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Henp cTatbn — gath yHUOUIMPOBaHHOE (HOPMAITNCTHYECKOE ONMCAHNE TIO3UINI HOMHHATHB-
HBIX TIpeaioxkeHuid B crapoucnanackoMm (CtHcn), ncnone3ys ammapaT MUHAMaNIACTHYECKON
nporpammbl. B CtUcn ¢puHUTUBHBIN Tiaron HaxomuTcs wik B T, W TOr/ia reHepupyeTcs He-
MapKHPOBaHHBIN TOPsoK ciioB Tuna SVO, win nogaumaercs B C U Torna reHepupyeTcs Map-
KUPOBAHHBIN MOPSAA0K ciioB TUa V2 wiu V1. AHamu3, COrJIacHO KOTOPOMY HOJIeKaIIee Ie-
pensuraercs 1o spec-AgrSP coBmectnm kak ¢ TP anammsom npemmoxxernii Tuna SVO, Tak u ¢
CP ananmu3om npeyioskennid Tuma V2 u V1.

The objective of this paper is to attempt a unitary Minimalist account of the positions available
for nominative-case subjects in Olce. In Olce the finite verb has to occur in T and give rise to
unmarked SVO patterns unless it raises to C and so gives rise to various marked V2 and V1
patterns. Movement of the subject to spec-AgrSP is compatible with the TP analysis of SVO
clauses in Olce as well as with the CP analysis of V2 and V1 clauses.

Keywords: Olce word order, Minimalist Program, external arguments, VP-internal subject hy-
pothesis, leftward movement, checking-theory

Icelandic being ill-lustrious for its quirky case constructions it is not by chance
that such constructions have been given preference and precedence in most studies of
agreement in both O(ld) Ice(landic) and Mod(ern) Ice(landic): the Minimalist Program
(Thrainsson 1979; Sigurdsson 1985; Holmberb, Platzack 1990; Sigurdsson 1992;
1996; Jénsson 1996; Taraldsen 1995; Sigurdsson 2000; D’ Alessandro 2003) and Opti-
mality Theory (Rezac 2000; Hrafnbjargarsson 2001; Sigurdsson 2004; Thrdinsson
2007).

When the positions of External Arguments have been discussed within the Princi-
ples & Parameters Framework, the External Arguments in Olce have on the whole
been treated like those in Modlce, the major difference between Olce and Modlce be-
ing the existence of null subjects and objects: Government & Binding Theory (Plat-
zack 1986; Holmberg 1988; Pollock 1989; Holmberg, Platzack 1995; Vikner 1995;
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Haugan 2001) and the Minimalist Program (Vangsnes 1995; Bobaljik, Jonas 1996;
Jonas 1996; Jonsson 1996; Vangsnes 2002; Thrainsson 2003; Craenenbroeck 2007).

Facts regarding Olce thematic subjects are best summarized in Haugan 2001. He
discusses four possible Surface Structure positions available for External Arguments
in Olce (2001: 161-188):

(D Spec-1P — Subject per se:

(1) Adjolumgaf  jarlsyg honum  gullhring (Njdla 159)
at Christmas gave earl him gold-ring
’At Christmas the earl gave him a gold ring’.

Here the subject NP jarl is generated in spec-VP of the "higher’ VP and is then
raised to spec-IP with the topicalized PP a0 jolum being generated as complement of
the "lower’ V-bar and further moved into spec-CP. The V gaf moves via the head I po-
sition of IP into the head C position of CP.

(Il) Spec-CP — Topicalization:

(2) Jarlsyg gaf  honum kaupskip (Vatn 1897)
earl gave him merchant-ship
"The earl gave him a merchant ship’.

Here the subject NP jarl after being generated in spec-VP of the ’higher’ VP
moves first to spec-IP and then to spec-CP and is so fopicalized while the V gaf moves
via [ into C.

(IIT) NP, VP — Subject Shift:

(3) S4& madur bj6 pa adHofi {  Vopnafirdi er hét Steinbjorn og
this man lived thenatHof in Vopnafjordur who was-named Steinbjorn and
var kalladur kortur og hafdi honum par land gefid
was called short and had him there land given
Eyvindur  f60urbr6dir  hansgyg (Porhv 2053)
Eyvindur fatherbrother his
’This man lived then at Hof in Vopnafjordur who was named Steinbjorn and was called short
and there his uncle Eyvindur had given him land’.

