their thematic position in both groups of dialects. How-
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ever, her analysis raises new problems. First of all, she is forced to postulate a
different inventory of functional projections for Northern and Southern dialects,
the former has just one AgrOP, internal to VP, while the latter has two AgrOPs,
which is not a particularly attractive solution. Secondly, a clear disadvantage of
this analysis is the multiplication of AgrOP projections, which does not seem to
have any empirical justification and only serves to derive the correct results.

Carnie’s (1995) analysis is very similar to that of Noonan (1994), except that
he avoids the complication of an extra AgrOP. His analysis of Northern dialects
is basically that of Guilfoyle (1994) and Noonan (1994) and the only difference
is that within VP there is an additional functional projection AspP stacked be-
tween vP and AgrOP, as in (113):

(113) Northern dialects: S+O+PRT+V (cf. example (27c) above)
AgrSP
DPsup; AgrS’
AgrS vP
\//\AspP
™~
Asp’
Asp AgrOP
DPy; AgrO’
AgrO VP
top, Vv’
\%

% The head of AspP may be filled by the parti&igat’, commonly used in progressive
structures.
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In (113) the light verb raises to AgrS licensing the subject in [Spec, AgrSP] and
the lexical verb raises to AgrO licensing the object in [Spec, AgrOP]. For him
the difference between Northern and Southern dialects lies in whether the lexical
V incorporates into the light v in non-finite clauses or not. Carnie argues that this
kind of incorporation takes place when V+Agr is necessary to license overt sub-
jects in Southern dialects. This is illustrated in (114):

(114) Southern dialects: S+PRT+V+0 (cf. example (28c) above)
AgrSP
AgrS’
AgrS vP
DPxy; /V\
%
I
AgrOP
AgrO’
AgrO VP\
/\/,\
Vv DPoy;

In (114) V incorporates into v and they together raise to AgrS, which is realised
as a. The subject moves to the [Spec, AgrSP] position, where it is assigned
accusative Case kg in AgrS. In this configuration the object cannot move to
[Spec, AgrOP] as the verb has only one set of olfieatures to check, these
features can be checked only once and the object prefers to check them as close
to the verb as possible (preferably in an overt specifier-head relationship). When
PRO appears in the subject position, V does not need to incorporate into v, but
raises only to AgrO and the object raises to [Spec, AgrOP] for Case checking.
Carnie’s analysis differs from that of Guilfoyle (1994) and Noonan (1994) in
that in his account overt subjects and objects do not compete for the same stru-
ctural position. What is problematic in Carnie’s analysis is that two distinct
mechanisms are necessary to license overt subjects in Northern and in Southern
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dialects, namely v movement to AgrS in the former and V incorporation into v in
the latter. Furthermore, although Carnie does not make it explicit, his analysis
requires that be generated in AgrS if the subject is overt and in AgrO if the
subject is covert, i.e. PRO. However, no justification whatsoever is provided for
why this should be the case.

Duffield’s (1995) treatment of the sequence S+O+PRT+V attested in North-
ern dialects is analogous to that of Noonan (1994), except that for him the par-
ticle ais a head of AspP, not of AgrOP (cf. Guilfoyle (1994)). As for Southern
dialects, he suggests that the partecleccupies the head of AgrSP and is capa-
ble of checking accusative Case. When an overt subject is present, it moves to
[Spec, AgrSP] for Case checking, as shown in (115):

(115) Southern dialects: S+PRT+V+0 (cf. example (28c) above)
AgrSP

DPsubj Ag rS’

AgrS vP

\Y DPoy;

In order to derive the O+PRO+PRT+V order Duffield must assume that PRO is
unable to check N-features of AgrS, prior to Spell-Out. Consequently, these
features must be checked by object DP. Thus, for Duffield, just like for Guil-
foyle and for Noonan, overt subjects and objects in Southern dialects end up in
the same structural position. Another assumption that Duffield has to make is
that N-features of AgrS are strong in non-finite clauses in Southern dialects but
weak in finite clause¥ This, he himself, admits is highly stipulative and he
leaves it without any further explanation. Another problematic question is that
for his account to go through Duffield must assume that PRO is Case-less, which

% This assumption is necessary to avoid generating S+V+O order in finite clauses, which
is never attested in Irish.
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leaves PRO as an exception to the Visibility Condition. The same problem is
characteristic of other analyses discussed in this section.

The four approaches to dialectal differences in Irish non-finite clauses, as has
already been noted, rely on the split VP hypothesis. McCloskey (1997, 2001)
argues that this hypothesis makes wrong predictions for Irish when confronted
with data like (116):

(116)
le linn é a fhagaint dhom (McCloskey (1997:224))
when it PRT leave-VN to-me
‘when | leave it’

In the above sentence the subject is marked with the dative prepaosititm

(cf. footnote 42) and the shifted object appears to its left. Under the split VP
hypothesis this order of the object with respect to the subject should never arise,
as the subject is generated above the position to which the object shifts. Conse-
quently, data like (116) cast serious doubts on the split VP hypothesis. There-
fore, it seems worthwhile to try to develop an analysis of the dialectal differe-
nces under scrutiny without making recourse to the split VP. This is attempted in
the next section.

3.3.2. A new approach to dialectal differences

Our analysis of non-finite clauses in Northern dialects is modelled on McCloskey
(2002). Following McCloskey and Sells (1988) we assume that the pariitle
Northern dialects is a transitivity marker, which heads a light verb projection and
checks the Case of the direct object. The subject, either PRO or a lexical one,
has its Case checked by the appropriate Agr in T. To recall, it has been sugges-
ted in section 3.1.2 that PRO is licensed by anaphoric Agr in T checking null
Case, while lexical subjects are licensed by non-anaphoric Agr in T checking
nominative Case (cf. (78)). The order S+V, as in (27a), arises when Agr in T is
non-anaphoric and hence is capable of checking the nominative Case of the
subject (cf. (78b)). This is illustrated in (117) below, in which the subject ori-
ginates within the vP-shell and subsequently undergoes movement to [Spec, TP],
where it has its nominative Case checked by non-anaphoric T-Agr in the spec-
head configuration.
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117y TP

DPSUbj T,

S

T'Ag rnon-anaph vP

tsubj v

S

\Y; VP

The order PRO+V, as in (27b), comes into being when T is anaphoric and hence

checks the null Case of PRO, as in (118):

(118) TP

PRO T

As for the order S+O+PRT+V, as in (27c), it arises when the padiatev
checks the Case of the object and non-anaphoric Agr in T checks the nominative

Case of the subject, as in (119):
(119) TP
DPsyb /T\
T-AQlmon-anaph VP
DPqy; v’

tsubj '

bbj
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In (119) V moves to the light verb and the object moves to the external specifier
of v. A similar situation arises in the sequence PRO+O+PRT+V, as in (27d),
except that Agr in T is anaphoric and hence checks the null Case of PRO.

The trees in (117)—(119) demonstrate that both subjects and objects undergo
overt movement in Northern dialects. The account presented so far implies that
movement is triggered by the necessity to check Case. Another alternative worth
considering is that movement is motivated by the necessity to check the EPP
feature of v or T. We will return to the question of which of these two alterna-
tives is valid for the two dialect groups analysed.

In Southern dialects the situation is different. The paricdan no longer be
treated exclusively as a transitivity marker, as, in the presence of the overt
subject, it does not check the Case of the object and does not trigger its overt
movement. The analysis we would like to advance is based on the following
assumptions:

(120)
a. The particla always has a Case feature to check.

b. The particlea can appear in v or in T, when it appears in v, it checks the
Case of the object and when it appears in T, it checks the Case of the
subject.

c. PRO s licensed by anaphoric Agr in T, which checks its null Case =(78a)).
d. Overt subjects are licensed by the partialewhich is an overt
realization of non-anaphoric Agr in T (cf. (78Db)).

Under the assumptions in (120), the S+PRT+V+O order, as in (28c), arsses if
isin T, as shown in (121):

(121)
/-I-P\
DPsup; T
T vP
| /\
a Eubj %

V DPoy;
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The order PRO+PRT+V+O is excluded, as PRO, bearing null Case, cannot
check the Case dd in T and cannot have its own Case checked. The Case
feature ofa cannot be checked via Agree with the in-situ object DP, as in (122).
This operation would trigger a Defective Intervention Effect, since PRO is a
closer potential Case checker. Alternatively, the object DP in (122) cannot move
to check the Case featureain the presence of a closer potential Case checker,
i.e. PRO.

(122) TP

Y DPyy,

What has to be emphasised is that v in (121) must lack the ability to check Case,
as the DP object in such sequences is marked for genitive, not accusative, an
issue to which we will return. We assume that the genitive Case of the object in
(121) is checked by the verbal noun.

The order PRO+O+PRT+V, as in (28d), arisesappears in v, as in (123):

(123) TP
PRO /T\

T'Ag ranaph VP

Dpobj V'
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In (123) the object checks the Case feature of the paaticies, whereas PRO
checks the null Case of anaphoric Agr in T. Unlike in Northern dialects (cf.
(119)), the order S+O+PRT+V does not occur in Southern dialects, as in this
configuration, schematised in (124) below, T is not fillecaland hence cannot
license an overt subject (cf. (120d)), the only kind of subject that can co-occur
with it is PRO, as in (123).

(124)
/-rp\
DPSUbj T’

S

T'Ag ranaph VP

DPobj /\/1\
tsubj /V’\
Y VP
| /\
a V &bj

Thus, in (124) both the overt subject and anaphoric T-Agr have their Case
unchecked causing the derivation to crash.

