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1. Introduction

In this paper | show that expletives do nd undergo movement.? Thus, | show that the
embedded SpedPin constructionslike (1) isnever creaed, there being base-generated inits
surfacepasition.

@ Thereislikely [,» to be someonein the garden].

| examine consequences of this claim for the proper analysis of expletive wnstructions,
locdity restrictions on movement, and the Extended Projedion Principle (EPP), which |
argue shoud be diminated from the grammar.

2. Wager-classverbs

My central argument that expletivesdo nd move concernslocdity restrictionsonmovement.
Thefirst argument concerns wager-classverbs. Pesetsky1992) establi shes the descriptive
generalization that agentive verbs cannot ECM lexical NPs, as illustrated in (2).

(2) a. *John wagered the woman to know French.
b. *Mary alleged the students to have arrived late.

In Boskovi¢ (1997) | deducePesetsky’ sgenerali zationfrom the proposal that agentiveverbs

YIn additionto NELS 32, this material was presented at the University of Conredicut (Spring 2000,
University of Maryland (Fall 2000, and University of Paris 8 (Fall 2007). | thank these aidiencesand Cédric
Boedkx, Sam Epstein, and Howard Lasnik for helpful comments. This paper isashorter version d Boskovié
(200%c).

*More predsely, A-movement. | do nd discussthe posshility of A’-movement of expletives.
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havean additional VP shell (seeHale and Keyser 1993 and the Minimize Chain Links
Principle. | show that as a result of the presence of the alditional VP shell, matrix
SpecAgroPthe Accusative-cheding paition,istoofar from the enbedded clause subjea.?

(3)  *John wagered [, the woman[ye t; [yt [ t to t know French]]]].
What is important for our current purposes is that (2) involves a locality violation.

Significantly, Postal (1974, 193) shows that expletives, which following Bell eti
(1988) and Lasnik (19990 | assume ae Case-marked hence must get to the matrix
SpecAgroP in (4), can be ECM-ed by the verbs in question.

(4) a. He alleged there to be stolen documents in the drawer. (Postal 1993)
b. cf.*He alleged stolen documents to be in the drawer. (Postal 1993)
c. He acknowledged it to be impossible to square circles. (Postal 1993)
d. John wagered there to have been a stranger in that haunted Hbuael993)
e. cf. *John wagered a stranger to have been in that haunted house.

Why isit that thelocdity violation deesnat arise in the expletive @nstructions, in contrast
to their nonexpletive @unterparts? The awswer | would like to pu forward is
straightforwardfoll owing the general logic of deding with thistype of asituation: thereis
no locdity violation because there is no movement. More predsely, the locdity violation
does not arise ithe expletive mnstructions becaise the expletives do nd move. They are
inserted right into their Case-checking position.

3. The experiencer blocking effect in French

A particularly strongargument that expletives do nd moveis provided bythe experiencer
blockingeffed in French. It iswell-known that Engli sh al owsraisingaaossan experiencer.

(5) John seems to Mary to be smart.

Somelanguages, however, do nd allow NP raisingaaossan experiencer. Frenchis such a
languageas noted in Chomsky (1995305 and McGinnis (1998, 200) and shown in (6).*

3SeeBodkovié (1997) for detail sof the analysis. Theupshot of the analysisisthat equidistance dl ows
skipping of one, but not two Specs, which is what would have to happen with agentive constructions (see
Boskovi¢ 1997for discusson d simple transitives). | argue that the agentive shell, which is resporsible for
the ungrammaticdity of (2), isnot present in passves, which givesusastraightforward acaurt of the mntrast
between (2) and (i). (The additional agentive shell i salso na present with verbslike believe which can ECM.)

(i) a  Thewoman was wagered to know French.
b. Thestudents were dleged to have arived late.
“Thereisapparently somedisagreement among French speakerswith resped to constructionslike (6).
(For relevant discusson d (6), seeBoedkx 2000b,Chomsky 1995,McGinnis 1998, 2001and Rouveret and
Vergnaud 1980,among others.) | am focusing here onthe dialea in which (6)a-b are unacceptable.
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(6) a. *Deux soldats semblent au général manquer (étre manquants) a la caserne.
two soldiers sem b-the genera to-miss to-be missng at the barracks
b. *Deux soldats semblent au général étre arrivés en Vville.
two soldiers seem to-the general to-be arrived in town

Accordingto Chomsky and McGinnis, (6)a-b violate alocdity restriction onmovement,
more precisely, Relativized Minimality. They involve A-movement across an A“Spec.

Significantly, expletive counterparts of (6) are acceptable, as shown in (7).

(7)a. I semble au généralyavoir deux soldats manquantsa la caserne.
there seems  to-the general to-have two soldiers missing  at the barracks
b. I semble au général étre arrivé deux soldats en ville.

there seems to-the general to-be arrived two soldiers to town

Thereisan obvous, principled acourt of the contrast in question. In contrast to (6), (7) do
notinvolve A-movement acossan A-Spec. In ather words, the expletiveis generated in its
SSpasition.Asaresult, it doesnot crossthe experiencer, henceits presencedoesnot induce
alocdity violation?® The mntrast between (6) and (7) (more predsely, the asence of a
locality violation in (7)) provides additional, strong evidence that expletives do not move.

4. Causativesin French
Burzio (1986 observesthat French faire-infinitives do nd all ow passvization ou of them.

(8 a Mariea fat fare unejupe
Mary has madeto-make a  skirt
‘Mary had a skirt made.’
b. *Unejupe a & fait(e) fare (par Marie)
a skirt has been made to-make by Mary
‘A skirt was caused to be made by Mary.’

While it is not completely clea why (8)b is unacceptable it seans plausible that its
ungrammaticdity shoud be dtributed to aviolation o locdity restrictions on movement.
Another posshility isto assume that the infinitive in (8) isa CP. (8)b isthen ruled ou by
whatever is resporsible for the ban onA-movement out of CPs. Either way, the aulprit for
the ungrammaticdity of (8)b is movement out of the infinitive.

Significantly, Bouvier (2000 observesthat the expletive courterpart of (8)bisgood.

°*Seethe @ove references for discussonwhy English (5) is acceptable.

