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1 A Recent Account of Expletive Passives and Locative Inveimn

English passives regularly allow an expletive pasdive @metimes also called @articipial expletive construction—and
locative inversion[(2):

(1) Expletive Passive
a. There was a study done in 1979.
b.  There were many topics discussed during the conference.
c. Therewas a bridge crossed during the war.
(2) Locative Inversion
a. During that time period were constructed numerous montisrad temples.
b. In those days were debated numerous abstruse questilittie pfractical relevance.
c.  Tothe servants were left the silver dog collars but notligs.

In the expletive passive, the underlying object appearpsition to the left of the passive participle, while the letipethere

occupies the canonical subject position. In locative isi@T, a PP appears to the left, while the underlying objegpte@ing
as the subject) appears in a rightward position.

Although passives allow both expletive passives and leedtiversion, they do not allow both at the same time (Rez&@6P0

(3) a. *Duringthattime period were numerous monuments antptes constructed.
b. *Inthose days were numerous abstruse questions debated.

That is, the pre-participle position is incompatible witfrented PP and no ovetttere.

Rezac (2006) offers an account of this incompatibility. lezBc’'s analysis, passive participles obligatorily progec
position that must be filled, either by moving the underlyirigect into it, or by moving a PP into it that then moves furthe
to derive locative inversion. If the underlying object meue this position, and then further to the surface subjesition
(Spec-TP, for Rezac), we get a canonical pas§ive (4a); ibites to this position, and an expletive is inserted in théaser
subject position, we get an expletive passiMe (4b); and Par®ves through it instead, we get locative inversion [H4c):

4) a. Canonical passiveid [numerous monumentsivere passpart: COnstructed; during that time period]]
b. Expletive passiveip there were gasspainumerous monuments¢onstructed; during that time period]]
C. Locative inversion:p [during that time period]were [passparts cOnstructed [numerous monumerttg]

Since the PP moves through the patrticipial position in leeainversion, nothing else is allowed to move there. Rezac’

analysis thereby accounts for the fact that locative ingarand the pre-participial position of the underlying attjare
incompatible.

The puzzle that | take as my starting point here comes fronfetttehat pseudopassives permit the expletive passive, but
very strongly disallow locative inversion (the latter faes noted by Bresnan 1994, 79):

(5) Expletive Passives
a. There wasn'’t a single bed slept in on that fateful night.

b.  There was a bridge marched across during the war.
c.  There were many questions talked about during the deliioais.

IFollowing[Bresnan (199%) and others, Rezac has the PP efaréuer in locative inversion, to an A-bar position, buistis not relevant to the issues at
hand.



d.  There was more than one speaker jeered at during the debate

(6) Locative Inversion
a. *During that time period were slept in many beds built mvédly for chipmunks.
b. *Inthose days were argued about numerous abstruse guesfilittle practical relevance.
c. *On Fridays are relied upon servants with impeccablertinaind demeanor.
d. *Ingrade school are jeered at many children with awkwaidas skills.

What is puzzling here is that, in pseudopassives, the obfettte preposition acts like the object of the verb in a regula
passive in becoming the subject:

()

a. Many beds were slept in.

b.  This bridge was marched across more than once during the wa
c Numerous abstruse questions were argued about in thgse da

d Servants are relied upon less and less even in old-mobigegkholds.

Hence, it appears that the object of the preposition can nmtee surface subject position, and on the way, it can stop in
the specifier of the participle posited by Rezac, since tipdetive passive is possible. Given that this position idlalée, a
different PP should be able to move through it, as well, gjvise to locative inversion. Rezac’s theory predicts, inectly,

that locative inversion should be compatible with pseudsjpyas.

I conclude that Rezac’s account of locative inversion isaavtect. Rather, locative inversion involves rightwardveo
ment of the NP that agrees as the subject. Pseudopassivirear@compatible with locative inversion because objetts
prepositions cannot undergo rightward movement, as has kemvn since Ross (1967). | construct an analysis of English
clause structure in both the active and the passive voicesamalyses of expletive passives, pseudopassives, aatd/imn-
version. This analysis will explain numerous facts abowglish, and it will also explain the inability of objects ofgpositions
to undergo rightward movement.

As a preliminary to investigating more complicated casesxgfletive passives, | first go through arguments for distin-
guishing exS%Ietive passives from biclausal constructisitis reduced relative clauses. | then give my analysis ascuds its
implication

2 ldentifying Expletive Passives

Pseudopassives are grammatical as both prenominal angopgetl modifiers, taking a form that looks identical to the
expletive passive:

(8) a slept-in bed
a much-relied-upon technique
(9) the bed slept in on that fateful night

the thesis talked about during the deliberations
the noble cause fought over for centuries

o T T

One might try to claim that expletive pseudopassives amailgtnominal, perhaps a reduced relative clause, and g&it-p
dopassives therefore do not truly participate in the ekmgtassive. On this account, locative inversion and ex@@assives
would pattern alike, as Rezac's analysis would predich¢algh without saying something further, Rezac'’s analysisld/

not explain why pseudopassives do not allow either the ¢ixplpassive or locative inversion).

However, numerous researchers have shown that expletg&/pa must be treated as a single clause, with the paetagpl
the main verb of that clause, and are not biclausal congingtThe same sorts of arguments that these researchergitien
can be applied to pseduopassive expletive passives, shdhanthey are not reduced relative clauses (or, more aetyra
have a parse that is not a reduced relative clause, sincasasleme of them will admit such a structure).

First, the expletive passive can be distinguished from aiged relative clause by its compatibility with extraction
(Milsark 1974, 70-71l, Lasnik 1999, 90, Chomsky 2001, 25-28¢duced relative clauses, as nominal modifiers, do not
permit extraction:

2Before moving on, | should also note that the differencesihiced here between passives and pseudopassives raiseonsmroblems foreanalysis
accounts of pseudopassives, where the verb plus prepossgmalyze as a verb. (Reanalysis is advocated by, amoegp@homsky (1981, 123, 292—-300).
Sed Baltin and Postal 1996 for extensive references andsdisn.) The problem is, if this reanalysis is available, dbject of the preposition should act
just like the object of a simple verb, and there should be mirast between passives and pseudopassives in the possibibcative inversion. | therefore
assume that reanalysis is not a tenable account of psewsiggmss was shown py Baltin and Postal (1996), and do noéssld further.