The order S+PRT+V, as in (28a), arises in Southern dialects when the
particle a functions as non-anaphoric Agr in T and hence, in accordance with
(120b, d), checks the nominative Case of the subject. This is illustrated in (125)
below:

(125)
P
DPsubj T’

T

T'Ag I'non—anaph vP
a Eubj v

S

\Y VP
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Finally, the order PRO+V, as in (28b), results if T-Agr is anaphoric and there-
fore capable of checking the null Case of PRO. The pasidtees not surface in

this order, as its occurrence in T-Agr would cause the derivation to crash, on
account of the fact tha would not be able to check the null Case of PRO (cf.
(120c, d)). The particla cannot appear in v either, since the verb in this case is
intransitive (cf. (120a, b)). The resulting structure is presented in (126):

(126)
/TP\
PRO T

N

T'Ag ranaph VP

trro v

S

\Y VP

Let us now return to the issue of what motivates movement in non-finite clauses
in Northern and in Southern dialects. As for the Northern dialects, the account
we have presented so far has been based on the assumption that movement is
motivated by the necessity for the subject and the object to check their Case.
However, an alternative line of analysis is possible, namely, it may be suggested
that the subject and the object check their Case in situ via Agree with the appro-
priate head (T or v, respectively) and they move in order to satisfy the EPP
feature of the respective T or v. This latter alternative is in line with the most
recent version of the MP, in which movement is motivated entirely by the nece-
ssity to check EPP features, understood as the filled specifier position of T
(obligatorily) and v or C (optionally), and in which EPP checking is divorced
from Case checking (cf. Chapter I, section 1.0). However, adopting the latter
alternative might be problematic when confronted with McCloskey’s (1996b,
2001) claim that the EPP is inactive in Irish. McCloskey supports this claim by
pointing out a number of subjectless constructions in this language, including
salient unaccusatives like (127), impersonal passives derived from unaccusative
verbs like (128) and semi-lexicalised expressions like (129):

(127)
Neartaigh ara ghlor. (McCloskey (2001:170))
strengthened on his voice
‘His voice strengthened.’
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(128)
nuair a bhi traite sios uaidh (McCloskey (2001:164))
when C was ebbed down from-it
‘when the tide ebbed from around it’

(129)
Tathiarorm (le  mo chuid oibre).
is back on-me with my share wodeN
‘I am behind (with my work).’

McCloskey (1996b) argues that the above sentences do not involve movement of
any argument to the canonical subject position and neither do they show an
empty expletive. Hence, they are truly subjectless and thus support the claim that
the EPP is inactive in IrisH.McCloskey calls such sentences minimal clauses,
which represent just TP (with an unfilled specifier) taking a VP complement.
However, besides truly subjectless clauses like those in (127)-(129), there exist
sentences with an overt subject raised from within VP. One such example is
given in (130), which instantiates perfective passive:

(130)
Ta sé criochnaithe againn. (McCloskey (2001:171))
is it finished by-us
‘It has been finished by us.’

If subject raising does not take place, this sentence becomes ungrammatical, as
can be seenin (131):

(131)
*Ta& criochnaithe sé againn. (McCloskey (2001:171))
is finished it by-us
‘It has been finished by us.’

®" McCloskey (2001) provides additional arguments that the EPP does not hold for Irish.
One such argument is based on Raising, extensively studied in McCloskey (1986). Rai-
sing in Irish is optional, which McCloskey (2001) takes to be a clear indication of the
inactivity of the EPP in this language.
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Additional evidence for subject raising out of its thematic position within VP
can be obtained from adverbial distribution and quantifier float. These processes
are illustrated in (132) and (133), respectively:

(132)
Ni  bhfuair aon bhean riamh roimhe greim laimhe  air.
NEG took any woman ever before-it grip ha&mkon-him
‘No woman had ever before taken his hand.’ (McCloskey (2001:171))

(133)
An bhfuil na préatai curtha uilig agat?
INTERR are the potatoes sown all by-you
‘Have you sown all the potatoes?’ (McCloskey (2001:174))

In (132) the subject appears to the left of the adverbial attached to the edge of
VP, which supports the claim that the subject has raised out of VP. In (133) the
guantifieruilig ‘all’ is stranded in the original subject position within VP, while

the subiject itself has moved to a higher position. The question is what position
the raised subject moves to. McCloskey (1996b) argues that this position does
not correspond to [Spec, TP], as the EPP does not apply in Irish. In fact the
[Spec, TP] position is typically associated with expletive and Irish lacks true
expletives, which implies that the [Spec, TP] position is unrealised in Irish. An
alternative suggested by McCloskey (1996b) is that the subject moves to [Spec,
AgrSP], which is generated below TP, but above®/m subjectless clauses

like (127)-(129) AgrSP is not projected at all.

McCloskey (2002) attempts to reconcile his earlier findings with the idea that
the EPP does in fact operate in Irish. He argues that Irish postverbal subjects
actually appear in the same structural position as their English equivalents, i.e.
[Spec, TP]. To make this suggestion compatible with the VSO word order of
Irish finite clauses, he proposes that there is an extra functional projection below
CP and above TP, as in (134):

%8 Adger (2000) puts forward an account of where the subject in Irish is situated without
making recourse to AgrSP. He argues that the subject raises to a right-adjacent position
to T, i.e. a position adjoined to VP, where it checks its uninterpretable Case feature
under adjacency with T.
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(134)
CP
/\
C FP
/\
F TP
/\
DR, T

/\
T vP

FP corresponds to ti¥P postulated, among others, by Laka (1990) and Zanutti-
nni (1997). The head may be filled by Neg in negative clauses orday in
non-finite clauses (cf. section 3.2). McCloskey justifies the presenz® diy
arguing that dative subjects found in non-finite clauses, i.e. subjects preceded by
do ‘to’ (cf. footnote 42), appear in its specifier. Dative subjects typically occur to
the left ofganand in this respect differ from other subjects of non-finite clauses,
which normally followgan (cf. footnote 48). From this McCloskey (2002) con-
cludes that dative subjects must appear in a structural position higher than other
subjects and he suggests that this position corresponds to IBp&tMcCloskey
argues that if one accepts the claim that the EPP operates in Irish and that Irish
postverbal subjects appear in [Spec, TP], then some phenomena can be given a
straightforward accour?. Firstly, Irish postverbal subjects have the same se-
mantic properties as English preverbal subjects, for instance, in both languages
bare plurals in subject position (outside VP) have generic readings, just like
subjects of individual level predications in these two languages. The identical
semantic properties of subjects in Irish and in English strongly argue for treating
them as occupying the same structural position, i.e. the EPP-related, [Spec, TP]
position. Another phenomenon that McCloskey (2002) explains by appealing to
the EPP in Irish concerns the placement of emphatic and reflexive clitics that can
attach onto overt or covert pronominals. Normally null pronominals, licensed in
the configuration schematised in (135) (cf. McCloskey and Hale (1984)), are not

%9 McCloskey (2001) argues that dative subjects appear as complements within KP,
which occupies the [Spec, TP] position. [Spec, TP] is a higher position than that of other
subjects occupying [Spec, AgrSP].

© However, he leaves aside the treatment of subjecless clauses such as (125)-(127).
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forced by agreement to raise, as illustrated in (136) reproduced after McCloskey
(2002):

(135)
FP

N

F XP

I
[AGR:a]
pro
[AGR:a]

(136)
a. indiaidhiad mo mholadh —sa agus mo mhuintir
after they 1SG praise-VN EMPH and my people
‘after they praised me and my people’

b. & dteach beag compdérdach — na
1PL house small comfortable EMPH
‘our comfortable little house’

Emphatic clitics, such assaan -hain (136) above, can attach to overt DPs, as
in (137):

(237)
mo leabharsa
my book  EMPH
‘my book’

They can also appear with inflected verb forms, which pakeas their subject,
as shown in (138):

(138)
chuirfinn -sé
I-would-put EMPH
‘I would put’

Furthermore, these clitics can co-occur with possessive pronouns within a DP,
such as (139a), whose structure is schematised in (139b).
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(139)
a. [ppmo teach}sa
my house EMPH
‘my house’

b. DP

N

D NP

Ptc D ‘
SG SG
1St 1St

| |

mo teach pro

The structure in (139b) has been adopted after McCloskey and Hale (1984:513).
The empty pronoun in (139b) is licensed by the agreeing possessive pronoun.
The situation analogous to that found in (139) arises in (136), where the empha-
tic clitic also attaches onto the empty pronoun within a DP and thus marks the
position where the pronoun occurs. Just like in (139b), the empty pronoun in
(136) is licensed by the possessive pronoun, which, nonetheless, does not trigger
the raising of the null pronoun. However, the sentences in (136) contrast with the
following ones:

(140)
a. Cuirim —-se i gconai mo hata ar mo chloigeann.
put-PRES-1SG EMPH always my hat on my head
‘| always put my hat on my head.’ (McCloskey (2002))

b.*Cuirim i gconai —se mo hata ar mo chloigeann.
put-PRES-1SG always EMPH my hat on my head
‘| always put my hat on my head.’

The null pronoun in (140a), licensed by the agreement morpheme on the verb,
must raise, as confirmed by the ungrammaticality of (140b). This raising cannot
be triggered by agreement, as sentences (136) make clear, but seems to be mo-
tivated exclusively by the EPP.

™ An alternative explanation for the ungrammaticality of (140b), not considered by
McCloskey (2002), might relate to the fact that clitics attach only to certain hosts.



354 Chapter 5

If one concurs with McCloskey (2002), rather than McCloskey (1996b, 2001),
then movement of the subject and object in non-finite clauses in Northern dia-
lects can be perceived as driven by the necessity to check the EPP feature of T
and v, as already suggested. The question is whether the claim that movement
takes place only to check the EPP-feature of either T or v can be maintained for
Southern dialects. The case crucial to determine this is (28c), with the structure
in (121), repeated for convenience.