®Noticethat not all | anguagesthat exhibit the experiencer blocking eff e with resped to constructions
like (6) are necessarily expeded to pattern with French with resped to (7). Ausin and Depiante (2000
investigatethe experiencer blocking eff ed in Spanish, which also disall ows constructionslike (6). They argue
that in Spanish, seem+experiencer isa control construction,in particular, it involves subjed control. Obviously,
alanguage that treds the seem+experiencer construction as a subjed control constructionis not expeded to
allow an expletive in this construction for reasons independent of our current concerns.
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9 I a & fat fare unejupe(?par Marie).
there has been madeto-make a skirt by Mary
‘A skirt was caused to be made.’

The obviousconclusionisthat, in contrast to (8)b, (9) doesnat involve movement out of the
infinitive, which confirms that expletives do nd move.

5. Icelandic multiple subject constructions
In this section | consider the Icelandic multiple subject construction, illustrated by (10).

(10) Pad kyssti einhver Mariu.
there kissed someone Mary
‘Someone kissed Mary.’

Chomsky(1995 proposes an analysisof (10) onwhich the two subjeds occupy Specs of
thesamehead at SS He then suggeststhat the cnstructioninvolves PFreordering, areflex
of the V-2 requirement, which paces the verb in the second pgition. In Boskovi¢ (2001a)
| restate Chomsky’ sanalysiswithinamoregenera approachinwhich PFisallowedto affed
word order, but nat throughadua PFmovement. The gproach crucialy reliesonFranks's
(1998) (see &so Pesetsky 1998 propaosa that a lower copy d a nontrivial chain be
pronourced in PFiff thisis necessary to avoid a PFviolation.” Consider how Chomsky’s

"Onerelevant examplefrom Boskovié (2000 involves multi plewh-fronting. A number of languages
require dl wh-phrasesto front in questions. Romanian is one such language.

(a  Cinece precale?
who what preceles
‘Who preceales what?
b. *Cineprecale c&

However, the seaondwh-phrase does nat moveif it is homophonows with the first fronted wh-phrase.

(i)a Ce precale c&®
what preceales what
b. *Ce ceprecale?

Following Billi ngsand Rudin’s (1996 discusson d Bulgarian, | propasein Boskovié (2000 that Romanian
has a PF constraint against conseautive homophonos wh-phrases, which rules out (iib). What about (iia)?
Given that Romanian has a syntadic requirement that forces all wh-phrases to move overtly, which | argue
involvesfocdization,thesecondwh-phrase dso must movein the syntax. (ii a) then hasthe SSin (iii ), ignoring
irrelevant copies. If, as usual, the highest copy of the sscondwh-phrasein (iii) is pronourced, aPFviolation
obtains. (We end upwith a sequence of homophonos wh-phrases.) This is predsely the situation when the
pronurciation of alower copy isall owed under Franks' s approach to the pronurciation d nortrivia chains.

(iii) SS Ce ceprecale c& PFE Ceeeprecale c&
This analysis enables us to acourt for the cntrast between (iia) and (ib) withou violating the syntadic

requirement that forces wh-phrases to move overtly in Romanian, withou look-ahead from the syntax to PF,
andwithou PFmovement. Thereis also independent evidencethat the seandcein (iia) indeed movesin the
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analysisof (10) can be implemented in this g/stem given that V-2 is indeed a PF
requirementas argued in Boskovi¢ (2001a), Boedkx (1998, and Rice and Svenonous
(1998).(Boskovi¢ 2001a agues that the same holds for the diti c seaondrequirement.) Let
usasaume following Chomsky that the two subjedsin (10) are indeed located in the Specs
of thesame head, to which the verb moves. If we pronourceboth subjedsinfront of theverb
we get a PFviolation, ramely the second paition requirement violation. Thisis predsely
the situation where we are allowed to pronounce a lower copy of a non-trivial chain.

(11) Padeinhverkyssti einhver Mariu.

Interestinglyjt isawaystheindefinitethat ispronourced in alower position. We never get
the pattern in (12) (see (14) below).

(12) indefinite verb pad...
Why can padneverbe pronourced in alower pasition? Consider thefoll owing construction.

(13) Pad virdist madur hafa kysst Mariu.
there seems a man have kissed Mary
‘A man seems to have kissed Mary.’

Suppos¢hat expletivescanmove. Thefollowing derivationisthen avail able: Padisinserted

into the embedded SpeclP. Since Icelandic allows multiple subjects, we can stitheove
indefinite to this paosition. Both subjeds then move to the matrix Sped P.2 Assuming that
elementsn the Specs of the same heal are equidistant we can move them in either order.
Giventhat both padandtheindefinite have copieslower than theverb, aquestionariseswhy

we canna delete the higher copy d padto satisfy the second paition requirement. This
deletion would give us the unacceptable constructions in (14).

(14) a. Padmadur virdist padradurhafa kysst Mariu.
b. *Madutpadvirdist padmadtrhafa kysst Mariu.

Onthe other hand, if expletivesdo nd move, the problem does nat arise. Thereasonwhy a
lower copy d the expletive canna be pronourced istrivia: there aenolower copies of the

syntax. Thus, it can license parasiti ¢ gaps (iv), which can orly belicensed by overt movement. In thisresped,
the“cein-situ” patternswith what in (va), rather than what in (vb), as expeaed under the proposed analysis.

(iv) Ce precede ce arf ] influereze?

what precedes what without subj.particle influence.3p.sg

‘What precedes what without influencing?’
(v)a  What did Johnread withou fili ng?

b. *Whoreal what withou fili ng?

8 ignore the derivation onwhich the indefinite in the ebstrad patternin (12) is located in the matrix
SpecCP and the expletive in the matrix SpedP, sinceit iswell-known that padis incompatible with clause-
matetopicdizaion. For an acourt of thisfad that does not extend to the derivations considered with resped
to (14) (i.e. it has nothing to say about their ungrammeticdity), seeJonsson (199649-50).
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expletive. The only wajo save the @nstructionin guestion from aPFviolationisthen to
pronouncelower copy d theindefinite (seeBoskovi¢ 200afor discussonwherethiscopy
is located)which gves usthe order expletive V indefinite. | conclude therefore that given
plausibletheoreticd assumptions, the Icdandic construction under consideration provides
further evidence that expletives do not move.