(4) Oddur spyr hvort hrossum  Porbjarnar  hofdu stolid
Ottur asks whether horses Thorbjorn’s had  stolen
utlendir menn eda utanhéradsmenn eda ndbdar hansgyg (Eyrb 550)
foreign men or out-of-district-men or neighbours his
*Ottur asks whether Thorbjorn’s horses were stolen by foreign men or men from outside the
district or his neighbours’.

Given that in such sentences (1) the subject is generated VP-internally but sur-
faces as clause-final constituent and (2) the subject has to be checked in spec-IP, three
possible analyses can be assumed within a Government & Binding Approach:

(1) there is a pro in spec-IP being linked to both spec-VP and this position to the
right where the subject is supposed to move;

(i1) the subject moves first to spec-IP and is then extraposed to the right, leaving a
trace in both spec-VP and spec-IP;

(ii1) there may be the possibility of Adjunction of the subject to CP.

Here my intuitions lie with (iii) but with Subject Shift involving Extraposition of a
(heavy) subject NP this renders it beyond the scope of the current discussion.
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(IV) Spec-VP — Subject in situ:

(5) Niu melti pad  allur migursyg ad bpeir  kvadust til konungs

now said that  all crowd that they told to king

vilja yfir = sér pann er likastur veri  Haraldi (GisL 903)
want over themselves that who most-like were Harald

’Now all the people said that they wanted as their king that one who was most like
Harald’.

Here the subject NP allur miigur stays in place in the specifier position of the
“higher’ VP with spec-IP being filled by pro while the ad-clause is extraposed to ad-
join to the V-bar immediately below the ’lower’ VP as its complement. Then the di-
rect object NP pad is scrambled to the left of the subject NP and the AdvP nii is topi-
calized after the V meelti moves from V to C via (I).

My goal in writing this paper is to attempt a unitary Minimalist account of the po-
sitions available for nominative-case subjects in Olce founded on Chomsky (1995:
2000) and Radford (2004) by conflating Haugan’s positions (I), (II) and (IV). The
following stipulations need to be stated, to begin with:

(i) Olce is characterized by an underlying SVO order and this basic word order
correlates primarily with grammatical relations and syntactic factors'.

(i1) Olce is a configurational language that is consistently head-initial. The Olce
VP is then head-initial with extensive leftward movement of non-finite verbs, objects
and adverbial/prepositional phrases giving rise to word order variation”.

(iii) Olce is a split IP language where AgrSP and TP are separate projections. The
function of TP is to anchor the situation® indicated by the verb with respect to time and
the function of AgrSP is to anchor the verbal situation with respect to the subject. CP
is the domain where the discourse properties of the clause are set and VP is the do-
main where the thematic properties of the clause are fixed®.

(iv) In Olce movement is induced by scopal and discourse-related properties.

(v) In Olce subjects are generated VP-internally.

(vi) In Olce topicalized elements end up in spec-CP.

(vii) In Olce Scrambling involves leftward movement of an Internal Argument or
Adjunct to a non-case-marked position.

Just like Modlce, Olce has a verb second (V2) constraint whereby the verb must
appear in clause-second position which holds in both main and embedded clauses and
so is a 'symmetric V2 language’ in Vikner, 1995’s terminology. Following Holmberg,
Platzack 1995 the standard analysis posits that the verb end up in C with some other
overt material appearing in spec-CP. Recent research, however, assumes that the verb
surface in T in subject-initial clauses though it occurs in C in non-subject initial

'S. however Faarlund 1990.

2'S. however Rognvaldsson 1996.

3 *Situation’ is here used according to the definition proposed by B. Comrie, ’i. e. a situation may be
either a state, or an event, or a process’ (Comrie 1976: 13).

* This falls more in line with Vangsnes 2002 but also draws on ideas expressed in Chomsky 2000
and further supported by Grohmann 2003. It is also possible that in Ice root modals assign a theta-role to
the subject in addition to the theta-role assigned to the subject by the main verb (cf. Thrdinsson, Vikner
1995).
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clauses (Thrdinsson 2003). The claim that V2 always involves verb movement out of
the TP domain gains ground from the fact that both verbs and Complementizers oc-
cupy the position immediately left of the subject. This basic piece of evidence pro is
well undermined by a split IP analysis, as is shown below.