(28)
c. Ba mhaith liom [sibh a phéinteail an dorais]. S+PRT+V+O
COP good with-me you-PL PRT paint-VN the deanN
‘I would like you to paint the door.’

(121)
TP
/\
D Psup; T
/\
T vP

Vv DPyy,

In this case the object has its Case checked in situ (presumably by the verbal
noun), if v had an EPP-feature, then the object would have to move to its spe-
cifier, yielding the order S+PRT+0+V. Since this order is unattested, we might
conclude that v, when empty (i.e. unfilled By lacks the EPP-feature. This,
however, is merely a stipulation, as it remains unclear why there should be any
connection between the presence of the lexical material in v and its EPP-feature.
To avoid this stipulation we might assume that Move, at least in Southern dia-
lects, takes place not only for EPP-checking but also for Case checking. This
kind of motivation for movement is offered in earlier versions of the MP (cf.
Chomsky (1995b)) and its presence in many languages, including Irish, is argued

Consequently, the adverlgcénai‘always’ in (140b) might not count as an appropriate
host for the clitic se
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both by Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (2001) and by Legate and Smallwood
(2001). Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (2001) argue, following their earlier
work, namely Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (1998), that the EPP in Irish is
checked by means of V movement to T, not by the Move/Merge of XP in [Spec,
TP], and therefore the raising of the subject from within the VP cannot be
motivated by the EPP, but follows from the necessity for subject to check its
Case. Legate and Smallwood (2001) note that the primary motivation for treat-
ing the EPP-feature as the one triggering movement is the possibility for [Spec,
TP] to be filled with an expletive. Irish lacks expletives (cf. McCloskey (1996b))
but in spite of this shows overt subject movement. As a result, Legate and
Smallwood conclude that subject raising in Irish is not triggered by the EPP
feature of T, but by Case. Since expletives lack Case, the absence of expletives
in Irish follows from the fact that movement to [Spec, TP] is Case-driven and
not EPP-driven.

If we adopt the approach according to which movement in non-finite clauses,
at least in Southern dialects, is motivated by Case, then we can easily explain
why the object does not move in (121); it checks its Case in situ, so there is no
motivation for its movement. In (123), however, the movement of the object is
triggered by the necessity to check Case. The object in (123) does not check its
Case in situ, as the verb lacks a Case feature, which in this case is associated
with the transitivity markea in v. Consequently, the assumption that movement
might be for Case reasons, allows us to explain why the object does not move in
(121) without resorting to any additional stipulations. Additionally, this approach
correctly predicts that wherever movement occurs in Irish, the element that
moves has its Case checked.

The analysis of non-finite clauses in Southern dialects just presented allows
us to maintain the claim that PRO and lexical subjects are generated in the same
structural position and in this respect is advantageous in comparison with Guil-
foyle’s (1994) account. Additionally, we are not forced to postulate any functio-
nal heads intervening between v and V, which is favourable in the light of the
evidence presented by McCloskey (1997, 2001) and which makes our analysis
superior to those offered by Guilfoyle (1994), Noonan (1994), Carnie (1995) and
Duffield (1995). Guilfoyle’s, Noonan's and Duffield’s analyses, appealing to
competition for the same Case position between the subject and the object in
Southern dialects, relied on the assumption that subjects and objects of non-
finite clauses bear accusative case. This, however, does not seem to be justified,
as thes-less pronominal form does not necessarily have to correspond to accu-
sative, but is simply the Case form found in positions other than the one imme-
diately after the finite verb (cf. section 1.4). This problem is overcome in our
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analysis, where subjects of non-finite clauses are regarded as bearing nominative
Case licensed by non-anaphoric Agrin T.

A potential problem that our analysis creates concerns the fact that PRO in
(123) must be allowed to move across the object in [Spec, vP] to check the Case
of T; the movement of the object is blocked by the fact that it is ‘frozen in place’
after its Case has been checked in [Spec/A/Piis gives rise to the ‘old’ equi-
distance problem of why the subject can leave the vP in spite of the lack of V
movement to T (cf. section 3.3.1). Exactly the same problem arises in Northern
dialects where the subject regularly moves across the object (cf. (119)). This
problem is avoided in some former analyses by postulating the split VP for Irish
(cf. section 3.3.1), which itself is highly problematic (cf. the end of section
3.3.1). The solution we would like to offer is based on Chomsky’s (2000, 2001a,
b) concept of equidistance according to which specifiers of the same head are
equidistant from all higher materigl.Since in (123) and in (119) both the
subject and the object occupy the specifier position within the same vP, move-
ment of the former over the latter does not violate equidistance and is therefore
perfectly legitimate.

Another apparently problematic issue concerns the fact that in the analysis
just sketched v must lack a Case feature unless filled(bl (121) with (123)).

This, in turn, suggests thatin Southern dialects can function as a transitivity
marker (cf. (120b)). Another function thatcan have in these dialects is that of
the overt realisation of non-anaphoric Agr, which is capable of licensing overt
subjects (cf. (120d)). Consequently, in our analysis the ambiguous statis of
responsible for word order patterns found in Southern dialects distinct from
those attested in Northern dialects, where the particle is always located in v. This
idea is slightly similar to that proposed by Carnie (1995) (cf. section 3.3.1).

Finally, the analysis of dialectal differences just presented requires that the
particlea in Southern dialects fill just one position at a time, i.e. either v or non-
anaphoric Agr in T. It can never lexicalise these two positions simultaneously, as
this would give rise to the untested pattern S+a+O+a+V. In fact, we have to
assume that non-anaphoric Agr in T is present only when lexicalisgdotiyer-
wise it is absent or replaced by anaphoric Agr in T (cf. (124)), which cannot
check the nominative Case of the lexical subject.

2 |In other words, the object ceases to be active, since its Case feature is valued.
3 Chomsky’s exact formulation of equidistance can be found in Chapter | section 1.0.
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4.0. Anomalous control
4.1. What is anomalous control?

The termanomalous controlas introduced by McCloskey and Sells (1988) to
denote structures whose prepositional object must be co-referential with the
matrix subject? In anomalous control (as well as in many other control struc-
tures (cf., for example, (27b, c, d)), the matrix subject often corresponds to a
prepositional object within a prepositional pronounJiofn ‘with me’ in (141a)

below andduit ‘to you’ in (141b) below. When these subjects are co-referential
with prepositional objects occurring in non-finite complements to predicates
referring to mental or physical states, as in (141a), and ones expressing posse-
ssion, as in (141b), they give rise to anomalous control.

(141)
a. Nior mhaith liom [ocras a  bheith ogn
COP-NEG good with-me hunger PRT be-VN on-me
‘I wouldn't like to be hungry.’ (McCloskey and Sells (1988:144))

b. Ba choir duit [carr a bheith agdt
COP proper to-you car PRT be-VN at-you
‘You should have a car.’ (McCloskey and Sells (1988:145))

Anomalous control also arises in passive perfective structures where the agent
prepositional complement is controlled by the matrix subject, as in (142a), and
in constructions with the prepositita‘with’, as in (142b):

(142)
a. Ba chdéir duit [naleabharthai seo uilig a bheith léite 4gat
COP proper to-you the books these all PRT be-VN read at-you
‘You should read all these books.’ (McCloskey and Sells (1988:146))

b. Caithfidh tg [fear maith a  bheith ledt
must you man good PRT be-VN with-you
‘You must have a good man along with you.’
(McCloskey and Sells (1988:145))

" The existence of such structures is reported by McCloskey (1980b), who does not
refer to them as anomalous control.
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The structures in (141) and (142) are anomalous in that it is the prepositional
object, not the embedded subject, that is controlled by the matrix subject. Mc-
Closkey (1980b) notes that this type of control is restricted to prepositional
complements that correspond to notional subjects, and can never be found with
ordinary prepositional argumeritsThe contrast between (142) and (143) below
illustrates this point.

(143)
a.*Ba choéir duit [brod a bheith ardo mhéathair gsat
COP proper to-you pride PRT be-VN on your mother out-of-you
“*You should for your mother to be proud of you.’
(McCloskey and Sells (1988:147))

b.*Caithfidh t( [Ciaran labhairt leak
must you Ciaran speak  with-you
“*You must for Ciaran to speak with you.’
(McCloskey and Sells (1988:146))

The sentences in (143), where the controlled element within the PP is an argu-
ment of the adjectival/verbal predicate, are unacceptable, in contradistinction to
the sentences in (142), which are perfectly legitimate, as control in their case
obtains between the notional subject within the PP and the notional matrix
subject.

4.2. McCloskey and Sells’ (1988) analysis

Anomalous control has not attracted a lot of attention in the literature and the
only available analysis of this construction is McCloskey and Sells (1988). Let
us briefly present its main points.

McCloskey and Sells (1988) suggest that anomalous control turns out not to
be so anomalous if one posits the presence of a PRO subject in sentences like
(141) and (142) above, which is controlled by the matrix subject and is co-
referential with the prepositional object. Under this analysis, sentences (141)
have the representations in (144) and sentences (142) — the representations in (145).

> Both McCloskey (1980b) and McCloskey and Sells (1988) do not elaborate on the
guestion of what entities the temmtional subjects meant to refer to.
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(144)
a. Nior mhaith liom[PRO, ocras a bheith orth

b. Ba chéir duit[PRO carr a bheith aggt

(145)
a. Ba chair duit[PRQ, na leabharthai seo uilig a bheith I1éite ggat

b. Caithfidh tg [PRQ, fear maith a bheith legt

McCloskey and Sells draw an analogy between anomalous control structures,
such as (141) and (142), and non-finite clauses with overt subjects like (146)
below.