(10) a | like to buy [lemons grown in Florida].
b. *It's Florida that | like to buy [lemons grown in].
(11) a | enjoyed [many topics talked about at that confeggnc
b. *Itwas that conference that | enjoyed [many topics talbdut at].

In contrast, expletive passives do permit extraction:

(12) a.  There was a study done on swallows in 1969 with gréanic rigor.
b. It was with great scientific rigor that there was a studyedon swallows in 196Scompare:
c. *Itwas with great scientific rigor that there was a study.
d. *Itwas with great scientific rigor that there was [a stuldgttwas done on swallows in 1969].

Pseudopassive expletive passives also permit extraction:

(13) a. It was with unerring accuracy that there were two ninert at.
(cf. *It was with unerring accuracy that there were two men.)
b. It was with heated tempers that there were many topicedadbout at that conference.

(cf. *It was with heated tempers that there were many topitisat conference.)

In addition, reduced relative clauses may not be precededfbl relative clause, but full relative clauses can modify
pre-participle NP in the expletive passive (Deal 2009, 2&eredits this observation to Rajesh Bhatt):

(14) a. There may have been [many books that were writtenstehbeing sold on the veranda.
b. *[Many books [that were written in haste] [being sold oe treranda]] are missing their covers.

This is true of pseudopassive expletive passives, as well:

(15) a. There may have been [many beds that were built fonuifxs] being slept in that night.
b.  There might have been [many topics that had previously bgjected] being talked about at that conference.
c. *[Many beds [that were built for chipmunks] [being sleptthat night]] were gone in the morning.
d. *[Many topics [that had previously been rejected] [beialged about at that conference]] were not amenable to
scientific inquiry.

Additionally, eventive modifiers are not compatible withst&ntial constructions, but they are compatible with expé
passives (Milsark 1974, 77-85, Caponigro and Schuitze| ZW8), including pseudopassive ones:

(16) a. *There have just been several books.

b.  There have just been several books sold to fishermen.
(17) a. *There have just been two speakers.

b.  There have just been two speakers jeered at.

Having established that pseudopassive expletive passieaadeed expletive passives and not reduced relativeetal
turn to the task of constructing an analysis of expletivespvas.

3 The Analysis of Expletive Passives

The first step in constructing an analysis is to determinethkahere the leftward position of the underlying objecirighe
expletive passive. Contra Rezac (2006), it is not adjacethie participle.

3.1 The Pre-Participle Position

To determine the position of the underlying object in theletiye passive, we must examine expletive passives that fmave
auxiliaries. Here is the full range of data, including madanhd the auxiliarjave:

(18) a. There were many books sold.
b.  There were many books being sold.
c.  There have been many books sold over the years.



d.  There may have been many books being sold.

The surprising sentences here (18b) (18d). If bothressivebe and passivée are present, the NP comes between
them; otherwise it immediately precedes the participleis Thas noted by Milsark (1974, §5), who states the genetaliza
as, “the noun phrase appears in general immediately togheaf the leftmost occurrence bé.”

Of course, one could object that, just when more auxiliasiespresent, these sentences must have a biclausal, reduced
relative analysis. The same arguments as above show tlyataheoe monoclausal, though; in fact, the examplesih (14) an
(I5) have already shown this. Additionally, expletive passwith multiple auxiliaries can be extracted from:

a. o did you say that there may have been many bookg beid to~
(19) Who did hat th have b bookg belid to?
(cf. *\Who did you say that there may have been [many bookstleat being sold t0]?)

b.  Who did you say that there may have been many topics bescgsked for?
(cf. *Who did you say that there may have been [many topicswieae being discussed for]?)

Having established that the paradigm [n](18) does in factemt the expletive passive, we arrive at the following
generalization:

(20) Generalization: The underlying object in an explefiassive occurs immediately after the highasauxiliary.

If there are twabe auxiliaries (one the progressive and one the passive),rilerlying object comes between them](18b,
[18d); if there is only one (which must be the pasdigk it comes between that one and the passive partidiple [[B83, Note
that the analysis of Rezac 2006 does not expect the posiiovelen the twde auxiliaries, since the position occupied by the
underlying object in that analysis is the specifier of theipile.

I will account for this generalization by hypothesizingtii@e surface position of the underlying object in the expéet
passive is the specifier of passile, which | will label Spec-PassP. The head of this projectim®.ss moves across its
specifier to the position occupied by, if the latter is not present. | will call this projection Inn&spect (InAsp). Ifogog
is present, botbe auxiliaries stay in situ, with the NP between them in the #gmrof PassP:

(21) a. There were many books sold. b. There were many books belthg s
InAspP InAspP
InAsp PassP InAsp PassP
were /\ were /\
NP Pass
Pass VP
being
V NP

sold _t

Some independent evidence that this is correct comes foabitity to explain a puzzling fact about VP ellipsis. Thgs i
that passivéoe can be pronounced only if progressheis not present (Baker, Johnson, and Roberts [1989):

(22) a. These books might have been being sold at a discauhthase books might have been (*being) too.
b.  These books have been sold before, and those have (been) to
c. These books are being sold at a discount, and those baokdbaing) too.
d. These books were sold before, and those were too.

In (22a, c), passivee cannot be pronounced when the VP is elided. One might takedhndicate that passilge must be
obligatorily included in what is elided, except that the @same auxiliargan be pronounced i (22b, d).

This rather strange fact has a simple explanation giverhihay above. Passil@® moves to InAsp only when progressive
be does not occupy that position. So just when progredsie absent, passivge moves out of PassP. If PassP is obligatorily
included in ellipsis, then passive must not be pronounced when progres$igés present and prevents it from moving.

As will be stated immediately below, Pass corresponds tweagbice. | take Voice to be the phase head in the sense of
Chomsky (2000). In the passive voice, it is Pass that is tlsg@ihead. We can therefore hypothesize that the following is
true:

(23) Ellipsis minimally targets a phase.

That is, ellipsis must target at least PassP in the treeseali@mannot target just VP.
Turning back to the expletive passive, this basic analy#isecount for the data if{18). However, it must be fleshet ou
to account for the full range of facts, which | do in the nextsection.