Staying with the split IP analysis V-to-T movement in subject-initial clauses in-
volves adjunction of the V-head to the T-head but the verb moves from T into C via
AgrS in non-subject initial clauses, so that the V2 requirement is satisfied in both
cases. Movement has to be accounted for and this falls out naturally from the theory
(Chomsky 1995; 2000) as the system works on the basis of Full Interpretation so that
no uninterpretable features are allowed at L(ogical) F(orm), if the computation is to
converge.

Turning now to Haugan’s analysis, the subject may end in spec-IP — Subject per
se. Cf.:

(6) Kongur segir ,ef pu kemur  dréttningu svo i  mitt vald sem hann
ing says if you bring queen so in my  power as he
pa skal egsup gefa Dpér  prjd  kastala og gera pig jarl“ (NitS 439).
then shall 1 give you three castles and make you earl

’The king says ,,if you get the queen in my power the way he did then I shall give you three
castles and make you an earl*’.

Wighin a Minimalist Framework the clause italicized in (6) will be derived as
follows’:

(7)
ADV— P ¢
\ c— >AgrSP\7
ba, ‘ D /AgI‘S\TP
skal, | AgrS g
egi l | "r/ D>vP\v
‘ i t | “’/ D> P__
t V— Typ
a l:- ‘t | D _ >V
ol gefa, | U ADV
er AV QP ‘
/.

VAN
t, brjd kastala

Here the verb gefa moves from the head V position of the ’lower’ VP to the V
position of the ’higher’ VP, the auxiliary skal is raised in a successive-cyclic
fashion from v — T — AgrS — C to provide phonological material to satisfy the V2
requirement, the subject eg raises successive-cyclically from spec-VP “higher’ —
spec-vP — spec-TP — spec-AgrSP and the adverbial pd moves into spec-CP again in
order to satisfy the V2.

> Formal representations are simplified by omission of those modules of the theory which lie beyond
the scope of the present paper.
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The Extended Projection Principle (EPP) is related to checking of a categorial D-
feature in AgrSP, the functional domain where the subject-related @-features are
checked (Chomsky 1995). One way of checking the D-feature is by raising a thematic
subject to spec-AgrSP. Let’s see what this entails for the analysis in (7). Here the
subject eg is generated in spec-VP ’higher’ whereby it is assigned the Theta-role
Agent by the V-bar gefa, pér t, prjd kastala pd and is then moved into spec-vP. Once
in spec-vP eg is assigned nominative case granted that T licenses nominative case on
the External Argument in spec-vP. As a finite T also triggers movement to spec-TP
the subject pronoun eg moves out of spec-vP into spec-TP and it moves further into
spec-AgrSP to satisfy the EPP. Put another way the subject checks its nominative
case-feature with T in spec-TP before raising to spec-AgrSP to check its categorial D-
feature with AgrS.

In an earlier version Chomsky suggests that the subject targets spec-TP to check
the case-feature of T and then moves to spec-AgrSP to check the agreement-features
of AgrS (Chomsky 1992). Vangsnes explores this idea from a *more functionalist per-
spective’ and assumes that functional projections — CP, (Agr)SP°, and TP — are headed
by abstract heads — «, ¢, and t, respectively — and that abstract heads must be identi-
fied, stated as the Identification Principle (Vangsnes 1999). Under this analysis a
functional category F in an extended projection P is identified if a constituent con-
taining at least one feature relevant for F is merged in the head or specifier position of
F. A definite subject will necessarily move to spec(Agr)SP and a non-definite subject
will meet the requirement for a successful anchoring if it moves to spec(Agr)SP.
Vangsnes’s Identification Principle is then the trigger needed to induce subject move-
ment (should it be otherwise A-movement would violate Greed (Chomsky 1995) and
it is also an elegant way of handling facts related to the properties of definite and in-
definite subjects in Ice).

(7) above claims that the auxiliary skal is generated in v and raised successive-cy-
clically to T — AgrS — C. Following Thréinsson, 2007 (and earlier) V-raising is forced
if the language has a split IP which provides a straightforward account of skal’s
movement from v into T. V2, however, is the result of movement of a finite verb to C
and of some other constituent (XP) to spec-CP (Topicalization). Under standard as-
sumptions fronting of an operator XP to CP triggers V-to-C movement. In the case of
(7) then fronting of the adverbial pd to spec-CP will entail fronting of skal to C via
AgrS. This is tantamount to assuming that a fronted operator has to occur in a speci-
fier-head relation with a feature borne by an inflectional head and that this requirement
triggers V-movement to C in violation of Greed.