(146)
Nior mhaith liom [sibh eaglaa  bheith oraifjh
COP-NEG good with-me you-PL fear PRT be-VN on-you
‘I wouldn't like you to be afraid.’ (McCloskey and Sells (1988:156))

In (146) obligatory co-reference obtains between the embedded structural sub-
ject and the notional subject within the PP. McCloskey and Sells argue that a
similar kind of co-reference occurs in anomalous control structures; the diffe-
rence between (146) on the one hand, and (141) and (142) on the other, lying in
the presence of the overt subject in the former and the covert subject, i.e. PRO,
in the latter. The analogy between sentences like (146) and anomalous control
structures such as (141) and (142) is strengthened by the fact that the notional
subject restriction mentioned in section 4.1 is also valid for non-finite clauses
like (146), as shown in (147), which is parallel to (143b):

(247)
*Nior mhaith liom  [Searmo mhéthair labhairt leis
COP-NEG good with-me John my mother speak-VN with-him
‘I wouldn’t like my mother to speak to John.’
(McCloskey and Sells (1988:155))

In (147) the co-reference between the embedded clause subject and the prepo-
sitional argument of the verb leads to ungrammaticality, unlike in (146), where
the prepositional object corresponds to the notional subject.
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The representation in (144a) is problematic since, as McCloskey (1980b)
points out, in sentences like (148) below the @iPas ‘hunger’ is indeed the
surface subjecf

(148)
Taocras orm.
is hunger on-me
‘I'm hungry.’

Sinceocras ‘hunger’ functions as a subject in structures like (148), McCloskey
and Sells (1988) run into the problem of having two subjects in sentences like
(144a): one being PRO and the otheras‘hunger’. They solve this problem in

the following way: they argue that the DPs ld@as ‘hunger’ originate within a
small clause, a complement of the védibbbe’, and then raise to the non-the-
matic subject position in cases like (148). This is illustrated in (149) below:

(149)
/S\
NP () VP
V SC
| /\
Ta NP PP
| I
ocras orm

In (149) the symbol SC stands for a small clause. Thed#&s ‘hunger’ raises
from the subject position within the small clause to the non-thematic subject
position in the matrix clause. This way, McCloskey and Sells account for the
fact thatocras ‘hunger’ functions as the surface subject in such casks.
sentences like (144a), howeverras ‘hunger starts within a small clause

8 McCloskey’s (1980b) evidence to support the claim tleaés ‘hunger’ functions as a
subject in sentences like (148) is based on relativisation and on the fact that it is impossi-
ble to insert any material between the verb@erds For details cf. McCloskey (1980Db).

" The verbta ‘is’ must move above the landing site @éras ‘hunger’ to derive the
correct word order.
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complement of the verbal nolnieith ‘be’, from where it raises into the matrix
clause object position. The exact representation of (144a) is provided in (150):

(150)
s

T

NP VP

I
PRO NP VP

| /\
ocrasg V SC

I
a bheith ¢ PP

orm

In (150) the DP (NP in McCloskey and Sells’ analysisjas ‘hunger’ raises

from within a small clause to a position adjoined to VP, which in McCloskey
and Sells’ analysis corresponds to the object position in non-finite clauses (cf.
section 3.3.1). By postulating the representation in (150) for (144a), McCloskey
and Sells successfully handle the ‘double subject’ problem. In fact they posit
similar representations for sentences like (146), except that the embedded sub-
ject position is filled with the lexical subject, not PRO.

Another problem for McCloskey and Sells’ account is that there is no theta-
role available for the PRO subject in cases of anomalous control such as (144a)
and for overt subjects in cases like (146). In order to solve this problem McClos-
key and Sells suggest that in such constructions thetaele’ (or its verbal
noun bheith assigns no theta role. In fact the only theta-assigning element in
cases like (144a) is the predicate Bétas ‘hunger’, which assigns the role of
Experiencer to its prepositional object. They further suggest that this Experien-
cer theta-role is split between two elements, namely the PRO subject and the pre-
positional object. McCloskey and Sells observe that psychological predicates li-
ke eagla‘fear’ used in (146) can have a more complex structure, as shown in (151):

(151)
Taeagla orm roimh an bhas.
is fear on-me before the death
‘I'm afraid of death.’
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In (151) the Experiencer role is assigned by the predézaita‘fear’ within the
PPorm ‘on me’, while the Theme role is assigned within theréifh an bhas
‘before the death’. McCloskey and Sells suggest that the complex phrase in
(151) has the following structure:

(152)
SC
/\
NP PP
/\ /\
N PP P NP
| T |
eagla P NP ar
I
roimh

They argue that the inner PP corresponds to the internal argument of the predi-
cateeagla‘fear’, while the outer PP is its external argument. Since it is always
the external argument that is controlled in anomalous control structures (cf.
(144) and (146) above), the notional subject restriction mentioned in section 4.1
gets a natural explanation.

McCloskey and Sells (1988) account for the anaphoric relationship holding
between PRO and the prepositional object in anomalous control structures by
suggesting that there is an A-chain between PRO and the prepositional®object.
They adopt Rizzi's (1986) idea that A-chains can be formed not only via move-
ment. They note that postulating non-movement A-chains terminating in a pro-
noun removes asymmetry from the system, in which A’-chains terminating in a
pronoun are regularly found in resumptive pronoun constructichsey obser-
ve that A-chains terminating in a pronoun can also be found in raising structures,
such as (153) below:

8 McCloskey and Sells assume that this chain is formed at D-structure, as thanks to its
formation the PRO subject receives a theta-role from the DP predicate. If the chain is not
formed at D-structure, a violation of the Theta Criterion ensues.

" 1In Irish A’-chains with resumptive pronouns are formed via movement (cf. McCloskey
(1990)), whereas in other languages these chains do not result from movement (cf.
Engdahl (1985)).
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(153)
ni fhéadfadh a hubh san gan bolath an éisc a
NEG can-COND her egg DEM without smell the fehN PRT
bheith ann
be-VN in-it

‘that one’s egg couldn’t but smell of fish.’
(McCloskey and Sells (1988:177))

In (153) the A-chain is formed between the ®Rubh sarione’s egg’ and the
pronoun within the PBRnn‘in it'".

McCloskey and Sells (1988) observe that all anomalous control constructions
are built around the veta ‘be’ (cf. (141) and (142)). On their analysis, this verb
constitutes an exception to Burzio’s (1986) Generalisation, as it assigns Case to
the object in non-finite clauses (adjoined to VP, cf. (150)) without assigning a
theta-role to the subjett.

McCloskey and Sells note that anomalous control structures are restricted to
Northern dialects and can never be found in Southern dialects. They argue that
this fact supports their analysis. Since in Southern dialects only one overt DP
can appear in front of the verbal noun (cf. section 1.4), structures like (146) are
never attested in these dialects. The only possible Southern version of (146) is a
sentence like (154):

(154)
Nior mhaith liom [eaglaa  bheith oraibh].
COP-NEG good with-me fear PRT be-VN on-you
‘I wouldn't like you to be afraid.” (McCloskey and Sells (1988:169))

For structures like (154) McCloskey and Sells propose two alternative analyses:
eithereagla‘fear’ moves from within a small clause to the non-thematic subject
position, as in (155), or it adjoins to VP, as in (156).

8 The fact that the verta ‘be’ is indispensable for anomalous control to arise is confir-
med by the impossibility of this type of control in small clauses without this verb, as in
(i) below:
()*Ba mhinic [mé eagla orm].

COP often  me fear on-me

‘| was often afraid.’
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(155)
S [-FIN] (McCloskey and Sells (1988:169))
NP () VP [-FIN]
V [-FIN] scC
a br|1eith NP/\PP
eLgIa olraibh
(156)
S [-FIN]
NP (-6) VP [-FIN]
plro NP /\w
elagla V [-FIN] SC
a brlleith NP PP
tJ orlaibh

The subject position in (156) is filled by a null non-thematic element, qaited
McCloskey and Sells admit that they lack evidence in favour of either of the two
analyses presented above.

Finally, McCloskey and Sells (1988) observe that postulating PRO within
clauses such as (144) and (145) has a welcome consequence, as it makes possi-
ble to claim that all types of DP can occur as subjects in anomalous control stru-
ctures. It has been shown in (146) that overt lexical subjects are possible in this
position. The same is true of traces of A- and A’-movement, as can be seen in (157):

(157)
a. Ni  thiocfadh libh[t; fear ni b’fhearra  bheith ligh
NEG could with-you man better PRT be-VN with-you
‘You couldn’t have a better man along with you.’
(McCloskey and Sells (1988:157))
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b. Ca a ba doichi 1[thios a bheith aigle
who PTC COP-COND most-probable knowledge PRT be-VN at-him
‘Who would most probably know?’ (McCloskey and Sells (1988:157))

In (157a) the trace of A-movement occupies the subject position in the embed-
ded clause, whereas in (157b) the embedded clause subject position is filled with
the trace of A’-movemerit. Both (157a) and (157b) represent cases of anoma-
lous control.

4.3. Anomalous control — an analysis

The analysis of anomalous control we would like to offer is basically an updated
version of McCloskey and Sells’ account. One crucial difference between their
analysis and the account advanced here lies in the way co-reference is establish-
ed between the prepositional complement and the embedded subject (either the
PRO subject, as in (144) and (145), or the overt one, as in (146)). To recall, Mc-
Closkey and Sells link these two positions in terms of a non-movement A-chain.
The stand we would like to defend is that these two positions are related by
means of movement. Our account is based on Kayne’s (2002) idea that co-refe-
rence is obtained when two co-referential elements are merged tdéhgne
(2002:135) suggests that sentences like (158a) and (158b) below should be deri-
ved from the representations in (159a) and (159b), respectively:

(158) a. Johnthinks he is smart.
b. John tried PRO to solve the problem.