3.2 Proposed Clause Structure

I will begin by constructing an analysis of English clausisture in the active voice. First, | hypothesize that theemal
argument starts in Spec-VoiceP, where Voice heads a furadtirojection above the lexical VP_(Kratzer 1996). In aidahif
there is a semantically contentless category-defining noliéarantz 1997) between VP and Voice. In every active clause
the underlying object moves to Spec-vP, while the active Wesdhrough v to \oicB:

(24) IP
NP ]
/\
clerks
Infl ModP
might /\
uod OutAspP
t /\
OutAsp InAspP

have //////“\\\\\\
InAsp \oiceP
been

NP \oice
t

\oice vP
selling, /\
\Y
\Y; VP
Adv VP
repeatedly
P y V NP
t

Adverbs may adjoin to VP but not to vP, so adverbs may not corbbetween the V and the direct object (see Johnson/1991).
It is plausible that adverbs may not adjoin to vP because ensasitically vacuous. | assume that adverbs semanticadigtse
a constituent to modify, and may only adjoin to a categorytivgly can semantically modify; they may therefore never adjoin
to vP.

Outside VoiceP, there is first an InnerAspect (InAsp) priopecthat includes progressilae, but this projection is always
projected, even when the aspect is something else and theeprogressivee. Then there is an OuterAspect (OutAsp)
projection forhave, and then Mod for modals. | have no evidence regarding win¢iese projections are present even when
the auxiliaries are not, unlike InAsp, so | leave them outheftrees when they are not present. The highest auxiliatygha
present will move to Infl (across negation if present).

V moves to Voice even if other auxiliaries are present, eleer{One might want to say thdb is InAsp with a feature that
says it must move all the way to Infl; so all other nodes havesterhpty, or missing. This will account for the incompattlyili
of do with all other auxiliaries.)

3.3 Passive Voice

Turning to the passive voice, | hypothesize that Pass replsloice. The head of Passligy,ss | also adopt the analysis of
Blight (1999) and Caponigro and Schiitze (2003) where thsiy@mserb does not undergo the movement that the active verb
does, so V stays in VP:

3Se€ Bruening 2010a on movement of both objects to Spec-viramsitives.



(25) P

NP I

—_—
many books

Infl ModP

might /\
uod OutAspP
t /\
OutAsp InAspP
have

InAsp PassP

been /\

NP Pass
t

Pass vP

being /\
\ VP
Adv VP
repeatedly V/\

NP

sold _t

The underlying object moves to Spec-PassP, and, in the @aipassive, it moves on to Spec-1P. Movement of the obgect t
Spec-vP only takes place in the active voice, for reasonkigrgnl immediately below.

The step of movement to Spec-PassP is an important featthre ahalysis here, as will become apparent when we turn to
expletive passives. | hypothesize that Pass strictly requiis specifier to be filled. Hence, there must be an NP dlaithat
can move to its specifier, and English therefore disallowseiraonal passives. The available NP may not stay in situein th
passive, either. Thus, we account for two remarkable famsisEnglish: that it does not allow impersonal passived,tha
underlying object must not stay in situ in the passivEhgre was done a study in 1979). (See below on clausal complements.)

I will formalize this as the following requirement:

(26) Pass requires that its specifier be occupied by an NPa#itli set of phi-features. (Pass = [Spe¢]N

So, Pass has a [Spe@Neature that must be satisfied by moving an element of caydgavith a full set of phi-features to
its specifier.

In the active voice, the head v must have a different requerénbecause it is not necessary that some NP move to Spec-vP
(with intransitives). Only objects of the verb move to Sp%-and if there is none, v simply does without a specifier. Let
us formalize this as a requirement on the NP, then, and ndt@head v. | will hypothesize that NPs must be immediately
dominated by a projection of some case-licensing head eladtive voice, v is such a case-licensing head. Any NP infhe v
that needs case licensing (o} objects of prepositions, which are case-licensed by P) mose to a position immediately
dominated by a projection of v, so, Spec-vP.

(27) Case Licensing: An NP chain must have a link that is imatety dominated by a projection of a case-licensing
head.

Merging the head Pass with vP must cancel the case-licensiiity of v. Instead Pass is the case licerfser:

(28) Case Licensing Heads:
P, v selected by Voice, Pass, Infl ...

So, only a v that is selected by Voice is a case-licenser. Blistethat nothing stops an NP from occupying more than one
case-licensing position: in the canonical passive, theetdyithg object moves to Spec-PassP, a case-licensinggmsitnd

“4Actually, this must be more complicated: v must still be ablease-license an NP in passive ditransitives. Because tire not my concern, | will not
attempt to complicate the model of grammar being proposesltheaccommodate them.



then on to Spec-IP, another case-licensing position. Inaeghat an NP just needs to have a chain linkome case-licensing
position; the surface form of the case it receives will beedtatned by the highest such position (nominative for Sgec-I
accusative everywhere else outside of nominals in English)

3.4 Expletive Passives

As just described, Pass strictly requires an NP with a fullo§ehi-features to be merged in its specifier. This NP will be
found in the immediate c-command domain of Pass (the lgizade in the sense of Chomsky 2000) and will move to Spec-
PassP. In the expletive passive, this NP will stay there, veiicdhot move on to Spec-IP. Instead, the expletikiere will. |
follow Deal (2009) in hypothesizing thitereis inserted low, and not directly in Spec-IP. However, | pagsieven more local
relation betweenhere and its associate than Deal does. | hypothesizettieet is inserted in a second specifier of PassP,
immediately c-commanding its associate in Spec-PassPr@mdhere it moves on to Spec-IP:

(29)

many books

Pass vP

being /\
v VP
Adv VP

repeatedly >
V NP

sold

The two specifiers of PassP agree, such there takes on all of the features of the NP in the first specifier afsPa
This happens because the phi-featureshefe are unvalued, and can only be valued by entering into an Awgletion
(Chomsky 2000) with an NP with a full set of phi-features, ethare then copied ontbere. Moreoverthereis a member of
a class of elements that | will calummies, which have the feature [dummy]. The defining property of dues is that they
must enter into an Agree relation with some other elementdgfsignated type:

(30) Dummies: An element with the feature [dummy] must Aguita an element with feature [F]. (notate as [dummy:F])
(31) there:

a. Has the feature [dummy:N].
b. Has unvalued phi-features, which must be valued by Agree.