6. The Merge-over-Move Preference
Consider the data in (15).

(15) a. There seems to be a man in the garden.
b. *There seems a mam be tin the garden.

Chomsky (1995) gives an acourt of (15) based onthe Merge-over-Move preference
Accordingto Chomsky, at the point when the enbedded clause is built we need to insert
somethingnto theinfinitival Sped Pto satisfy the EPP. We have two passhiliti esfor doing
this: either insert there whichispresent in the numeration, a movetheindefinite. Chomsky
argues that lexicd insertion is a simpler operation than movement. The possbility of
expletiveinsertion into the enbedded Sped P then blocks the indefinite movement, which
takesplacein (15)b. Castill 0 et a (1999 and Epstein and Sedy (1999, however, observe
severa problemswiththeMerge-over-Move acourt. Consider first (16), takenfrom Castill o
et a (1999 and attributed to Juan Romero and Alec Marantz, where the indefinite has
apparently moved to SpeclP although an expletive was available for lexical insertion.

(16) There was a rumor that a maras tin the room.

To ded with this type of construction Chomsky (2000 introduces the concept of
subnumerationgefined onphases. More predsely, Chomsky propaoses that ead phese has
its own subnumeration. Since the epletive is not present in the subnumeration
corresponding to the embedded clause, the option of expletive insertion is not available.

A serious problem for this analysis is raised by (17).

(17) a. There has been a bppit t on the table.
b. *There has been put a book on the table.

Lasnik(1999h argues that the indefinitein (17)amoves overtly to satisfy the EPP.° Under
Chomsky’sdefinition d phase, (17)a-b contain ony one phase (passve VP is not a phase

for Chomsky). Asaresult, thereshoud be avail able for insertion at the point when a book
undergoesnovement in (17)a. Given the Merge-over-Move preference, the posshility of
expletive insertion should block the indefinite movement. (17)b should then block (17)a.

Consider now (18).

Under the partiti ve Case hypothesis, the indefinite can be located in its Case-chedking position.
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(18) Mary believes Johro t know French.

Whenthe enbedded clauseisbuilt i n (18) there aetwo passhiliti esfor satisfyingthe EPP.
We can either move Jon or Merge Mary into that position. Given the Merge-over-Move
preferencethe latter shoud bock theformer. Asaresult, we caana derive (18). Chomsky
(1995)observesthat the derivation onwhich Mary isintroduced into the enbedded Sped P
eventuallyviolates the ®-Criterion. However, this way of ruling ou the derivation in
guestiorrequireslook-ahead. To avoidlook-aheal, Chomsky (2000 propasesthe condtion
that arguments can be merged ony in 0-positions.The cndtion Hocks the unwanted
derivationfor (18) withou look-ahead. However, Epstein and Sedy (1999 point out several
problemswith this condtion.For onething,the condtionismassvely redundant. Thus, the
conditionunrecessarily rules out (19), which is plausibly already ruled ou becaise it is
uninterpretable (i.e. because the presendelofinduces a Full Interpretation violation.)

(19) *John seems that Peter likes Mary.

Basedonthese problems, Epstein and Sedy (1999 and Castill 0 et al (1999 argue that the
Merge-overMove preference and the Merge-over-Move acournt of (15b shoud be
abandonedHow can then (15b be acouned for? There is a straightforward answer
provided by the discusson so far: there ae no intermediate A-positions in expletive
constructions at al, as argued above. (15)b isthen ruled ou by the Last Resort Condtion
becausé¢hereisnoreasonfor the indefinite to move to the enbedded SpedP. Thisleadsus
to another conclusion. Given that lexicd insertionis subjed to the Last Resort Condtion
(Chomsky200Q132-133andHornstein 200155-56)," it must bethe caethat the expletive
in (15)adoesnat move. The expletive cannd be inserted into the enbedded SpedP for the
samereason the indefinite caana move to this pasitionin (15)b. The usual troude maker
(20) dso follows sncethereis noreasonto insert the expletive into the enbedded Sped P.

(20) *There seems there to be someone in the garden.
7. Effect on output
Consider (21).

(21) a. There seems to be someone in the garden.
b. Someone seems to be in the garden.

Chomsky(1995, who treds the EPPin terms of strongfeaure cheding, argues that an
element can be present in a numeration only if it hasfad onthe output. In the case of
strength,the dfed is refleded in PF, namely in causing dsplacement: strength can be
presentin the numeration orly if it induces a PF observable movement.™* As aresult, as
observedy Nunes (1995, theinfinitival | in (21) canna have astrongfedure becaise the

%0n this view, satisfying a seledional requirement courts as a driving forcefor Last Resort.
YSee also Chomsky (2000109 concerning the filled Spec requirement view of the EPP. The
argument given below can thus be extended to this view of the EPP.
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featurewould na have an effed on PF. In ather words, the EPPcanna hold o thisl. Given
thatlexicd insertionis sibjed to Last Resort, the expletive then canna be inserted into the
embeddedspedP in (21)a. (There is no reason to insert it there, hence the insertion is
blockedby Last Resort.) In ather words, the expletive must be generated in its SSposition.
Based on the arguments presented above | conclude that expletives do not move.

8. Consequences of the immobility of expletives

Theconclusionthat expletives do nd move has anumber of important consequences. First,
given the @nclusion, Moro (1997)-style and Sabel (2000-style analyses of expletive
constructionsywhere expletivesareintroduced into the structure lower than Sped P andthen
moveto Sped P, canna be maintained.**We dso have here evidence ayainst the EPP. Given
thatexpletives do nd move, intermediate Sped Ps canna exist in expletive anstructions,
which provides us with a straightforward argument against the"EPP.

9. More on the EPP

An obMvous question to raise now iswhether we neal the EPPat al. Recently,anumber of
workshave gopeaed which arguethat the EPPcan be, andshoud be, eliminated. Thereader
is referred to Boedkx (200(), Boskovi¢ (2001c), Castill o et al (1999, Epstein and Sedy
(1999),Grohmannet a (2000, andMartin (1999. (The predecessors of thisline of research
areBorer 1986and Fukui and Speas 1986) In what follows | reconsider the status of the
EPP,eventualy agreang with these aithors that the EPP shoud be diminated. | will
separatargumentsfor the EPPinto two groups: final EPP, which concernsthefinal landing
site of A-movement, and intermediate EPP, which concerns intermediate SpedPs, i.e.
SpeclPsthat are on the way of A-movement. | will use the term "EPP' (with " ")
pretheoreticallywithou presuppasing that the EPP adualy exists as an independent
condition.In ather words, | usetheterm to refer to filli ng Sped P overtly, regardlessof what
is responsible for it--real EPP (the EPP without " ") or something else.