The current analysis stands in line with Kiparsky (1995) stipulating that move-
ment to C occurs only if C is present in a language. Functional heads such as C and T
have categorial features and may have case features and provide the environment
where @-features can be checked. Allowing that categorial features are strong and start

% Vangsnes’s "(Agr)SP’ has semantic relevance, specifically it anchors the verbal situation with
respect to the participants, in particular to the most prominent participant: the subject. He labels his
functional category ’(Agr)SP’ as the existence of the functional domain is motivated on semantic grounds
(Vangsnes 1999; 2002). Structurally speaking Vangsnes’s *(Agr)SP’ can be identified with AgrSP.
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movement entails that the C-head, once introduced, carries strong categorial features
and triggers overt verb movement. In (7), once in T, the tense-features of skal are
checked by adjunction and the agreement-features of skal are checked by percolation.
At this stage the situation indicated by skal is anchored with respect to both time and
participants and no further movement is required. It is only after C is projected that
skal raises to C passing through AgrS as required by Shortest Move.

Finally the adverbial pd raises to spec-CP to satisfy V2 despite the closest candi-
date for Topicalization being the subject eg. It has been suggested that fronting of a
non-subject in subordinate clauses may be constrained by discourse factors (Kroch,
Taylor 1997). In much the same way discourse-based information structure might fa-
vour Topicalization of a non-subject in main clauses. With CP being the domain
where the discourse properties of the clause are anchored, movement of the topical
adverb pd can be driven by the need to check some discourse-related feature of pd
against C’.

A different position of the External Argument is revealed in Topicalization —
subject in spec-CP (Haugan 2001). Cf.:

(8) Segir Gisli ad Vésteinn var par kominn og

says Gisli that Vestein  was there come and

hanngyp  hefir  gefio  peim bddum  saman  gripina

he has  given them both together costly things-the

og synir honum og  bidur hann af hafa slikt er hann vill (GislS 863)
and shows him and asks him of have such that he wants

’Gisli says that Vestein has come there and he has given them both costly things and shows
him and asks him to have what he wants’.

Staying with Haugan 2001 the subject hann will be base-generated in spec-VP
“higher’ and topicalized to spec-CP. In quite a different vein I propose the following
analysis of subject-initial clauses (as the one italicized in (8)) in Olce, based on
Thriinsson’s analysis for ModIce (Thrainsson 2003; 2007):

9
AgrSP
— ~
D /AgrS\TP
Hann, ‘ T >VP\7
A
tz ‘ D V/V\ B
A ey D ~vp
t. _
b DP
gefio, e,V DP
‘beim ‘ ‘
badum L
saman ' gripina

7 Say a "topic/focus-feature” as will be argued for in connection to (13).
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In (9) the auxiliary hefir moves from the head v position of vP into the head T po-
sition of TP and the subject hann raises successive-cyclically from spec-VP ’higher’ —
spec-vP — spec-TP — spec-AgrSP to satisfy the V2.

One checking account is to assume that the auxiliary hefir needs to check features
against AgrS in a language with a split IP. As vP is not in the checking domain of
AgrS such features cannot be checked in situ. Up to now I have tacitly assumed that
the auxiliary raises from v into T but movement of hefir from v into T actually in-
volves adjunction of hefir to the T-head with the result that the features of the TP at
that point contain the features of the adjoined auxiliary hefir. Hence hefir needs to
raise no further than T and not all the way to AgrS to have its features checked. In line
with Vangsnes, 1999 I posit the abstract heads t and ¢ for T and AgrS respectively and
assume that hefir raises to adjoin to t in T to check its tense-feature while its agree-
ment-features percolate to AgrS to get checked against ¢. In Olce then the finite verb
has to occur in T when it does not move to C as in (7). Movement to T is sufficient not
because the finite verb lacks features which require checking against AgrS (or o) but
since by moving to T the verb is close enough to enter a checking relation with AgrS
due to feature percolation within TP.