General principles of economy will dictate that one operatf Agree is preferable to two, sbere will always get its phi-
features from the same [N] element that satisfies its [dunfeatlire. Following general practice, | will refer to this ldBthe
dummy’sassociate.



Note thatthere having unvalued phi-features explains why it cannot satts Spec requirement of Pass by itself, without
moving the associate NP to Spec-PassP first. That is, it isfisessary to move an NP to Spec-PassP; Pass’s requirements
cannot be met simply by mergirigere with it. Supposing that heads with featural requirementstrsatisfy those require-
ments immediately, the first thing that must be done aftes Bamerged with vP is satisfy its requirement for an NP with a
full set of phi-featured(26). Mergintpere will not satisfy Pass’s requirements, becatreee lacks phi-features. If what Pass
requires is a specifier with complete phi-featutbsie is inadequate. It can only be merged after some other NP hiafiesh
Pass’s requirement. So the first step after merging Pass/Rithust be movement of an NP within vP to Spec-PassP. Only
then carthere be merged into a second specifier. Subsequent to that méwgrerAgrees with its associate NP and values its
phi-features, but this is too late for satisfying Pass (boan satisfy a higher Pass; see (47b) below).

As described above, if InAsp is unoccupied, Pass moves:there

(32) P

T

there 1

TN

Infl ModP
might

uod OutAspP
t /\

OutAsp InAspP
have

InAsp PassP
been
N

P PassP
t /\

NP Pass
T~ /\

many books Pass VP

ty A

\; VP

Adv VP
repeatedly V/\

This captures the generalization about the expletive passiove: if INAsp ibep,qq the underlying object will come between
beyrog andbepass but if bepogis not present, the underlying object will folldvepss

Turning to adverbs, we saw regarding the active voice the¢rs could not intervene between the verb and the object,
because the V moves to Voice while the object moves to SpeandPadverbs cannot adjoin to vP. In the passive, the V does
not move, so adverbs can come before thé V (Blight 1999). rGikie hypothesized structure, we predict that adverbs will
come between the underlying object and the V in the expletssive, which is correct:

(33) a. There were many books repeatedly sold.
b.  There were many books being repeatedly sold.
c.  There may have been many books being repeatedly sold.
d.  Who did you say that there may have been many books beiegtegtly sold to?

Example[(33H) verifies that adverbs still have the explgidgsive analysis, and not a biclausal one. (Adverbs madjsin
on the right, givingThere may have been many books being sold repeatedly.)

As for agreement with finite Infl, | assume that Infl Agrees wvitike highest NP in its local c-command domain. In the
expletive passive, this ihere, which now has a complete set of phi-features, copied freragsociate. In addition, Infl must
have a [Spec:N] feature, like Pass, which drives movemeandP to its specifier.



3.5 The Pseudopassive

In active clauses with PPs, the V again moves through v toeydiat the object of the P does not move to Spec-vP, because it
is licensed by P. So adverbs can intervene between V and Pyt and NP (above):

(34) \oiceP
NP \oice
A_
Republicans Voice vP
voted
'\v VP
t
AdvP VP
A
eagerly V/\pp
t /\
P NP
for

this proposal

In the passive voice, Pass again replaces Voice, and V stajtsii As stated above, Pass strictly requires that itsifspec
be filled, independent of case licensing. So it attracts thg NP that is available, namely, the object of the prepositiThis
NP moves to Spec-PassP, and then may move on to Spec-IP:

(35)

1P
NP ]
—_—
a proposal /\

Infl InAspP

was /\
A\I?Asp PassP
/\

—

Since the V does not move in the passive, we predict that bdweay intervene between the V and PP in the active, but
not in the passive:

5Note that adverbs can come between a direct object and a Re awtive, and can still immediately precede the PP in theiyes

@i a. They hit the ball angrily to John.
b. The ball was hit angrily to John.

| assume that another derivation is possible where the hds@djoined on the right, and the PP moves across it to alljghrer on the right. This rightward
movement is not possible when the object of the preposisi@xiracted in the pseudopassive (or in wh-movemeanhowas the ball hit angrily to?).



(36) (Chomsky 1981, 123, (20))
a. They spoke angrily to John.
b.  John was spoken to.
c. *Johnwas spoken angrily to.
(37) (Blight 1999)
a. They voted eagerly for this proposal.
b. * This proposal was voted eagerly for.

As an alternative to the NP moving on to Spec-IP, it may alseaia in Spec-PassP, whilkere is inserted into a second

specifier of PassP and then moves to Spec-IP:

(38)

This results in an expletive pseudopassive.
As explained above, Pass requires that an NP move to itsfigpeso the object of the P may not remain in-situ:
* There was slept in a bed on that fateful night.
* There was marched across a bridge during the war.
* There was sat on a man in this room.
* There was talked about a thesis during the deliberations
* There was fought for/over a noble cause for centuries.

Note also that Spec-PassP does not have to be filled by an enguaiithe verb; any NP will do, here an object of P. So
we predict, correctly, that ECM/raising-to-object verhbssld also allow expletive passives:

(39)

® 20 T o

There are three people considered to be viable catedifbr president.
There was a Senator found to be guilty of accepting britoea thildren.
There are three theories known to be compatible with #tis&facts.

(40) a.
b.
C.
Once again, the possibility of relative clause modifiersxghthat these are truly expletive passives, and are notusiala

(41) a. There are three people [who come from Arkansas] dersil to be viable candidates for president.
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=

There are three theories [that originate with Nobel lateg] known to be compatible with this set of facts.
* Three people [who come from Arkansas] [considered to ibble candidates for president] had extramarital
affairs.
d. *Three theories [that originated with Nobel laureatdsjdwn to be compatible with this set of facts] were
discredited at the conference.

o

| analyze ECM as involving movement from a lower non-finitee&pP to Spec-vP in the active, and to Spec-PassP in the
passive (possibly followed by movement to Spec-1P).