9.1. "Final EPP" effects

It appeasthat we do nd need the EPPto capture "final EPP' eff eds, which follow from 0-
and/orCase theory (i.e. what | referred to as the Inverse Case Filter in Boskovi¢ 1997, as
alreadynated in Fukui and Speas (1986)."* Thus, (22) and (23) can beruled ou by appeding
tothe EPP. However, they can also berealil y ruled ou by the ®-Criterion(the subjed 0-role
isnatassgnedin (22)) andtheInverse CaseFilter, i.e. therequirement that traditi onal Case-

2Both Moro’s analysis and Sabel’ s analysis crucially involve expletive movement. For Moro, the
expletive undergoes predicae raising to SpedP. Sabel, on the other hand, generates the expletive & a
congtituent with its aswociate, and then moves it to SpedP. (Admittedly, na all the aguments for the
immobility of expletives given above aerelevant to Moro's and Sabel’ s analyses, some of them being tied to
Chomsky’ s view of expletives as being inserted into SpedP.)

3The aguments given in sedions 6 and 7extend to nonexpletive nstructions (see so fn. 28.

“Due to spacelimitations | ignare an argument for the EPP based on BELIEV E-classverbs from
Boskovié (1997) and an argument for the EPP based on oljed shift with ECM from Lasnik (199%). For
discusgon of these, seeBo3kovi¢ (2001c) and references therein, where the aguments are explained away.
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assignerssggntheir Case-fedure (Tense and naninativein bah (22) and (23)), which in
thechedingtheory can beinterpreted asafeaure-chedingrequirement.*® (24) isalsoruled
out by the Inverse Case Filter under the Null Gggeoad to the distribution o PRO, on
which the subject position of control infinitivals is a Case posifion.

(22) *[p [ypKissed John]].
(23) *Is likely that Mary will leave.
(24) *John tried to seem that Mary likes Peter.

Consider now (25).

(25) a. *Was told Mary that Peter left.
b. *John believes to have been told Mary that Peter left.

(25)a-bcan beruled ou by the Inverse Case Filter if both Nominative and Accusative must
becheded owertly (not throughAgreeor Move F). Thisisin fad what the authors arguing
for eliminating the EPP assume. It follows that English has overt objed shift (i.e. overt
movemenbf acaisative NPsto their Case-cheding pasition ouside of the VP), aposition
independentlyargued for by a number of authors (Authier 1991, Boskovi¢ 1997, 20Ab,
Johnsor 991,Koizumi 1995,Lasnik 1999b,McCloskey 2000,Runner 1998,Ura 1993)"

9.2. '"Intermediate EPP" effects

1% assumethat, as often suggested, qlirky subjeds have astructural Casethat isnot morphdogicaly
redized ontop d theinherent case. The Caseis chedked against the nominative Case fedure of T in (i).

0] Okkur var hjéapad. (Icdandic)

us.dat was helped

‘“We were helped.

1%See Bokovi¢ (1997, Chomsky and Lasnik (1993, and Martin (1996, 2001 If the infinitival
SpedP isfilled by PRO neither the EPP nor the Inverse Case Filter is violated in (24). However, on this
derivation (24) isruled ou by whatever isresporsible for the well-knawn ban onexpletive PRO.

YEpstein and Sedy (1999 and Boedkx (20008) propase acounts of why Case feaures canna be
checked by Agreeor Move F. Thus, asauming that feaures can be dedked (i.e. probed) only under c-
command, Epstein and Seely observe that when elements Y and Z have to ched against ead ather an
uninterpretable fedure X (i.e. afeaurethat is uninterpretable on bah Z and 'Y, which isthe cae with Case-
feaures), X can be chedked on bah Y and Z only if the two a some point undergo SpecHeal agreement.
Given that covert cheding involves Agree(or Move F for that matter), it foll ows that Case dhedking must be
dore overtly. While atraditional Case assgner c-commands the traditional Case asignee and therefore can
“probe” it withou category movement of the Case asdgneeto the Specof the Case adgner, the traditional
Case assgneedoes not c-command the Case assgner and hence cana probe it without this movement. A
SpecHea configurationthus needsto be establi shed so that the Case assgnee ca c-commandand probethe
Caseasdgner. Asdiscussed above, expletivethereisinvolved in Case-cheding uponmerger in Sped P. Since
uponmerger, aprojedion d I, whose Case feaure there cheds, c-commandsthere, | assumethat | can probe
there. Noticethat | will remain silent in this paper on ®-feaureslicensing. | asumethat if it is dore through
fedure cheding it is dore through Agree(or LF Move F), hencedoes not induce overt movement, which is
what | am concerned with in this paper. (®-fedures licensing clealy does nat require a SpecHed
configuration, as can be seen in expletive mnstructions like There are some women in the garden.)
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It seams that we do nd need the EPPto capture "final EPP' effeds. Let us now consider
"IntermediateEPP'. We have drealy seen that expletive @nstructions do nd show
"intermediateEPP’ effeds, i.e. in such constructions intermediate Sped Ps are not creaed.
Whatabou nonexpletive mnstructions? Interestingly, thereisevidenceof "EPP' effedsin
suchconstructions. Thus, under Sportiche’ s(1988 acmurt of quantifier (Q) float, onwhich
the element a floating Q modifies is generated as a @nstituent with the Q, the Q
subsequently being stranded under the movement of the dement in question, (26) provides
evidencethat the students passes throughthe infinitival Sped P when moving from its 0-
position,SpecV P, to the matrix Sped P.*® Furthermore, sincethe enbedded SpedPisnat a
Case position, movement to this position cannot be motivated by the Inverse Case Filter.

(26) The studentseem [all t] to know French.