In (9) the subject pronoun hann is assigned the 0-role Agent by the V-bar gefid;
peim bdoum saman t, gripina in spec-VP ’higher’ and hann is assigned nominative
case in spec-vP by the finite T (or by the abstract ). Next the subject hann targets
spec-AgrSP via spec-TP for checking purposes, so that hann gets its nominative case-
feature checked with t and its categorical feature — with ¢ and it also satisfies the EPP.

At this stage all the relevant features are checked off and the computation heads
for Spell-Out unless we posit C projecting into CP and move the composite head hefir
+ 7 to adjoin to ¢ in AgrS and further move the composite head hefir + 7 + o to adjoin
to k¥ in C. Then we will also need to postulate a strong topic(focus)-feature on the
subject hann which can be checked by movement of hann into spec-CP. In such case
the V2 requirement will be met by movement of the subject into spec-CP whereas in
(9) above V2 is satisfied by movement of the subject as far as spec-AgrSP, the latter
being both more economical and requiring less effort.

Back to Haugan 2001, the subject remains in the position where it is generated,
i. e. spec-VP — Subject in situ. Cf.:

(10) Toludu  pad sumir menngyg
told that some men
ad Gestur mundi fifla hana um veturinn (Bard 645)

that Gestur would beguile her  during winter-the.
’Some men told that Gestur would beguile her in the winter’.

Or the subject may move into spec-AgrSP as is shown below:
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(11)
OITF C~  AgSP_
D AgrSP.
/ \
| QP - AgrS_

ba, T(')'luéu.‘
T
pad, amiv AgS QP T
VP __
T Tee
e
i t V- T~CP
R
‘ (# ad Gestur

mundi fifla hana
um veturinn

Here the subject sumir menn is raised successive-cyclically from spec-VP higher’
— spec-TP — spec-AgrSP, the pronominal object pad is scrambled to the left of AgrSP
and the main verb toludu raises in a successive-cyclic fashion from V ’lower’ — V
“higher’ — T — AgrS — C to produce a V1 clause (Narrative Inversion).

In (11) V-raising is triggered with Olce being a split IP language (cf. Thriinsson’s
observations for ModIce — Thrainsson 2003; 2007) so that the verb t6ludu moves out of
the VP domain having set the thematic properties of the clause in order to adjoin to . At
this point t6ludu can check its tense-features against t and it can check its agreement-fea-
tures against ¢ by percolation. Fronting of the composite head 0ludu + 7 + ¢ to adjoin to
is possible after C is projected through adjunction to ¢ specified by Shortest Move.

The subject sumir menn being within reach in spec-VP ’higher’ is case-licenced
by T and so it moves to spec-TP to check its nominative case-feature with 1. Next
sumir menn moves into spec-AgrSP to check its categorial feature with ¢ satisfying in
this way the EPP. If the subject sumir menn stayed in situ in its base position it would
have to be checked in spec-VP ’higher’ somehow. The only way to do this in a
framework which scrambles pad to the left of VP is to posit a pro in spec-AgrSP
(spec-IP in Haugan 2001) being linked to both spec-VP and spec-TP. The licensing of
pro is a long way to being unchallengeable and convincing arguments pro non-inser-
tion of pro in such contexts are to be found in Alexiadou, Anagnostopoulou 1998 and
Biberauer 2003 with special focus on Germanic.

Once the composite head t6ludu + 1 + o surfaces in C (is adjoined to k) the pronoun
object pad moves out of spec-VP ’lower’ to adjoin to the left of AgrSP, i. e. pad is scram-
bled to a position higher than VP contrary to Haugan 2001. Granting that Ice is a V2 lan-
guage with V-to-T movement and V-to-C movement, Scrambling in Ice occurs in both
main and subordinate clauses bounded by T in subordinate clauses and either T or C in
main clauses (Wallenberg 2009). Generalizing facts about Modlce the current analysis
claims that the position of C is the ultimate barrier to Scrambling in Olce main clauses,
hence pad is scrambled to the left of AgrSP in a split-IP language, as in (11) above.

Essentially (11) assumes that the italicized clause in (10) above is a focused con-
struction where the finite verb moves to a high position in CP and is preceded by a
null operator with a discourse related function.