(159) a. thinks [John he] is smart
b. tried to [John PRO] solve the problem

In (159a)Johnand the co-referential pronoun are merged as a single constituent
and afterwardslohn moves into the theta-position of the matrix verb to yield

8 Irish possesses a special kind of raising, i.e. the embedded subject can raise to the
prepositional complement position, as in (i) below. Such constructions are analysed in
detail in McCloskey (1984).
() Ni thig le Ciaranlt;a bheith ibhfad ar shidl].

NEG come with Ciaran PRT be-VN far away

‘Ciaran can't be far away.’ (McCloskey (1984:466))
8 An account of resumption in the case of A-movement along similar lines can be
found in Boeckx (2003).
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(158a). In (159bJohnforms a constituent with the co-referential PRO and sub-
sequently it moves into the specifier of the matrix verb, where it is assigned a
theta role, yielding (158b).

When applied to the anomalous control data in Irish, Kayne’s account pre-
dicts that in sentences like (144a) and (146), repeated for convenience below,
PRO and the overt subject form a constituent with the prepositional complement,
as shown in (160a) and (1608).

(144)
a. Nior mhaith liom[PRO, ocras a bheith orin
COP-NEG good  with-me hunger PRT be-VN on-me
‘I wouldn't like to be hungry.’

(146)
Nior mhaith liom [sibh eagla a bheith oraifjh
COP-NEG good with-me you-PL fear PRT be-VN on-you
‘I wouldn't like you to be afraid.’ (McCloskey and Sells (1988:156))

(160)
a. /:’P\
P DP
| /\
orm D PRO
I
pro
[1SG]
b PP
/\
P DP
| /\
oraibh D sibh
I
pro
[2PL]

8 The remarks made in relation to (144a) are also valid for (144b) and (145).
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The structure in (160a), corresponds to the relevant part of the embedded clause
in (144a), while (160b) represents the relevant part of the non-finite clause in
(146)%* The prepositional complement in (144a) and (146)ris whose ¢-
features are reflected in the form assumed by the preposition. In (160a) the
prepositional complememro is merged with PRO, which guarantees their co-
reference, whereas in (160pjo is merged with the pronousibh ‘you-PL’,

which establishes the co-reference between the two. The representation in (160b)
might seem problematic @so and overt pronouns do not normally co-occur in
Irish 2> However, the representation in (160b) only captures that fact tharehat

and the pronoun in (146) are co-referential, and is not meant to suggest that they
can co-occur within the same projection. Exactly the same situation holds in
(159b), wherelohnand PRO start off as a single constituent in spite of the fact
that PRO and overt subjects do not co-occur in English. In other wiyals)

(160a) and (160b) functions as a pronominal double, just like the privecund

PRO in the English examples (158a) and (158b). As for the representation in
(160a), PRO is generated as a specifier within a DP complement of a preposi-
tion. This is a special position for PRO, which normally originates in [Spec, vP]
(cf., for instance, (123)), and is restricted to cases of non-reflexive co-reference,
that is, to cases in which PRO determines the reference of the pronominal object
but its own reference is determined outside the non-finite clause. Not only PRO
in (160a) functions as a specifier within a DP but aibbin (160b), from whe-

re they move to [Spec, TP] within the embedded cl&tiEhe motivation behind

this movement is the necessity to check the EPP-feature of the embedded T or
the necessity to check the Case feature of T if Case, not EPP-checking, is taken

8 McCloskey and Hale (1984) analyse inflected prepositionsdike ‘on me’ in the
following way:

0] PP
/\
P NP
[BPL] |
| pro
orm [3PL]

8 The fact that overt pronouns apdo do not co-occur in Irish is confirmed by the
ungrammaticality of (i) below:
()*oraibh pro sibh

on-you-PL 2PL you-PL

‘on you’
8 PRO andsibhin (160a) and (160b) appear as rightward specifiers, which represents a
departure from Kayne (1994).
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to be the factor motivating movement (see section 3.3.2). Unlike in Kayne’s
examples (158), PRO and the DP move to a non-thematic position (cf. Chapter
IV, section 4.1.5).

Let us now see how the account of co-reference just presented fits into the
overall analysis of anomalous control. The three cases to be considered comprise
sentences like (144a), (146) and sentences like (154), repeated for convenience
below, where no co-reference holds between the prepositional complement and
the matrix subject.

(154)
Nior mhaith liom [eaglaa  bheith oraibh].
COP-NEG good with-me fear PRT be-VN on-you
‘I wouldn't like you to be afraid.’ (McCloskey and Sells (1988:169))

For sentences like (144a) the derivation proceeds in the way schematised in (161):

(161)
TP
P
T
N
T vP
N
v
N
v
N

\Y VP

bheith DP PP
| /\
ocras P DP
I
oorm D PRO

pro
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McCloskey and Sells (1988) treat the partialéen the complexa bheith (and
elsewhere, cf. (150) and (156)) as a transitivity marker and conclude that the
non-finite verba bheithis exceptionally transitive. The same kind of approach to

a bheithis adopted in (161), wheee being a transitivity marker, is generated in

v, to which the verlbheithmoves. The D®cras‘hunger’ enters Agree with v,
checking v's ¢-features and its own Case feature. The EPP-feature of v triggers
the movement of this DP. In (161) T has an EPP-feature as well as a Case
feature, so it acts as an active Probe. The only matching Goal for this Probe is
PRO. The littlepro does not count as a Goal for this Probe, as it is a head, not a
specifier and hence is unable to move into the [Spec, TP] position. However, the
movement of PRO to [Spec, TP] acragsasin [Spec, VP] violates Shortest
Movement’ In order to avoid this problem we would like to suggest that the
movement of PRO proceeds in two steps. First PRO moves to the internal [Spec,
vP] and only after that does PRO move to [Spec, TP]. Thed®&s ‘hunger’
cannot move into [Spec, TP], as having checked its Case, it is ‘frozen in place’.
The second step in the movement of PRO is now licit, as PR@aad are
specifiers within the same head and hence are equidistant to [Spec, TP].

The first step in the movement of PRO seems to be unmotivated and has been
posited only to make the movement of PRO over the DP in [Spec, vP] legiti-
mate. However, Kayne argues that the intermediate step of movement is needed
also for English sentences like (158a) in order to explain the contrast between
(158a) and the following sentences:

(162)
a. Johnthinks highly of hira,.

b. John considers him,, intelligent. (Kayne (2002:143))

He argues that the intermediate position for the movement of [John he] is avai-
lable only in (158a), but not in (162), which is responsible for the different status
of these sentences whdohnandhe are co-referentidf The details of Kayne’s
proposal are not relevant to the point under consideration and therefore we will
not discuss them here. What is important is that an intermediate step in move-
ment is necessary in structures triggering co-reference in English and therefore
we might suggest the same for Irish sentences like (144a). A different motivation

87 Alternatively, ocras ‘hunger’, being a closer inactive Goal, blocks Agree between T
and PRO.

8 The whole constituent [John he] moves to an intermediate position and afterwards
Johnmoves to the matrix subject position.
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for first step in the movement of PRO in (161) may be based on cyclicity. Taka-
hashi (1994) suggests that cyclicity does not result from feature checking (as in
Chomsky (2000, 2001a, b)), but should rather be understood as a requirement
that steps be local (cf. Chapter 1 section 1.0). When applied to A-movement, this
conception of cyclicity predicts that a moved category must move through every
intervening A-position. If one follows Takahashi’'s understanding of cyclicity,
instead of Chomsky’s (2000 2001a, b), one would force the movement of PRO
in (161) via [Spec, vP] to satisfy cyclicity.

Whichever factor one takes as motivating the movement of PRO in (161) to
[Spec, vP], PRO does not receive any theta role in this position. Consequently,
we assume that PRO obtains its theta-role within the PP, jugirbkérom the
predicateocras‘hunger’. Thus, one theta role is split betwgea and PRO, just
like in McCloskey and Sells’ account.

The derivation of (146) is analogous to the one provided for (144b) in (161),
except that the overt pronoun occupies the specifier position within the DP, a
complement of the PP. The structural representation of (146) is presented in
(163) below:

(163)
TP
/\
T
/\
T vP
/\
V1
/\
V1
/\
\Y; VP
| /\
a \Y SC
I
bheith DP PP
|
eagla P DP
I
oraibh D sibh

pro
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The derivation of (154) is different. In a way analogous to McCloskey and Sells,
we would like to put forward two alternative derivations for (154), which are
schematised in (164a) and (164b):

(164)
a. TP
/\
pro T
/\
T vP
/\
V'l
/\
Y VP
| P
a \ SC
| /\
bheith DP PP
|
eagla P DP
| |
oraibh pro
b. TP
/\
T1
/\
T vP
/\
Y VP
| T
a Vv SC
| P
bheith DP PP
|
eagla P DP
| |
oraibh pro