Moreevidencefor "intermediate EPP' isprovided bythe mnstructionsin (27), taken
from Castillo et al (1999), who attribute the data to Danny Fox.

(27) a. Mary seems to Johpto appear to herself to be in the room].
b. *Mary seems to Johp {o appear to himself to be in the room].

While in (27)a the anapha in the enbedded clause can take the matrix clause NP as its
antecedentin (27)b thisis not possble. Why is the anaphor in (27)b ureble to take the
experiencer as its antecadent? Notice that there is evidence that the experiencer NP c-
commandoutside of the experiencer PP so that we caana attribute the ungrammaticdity
of (27)b to the fail ure of the patential antecedent to c-command the anaphar. (28)a shows
thatthe experiencer NPinducesaCondtionC violation,and (28)b-c show that it can license
a negative polarity item and an anaphor in a position outside of the experiencer.

(28) a. *It seems to hipthat Johnis in the room.
b. Pictures of any linguist seem to no psychologist to be pretty.
c. Pictures of himself seem to John to be cheap.

Theungammaticdity of (27)b can be eaily acommodated if the matrix subjed passes, in
factmust pass throughthe embedded clause Sped P onits way to the matrix SpedP. (27)b
thenexhibitsaSpedfied Subjed Condtioneffed. The experiencer isattemptingto bindthe
anaphoaaossa doser binder, namely thetracein Sped P (see(29)b). The problem doesnat
arise in (27)a, where the anaphor is bound by the closest subject (see (29)a).

(29) a. Maryseems to Johr,[t to appear to hersetb be in the room].
b. *Mary seems to Johfj, t;to appear to himselfo be in the room].

183ee McCloskey (2000 for strong evidence for Sportiche's approadh. It is often naed that the
ungrammaticdity of passve and ergative mnstructionsin (i) provides evidence gyainst Sportiche' sanalysis.
However, in Bo3kovié (20018 | provide an acourt of (i) that is fully compatible with Sportiche' s analysis.

() a *Thestudentsarrived al.
b. *The students were arested all.
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Consider now the following data involving reconstruction from Lebeaux (1991).

(30) a *His mother’'s bread seems to her; to be known by every man; to be the best there
is.
b.His mother’s bread seemsto every man; to beknown by rer; to bethe best thereis.

Thedatain gquestion can be eaily acourted for if the matrix clause subjed passesthrough
embedde®ped Pswhich can then serve asrecnstructionsites.** In (30)a, the matrix clause
subjecthas to be reconstructed into the most embedded clause in arder to li cense the bound
variablereading. However, the cnstruction is then ruled out as a Condtion C violation.
(Noticethat the constructionisaccetableif herandhismother arenot co-referential, which
indicateghat the quantifier can bindavariable outside of the by-phrase.Jon the other hand,
in (30)b we can reconstruct the matrix subjed to the higher infinitival SpeclP, a position
wherethe bound \ariablereading can belicensed withou inducinga Condtion C violation.

| concludethereforethat in nonexpletive cnstructionsthe"intermediate EPP' hdds.
The InverseCase Filter canna help usin this case, asit did in the cae of the "final EPP',
sincewe ae not deding with Case-licensing pasitions. The EPPcanna do the job either,
since the EPP canna acourt for the mntrast between expletive and nonexpletive
constructionsvith resped to filli ngtheintermediate SpedP, ill ustrated in (31). (Recdl that
argumentsgiven in sedions 6-7 raise problems for the EPP even with resped to non
expletiveconstructions, i.e. (31)a. See 4so fn. 28for anather argument against the EPP) In
the next section | provide a non-EPP account of (31)a.

(31) a. Someonseems } t to be tin the garden].
b.There seans|,, to be someone in the garden].

10.  Successive cyclicity

It is gandardly assumed that the wh-phrase in (32) passes (more predsely, must pass
through the intermediate SpecCP as a result of successive cyclic movement.

(32) What do you think [tthat Mary bought}?

Notethat thereisnorequirement that the Specof the CP healed bythat befill ed, as srown
by the grammaticality of (33), where the Spec of the embedded CP remains empty.

(33) You think [that Mary bought a car].
Apparently whatmustpassthroughthe embedded SpedCPin (32) for areasonindependent

of any property of that, which does nat require aSpec In ather words, movement to the
embeddedSpedCP in (32) is areflex of successve gyclic movement. It is required by a

19 use the term reconstruction informally to refer to interpretation o intermediate positionsin non
trivial chains. The processin guestion can involve ather adivation o lower copies of chainsin LF or an on
lineapplicaion d relevant condti onsat the point when theintermediate pasitionsare adually heals of chains.
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property of this movement, not by a propertyhadt | would like to suggest that the same
holds for the movement diie studentso the embedded SpeclP in (34).

(34) The studentseem |[tto have tliked French].

More predsdly, just like what, which is moving to SpedCP, passes throughthe enbedded
SpecCRasaresult of successve g/clic movement (not aproperty of C), the students, which
is moving to SpedP, passes throughthe embedded SpedP as aresult of successve gyclic
movementna aproperty of I, which, likethat,itself doesnot require aSpec The propaosa
is then that (32) and (34) shoud be treated in the same way in the relevant resped. In
particularthesuccessve g/clic movement treament of (32) shoud be extendedto (34). This
proposaldoes not affed expletive mnstructions given that expletives do nd have to be
insertedbelow SpedP (contra Moro and Sabel). The @ntrast between expletive and non
expletiveconstructionsill ustrated in (31) isthusacounted for. Under the successve gyclic
movement analysis, intermediate SpedPs have to be filled orly in nonexpletive
constructionsas desired. The contrast between (31)a and (31)b with respea to filli ng the
intermediateSped P isacmurted for in the same way as the mntrast between (32) and (33)
with respect to filling the intermediate SpecCP.