3.6 Clausal Complements

An important feature of the analysis proposed here is th@atory movement of an NP to Spec-PassP, which rules out
impersonal passives and in-situ passives in English. Hevyélere is one case in English where nothing appears to,move
namely, with clausal complements. The explethappears in Spec-IP, while the CP appears to be in its cardppasverbal
position:

(42) It was decided [that we should surrender].
Note that clausal complements are incompatible with ek@gtassives:

(43) a. *There was (it) decided [that we should surrender].
b. *There was [that we should surrender] decided.

Neitherit nor the CP itself may appear in Spec-PassP, whéee occupies Spec-IP.

The question here is what satisfies the Spec requiremenssfiPf42). This requirement is that the specifier be occupied
by an NP with a full set of phi-features. This requiremenesubut[(43b), because a CP is not an NP with a full set of phi-
features. As for[(42), it must be the expletitehat satisfies the Spec requirement of Pass. Thatiisust be merged into
Spec-PassP, and then move to Spec-IP:

(44) P

Infl InAspP

A\InAsp PassP
NP Pass

|

Pass vP
t /\
\; VP
\/ CP
decided

that we should surrender

It is a dummy, likethere. Unlike there, however, it seems to have a full set of phi-featudé¢ss invariantly third person
singular, unlikethere, which will take whatever features its associate has. Bee#lhas a full set of phi-features inherently,
it can satisfy the Spec requirement of Pass, without movinghan®P to Spec-PassP first. | repeat the propertieisené
below, and provide the featuresitf

(45) there:

a. Has the feature [dummy:N].
b. Has unvalued phi-features, which must be valued by Agree.
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(46) it:
a. Has the feature [dummy:C].
b. Has valued phi-features (non-human, third person samyul

Sinceit is a dummy, it has to Agree with some other element, in thie @€P. So we still rule out impersonal passives
in English, becausi can only be inserted into Spec-PassP if there is a local GRttben Agree with. If there is none, the
[dummy] requirement oit will not be satisfied.

The question now is what rules olt (#3a). Withaythe sentence is ruled out because the Spec requiremens®iPa
not satisfied. Witht, however, that requirement is satisfied. The problem mughdighere is not allowed to associate with
it. This appears to be a more general constraint: a [dummy]erlenannot satisfy its Agree requirement by Agreeing with
another [dummy]. For instance, in a biclausal passivegthan never be twtheres (cf.[Deal 2009, 308—309):

47 a. | expect there to be a study done later this year.
b.  Thereis expected to be a study done later this year.
c. Thereis a study expected to be done later this year.
d. *There is there expected to be a study done later this year.

In (470), thethere that starts out in the embedded Spec-PassP must move thispegkPassP in the matrix clause, by hypoth-
esis. Given everything that has been said so far, we shoplelceit to be able to stay there, while a sectimate is merged
above it in a second specifier of PassP, as happens with automy NP in [47E). However, this is impossible (#7d). The
problem cannot be non-local agreement, because the sarleaaagreement holds i (4l7b). In the analysis hérere
copies the features of its associate, and so it itself haariesathat it should be able to impart to the secthade, with no
issue of locality.

In fact, nothing blocks[(47d). Deal (2009, 308) claims thahiould be blocked by a preference for Move over Merge.
That s, the grammar prefers to move dhererather than insert another. However, if there were suchfefenece, thethere
would never be inserted; its associate would always mostean. Moreover, the availability of bofh (47b) ahd (47aveh
that there is no such preference: at any given step of thealien, the grammar seems to allow either Move or Merge. So,
in (478),a study moves to the embedded Spec-PassPtlere is merged in a second specifier of that PassP. ffieat then
moves on to embedded Spec-IP, then to the matrix Spec-RaskfPom there to matrix Spec-IP. [n{47c), in contrasttudy
moves first to embedded Spec-PassP, then embedded SpaenlR) matrix Spec-PassP. Only at that poirnthi&se merged.

If there were some general preference for Merge over Move @révbver Merge, one or the other of these sentences would
be ruled out in favor of the other one. Since both are allowsete can be no such preference. (Note also (47c) can hav
the expletive passive parse, and not just the reducedvweladirse, because it allows eventive modifiditsere is currently a
study (*that is) expected to be done later this year.)

| conclude that the relevant constraint is tHare simply cannot associate with another dummy. This will alse out
there associating with dummit in (434a). Call this thédouble Dummy Constraint:

(48) The Double Dummy Constraint
An NP that has the feature [dummy:F] may not Agree with an elgrwith [F] if that element has the feature [dummy].

Space considerations preclude me from exploring thisicéisin further and trying to derive it from other principle$the
grammar of dummies. Suffice it to say that it seems naturaldftummy that doubles another element may only double a
non-dummy.

Note that this analysis explains the original data that ladr@sky (1995) to hypothesize that Merge is preferred over
Move. An NP cannot first move to an embedded Spec-IP, and tingtlere be inserted higher:

(49) a. Thereis likely to be [a panda] at the zoo.
b. *Thereis likely [a panda] to be at the zoo.

It appears from[{49) that an NP that is associated tiéne cannot move beforthere is inserted. Yet, this is exactly what
happens in[(47c). Rather, the relevant constraint appedes thathere can only be inserted in certain positions: Spec-PassP
in all of our examples, where the associate is also in SpesHP#n the next section we will see thiadre can also be inserted

in a second specifier of VoiceP. We can therefore state theti@int as the following, which will rule out(#9b) and acoou

for all of the data above:

(50) There can only be inserted in the specifier of a verbal phase head.
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(On active participles withing, se€_Deal 2009. The qualification “verbal” is there to rul¢ iosertion ofthere in Spec-CP
and Spec-PP; P will be seen to be a phase head below.)

In summary, the analysis permits clausal complements aiymsgerbs with the expletivie, becausét is inserted at Spec-
PassP and satisfies Pass’s requirement for an NP with a folf phi-features in its specifier. Otherwise, an NP must niove
Spec-PassP, where it may be doubledHgye in a second specifier of Pasdiere cannot double another dummy, so it may
not doubleit in (434), orthere in (47d).

3.7 Summary

| have so far outlined analyses of active clauses, passases, pseudopassives, expletive passives, and exjpietivdopas-
sives in English. This analysis captures numerous factateghese clause types in English, including the placemettief
associate NP in expletive passives (after the higbestuxiliary); the obligatory displacement of the associak Ne lack
of impersonal passives in English; and CPs staying in sipassives but being incompatible with expletive passivealsb
captures adverb placement facts and a strange restrigti@tlipsis. The two key features of the analysis are moveroent
passivebeto InAsp if that head is not occupied by progresdiecand obligatory movement of an NP to Spec-PassP.