The two representations above differ in that in (164a) the pastiden transi-
tivity marker and hence checks the Caseayla‘fear’, which moves to [Spec,
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vP] to check v's EPP-feature. In (164b), on the other hand, no longer a
marker of transitivity, s@agla‘fear’ does not have its Case checked within the
vP and therefore remains an active Goal for a higher Probe, i.e. T. The repre-
sentations in (164) also differ as to how the EPP-feature of T is satisfied. In
(164a) it is satisfied by the merger jofo, co-referential withoraibh, directly

into [Spec, TP], whereas in (164éxgla‘fear’ enters Agree with T and subse-
guently moves into [Spec, TP]. Neither in (164a) nor in (164b) is PRO or overt
DP merged wittpro within the PP and hence the prepositional complement in
this case does not need to be controlled. Choosing between the representation in
(164a) and in (164b) is not an easy matter. A test which might possibly help us
to resolve the issue of which representation to choose for sentences like (154) is
based on relativisation. Irish shows two distinct relativisation techniques: move-
ment and resumption. If a subject is relativised, no resumptive pronoun can be
used, only a gap in the relativisation site (cf. McCloskey (1990, 2002)). Howe-
ver, the use of a resumptive pronoun is optional if the direct object undergoes
relativisation. Since there exists a difference regarding the use of the resumptive
pronoun in relatives depending on whether the element relativised is a subject or
a direct object, this test has a potential of showing wheihga ‘fear’ in (154)
occupies the subject position, as in (164b), or the object position, as predicted by
(164a). If we relativise the D@agla‘fear’ in (154), we obtain the following two
sentences:

(165)
a. an eagla néar mhaith iom a bheith ort
the fear COP-NEG-REL good with-me PRT be-VN on-you
‘the fear that | wouldn't like you to have’

b. an eagla nar mhaith liom i a bheith ort
the fear COP-NEG-REL good with-me it PRT be-VN on-you
‘the fear that | wouldn't like you to have’

(165a) is a relative clause without a resumptive pronoun, whereas (165b) con-
tains a resumptive pronoun in the relativisation site. The possibility of having a
resumptive pronoun in sentences like (165) might indicateethgiaa ‘fear’ in

cases like (154) is a direct object, not a subject. This conclusion, however, is
problematic in the light of the data like (166) below:

(166)
a. an fear nar mhaith liom  eagla a bheith air
the man COP-NEG-REL good with-me fear PRT be-VN on-him
‘the man that | wouldn't like to be afraid’
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b. an fear nar mhaith liom é eaglaa  bheith air
the man COP-NEG-REL good with-me him fear PRT be-VN on-him
‘the man that | wouldn't like to be afraid’

In (166b) the resumptive pronoun appears in the relativisation site in spite of the
fact that the relativised element is the subject of the non-finite clause. To ac-
count for the presence of the resumptive pronoun in (166b) we may refer to
McCloskey (1990:210), who notes that only the highest subject position in the
relative clause cannot be filled by the resumptive profidGmnce the position
filled by the resumptive pronoun in (166b) is that of the embedded, not of the
matrix, subject, the use of the resumptive pronoun is to be expected. Relating
what we have just said to (165), we may observe that the use of the resumptive
pronoun in (165b) tells us nothing about the structural positiceagha ‘fear’.
The DPeagla‘fear’ in (165) may be used with or without a resumptive pronoun,
which follows equally well from it being treated as a direct object, as in (164a),
or as a subject, as in (164b). Similarly to McCloskey and Sells (1988), we leave
unresolved the issue of which representation in (164) is to be chosen for (154).
Let us now turn to the question of how to block sentences like (147) (cf. also
((143b)), repeated for convenience below:

(147)
*Nior mhaith liom  [Searmo mhéthair labhairt leis
COP-NEG good with-me John my mother speak-VN with-him
‘I wouldn’t like my mother to speak to John.’
(McCloskey and Sells (1988:155))

The derivation of (147) is schematised in (167):

8 The relevant contrast is illustrated in examples (i) and (ii):
()*an fear [a raibh sé breoite]
the man Cwas heiill
‘the man that (he) was ill’
(i) an t-Or seo [ar chreid corr-dhuine [go raibh sé ann]]  (McCloskey (1990:210))
the gold this C believed a few people C was it there
‘this gold that a few people believed (it) was there’
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(167)
TP
/\
T1
/\
vP
/\
DP v’
| /\
mo mhathair v VP
V PP
|
labhairt P DP
| /\
leis D Sean
I
pro

In (167) the escape hatch for the successive cyclic movem&waofJohn’ is

filled by the external argument of the véabhairt ‘speak’, namelyno mhéthair

‘my mother’. Consequently,eanwould have to move directly into [Spec, TP]

to satisfy the EPP-feature of T. This movement passes over a closer potential
active Goal, i.emo mhathairmy mother’. Such movement is illicit, as it viola-

tes the Minimal Link Condition and leaveso mhathair'my mother’ with the
unchecked Case feature. Thus, we have accounted for the notional subject res-
triction mentioned by McCloskey and Sells in terms of the Minimal Link Con-
dition violation. However, cases like (143a), repeated for convenience below,
are not covered by this explanation.

(143)
a.*Ba chéir duit[PRQO, bréd a bheith ar do mhéathair gsat
COP proper to-you pride PRT be-VN on your mother out-of-you
“*You should for your mother to be proud of you.’
(McCloskey and Sells (1988:147))

The schematic representation of the embedded clause in (143a) is given in (168):
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(168)
TP
\
T
/\
T vP
/\
V'
/\
Vv
/\
\Y; VP
| /\
a V SC
| /\
bheith DP PP
/\ |
D PP  ar do mhathair
|
brod P DP
| /\
asat pro PRO

In (168) brod ‘pride’ has its Case checked by the part@len v and moves to
[Spec, vP]. In order to obtain the co-reference marked in (143a) PRO must be
merged within the internal argument of the predidaigd ‘pride’ (cf. (152)
above)?® The movement of PRO from this position to [Spec, TP] (via [Spec,
vP]) is illicit. The reason why this movement cannot take place is that, under the
assumption that DP is a phase, extracting any material from within its comple-
ment violates the Phase Impenetrability Condition, which allows movement
from the edge of the phase, but not from within its complefidiatamples like

(169) below, where PRO is moved from within the external argument of the
predicatebréd ‘pride’ are perfectly grammatical.

% The representation in (168) must be affected by a movement operation putting the PP
asat‘out of you’ behindar do mhathairon your mother’.
1 For arguments that DP is a phase see Chomsky (2000, 2001a, b).
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(169)
Ba choir duit[PRO brod a bheith ort as do mhathair].
COP prefer to-you pride PRT be-VN on-you out-of your mother
‘You should be proud of your mother.” (McCloskey and Sells (1988:146))

The schematic representation of (169) is presented in (170):

(170)
TP
\
T’
/\
T vP
/\
V1
/\
V’
/\
\Y; VP
| /\
a \/ SC
| /\
bheith DP PP
/\ l\
D PP P DP

| |
bréd as do mhathai

ot D PRO
I

pro

The extraction of PRO from within the P ‘on you’ in (170) does not violate
the PIC, as PRO appears within the specifier of the DP, hence at the edge of the
phase. Consequently, (169) is perfectly grammatical. Thus, it has been shown
that the notional subject restriction operative in anomalous control structures can
be derived either from the MLC (cf. (143b) and (147)) or from the PIC (cf. 143a)).
McCloskey and Sells (1988) note that anomalous control structures like (146)
are possible in Northern dialects only, whereas Southern dialects display only
structures such as (144), (145) and (154). How can we account for this dialectal
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variation? It has been suggested in section 3.3.2 that the partici8outhern
dialects functions either as a transitivity marker or as a non-anaphoric T-Agr (cf.
(120)). In order to derive structures like (14&)nust be a transitivity marker to

be able to check the Case adHgla‘fear’. In order to license the overt subject
sibh ‘you-PL’, a must appear in T-Agr. Sinaecannot occupy these two posi-
tions simultaneously, structures like (146) are banned in Southern dialects. The
schematic representation of (146) is given in (171):

a \Y SC

bheith DP PP

|
eagla P DP

|
oraibh D sibh

pro

The Case feature gibh‘you-PL’ in (171) cannot be checked as the appropriate
licenser, i.e. the patrticla, is missing in T-Agr. In Northern dialects such stru-
ctures are perfectly licit, asin these dialects is only a transitivity marker, not
the realization of non-anaphoric T-Agr.

The derivation of sentences like (144) and (145) in Southern dialects proceeds
in the same way as in Northern ones (cf. (161)). Sentences like (154) are derived
as in (164a), ihiis a transitivity marker, or as in (172) belovaifs in T.
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(172)
TP
N
T1
N
T vP
| N
a v VP
N
\Y SC
I
bheith DP PP
|
eagla P DP
I I
oraibh pro

In (172) the DPeaglamoves to [Spec, TP], where it has its Nominative Case
checked by the particks which lexicalises non-anaphoric Agrin T.

The final issue to be considered is why the \@rbith‘be’ is indispensable
in anomalous control. In a way analogous to McCloskey and Sells (1988), we
ascribe a special status to this verb. For one thing, it is regarded as transitive
since, like transitive verbs, it is preceded by the particl8ut, unlike other
transitive verbs, it does not assign a theta role to its subject. Thus, it is exceptional
as regards Burzio’'s Generalisation (cf. section 4.2). It seems that the availability
of anomalous control is dependent on the presence of an empty non-thematic
subject position within the vP, which serves as an escape hatch for A-movement
from within a PP (cf. (161) above). Transitive verbs normally have an overt
external argument filling the internal specifier of vP and hence lack such an
escape hatch, making anomalous control unavailable (cf. (167)).

To sum up, our analysis of anomalous control in Irish shares its basic insight
with McCloskey and Sells’ account, though it differs in the mechanisms it em-
ploys. After McCloskey and Sells we assume that anomalous control is not so
anomalous, as in fact the co-reference between the matrix subject and the prepo-
sitional complement is mediated by either an overt element or covert PRO in the
embedded subject position. The overt element or PRO reach the embedded sub-
ject position from within the PP predicate of a small clause, where they form a
constituent with the co-referential pronoun and get a split theta-role. From within
the PP they move via the internal [Spec, VvP] to [Spec, TP] to satisfy the EPP-
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feature of T. It has been argued that the notional subject restriction operating in
anomalous control can be derived from the MLC or the PIC.