Let us sewhat the aurrent proposal would imply when plugged into recent acouns
of these constructions.Chomsky (2000 foll ows dandard assumptionsin makingadistinction
betweer(32) and(34) intherelevant resped. He assumesthat | alwaysrequiresafill ed Spec
In other words, it is sibjed to the EPP?° Asfor that, he sssimesthat that may, but does not
haveto, have the EPPproperty (i.e. require aSped).?* (33) instantiates the no EPPproperty
option. As for (32), athoughin principle that doesna have to have the EPP property,
accordingto Chomsky the no EPP option for that is ruled ou in (32) by the Phase-
ImpenetrabilityCondtion (PIC), which saysthat only the head and the Specof aphase ae
accessibléor movement outside of the phase. Sincefor Chomsky CPisaphasewhatin (32)
mustbe moved to the enbedded SpedCP; otherwiseit could na be moved ouside of the CP.
Thisisacomplished by gvingthatthe EPPoption.If thatis nat giventhe EPPoption,what
would na move to the enbedded SpedCP. As a result, it could nad move outside of the
embeddedCP dueto the PIC. Tedhnicdly, it would be eay to extend Chomsky’s acaount
of (32) to (34). Wewould just need to assumethat | may, but doesnat haveto, havethe EPP
propertyand that IP is a phase.?” Chomsky argues that IP is not a phase. Interestingly, the

2Chomsky (2000 restates the EPPas afill ed Specrequirement. Notethat the EPPstill must involve
somekind d feaure-chedking/matching, asin Chomsky (1995, given that it isnot the case that anything can
satisfyit, as(i) shows. Thisisadually impliedin Chomsky’s(1999, 200Dsystem, where Agreeisa comporent
of the composite operation Move and the EPPis considered to be somekind d aselediona fedure.

0] *[,p[Becaise Mary had left] [ arrived someone]]

2 will refer to heads that always require aSpec, which isnot the cae with that, astrue EPPheads.
As discussed below, this paper is concerned with eliminating the true EPP, which hdds independently of
successve g/clic movement.

%0ne paosshility isto assumethat ead phraseis aphase (aboundng nodein pre-minimali st terms),
which seamsto be the null hypothesis, essentialy importing Manzini’s (1994 propcsal that movement must
proceed through thedomain of ead head into aphase-based system. Under thisanalysisead head would have
to be assgned an EPPproperty when movement takesplaceout of its maximal projedionfromitscomplement.
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criterionfor phasehood te alopswould classfy the enbedded IPin (34) (infad all raising
IPs) as a phase. The central criterion for phasehood d clauses is propasitionality. The
embeddedlause in (34) seansto be acomplete propasition and shoud therefore murt as
a phase.”® We muld aso relativize the nation d phasehood for locdity of movement
following theline of reseach ariginatingwith Rizz (1990, who shows that in anumber of
respectstelativized barrierhoodis superior torigid barrierhood.(Chomsky’ s conception o
phase-based |ocdity correspondstorigid barrierhood) In particular, one wuld easily develop
arelativized phase system where aCPwould be aphasefor elements undergoing movement
to CP, and IP for elements undergoing movement to IP. The PIC would then again force
movementhroughthe infinitival SpedP in (34). The upshat of this discussonisthat the
proposakoncerning the "intermediate EPP' made here can be implemented in Chomsky’s
(2000)system. In fad, the implementationwould na face ay o the problemsfor the true
intermediateEPP noted above. However, | hesitate to endase this analysis becaise
Chomsky’5(2000 approad to successve gyclic movement seansto meto beonthewrong
track.The problem with the gproadh isthat it relates siccessve gyclic movement of what
in (32) to aproperty of that Asaresult, it isdifficult in his g/stem toruleout (35), giventhe
derivationonwhich we have dhosen the EPPoptionfor that, which resultsin movement of
whatto the embedded SpecCP, just as in (32) (¢®ebelow for another problenij.

(35) *Who thinks what that Mary bought?

The most principled way of acourting for (35) seans to be to dvorce movement to
intermediateéSpedCPs from C, i.e not to consider it to be aresult of aproperty of C, bu the
movemenitself. Thiswasadually thestandard assumption urtil very recently. E.g.,thiswas
the cae with Takahashi’s (1994 system, the most comprehensive acourt of locdity of
movemenin ealy minimalism, based onChomsky and Lasnik’s (1993 Minimize Chain
Links Principle (MCLP).? For Takahashi, successve gyclic movement is not a result of
featurecheding. Rather, it isaresult of the requirement that all chain links be as $ort as
possible?® The requirement forces element X undergoing movement of type Y to stop at

BCompare aso the infinitive in There seamed to have arrived someone with the embedded finite
clausein It seaned there had arived someone or It seeamed someone had arived. Thefinite dause seemsto
be nomoreof apropasitionthan theinfinitive. Chomsky givestwo empiricd argumentsthat | Psare nat phases.
First, he daimsthat, in contrast to CPs, IPsare not phondogicdly isolable, whichis suppased to foll ow from
them nat being phases. Secnd, the asumption that |Ps are not phases is suppased to provide us with an
acourt of thefad that partial raising of the asociate in expletive mnstructionsis generally not possble, as
shown by *there seams a manto havearrived. The latter property was discussd in sedion 6,where it was
shown that Chomsky’ s acaurt of that property does not work. As for the former, the daim that 1Ps are not
isolable canna be maintained. Thus, |Pscan uncergo right noderaising, as svown by Skewonders when, and
hewonders why, Bill | eft. For problemswith Chomsky’ sapproadchto pheses, see dso Epsteinand Sedy (1999.

We canna apped to the Doully Fill ed Comp Filter, since nothing changesiif that isreplaced by a
null C. See however, the discusson kelow for away of handling (35) hinted at in Chomsky (2000).

#Takahashi’ sapproadh isrevived in Boedx (2001), who provides convincing new argumentsfor it.

26T akahashi assumes Form Chain. Under this approach Last Resort is relevant to the formation d a
chain, nat links of a chain. In ather words, formation d a chain must have afeaure-cheding motivation, nd
formation of chain links. Notice dso that since Form Chain isasingle operation,formation d a chain cannat
be interleaved with ancther operation (see &so Collins 1994). Thus, in the structure X; Y t; t;, with X; t; t; a
threemember chainand Y thetarget of movement, nomovement of X takesplaceurtil Y entersthe structure.
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every pasition d type Y on the way to its final landing site independently of feaure
checking.The MCLP thusforceswhatin (32) to passthroughthe embedded SpecCP onits
way to the matrix SpecCP. It also forces the studentsn (34) to passthroughthe enbedded
SpeclPon its way to the matrix SpedP. The intermediate SpedCP and SpedP in the
constructionsn questionarefill ed asaresult of the property of themovementsinvolved. We
do nat nedd to invoke aproperty of the anbedded C and | to drive the movement to these
positions.Notice dso that since no feaure deding is posited between a wh-phrase and
declarative C, both (35) and (33) are easily accounted for.