4 Locative Inversion

Having constructed an analysis of expletive passives angdbudopassive, we now need to explain why pseudopassives a
incompatible with locative inversion, unlike regular pass. As noted at the outset, we cannot adopt Rezac's (20@8)sis,
according to which the fronted PP in locative inversion neygough the expletive passive position (here, Spec-passiR
analysis predicts, incorrectly, that pseudopassivesldtmmifine with locative inversion.

4.1 Analysis of Locative Inversion

| therefore adopt a different analysis of locative invemnsid-irst, because the arguments for the null expletive amalyf
locative inversion are overwhelming (Lawler 197 7; Pos&/1,2004; Bruening 2010b), | hypothesize that the surfabgest
position is filled by a nullthere expletive (“theré in the trees below). In addition, because locative invarsnvolves a
postverbal NP (the one that Agrees with Infl), | hypothesiw bne of the characteristic properties of locative ineerss
that a specifier be projected on the right. This is always pleeiier of the phase head: Spec-VoiceP in the active, SpesH
in the passive. The nulhereis generated as a second specifier of that phase head, agrétbithe NP in the first specifier. As
discussed more below, rightward specifiers have to be spajflicensed. In English, a rightward specifier can berissd
at VoiceP/Pass only there merges as a second specifier and, additionally, a PP movestioes specifier of VoiceP/PassP
on its way to adjoin to IP. Because these two specifiers arspeatifically licensed on the right, they project on the Ieftate
the licensing conditions on the rightward specifier below:

(51) Arightward specifier of VoiceP/PassP is licensed ofly i
a. The dummyhere merges into another specifier of the same head and
b. A PP mergesinto another specifier of the same head.

(For more on the licensing of locative inversion, see Brogra010b.)
The following is the structure that | hypothesize for logatinversion with the passive. The PP starts out adjoined®o V
moves to the PassP phase edge, and then adjoins to IP:

(52) During that time period were constructed numerous nramis.
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P
PP P

during that time period  thege i

Infl InAspP
were /\
KI‘nAsp PassP
t /\
PP PassP
t1 /\
tikere PassP

Pass NP
Pass vP numerous monuments
t /\
\Y VP
PP VP
tl /\
\% NP

constructed t

So locative inversion is incompatible with the underlyirgext being in the expletive passive position on the lefe(Gpass),
because Spec-PassP is projected on the right instead:

(53) a. There were numerous monuments and temples corstrdigting that time period.
b. During that time period were constructed numerous momisrend temples.
c. *During that time period were numerous monuments and kesmqonstructed.

This accounts for Rezac’s facts, but without the problestedi above.
In the active, it is Spec-VoiceP that is projected on thetrigstead:

(54) Into the room waltzed a large, hairy ogre.
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PR, I=

into the room

Infl InAspP

T

InAsp \VoiceP

T

PP \oiceP
t

T

tinere \oiceP

\oice NP

P

Voice vP a large, hairy ogre
waltzed >
\ VP

t PR
PP VP

ty

- <<—

So, the rightward specifier of the phase head may be filled byement, or by initial merger of an NP, as here.
Unaccusatives also allow locative inversion:

(55) In the town square arose a statue.

| assume that unaccusatives have a VoiceP that does notipmojexternal argument. However, it can project a non-thiema
specifier, and does so on the right in locative inversion. Oiderlying object moves to this rightward specifier, exaat in
a passive:



(56) IP
PP IP
in the town square t-h-e-pe/\f

Infl InAspP

T

InAsp \VoiceP

T

PP \oiceP
t

T

timere \oiceP
\oice NP
/\ A

\Voice vP a statue
arose
,\_v VP
t N
PP VP
2] PN
V NP
t oty

Since unaccusatives occur in the active voice rather trapabsive, though, V moves through v to Voice.

4.2 Arguments for a Rightward Specifier

Doggett (2004, 39-4D) gives two arguments that locativerision involves a rightward specifier. The first argumentesm
from verb-particle constructions. Normally, an undertyobject can occur on either side of a particle:

(57) a. Zane wrote down some figures.
b. Zane wrote some figures down.
(58) a. Greg put down some packages.
b. Greg put some packages down.

However, in locative inversion, the underlying object haallow the particle:

(59) a. In the notebook were written down some figures.
b. *Inthe notebook were written some figures down.

(60) a. On the table were put down some packages.
b. *On the table were put some packages down.

Doggett takes this to indicate that the agreeing NP has miovéé right in locative inversion, a conclusion that | agneth.
The second argument is that the agreeing NP cannot be edrfrotn, as was shown by Bresnan (1994):

(61) *? What kind of mushrooms do you think on these trailsloafiound [specimens ¢f? (Bresnan 1994, (48b))
This is just like elements that have undergone heavy shifteaaight—they do not permit extraction:
(62) (Doggett 2004, 40, (63))

a. What did you find [a picture df in your attic?

16



b. *What did you find in your attic [a picture af?

These two arguments support the analysis of locative ilveess involving a rightward specifir.

4.3 Pseudopassives and Locative Inversion

The main task for this analysis is to explain why pseudopassire incompatible with locative inversion. | repeat tkemneples
below:

(63) a. *During thattime period were slept in many beds haiilginally for chipmunks.
b. *Inthose days were argued about numerous abstruse guesfilittle practical relevance.
c. *On Fridays are relied upon servants with impeccablertingind demeanor.
d. *Ingrade school are jeered at many children with awkwaides skills.

In the proposed analysis, locative inversion in the pagsiidentical to the expletive passive: the underlying object moves
to Spec-PassP. The only difference is the orientation ofibsition: leftward in the expletive passive, but rightdiar locative
inversion. The reason that pseudopassives allow leftwancement of the NP into Spec-PassP (the expletive passivapbu
rightward movement into the same hierarchical positioedtive inversion) is that objects of prepositions cannatargo
rightward movement (Ross 1967). It is well known that olgexftprepositions cannot undergo heavy NP shift:

(64) a. We discussed — at the conference numerous topicdyofieeting importance.
b. *We talked about — at the conference numerous topics of ftedting importance.