The position of the External Argument in the clause italicized in (12) below is
characterized as another instant of Subject in situ (Haugan 2001: 179). What is of in-
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terest here is not specifically the position targeted by sumir menn but the clause-initial
position of the correlate pad in surface syntax. Cf.:

(12)Pad  munu sumir menngyg mela segirkonungur
that  will some men tell  says king
ad pu takist miki0 d  hendur
that you take much in hands

slik  skéld sem  ort hafa um mig 4&dur
such skalds as made verses have about me before
eftir  nokkrum  madlefnum® (SneglP 661)

after some case-circumstances.

’,,Some men will tell“, the king says ,,that you take much in hand such as skalds have said in

13

verses about me before regarding some case circumstances*.

Maximizing structural symmetry with (10) above the italicized clause in (12) will
be analyzed as follows:

(13)
| C— T-AgrSP
— \A S
bad, | QP 8r
munu; /
sumir VP _
mg v/v\VP
V/ S~ P
\ | DoV
] V- T~CP
-t maelak‘ |
L t, L
ad pu takist

mikid @ hendur

Here the main verb mela surfaces in the head V position of the "higher’ VP and
the auxiliary munu targets the head C position of CP so satisfying the V2 requirement
while in (11) it is the main verb foludu that targets the head C position of CP resulting
in what looks like a V1 order on the surface.

(11) and (13) assume that VP is the domain where the thematic properties of the
clauses are determined by the main verb tdludu/meela, but cf. also Thrainsson, Vikner
1995. TP being the domain where the verbal situation is anchored with respect to time,
in (11) the verb t6ludu raises to adjoin to t in order to check its tense-feature, whereas
in (13) the auxiliary munu is generated in v and raised to T so that its tense-feature is
checked by adjunction to 1. At this stage the situation indicated by toludu/munu is also
anchored with respect to the subject sumir menn as the agreement-features of t6ludu/-
munu are checked against ¢ by percolation to AgrS. As C is projected it triggers
movement of t6ludu/mun + t from T to C via AgrS resulting in adjunction of folu-
Ou/mun + 7 + o to K. Thus V/v-to-C movement takes place with the effect of forming a
C-bar and now the EPP requires that spec-CP be filled. This proves unproblematic to
(13) where the pronominal object pad is adjoined to the left of C-bar to form a CP
whose function is to anchor the verbal situation with respect to discourse, but it is far
from so in (11) where pad is adjoined to the left of AgrSP. One way to satisfy the EPP
in (11) is to merge a null discourse-related OpF(ocus) in spec-CP which will specify
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that the CP thereby formed is to be interpreted as a marked construction. By extension
CPs like Toludou pad sumir menn... can be analyzed as V2 focusing constructions
which are so interpreted by virtue of having a silent OpF in Spec-CP. This, however,
leaves open the question why the pronoun pad is scrambled in (11) but topicalized in
(13). One checking account is to assume a strong topic/focus-feature on the correlate
pad in (13) so that movement of pad will be triggered by the need to check this feature
with « in C. The latter account can be extended to CPs like ...pd skal eg gefa pér prjd
kastala where it is the ADV pd that is topicalized.

In (11) and (13) the subject sumir menn surfaces in spec-AgrSP but in (13) sumir
menn passes through spec-vP as well to become the subject of munu. In (11) sumir menn
is assigned nominative case in spec-VP higher’, the position where it is base-generated,
by the abstract T head but in (13) sumir menn needs to move into spec-vP in order to get
case-licenced. In both (11) and (13) case-checking occurs with sumir menn raising to
spec-TP and agreement-checking — with sumir menn raising to spec-AgrSP. No further
movement of the subject sumir menn is possible as all the relevant subject features are
checked at this stage in a spec-head relation with t and ¢ respectively.

In much the same way the subject sumir menn targets spec-AgrSP in a clause with
SVO order like the one italicized in (14) below:

(14) Sumir menngyg  segja ad Sigmundur Brestisson utan af Fereyjum

some men say  that Sigmundur Brestison from of Faroe Islands
hafi  verit {  pessum bardaga  med Hdkoni jarli og
has been in this battle-day with Hakon earl and

hafi hoggvit badar hendur af Bua... (OlafTrygg 173)

has hewn both hands  of Bui...

’Some men say that Sigmundur Brestison from the Faroe Islands has been with earl Hakon in
this battle and has hewn both the hands of Bui...’