5.0. Non-obligatory control in Irish

This section focuses on two issues relating to NOC in Irish, namely the licensing
of NOC PRO in Super-Equi constructions, and the treatment of NOC PRO as
either an empty pronoun or a logophor. Both these questions are addressed in
sections 5.1 and 5.2, respectively.

5.1. Super-Equi constructions in Irish

Irish Super-Equi constructions behave in a similar manner to their equivalents in
Polish, but are distinct from their English counterparts, in that they always trig-
ger NOC, regardless of the type of predicate they contain, as can be seen in
(173) below:

(a73)
a. Creideann Mairggo bhfuil sé pianmhar do ShedRRO, & a
believes Mary C is it painful to John him PRT
cheartd go poibli].

correct-VN in public
‘Mary believes that it is painful for John to be corrected in public.’

b. Creideann Maire go bhfuil sé diobhalach do ShedpRO,,n& a
believes Mary C is it harmful  to John him PRT
mholadh].
praise-VN
‘Mary believes that it is harmful for John to be praised.’

Although sentence (173a) contains a psych predigatemhar ‘painful’ and
sentence (173b) displays a non-psych onediabhalach'harmful’, they both
allow either PRO controlled by the more distant controllerMdre ‘Mary’, or

an arbitrary oné” In other words, in both (173a) and (173b) PRO is non-obli-
gatorily controlled.

9 1n (173a) and (173b%ean‘John’ can control PRO only if the pronoun within the
bracketed clause is disjoint in reference fisean'John'.
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Furthermore, Irish, in contradistinction to English and Polish, disallows in-
traposition, as confirmed by the ungrammaticality of the following example:

(A74)
* Dhéanfadh [PR@Qa drochnuacht a  insint g6 dochar do Shean
would-do bad news PRT say-VN to-him harm to John
‘Telling him bad news would harm John.’

Example (174) becomes grammatical only if the bracketed clause gets
extraposed, as in (175):

(175)
Dhéanfadh sé dochar do Shef®RQO/,p drochnuachta  insint
would-do it harm to John bad news PRT say-VN
doy).
to-him

‘It would harm John to tell him bad news.’

In order to analyse the structures in (173) we can follow Landau (2000) in making
the following assumptions (cf. (69)-(71) from Chapter Il and (122)-(124) from
Chapter IV, repeated for convenience):
(176)

Extraposition

VP-internal clauses must be peripheral at PF.

177)
Chain Interpretation

Any link in a chain may be the LF-visible chain.

(178)
Argument Projection
a. Experiencer is generated above Causer.
b. Causer is generated above Goal/Patient/Theme.

Additionally, we adopt Landau’s (2000) generalisation in (179) (cf. (68) in
Chapter Il and (118) in Chapter IV):
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(179)
In a configuration [...DR..Pred...f PRQ...]...], where DP controls
PRO: If at LF, S occupies a complement/specifier position in the VP-
shell of Pred, the DP (or its trace) also occupies a complement/specifier
position in the VP shell.

When applied to Irish, the assumptions in (176)-(179) allow us to obtain the
schematic representations in (180a) and (180b) for the relevant portions of
sentences in (173a) and (173b), respectiVely:

(180)

A AP

pianmhar PR, A

|
do Sheéan Al [SPRO---]:aus

% The representations in (180) are highly simplified. In (180a) the higher AP projection
should probably correspond to an AP-shiEle arguments for the existence of XP have
been presented in section 3.3.2.
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b. CP
C >P
| /\
go X 1P
I
bhfuil DP I’
I
sé [ VP
/\
ty AP

N
[sPRO...}aus A’
/\
A IDI:f'heme

| |
diobhalach do Shean

In (180a) the clause is AP-peripheral, while in (180b) it is AP-internal. If one
adapts (176) to make it applicable not only to VPs, but also to other predicates,
then extaposition will have to apply in (180b), but not in (18b#)extraposi-

tion does not affect (180a), then by (179), adapted to be applicable also to adje-
ctival predicates, we derive OC in (173a), contrary to fact. Just like in Polish,
also in Irish we suggest that the clause in (180a) undergoes a string vacuous

% Verbal predicates behave in a way analogous to adjectival predicates, but are subject
to dialectal variation. In Northern dialects sentences like (ia) and (ib) below correspond
to (173a) and (173b), however, in Southern dialects there is a tendency to use finite
clauses under the same circumstances, as evidenced by (iia) and (iib) below.
(i) a. Chuir sé isteach ar ShefPRO. /5, Seanriomhaire a  cheannach]do

put it annoyance on John old computer PRT buy-VN to-him

‘It annoyed John that someone bought him an old computer.’

b. Chuidigh séle ShedfPROy/,n riomhaire nua a cheannach]do

helped it with John computer new PRT buy-VN  to-him
‘It helped John that someone bought him a new computer.’
(i) a.Chuir sé isteach ~ ar She@gur ceannaiodh seanriomhairg]do

put itannoyance onJohn C buy-PA-IMPERS old computer to-him
‘It annoyed John that someone bought him an old computer.’

b. Chuidigh séle Shedgur cheannaigh duine éigin riomhaire nug).dé
helped it with John C bought someone computer new to-him
‘It helped John that someone bought him a new computer.’
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extraposition. The representations in (180a) and (180b) after the application of
extraposition are presented in (181a) and (181b), respectively.

(181) a. CP
C 2P
| /\
go X IP
| /\
bhfuil DP I
| /\
sé I VP
/\
ty AP
/\
AP [SPRO...l:aus
LF copy
A AP
| /\
pianmhar PR, A’
I
do Shean al [s PRO---kaus
b. CP
/\
C 2P
| /\
go X IP
| /\
bhfuil DP I’
| /\
sé | VP
/\
ty AP
/\
AP SPRO---haus
LF copy
[SPRO---]Saus A,
/\
A I:)R'heme

I I
diobhalach do Shean
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In (181a) and (181b) the AP-peripheral copies are interpreted at LF and hence,
in accordance with (179), NOC arises in cases like (173a) and (173b). Thus, it
has been shown that NOC in Irish Super-Equi constructions can be derived in
the way suggested for English by Landau (2000) provided that we assume that
extraposition is necessary even for clauses peripheral to psych-predicates (cf.
(173a)).

As regards extraction out of non-finite clauses, it seems that Irish mimics the
behaviour of English, rather than Polish, as it allesssmovement from within
complement clauses and never tolerates this kind of movement out of extraposed
subject clauses. The following example illustrates this point:

(182)
Cén rud atatabhachtach do Sh¢gRO,n1a  thaispeaint dg,]?
what thing is important  for John PRT show-VN to-him
‘What is it important for John to show him?’

The sentence above is grammatical only if theJoRncontrols PRO, and the
pronoun within the embedded clause is disjoint in reference from it. In other
words, the extraction in (182) is possible only if PRO is obligatorily controlled.
This, in turn, indicates that the non-finite clause occupies the complement posi-
tion and therefore is not an island for extraction. However, if the arbitrary refe-
rence is imposed on PRO by using the pronoun co-referentiallalithin the
non-finite clause in (182), thamh-extraction is banned. This indicates that the
non-finite clause in this case must be outside the VP and therefore is an island
for extraction. Exactly the same extraction patterns can be foundhiveord is
extracted out of a non-finite clause following a psych predicate, as demonstrated
in (183):

(183)
Cén rud a bheas pianmhar do ShEARO 1 a insint
what thing PRT will-be painful  to John PRT tell-VN
dé‘l/Z]?
to-him

‘What will it be painful for John to tell him?’

Just like in (182), sentence (183) is grammatical only if PRO is obligatorily
controlled byJohn otherwise the non-finite clause is an island for extraction.
This, again, argues for the respective complement vs. extraposed position of the
non-finite clause in (183).
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To recapitulate, it has been demonstrated that Irish Super-Equi constructions
trigger NOC regardless of whether they contain a psych or a non-psych predi-
cate. This has been shown to follow from the fact that Irish non-finite subject
clauses are extraposed and hence situated outside VP. Since they occupy a po-
sition external to VP, non-finite subject clauses, unlike non-finite complements,
function as islands for extraction.

5.2. NOC PRO - pronoun or logophor?

Irish non-finite subject clauses, just like non-finite complement clauses, can host
an overt subject, as can be seen in (184):

(184)
Creideann Sean go bhfuil sé tAbhachtach [¢é a  bheith slaintidil].
believes John C is it important  him PRT be-VN healthy
‘John believes that it is important for him to be healthy.’

The extraposed non-finite subject clause in (184) displays the overt subjéct, i.e.
‘him’. However, this fact cannot be taken as an indication that NOC PRO cor-
responds to an empty pronoun, since OC PRO in Irish can also appear in the
same context as pronouns or overt DPs. The only conclusion to be drawn from
the data like (184) is that PRO and overt DPs are not in complementary distri-
bution in non-finite subject clauses, just like in other non-finite clauses (cf.
section 1.2).

Evidence against treating NOC PRO as a pronoun can be obtained from the
following examples:

(185)
a. Sileann cairde Sheayp bhfuil sé diobhalach déibh ;[é a bheith
think friends John's C is it harmful to-them him PRT be-VN
ag oll.
PRT drink-VN
‘John’s friends think that it is harmful for them for him to be drinking.’

b.* Sileann cairde Sheago bhfuil sé diobhalach doibh [PRCa
think  friends John’s C is it harmful  to-them PRT
bheith ag ol].
be-VN PRT drink-VN
*Johny’s friends think that it is harmful for them PR® be drinking.’
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The above examples differ only in that sentence (185a) exhibits an overt pro-
noun in the subject position of the bracketed non-finite clause, whereas in (185b)
the same position is left unexpressed. (185a) is grammatical, while (185b) is not,
which indicates that NOC PRO and overt pronouns do not always overlap in
their glsistribution and therefore argues against subsuming the former under the
latter:

Another pair of examples supporting the conclusion that NOC PRO cannot
correspond to a pronoun in Irish is given in (186) below:

(186)
a. D'thAdg SheanMaire, mar gur phianmhar g6 [i; a bheith
left John Mary because C painful  to-him her PRT be-VN
ag labhairt go dona fapi
PRT speak-VN badly about-him
‘John left Mary because it was painful for him for her to speak badly of him.’

b.*D’thag Shean Maire, mar gur phianmhar dfPROG; a bheith
left John Mary because C painful to-him PRT be-VN
ag labhairt go dona fapi
PRT speak-VN badly about-him
“*John, left Mary, because it was painful for him PR speak badly of
himl.’

