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Abstract

In this paper, I explore the syntax of two quirky Albanian subject constructions, both containing a dative experiencer
that surfaces in subject position and behaves like a subject even if it does not induce agreement with the verb, along
with an object bearing the nominative case, triggering agreement on the verb. The first type of quirky subject construc-
tion is characterised by the restriction of verb agreement to the third person, while the second type does not show per-
son restrictions. The partial agreement data discussed here can be accounted for by resorting to the Person-Case
Constraint. A split-feature checking analysis is conducted, whereby the person feature is checked separately from
the number feature in contexts where a dative and a nominative DP are associated with two different features of a
unique single probe (Tense).
� 2024 The Author(s). Published by Elsevier B.V. This is an open access article under the CC BY license (http://
creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).
1. INTRODUCTION

In this paper, I investigate two little-studied Albanian quirky subject constructions involving an experiencer and a
theme. Both constructions contain quirky dative case-marked elements that occupy the canonical clausal subject posi-
tion, even if they do not bear the nominative case and nominative objects that appear postverbally and agree with the
verb. The first type of construction is represented by structures in which the nominative object and the verb have a per-
son restriction: they can be only third-person singular or plural. A similar restriction was observed in Icelandic quirky
subject constructions (Sigursson, 1992, 1996, 2000; Taraldsen, 1995) and is reminiscent of Bonet’s (1994) Person-
Case Constraint, according to which, in the presence of an accusative and a dative, the accusative must be the third
person. The second type of Albanian quirky subject construction has no person restrictions. Albanian data show that
verbal agreement is uniquely associated not with the logical subject but with the nominal displaying nominative case,
regardless of its grammatical function: a direct object can control agreement if it is nominative.

Albanian quirky subject constructions are allowed only in structures containing verbs in a nonactive form, the same
morphological verb form that characterises passive sentences. However, in this work I show that the syntax of quirky
subject constructions does not coincide with that of the passive. In the passive, the internal argument of the correspond-
ing active sentence is raised to the subject position (SpecTP) because it lacks a case value in its base position (pas-
sives are h-incomplete verbs unable to check the accusative case of the object, which thus takes the nominative form T).
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In quirky subject constructions, on the other hand, it is the dative DP that moves to the SpecTP to check the EPP feature
of T, whereas the object appears in its base position following the dative DP.

Concerning the obligatory third-person agreement on the verb, which characterises one of the two types of Albanian
quirky subject constructions, I assume a split-feature checking analysis whereby the person feature is checked sepa-
rately from the number feature in contexts where a dative and a nominative are associated with two different features of
a unique single probe (T).

The phenomena associated with quirky subject constructions relate to general theoretical topics, such as case
assignment, agreement, defective intervention, and person restrictions.

The paper is organised as follows. In Section 2, I provide a simple overview of Albanian active and nonactive sen-
tences. In Section 3, I present the central facts of Albanian quirky subject constructions and provide examples of both
types, with and without person restrictions. I present a series of tests that demonstrate that Albanian quirky dative DPs
have syntactic properties in common with nominative subjects. In Section 4, I consider the differences between passives
and quirky subject constructions and the case-checking mechanism of quirky subject constructions. In Section 5, I
address the question of how person and number features are checked by probe T.

2. SENTENCE STRUCTURE IN ALBANIAN

Albanian is a nominative-accusative language with five morphological cases: nominative, accusative, genitive, dative
and ablative. The nominative case is normally assigned to the subject, the accusative case is assigned to the direct
object, the dative case is assigned to the indirect object, the genitive case is used to express possession, and the abla-
tive case is used (following some prepositions) to express motion, location, and time. The unmarked word order is SVO,
both in main (1a) and embedded (1b) clauses:
(1)
1 In A
(i) rom
(ii) rom
The -n
a.
lbania
an ‘no
ani ‘t
endin
Meri
n, definite article
vel’
he novel’
g in romanin
lexoi
s are incorporated wit

corresponds to the a
romanin
h the noun:

ccusative case.
Mary.NOM
 read.AOR.3SG
 novel.ACC.DEF1
‘Mary read the novel.’
b.
 Xhani
 tha
 se
 Meri
 lexoi
 romanin
John.NOM
 said.AOR.3SG
 that
 Mary.NOM
 read.AOR.3SG
 novel.ACC.DEF
‘John said that Mary read the novel.’
Nominative subjects precede the verb and agree with it in number and person, as illustrated in (2):
(2)
 a.
 Studenti
 lexoi
 romanin
student.NOM.DEF
 read.AOR.3SG
 novel.ACC.DEF
‘The student read the novel.’
b.
 Studentet
 lexuan
 romanin
students.NOM.DEF
 read.AOR.3PL
 novel.ACC.DEF
‘The students read the novel.’
c.
 Ju
 lexuat
 romanin
you.NOM.2PL
 read.AOR.2PL
 novel.ACC.DEF
‘You read the novel.’
In Albanian, the nominative case is also assigned to the subject of a passive sentence. In this case, the agent is
expressed through a byphrase (3b):
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(3)
2 In Alb
using th
distributi
a.
anian, by p
e prepositio
on.
Beni
hrases can be realised in
n prej, which selects a
lexon
two different ways: a) by using the
n ablative DP. The two preposition
romanin
preposition nga which s
al phrases have the s
Ben.NOM
 read.PRES.3SG
 novel.ACC.DEF
‘Ben reads the novel.’
b.
 Romani
 lexohet
 nga
 Beni/prej Benit2
novel.NOM.DEF
 read.NACT.PRES.3SG
 by
 Ben.NOM/by Ben.ABL
‘The novel is read by Ben.’
In transitive sentences involving three-place verbs, the subject is nominative, the direct object is accusative, and the
indirect object is dative. Albanian has obligatory clitic doubling of indirect objects, meaning that all dative nouns and
pronouns in the argument position must be doubled by the corresponding dative clitic:
(4)
 a.
 Beni
 i
 foli
 asaj/Maries/atij/Xhonit
Ben.NOM
 him/her.DAT
 spoke.AOR.3SG
 her.DAT/Mary.DAT/him.DAT/John.DAT
‘Ben spoke to her/Mary/him/John.’
b.
 *Beni foli asaj/Maries/atij/Xhonit
(5) a. Beni më foli mua
elects a nomin
ame meaning
Ben.NOM
 me.CL.DAT
 spoke.AOR.3SG
 I.DAT
‘Ben spoke to me.’
b.
 *Beni foli mua
The syntax of clitics is not the focus of this paper and is thus not further developed here. My proposal about cliticization
is closely related to that of Matushanski (2006), who assumes that cliticization results from the interaction of two oper-
ations: a) internal merge, which is a syntactic operation that moves the clitic from its argument position and adjoins it to
the edge of T after the main verb has moved to T; and b) M�merger, which is a morphological operation that applies to
heads and creates complex nodes (Clitic + Verb) that are syntactically atomic (Turano, 2012, 2017). According to this
view, clitics are DPs moved from argument positions and adjoined to the main verb after it has moved to and M�merged
with T�. Schematically, the derivation is as follows:
(6)
First, V raises and merges with T. Afterwards, the clitic raises and M�merges with the derived V + T head. The
M�merger applies to adjacent heads and forms a new complex head, Cl + V, which acts as a single constituent.
ative DP; b) by
and the same
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In transitive double-object constructions hosting two internal arguments, an accusative DP can precede a dative DP
(7a) and vice versa (7b):
(7)
3 The fa
a.
ct that only the
Beni
direct object can
i

be promoted to the subjec
dha
t position in passives is
televizorin
typologically very widespre
Xhonit
Ben.NOM
 him.CL.DAT
 gave.AOR.3SG
 TV.ACC.DEF
 John.DAT
‘Ben gave the TV to John.’
b.
 Beni i dha Xhonit televizorin
Accusatives (8a) and datives (8b) can be topicalized:
(8)
 a.
 Televizorin,
 Beni
 ia
 dha
 Xhonit
TV.ACC.DEF
 Ben.NOM
 him + it.CL.DAT + CL.ACC
 gave.AOR.3SG
 John.DAT
‘The TV, Ben gave it to John.’
b.
 Xhonit,
 Beni
 i
 dha
 televizorin
John.DAT
 Ben.NOM
 him.CL.DAT
 gave.AOR.3SG
 TV.ACC.DEF
‘To John, Ben gave the TV.’
Accusatives (9a) and datives (9b) can also be focalised:
(9)
 a.
 TELEVIZORIN
 Beni
 i
 dha
 Xhonit,
 jo
 radion
TV.ACC.DEF
 Ben.NOM
 him.CL.DAT
 gave.AOR.3SG
 John.DAT,
 not
 radio.ACC
‘The TV, Ben gave John, not the radio.’
b.
 XHONIT
 Beni
 i
 dha
 televizorin,
 jo
 Merit
John.DAT
 Ben.NOM
 him.CL.DAT
 gave.AOR.3SG
 TV.ACC.DEF,
 not
 Mary.DAT
‘To John, Ben gave the TV, not to Mary.’
In passive constructions containing both direct accusative objects and indirect dative objects, only an accusative DP
can be turned into a nominative subject triggering agreement, whereas the indirect object remains dative (10b)3:
(10)
 a.
 Beni
 i
 rregullon
 televizorin
 Xhonit
Ben.NOM
 him.CL.DAT
 fix.PRES.3SG
 TV.ACC.DEF
 John.DAT
‘Ben fixes the TV to John.’
b.
 Televizori
 i
 rregullohet
 Xhonit
 nga
 Beni
TV.NOM.DEF
 him.CL.DAT
 fix.NACT.PRES.3SG
 John.DAT
 by
 Ben.NOM
‘The TV is fixed to John by Ben.’
The indirect object cannot become the syntactic subject (11a); it can move to the initial sentence position, but it main-
tains the dative case (11b). The indirect object cannot bear the nominative case:
(11)
 a.
 *Xhoni
 rregullohet
 televizorin
 nga
 Beni
John.NOM
 fix.NACT.PRES.3SG
 TV.ACC.DEF
 by
 Ben.NOM
‘To John, it is fixed the TV by Ben.’
b.
 Xhonit
 i
 rregullohet
 televizori
 nga
 Beni
John.DAT
 him.CL.DAT
 fix.NACT.PRES.3SG
 TV.NOM.DEF
 by
 Ben.NOM
‘To John, it is fixed the TV by Ben.’
ad.
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In summary, the nominative case is the default case for subjects, the accusative case is the default case for direct
objects, and the dative case is the default case for indirect objects. The verb agreement is with nominative subjects.