Here the SVO pattern which is often described as the normal unmarked word order
in Olce correlates with Sumir menn segja ad... being a TP(AgrSP) rather than a CP.

By way of conclusion

A unified Minimalist account of the positions available for nominative-case sub-
jects in Olce can be achieved and gains ground on theory-internal and language-inde-
pendent evidence. In Olce the finite verb has to occur in T (resulting in unmarked
SVO patterns) when it does not raise to C (giving rise to various marked V2 and
overtly V1 patterns). In subject-initial clauses the V/v-to-T movement analysis gains
precedence over the V/v-to-AgrS analysis not because the finite verb lacks features to
check against ¢ in AgrS but since movement to T is a more efficient way of feature-
checking as it meets the least effort condition and the Economy Principles. Movement
of the finite verb to AgrS, however, is the way to satisfy Shortest Move, if C (con-
taining an abstract k¥ with discourse related function) is projected forcing the verb to
move out of T in order to satisfy V2 in non-subject initial clauses. The latter being
CPs they are required by the EPP to have their spec-CP filled. If a constituent can be
found that is marked by a strong topic/focus-feature it is topicalized giving rise to ca-
nonical V2 non-subject initial clauses. If not, a silent OpF(ocus) is merged in spec-CP,
resulting in superficially V1 clauses.
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Movement of the subject to spec-AgrSP is compatible with the TP analysis of SVO
clauses in Olce as well as with the CP analysis of V2 and V1 clauses in which the subject
immediately follows the finite verb. If an object is scrambled to precede the subject in
such clauses then it raises to adjoin to the left of AgrSP. With Olce being a left-headed TP
and left-headed vP language Scrambling in such cases is predicted by the theory: the finite
verb moves to C, if an element is scrambled above vP and TP.
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FeHepupaHe HA 86bHUWHU apcyMeHmu 6 CmdeuCJZaHOCKM}Z €3UK

Sna Yankosa (bmaroesrpan)

Ta3m cTaTtus n3mon3Ba amapara Ha MUHUMaNIHCTHYHATA TIPOTpama, 3a Ja MPEAIoKH YHHU-
¢umnmpano GopMaTMCTHIHO OTIMCAaHKUE Ha TIO3UITUUTE Ha HOMHHATUBHUTE Moto3u B Ctlcn. B
Crlcn GUHUTHUAT II1aroj ce HaMupa Wik B poekius T, mpu KOeTo ce TeHepupa HeMapKUpaH
ciosopen ot Tun SVO, unu ce u3kausa B npoekius C, mpu KOeTo ce TeHepupa MapKupaH clio-
Bopexa oT Tunt V2 win V1. B u3pedyeHus ¢ mouior B HavaIHa MMO3UIHS, aHAJIHN3, KOMTO MOCTY-
JMpa JBIDKEHHE Ha riarona oT Bux V/v-T, e mpenmodereH mpes aHamu3, IPH KOWTO TIIaroibT
W3BBPIIBA JBIDKEHUE OT BHI V/v-AgrS, He 3amoTo GUHUTHHUAT IJIATOJ HE TIPUTEXaBa YepPTH,
KOHTO Ja TPOBEPH Cpelry abCcTpaKTHATA IJ1aBa G B MPOEKIHA AgrS, a 3aloTo IBMKEHUETO J0
T e mo-e()eKTUBHHUAT HAYHH 3a IPOBEPSBAHE HA TE3W YSPTH B ChOTBeTCTBUE ¢ [IpuHIUNMTE 32
WKOHOMUSI Ha e3uKa. [|BIDKEHHETO Ha (MHUTHUS riaroi 1o AgrS, obade, cTaBa 3abJKUTEIHO,
B cllyyaWTe Korato ()yHKIuoHanmHata mpoekius C, chIabpkaria abCTpakTHaTa riaBa K Oble
npoekTupaHa oT JIeKCHKOHa, KpalHUAT pe3ynaTaT OT KOETO ca M3PEUYCHUS OT THH V2, B KOUTO
MOJUTOTHT HE 3a€Ma HadaJ HA MO3WIHSA. AKO Ha TO3W €Tall OT JEePHUBAIUATA CHIIECTBYBA eJe-
MEHT, KOHTO € MapKUpaH ChC CHIIHA TONHK-4epTa, TOH OMBa TONMHMKAIU3UPaH, T. €. MPUIBIKBA
ce B npoeknus spec-CP. B ciiyuaute, B KOUTO MO00CH €IEMEHT JIMIICBA, HyJeB onepatop OpF
ce cBbp3Ba cbe spec-CP, 3a 1a reHepupa u3peueHus cbe cioBopen V1. AHanus, criopes; KOUTO
MOJUTIOTHT CE& MPHUBUKBA JI0 MpoeKius spec-AgrSP, e ceBMecTiM kakto ¢ TP ananmsa Ha u3-
pedenus ot tunt SVO, taka u che CP ananmsa Ha uzpedenus ot tTumose V2 u V1.