The entire PP can undergo heavy shift:
(65) We talked — at the conference about numerous topicslgffleeting importance.

An account of this has been proposed by Drummond, Hornstath|_asnik 201/0, which | adopt in slightly modified form
here. First, | assume that PPs are phases (Abels 2003),rezzdt birder is fixed once a phase is completed, as proposed by
Fox and Pesetsky 2005. Unlike Fox and Pesetsky (2005), hwedo not think that locality can be reduced to linearizati
So locality—the Phase Impenetrability Condition (Chom2k90)—is independent of linearization. Furthermore, tigtrd
specifiers have to be specifically licensed, as discussedeabmtermediate steps of movement will therefore always be
leftward, because they take place only for reasons of ligcali

Putting this together, in order to escape from a PP phasepthplement of a preposition will have to move to the specifier
of P firstll Since this specifier only exists as an escape hatch, it iseleth

(66) [numerous topics [ abot ]

At the PP level, precedence relations are stated, as in kKbRasetsky (2005). This results in the statement*dBout.”
If the NP then moves to any leftward position, such as SpesfPan the expletive passive, or on to Spec-IP in the
pseudopassive, the result will be well-formed. All the paence statements will be consistent:

6Note that in the analysis proposed here, unaccusatives assivps involve rightward movement in locative inversiot, unergatives do not (SE€|54).
Given that constituents that have undergone rightward mew are inviolable islands to extraction, we might predidifference between unergatives on
the one hand and unaccusatives and passives on the otheiriadimpatibility with extraction from the postverbal NRuli€over and Levine (2001) claimed
that some postverbal subjects can be extracted from inecaiersion:

(i) ?Who did you say that into the room walked [offensive ride oft] waving rude signs? (Culicover and Levine 2001, 303, (43a))

Although| Culicover and Levine (2001) claim that the relevegrbs are unaccusative, they actually seem to be unezgdtinr instancewalk into the room
permits a pseudopassive, which is usually taken to be a diiigrof unergativity[(Perimutter and Postal 108%his room was walked into more than once
last night. In my judgment, clearly unaccusative verbs ldése do not permit extraction, and neither do passives:

(i) a. *Who did you say that in the town square arose [a stafu§?
b. *Who did you say that to the guests were given [inappré@nectures ot]?
c. *Who did you say that during that time period were consed¢numerous statues §f

I find a contrast between unergative examples like that at@wr and Levine (2001) and unaccusatives and passivegoging the structures posited here.
However, no one else | have asked actually allows Culicouerlzevine’s example in (i). Everyone uniformly rejects alick examples as ill-formed. |
therefore hesitate to draw any conclusions from extracpending further research.

“Itis also possible that PP is dominated by a functional hiatli$ the phase head, a$ in van Riemsdijk 1990. Svenoni&; aa6 others.
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(67) [passtnumerous topics [ being [ talked[aboutt ]]]1]
NP>being>talked>about
NP>about

In contrast, if the NP moves to Spec-PassP on the right, geedence statements will conflict:

(68) [[being[talked{[aboutt]]]]numerous topics ]
being>talked>about-NP
NP>about

The result is ill-formed, because conflicting precedenagestents cannot be resolved (5ee Fox and Pesetsky 200%). Thi
explains why pseudopassives do not participate in locatixersion.

A crucial part of this is the phasehood of the PP. The damnieyg was the leftward movement to Spec-PP. So, if this
step does not take place, rightward movement will not be &lpm, so long as it does not cross a phase boundary. Thus,
the whole PP can undergo rightward movement, ak ih (65). thattethe movement to the right will have to take place in a
single step, because any longer movement will have to taleeplia successive-cyclic steps to phase edges, whichveagsal
leftward. This derives the Right Roof Constraint: rightdianovement may only take place in a single step, and it thezefo
has to be extremely local, within the same phase. (Rightwvauwhdedness is first discussed by Ross 1967; see Sabbagh 2007
for discussion and references.)

It does appear that rightward movement is crucially invdlivethe ban on locative inversion with pseudopassives,useta
there is one exception to the ban on rightward movement &atbpf prepositions. This is right node raising:

(69) a. Theytalked about, and then checked off, every topitie agenda.
b.  They crossed over, and then blew up, every bridge they eanoss.

Right node raising also improves locative inversion witbymopassives:

(70) a. In those days were argued about, and then finallyvedphumerous questions of theological dogma.
b.  Atthat conference were jeered at, and then pelted witlatoes, many speakers who appealed to intelligent
design.

I will not attempt to explain why right node raising permit®@wements that are not otherwise allowed (see Sabbagh 2007
for one attempt, Bachrach and Katzir 2009 for another). Hewnd do take the fact that it improves locative inversiomhwi
pseudopassives to indicate that rightward movement isuthpgitin banning it otherwise.

This analysis, then, explains why locative inversion isnangmatical with pseudopassives, but expletive pseudivesss
are fine. Rezac’s (2006) analysis, in contrast, predictagugeassives to be grammatical with locative inversion. aihal-
ysis also has the virtue of explaining why objects of prefimss cannot undergo rightward movement, and why rightward
movement is strictly local (the Right Roof Constraint).

4.4 PresentationalThere

With presentationahere in a passive, there seem to be two possibilities. First,ritlmaidentical to locative inversion, with
the NP in a postverbal position (41a). Second, it can be likexpletive passive, but with a topicalized PP (71b; Rez&&ER0

(71) a. Atthattime there was destroyed a city.
b.  Atthattime there was a city destroyed.

| assume that, in the postverbal subject case, the struistidentical to locative inversion, but with the expletivieop
nounced. In the preverbal case, the construction is theetwplpassive, but with a topicalized PP. PPs can generally b
topicalized, in both passives and actives:

(72) a. Atthattime a city was destroyed.
b.  Atthattime they destroyed a city.

Locative inversion only has the rightward specifier optibappears that non-pronunciation of the expletive subgtitd
to the rightward projection of a specifier. | therefore skipe the following conditions on non-pronunciation of thentmy
there (see alsb Bruening 2010b):

(73) The dummythere in Spec-IP may be unpronounced only if;
a. APPisadjoinedto IP and
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b.  There Agrees with an NP that occupies a rightward specifier.