It is worth noting in this respect the following construction from Sportiche (1988).
(36) The carpets (all) will (all) have (all) been (all) being (all) dusted for two hours.

Unde Sportiche’'s acourt of Q-float we ae led to the conclusion that the carpetsin (36)
passeshroughall the positionsinwhich all can beplacel. It isunlikely that all the paositions
involve feaure-chedking/EPP property. On the other hand, Takahashi’s analysis can be
easilyextendedto (36). What isimportant for our purposesisthat under Takahashi’ sanalysis
we can force A-movement to proceal viaintermediate Sped Ps independently of the EPP.
As a result, we can account for "intermediate EPP" effects without appealing to the EPP.

Thereis a suggestionin Chomsky (2000109), more fully worked out in Chomsky
(1999:29) which hasthe dfed of making movement to the Specof a phase head that does
notohligatorily havethe EPPproperty (nontrue EPPheal) essentiall y independent interms
of the driving force from the phase hea itself even in a phase-based locdity system. The
suggestiomsto makethe assgnment of an EPPproperty to nortrue EPPheads condti oned
on it being required to permit successve gyclic movement (see Chomsky 199929 for
anotter posshility). The enbedded clause heals in (32) and (34) can then be assgned an
EPPfedure (giventhe ebove suggestionto extend phasehoodto theinfinitivein (34)), since
theassgnment isnecessary to permit successve o/clic movement (see however, (40)-(42)).
Onthe other hand, the enbedded clause healsin (33), (35), and (31)b canna be assgned an
EPPfeaure sincethe assgnment is not necessary to permit successve ¢/clic movement.
Underthis analysis, movement throughthe Specof a nontrue EPPphase head isredly a
reflex of successve gyclic movement. The phase heal is esentially a bystander. By itself,
it canna inducemovement to its Spec hencethe ungammaticdity of (35). In ather words,
we are not dealing here with true intermediate EPP, which this work is arguing against.

Thereare other ways of instantiatingtheideathat movement to the enbedded clause
Spean (32) and(34) takes placebecaise of locdity, na becaise the anbedded clause head
requiresa Spec Thus, we can implement the ideaby appedingto theold ndion o aphrase
boundanbre&inga diain (Aoun 1986, now relativizedin such away that CPbres&ksan A’-
chain, and IP an A-chain, which is relatable to the final landing sites of the movements.

(37) The Successive Chain Links Condition
*Ail, A ], wherea dominates A, and excludes A;, A; and A, successvelinks of a dhain 3
anda=CP if A isinan A’-positiong=IP if A; is in an A-position.
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Given(37), A’-movement is nat all owed to crossa CP boundry, and A-movement is not
alowed to crossan IP boundry. A way aroundthe blocking effea of the CP and IP is
throughadjunction to the CP/IP. Under Kayne's (1994 propacsal that traditional spedfiers
areadualy adjuncts, thisistantamount to movement throughSpedCP and SpedP. (37) thus
forces movement through SpedCP and SpedP for A’- and A-movements respedively. It
gives us "intermediate EPP" effects for A-movement without employing trué’EPP.

Yetanother posshility isto apped to Manzini’s (1994 approach to locdity, which
requiresmovement to passthroughthe domain of eat heal. A relativized minimality
versionof Manzini’ s proposal would reguire movement to passthroughthe domain of eath
headof an appropriate type, A’-heads for A’-movement and A-heals for A-movement. A
consequence of this is that A’-movement would have to pass thtleeigomain of C and
A-movementthroughthe domain o I. Both movement through SpedCP and movement
through SpeclP (in the case of A-movement) are then forced by locality.

None of the conditions on movement/chain formation approachasabwith the
problemthat (35) raises for the gproac that ties siccessve gyclicity to a property of
intermediatdneals. Thereisadditi onal evidencefor the superiority of theformer approacdes.
(See aso Boedckx 2001. 1 will take Takahashi 1994 as the representative of these
approaches.)

Lobeck(1990 and Saito andMurasugi (1990 notethat functional headscan license
ellipsisof their complement only whenthey undergo SpecHead agreement (SHA). (38)a,b,d
showthat tensed 1, 's, and +wh-C, which ac@rdingto Fukui and Speas (1986 undergo SHA,
license ellipsis, whereas the non-agreeing functional ltea@sndthat do not.

(38) a. John liked Mary ang [Peter [ did e too]].
b. John’s talk about the economy was interesting,p8il[ [ . 's e] was boring.
c. *A single student came to the class becaysgethe e] thought it was important.
d. John met someone but | don't kngwnho [.. +wh-C e].
e. *John thinks that Peter met someone but | don't beligveaHat e].

In Chomsky’s (2000 system the SHA requirement on elli psiswould be restated as an EPP
requirement: only heads that take a Spec can license the ellipsis of their complement.

Martin (1996 (see &so Boskovi¢ 1997and Koizumi 1995 observesthat VP elli psis
is posshleincontrol infiniti vals, whichisexpeded under the Case-theoretic gpproachtothe
distributionof PRO, onwhich PRO in (39) is cheded for null Case by theinfinitival I, to,
herce must undergo SHA with it (in other words, this to has a Sped). Significantly, VP
ellipsis is not possible in ECM infinitives, as shown in (40).

Z'A version of this analysis that would na require an apped to the nation o chain would make the
step of crossng CP in the cae of A’-movement and IP in the cae of A-movement in itself ill egitimate,
requiring adjunctionto CP/ 1P (i.e. movement to SpedCP and Sped Punder Kayne' spropasal). Inits sirit, this
analysiswould be doseto Barriers, with “relativized barriers” CP and IP being voided through adjunction.
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(39) John was not sure he could leave, but he tried PRO to.
(40) *John believed Mary to know French but Peter believed Jane to.