e-mail: yana_chankova@yahoo.com
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Kameeopuume HA KOMUYHOmMO 6 nepcnekmueama Ha uporusimada
6 KOCHUMUBHO-npazmamuieH acnekm

Oumutpuna Xamse (ITmosaus)

Ilens cTaThu — MOKa3aTh MHOIOCTIEKTPAJIbHBIN WILNIOKYTUBHBIN TOTEHLIMAT KATETOPUM KOMUYe-
CKOTO KaK aHCamOJIsl MepapXWUeCKUX WMIUIMIMTHBIX W SMIUTHIMTHBIX pedeBBIX akToB. Kpea-
TUBHAsI crieldrKka KOMEM JIeNlaeT UX YHHUKAIbHBIMA KOMMYHHKATUBHBIMU CIIUHUIIAMHU M BBI-
JIeJisieT TAKCOHOMUYECKUH XapaKkTep UPOHUU KaK UX CEMAHTHMYECKUW MPOTOTUII M MHBAPUAHT.
Yro kacaercs Borpoca 3pGEKTUBHOCTH KOMMYHHUKATHBHOTO aKTa B MEPCIICKTUBE KOMHYECKUX
KaTeropuii, yCTAHABIMBAETCS, YTO HAa HETO HENb3sI OTBETUTH OJHO3HAYHO, TAK KaK €ro yCITem-
HBIA XapakTep HEe COM3MEPSIETCS C €r0 TEMIIOPATLHBIM OTPaHUICHUEM JI0 MOMEHTa TOBOPECHHSI,
a IMEeT MePCIIeKTUBHO-PE3yIIbTATUBHBIA XapaKkTep.

The article aims at presenting the multifaceted illocutionary potential of the categories of the
comic as an ensemble of hierarchically related implicit and explicit speech acts. The creative
specificity of comemes makes them unique communicative units and highlights the taxonomic
character of irony as their prototype and invariant. When viewed from the perspective of the
categories of the comic the efficacy of a communicative act can never be measured unequivo-
cally since its success and effects are not concurrent with its temporal restriction to the moment
of speaking, but rather have a prospective-resultative character.

Kniouosu Oymu: MpoHusi, Tapoausi, rpoTecka, KOHIENTyallu3anus, UMILIMKAaTypa, Pe4eBH aKT,
WIOKYIHS, IEPIOKYLIUS

1. HpaFMaTI/I'lHaTa OHTOJIOTrUA Ha MNPCACTABUTCIHUTC KOMGMI/I2 — HUPOHUA, MMapo-
Ay, TpOTCCKa — €1Ba JIn 6yI[I/I CbMHCHUEC, HO ,Z['LJ'I60KOTO MMpOy4YBaHC HAa WIOKYTHUBHUIA
UM MOTCHIHUAI U MPUIOKCHUCTO UM TCII'bpBa IIPEACTOU. Karo e3ukoBu KOHCTPYKTH TC
Ca APKO U apTUCTUYHO OTPAKCHUC HaA nOﬂMd)yHKL[MOHa]ZHOC‘mma Ha €3UKa B HeﬁCTBHC:

" OCHOBHMAT TEPMHHONOTHYEH amapaT Ha MNparMaTHKata ¢ MpeacTaBeH B KHurata Ha CT.
Jumvutposa Jlunesucmuuna npaewamuka. Copus, 2009.

2 E3MKOBa €/IMHHIA, KOSTO TEHEPHPA KOMHKA, POU3BEXK/Ia KOMHIEH eeKT W YIPaKHIBA ECTETH-
Yyecka U peKTU(GUKAIMOHHA QYHKIIHUSL.
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