Since a specifier is not projected unless it is occupiedethrarst be an NP on the right in locative inversion.
Given what was just said about pseudopassives, we predigttbsentationdhere will be fine with pseudopassives when
the NP is in the pre-participal position, but not when it isritical to locative inversion. This is correct:

(74) a. During that time period there were numerous abstjusstions argued over.
b. *During that time period there were argued over numerdstrase questions.

The rightward movement il (7¥b) results in conflicting lineation statements, as explained above.
In general, this analysis predicts that presentatitveaé and locative inversion should pattern alike in most respehts
seems to be true, as documented extensively by Postal {2004)

4.5 Clausal Complements

We saw above that clausal complements are not compatibtethét expletive passive. This is becaukere must Agree
with an NP, not a CP, and it may not agree with the dunimySince in my analysis locative inversion also involves the
dummythere, just not pronounced, it predicts that locative inversidh also be incompatible with clausal complements.
This is correct/(Bresnan (1995, 40) credits the observatianlocative inversion does not allow complement claus&sivid
Pesetsky):

(75) a. *Atthattime was decided [that we should surrender].
b. *On the roof was written [that enemies were coming]. (Bees1995, 40, (48b))

We also predict, correctly, that presentatiotiate is also incompatible with clausal complemeints (Postal 2004

(76) a. *Atthattime there was decided [that we should sutegh
b. *On the roof there was written [that enemies were comifédstal 2004, 43, (103b))

5 Conclusion and Consequences

The analysis proposed here captures numerous facts abglistEibesides the data point that motivated the enterpifisd
the expletive passive is compatible with pseudopassivéle Wdtative inversion is not. It also explains the complenaey
distribution of the pre-participle position and locativesérsion, since they both involve the same position, diffgionly

in directionality. It explains Milsark's generalizatiomaut the position of the associate there: that it appears after the
highestbe auxiliary. The account of that fact also explained a curipatern of ellipsis withbe auxiliaries. Constraints
on linearization explain the inability of the object of a position to move rightward, deriving the ban on pseudopassi
locative inversion. That same account also has the hapmecorence of deriving the Right Roof Constraint. The anslysi
also includes an account of dummy elements generally, wdkphains facts that researchers have previously triedpéaex
unsuccessfully, with a preference for Merge over Move oeviersa. It also captures the distribution of clausal comples
in passives, expletive passives, and locative inversiorallly, the analysis also explains adverb placement factse active
and passive.

Throughout this paper, the analysis has been motivateddogrtipirical facts. My primary concern has been modeling the
grammar that comprises the competence of a native Englesiksp. In addition, however, the model that we have beeroled t
has some interesting consequences for syntactic theory.

First, | have been led to posit completely different mechiansi for agreement and case licensing. Agreement takes place
via Agree; case licensing, in contrast, seems to involvégdased positions. An NP must be immediately dominated by a
projection of a case licensing head. That head has no regeneof its own, and is perfectly satisfied if nothing movesitoh
a position. In addition, though, certain healtshave such requirements: Pass strictly requires a phi-amplP to occupy
its specifier, independent of case licensing (in the pseaskipe, the NP is case licensed by the preposition, buhsiillto
move to Spec-PassP). | have formalized this as a [Spec:M]rgean the relevant head. The Extended Projection Priacipl
can be thought of as such a feature: a [Spec:N] feature oramélescribed above.

The facts addressed here do seem to motivate divorcingragreeand case licensing, as well as movement driven by a
[Spec] feature. In the pseudopassive, for instance, thebjgtoof P should have all of its case requirements met wigthin
since there is no difference between the active and passiges/internal to PP. The exact same object of P can remaituin s
or move in the passive, depending on the presence of anoffier N

(77) a. The soldiers were marched across the bridge.
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b.  The bridge was marched across (by the soldiers).

There is no reason to think that the PP differs in the two exasgibove. Movement of the object of P seems to be completely
independent of case licensing, as does agreement.

Moreover, theories that rescind accusative case licensitige passive have trouble dealing with the expletive passf
objects must move to Spec-IP to get nominative case in th@veasiow do they get case in the expletive passive? Movement
to Spec-PassP and to Spec-IP really seems to have nothingwathd case, as most researchers have begun to recognize
regarding at least Spec-IP with discussion of “EPP feat{f&somsky 2001). Agreement also seems not to be at issuee the
is no evident agreement with non-finite Infl or Pass, yet mamrto these positions still takes place. There is absgluie!
agreement reflex of movement of the object to Spec-vP in ttieeamice in English, and if v had to Agree with something,
then intransitives would remain unexplained. The analysigosed here has divorced these three things (agreenaset, ¢
licensing, and specifier requirements of heads), whichase be necessary to account for the facts.

A second point of theoretical import concerns linearizatié\ crucial part of the analysis is the rightward specifier in
locative inversion. Directionality must therefore be sdiieg that is encoded in the syntax, in addition to hierar¢hgwever,
| have also severely restricted rightward projection ofcéfjers: it must be specifically licensed. In locative invers the
rightward specifier is licensed by a second specifier occumyenull or overthere and fronting of a PP. Presumably, interface
constraints can license rightward specifiers in heavy,ssfivell. Otherwise, specifiers all have to be leftward. Thimbined
with the Phase Impenetrability Condition and Fox and Pkgit€2005) cyclic linearization results in rightward mawent
being strictly local.

At the same time, however, restrictions on rightward moveimequireboth Fox and Pesetsky’s constraints on lineariza-
tion and an independent locality condition like the Phase Impehéita Condition. Locality conditions cannot reduce to
linearization, as Fox and Pesetsky claimed. However, linaon does play a role, albeit a much reduced one comgared
the role envisioned by Fox and Pesetsky.

Finally, it is important to note that | have provided analyséexpletive passives, pseudopassives, locative irwgrand
presentationahere without ever making reference tocanstruction. In particular, it is possible to state the constraints on
locative inversion as holding at a local point in the deiivat at Spec-PassP, where the rightward specifier, the dutimers;
and the moving PP all occur together at a phase edge. | takéothie strong support for a model of grammar that eschews
constructions as a theoretical device (in contrast to,|&gldberg 1995, 2006; Goldberg and Jackendoff 2004).
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