In (186b), PRO cannot refer Maire ‘Mary’, unlike the overt pronoun in (186a).
This strongly argues against treating NOC PRO and pronouns on a par.

Another possibility is to treat NOC PRO as a logophor. In order to test whe-
ther this is a viable option for Irish, let us consider the following sentences:

(187)
a. Duirt Seaple Maire go mbeadh sé diobhalach [PRpiollai go leor
said John to Mary C would-be it harmful tablets a lot
a thabhairt dj.
PRT give-VN to-him
‘John said to Mary that it would be harmful to give himlot of tablets.’

% Sentence (185b) is grammatical if PRO is controlled by the matrix subjedgtirgs
friends Then this sentence is an instance of OC, not of NOC.
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b. Duirt Seanfaoi Maire go mbeadh sé diobhalach [PRE piollai
said John about Mary C would-be it harmful tablets
goleor a  thabhairt glo
a lot PRT give-VN to-him
“*Johny, said about Marythat it would be harmful PRQo give him a lot
of tablets.’

Sentence (187a) is grammatical if PRO is either controlleMéary or is arbi-

trary, whereas in example (187kfary cannot act as a controller for PRO and
hence PRO can only be arbitrary. The grammaticality contrast illustrated in the
above sentences can be explained in the following way: in (1Mdm) is the

centre of communication and hence can control PRO, while in (18@by
ceases to have this function and consequently, can no longer control PRO. Since
the account of the control facts illustrated in (187a) and (187b) is based on such
notions as centre of communication, it seems justified to claim that NOC PRO in
Irish shows logophoric properties.

To sum up, it has been argued that NOC PRO, though often found in contexts
typical of pronouns, should not be regarded as an empty pronoun, as the overlap
in their distribution is not complete. It has been suggested that it might be justi-
fied in some cases to treat NOC PRO as a logophor.

6.0. Interpretation of PRO

The major issue addressed in this section is whether it is possible to derive the
interpretation of PRO in Irish from the MDP. It has been argued in Chapter II,
section 3.4 and in Chapter IV, section 4.3 that the MDP cannot underlie the
interpretation of PRO either in English or in Polish. Let us check whether the
same conclusion is valid for the Irish PRO.

First of all, the predicatgeall ‘promise’ does not comply with the MDP, as it
triggers subject control in spite of the fact that its object is a closer DP c-com-
manding PRO. This is illustrated in (188) (example (105), repeated for conve-
nience):

(188)
Gheall Seandad mhag[PRO, amhran a cheol].
promised John his son song PRT sing
‘John promised his son to sing a song.’



388 Chapter 5

Moreover, there exist sentences such as (189) (example (48a), repeated for
convenience), where the split antecedent controls PRO, a fact that cannot be in
any straightforward way derived from the MDP.

(189)
Chuir Seapnina  lui ar Mhairg[PRO.,a  chéilea ni].
put John in-the pressure on Mary each other PRT wash-VN

‘John persuaded Mary to wash each other.’

In (189) both Sean ‘John’ and Maire ‘Mary’ control PRO, a fact not predicted by
the MDP.

Secondly, there exist predicates suchnad ‘recommend/suggest’, which
require either subject or object control depending on the context. This is illus-
trated in (190).

(190)
a. Mhol Seando Mhéaire[PROy, flon a  cheannach da pairti].
suggested John to Mary wine PRT buy-VN for-her party
‘John suggested to Mary buying wine for her party.’

b. Mhol Seando Mhaire [PRQ, an leanbh a bhréagadh
suggested John to Mary the child PRT soothe-VN
nuair a bheadh sé ag obair].
when PRT was he PRT work-VN
‘John suggested to Mary soothing the child while he was working.’

In (190a) either the subject or the object can control PRO, while in (190b) only
the object serves as the controller of PRO. Sentence (191) below illustrates a
similar case:

(291)
Bhagair Seanar Mhairg [PRO,; imeacht go luathl].
signalled John to Mary leave-VN soon
‘John signalled to Mary to leave soon.’

In the above example either the subject or the object may control PRO. This
result is totally unexpected if one relies on the MDP for deriving the interpreta-
tion of PRO.
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However, the phenomenon of control shift illustrated in (190a) and (191)
seems to be more restricted in Irish than in Engfidtis is exemplified in (192):

(192)
a. Grandmothemromised the childrePRQO; to stay up late].

b. Gheall an tseanmhéathalo na leanalPRO,+, fandint ina
promised the grandmother to the children stay-VN in-the
sui  go déanach].
sitting late
‘Grandmother promised the children to stay up late.’

A typical subject control verpromise when used in (193a), allows object con-
trol, whereas in the corresponding Irish sentence only subject control is possible.

Since neither control shift nor split control can be derived by appealing to the
MDP, we conclude that the interpretation of PRO in Irish, just like in English
and Polish, should rather be left to semantics/pragmatics.

7.0. Summary

The chapter has focussed on the examination of various control patterns attested
in Irish, as well as on their analysis within the most recent version of the MP.
The investigation of Irish non-finite clauses undertaken in section 1 has shown
that the only non-finite form attested in the language, traditionally called the
verbal noun, cannot act simultaneously as a verb and noun, but behaves as either
a noun or as a verb depending on the syntactic context. The striking property of
Irish non-finite clauses is the lack of complementarity between PRO and lexical
subjects. It has been noted that the latter are not licensed either via raising or
ECM. Unlike in English, the occurrence of lexical subjects in Irish non-finite
clauses is not dependent on the presence of an overt C. It has been observed that
Southern and Northern dialects differ as regards word order, case marking, and

% Typical object control verbs which allow control shift when the embedded clause
containgto be allowed t@s in (i) do not exhibit control shift in Irish, as shown in (ii):
(i) John asked Mary[PRGQ, to be allowed to leave].
(i) D’iarr Sean cead ar MhaisdPRO, fagail go luath].

asked John permission on Mary leave-VN early

‘John asked Mary to be allowed to leave early.’
In (ii) the closest c-commanding DP is the subject, which also controls PRO, hence the
interpretation of (ii) follows directly from the MDP.
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particle placement. The most easily noticeable dialectal difference relates to the
fact that Northern dialects allow both overt subjects and objects in front of the

verbal noun, while Southern dialects allow only one overt element, either a

subject or object, in the same context.

The typology of control has been scrutinised in section 2. It has been argued
that Irish OC and NOC show the same properties as the corresponding structures
in English and Polish. Likewise, EC and PC are constrained in Irish in the same
way as in the other two languages.

An analysis of various control types has been undertaken in section 3. First of
all, an attempt has been made to account for the lack of complementarity
between PRO and overt subjects. It has been argued that Irish non-finite clauses
can have two types of Agr located in T, namely anaphoric T-Agr and non-
anaphoric T-Agr, which are responsible for checking null Case on PRO and
nominative Case on the lexical subject, respectively. Secondly, it has been
demonstrated that EC can be analysed as resulting from the successive
application of Agree operations, as argued for English by Landau (2000). It has
been pointed out, however, that Landau’s analysis of PC based on T-to-C
movement is untenable for Irish, a language lacking T-to-C movement entirely.
Alternatively, an account of PC has been offered based on the presence of Agr in
C, which can therefore be targeted by Agree from the matrix clause.

As regards dialectal differences, they have been derived from the assumption
that the particla in Northern dialects is always a transitivity marker occupying
the v position, whereas in Southern dialects the particle can act either as a tran-
sitivity marker in v, or as an overt realisation of non-anaphoric T-Agr. The pos-
sibility of havinga in these two positions in Southern dialects accounts for what
has been referred to in the literature as competition between overt subjects and
objects for the same Case position. Additionally, it has been argued that subject
and object movement in Northern dialects may be motivated by the necessity to
check the EPP-feature of T or v, while in Southern dialects overt movement is
not motivated in the same way, but rather follows from the necessity to check
Case.

An unusual control pattern, in which the prepositional complement is co-
referential with the matrix subject, called anomalous control, has been scru-
tinised in section 4. The analysis offered there has been based on McCloskey
and Sells’ (1988) insight that control in such cases is mediated by the empty
subject PRO, which is controlled by the matrix subject, and the prepositional
complement is co-referential with the controlled PRO. The co-reference between
PRO and the prepositional complement has been argued to result from the fact
that the two together form a constituent and only afterwards does PRO move to
the [Spec, TP] position of the non-finite clause. It has been demonstrated that the
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special properties of this construction can be derived either from the PIC or the
MLC. The absence of anomalous control in Southern dialects has been shown to
naturally follow from the suggestion concerning the position of the padicle
made in section 3.

The major emphasis of section 5 has been NOC in Irish. It has been argued
that Irish NOC cannot correspond to an empty pronoun, but rather represents a
logophor.

Finally, in section 6 it has been argued that the interpretation of PRO in Irish,
just like in English and Polish, cannot be successfully determined by the MDP,
and should rather be determined by semantic and pragmatic factors.