Epsteinand Sedy (1999 interpret thisasindicaingthat, in contrast to to in (39), to in (40)
doesnat undergo SHA. In Chomsky’ s (2000 terms, it doesnot take aSpec. Recdl now that
the infinitival subjed in (40) undergoes overt objed shift, passng throughthe infinitival
SpeclPonitsway toits Case positionin the matrix clause. The posshility of Q-float in (41)
indicates that the ECM subject is indeed passing through the infinitival SpeclP.

(41) I believe the students all to know French.

Wethus have here evidence ayainst the goproacd to successve gycli city that ties movement
through anon-Caseinfinitival SpedPto aproperty of |, either through feaure-chedking (i.e.
SHA) or by endowing the | with a Specrequirement.?® Under Takahashi’s approad, John
passes through SpeclP in (40). However, the movement is forced by the MCLP, na a
feaure-chedking/fill ed Specrequirement. Asaresult, noSHA with to takes placein (40) in
spite of John passng through the enbedded SpedP.

The same type of argument can be cnstructed with resped to (42), taken from
Boskovi¢ (1997).

(42) *Johnmet someone but | don't know who Peter said t C.

Thefad that IPelli psisisnat licensed in (42) can bereadily acoounted for if passng through
SpedCP doesnot imply SHA with the C. Theungrammaticdity of (42) thus providesfurther
evidenceagainst thefeaure-cheding/EPPproperty view of successve gyclic movement, on
which C would undergo SHA/have the EPP property in (42). Under this view, (42) is
incorrectly expected to pattern with (38)d rather than (38)e.

The old problem of the impossbility of intermediate prepasition (P) stranding
provides further evidencefor the superiority of Takahashi’s approach. Consider (43)-(44).

(43) a. Inwhich garage did you find that car?
b.Which garage did you find that car in?
(44) *Which garage do you think in (that) John found that car?

Although pied-piping of thePisin principleoptional inthe cnstruction under consideration
it canna take placein an intermediate pasition, as siown in (44). Under Chomsky’s (2000
approad to successve oyclicity, which ties siccessve gyclic movement to a property of
intermediate heals and considers ead step of successve ¢/clic movement a separate
operation,it isvery difficult to aceourt for (44), more predsely, the cntrast between (43)b

\We dso have here alditional evidence ajainst the intermediate EPP (more predsely, against both
Chomsky's 1995feaure chedking view of the EPPand Chomsky’s 2000fill ed Specview of the EPP).
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and (44).1t seemsthat (44) isincorredly ruled in.?° On the other hand, acourting for these
facts under Takahashi’s approad is graightforward, gven that, as discussed above, the
embeddedlause C does naot establish a SHA relation with a wh-phrase. In (43), wh-
movementakes place #ter the matrix C, which drives the movement, enters the structure
(seefn. 26. The dhain starting in the original position d the wh-elements (PPin (43)aand
NPin (43)b) andfinishinginthematrix SpedCPisthen formed, formation d the dhain being
driven by a formal inadequacy of the matrix C, i.e. cheding its grong +wh-feaure, thus
conforming with Last Resort. The MCLP forces the movement to proceal via the
intermediateSpedCP, bu nofedure-chedking readsto takeplaceinthisposition.In contrast
to (43), (44) does nat invave single chain formation. Rather, we ae deding with two
separatehains. one chain involves movement of a PPto the enbedded SpecCP, and the
otherchain invaves movement of the wh-phrase from inside the PPto the matrix SpecCP.*
Givenmy contention that no SHA with the enbedded C takes placein the cnstructions
underconsideration (C does not require movement of awh-element to SpedCP), formation
of thefirst chain violates Last Resort. The cmntrast between (43)b and(44) isthusacourted
for. Theimpossbility of intermediate P-stranding provides further evidencethat successve
cyclic movement is not driven by a requirement on intermediate heads.

The detail s of the analysis are not esentia here. Working them out would entall
givinga mmplete acourt of successve gyclicity andlocdity of movement, naoriousisaues
which go well beyond the scope of this paper. What is important for our purposes is the
proposalthat movement through intermediate SpedPs $houd be treated on a par with
movementthroughintermediate SpedCPs. The best way of deding with the latter is to
consideiit areflex of succesgve gsclic movement, more preasely, aresult of the property
of themovement itself rather than aproperty of the C head, which clealy independently does
notrequire aSpec Thesuggestionisto trea movement throughintermediate Sped Psin the
sameway, which meansthat intermediate Isthemselvesdo nd require aSpec. Thisway, we
cancgpture "intermediate EPP' effeds withou the EPP. The successve ¢yclic movement
approacho "intermediate EPP' effedsisempiricdly superior to the EPPapproad (i.e. the
approaclonwhich intermediate Sped Ps are fill ed as aresult of the requirement that every
sentenceénave asubjed). We have seen that in some contexts (more predsely, expletive
constructionsintermediate Sped Psremainempty, which raisesan insurmourtable problem
for the EPPapproach. Furthermore, we have seen that exadly in these mntextsintermediate
SpeclPs do not have to be filled as a result of successive cyclic movement.

11. Conclusion
Themain conclusion d this paper isthat expletives do nd move. This means that analyses

of expletive constructionsthat crucialy rely onexpletive movement such as Moro’s (1997
predicateraising and Sabel’s (2000 stranding analysis cannd be maintained. | have dso

N oticethat movement out of SpecCPisin principlepossble, yielding at worst avery week violation.
Inthisresped, naicethe mntrast between AWho doyouwonder which picture of Jane bought and (44), bath
of which involve extradion d a complement of P from SpedCP.

%Form Chain being asingle operation, we canna drop the P, thus changing the cdegorial status of
the dement undergoing movement, withou bregking chain formation.
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arguedthat the EPPshoud be diminated. In some @nstructions the EPPdoes nat hold at
all. Where it does appea to hdd its effeds foll ow from independent medanisms, namely
CaseTheory and Locdity. "Final EPP' follows from Case Theory, which leals to the
condusionthat Engli sh hasovert objed shift.**"Intermediate EPP' is &ledive. Intermediate
SpeclPsarefill ed as aresult of successve ¢/clic movement (i.e. locdity); otherwise they
remainempty, which is unexpeded if the EPP were to hdd. In particular, intermediate
SpeclPs are not created in constructions involving expletive subjects, which do not move.
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