A crucial property of the sentences under discussion is the nonactive form of the verb. Before proceeding with the
data, I briefly present the Albanian nonactive morphology.

The Albanian language has two distinct voice paradigms: active and nonactive. The nonactive voice is realised in
three distinct ways that have a well-established distribution:

1) By means of affixes attached to the verb, in the present or in the imperfect of the indicative, subjunctive and con-
ditional moods. This strategy is exemplified in (12a) and (12b), which illustrate the indicative present and imperfect
tenses, respectively. The nonactive forms can be compared to the active forms in (13a-b):
(12)
4 According to Demiraj (198
passives (a), middles (b) and

(i)
a.
5: 732), the nonactive clitic u is derived from the Ind
anticausatives (c).

a.

b.

c.
Lahem
wash.NACT.PRES.1SG
‘I wash myself/I’m washed (by someone).’
b.
 Lahesha
wash.NACT.IMPF.1SG
‘I washed myself/I was washed (by someone).’
(13) a. Laj
o-European reflexive pronoun >*s

Televizori u
‘The TV was
Në atë resto
‘In that resta
Dritarja u thy
‘The window
wash.PRES.1SG
‘I wash.’
b.
 Laja
wash.IMPF.1SG
‘I washed.’
2) By means of the invariable clitic u in the aorist, in the admirative present and perfect tenses, in the optative pre-
sent tense, and in imperatives, gerunds and infinitives.4 This strategy is exemplified by the aorist in (14a). When
the clitic u is used, the verb has the same person inflection as the active voice (14b):
(14)
 a.
 U
 lava
NACT
 wash.AOR.1SG
‘I washed myself/I was washed (by someone).’
b.
 Lava
wash.AOR.1SG
‘I washed.’
ṷe. It is also used in

rregullua nga Beni
fixed by Ben.’
rant u hangër mirë
urant, one ate well.’
e
broke.’
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3) By means of the auxiliary jam ‘be’, followed by the past participle in compound tenses.5 This strategy is exemplified
by the indicative present perfect and pluperfect in (15a) and (15b), respectively. The corresponding active forms include
the auxiliary kam ‘have’ (16):
(15)
5 The combination of t
modified by an agentive

(i)

6 For a discussion on t
Trommer (2011), Manzin
a.
he auxiliary jam ‘be’ + the participle produ
-PP:

Televizori ësh
‘The TV is fixe

he Albanian nonactive voice, see Rivero
i et al. (2016).
Jam
ces an eventive interpretation, as is

të rregulluar nga Beni
d by Ben.’

(1990), Manzini and Savoia (1999, 2
larë
be.PRES.1SG
 wash.PART
‘I have washed myself/I have been washed (by someone).’
b.
 Isha
 larë
be.IMPF.1SG
 wash.PART
‘I had washed myself/I had been washed (by someone).’
(16) a. Kam larë
have.PRES.1SG
 wash.PART
‘I have washed.’
b.
 Kisha
 larë
have.IMPF.1SG
 wash.PART
‘I had washed.’
The nonactive voice is used for middles (17a), anticausatives (17b), reflexives (17c) and passives (17d)6:
(17)
 a.
 Këtu
 hahet
 mirë
shown by the

008), Kallulli (
here
 eat.NACT.PRES.3SG
 well
‘Here, one can eat well.’
b.
 Dritarja
 thihet
window.NOM.DEF
 break.NACT.PRES.3SG
‘The window breaks.’
c.
 Maria
 lahet
Mary.NOM
 wash.NACT.PRES.3SG
‘Mary washes herself.’
d.
 Romani
 lexohet
 nga
 Beni
novel.NOM.DEF
 read.NACT.PRES.3SG
 by
 Ben.NOM
‘The novel is read by Ben.’
Albanian passive sentences, exemplified in (17d), involve DP movement of the internal argument to the subject position.
The corresponding active clause of (17d), is, in fact, the following:
(18)
 Beni
 lexon
 romanin
Ben.NOM
 read.PRES.3SG
 novel.ACC.DEF
‘Ben reads the novel.’
fact that it can be

2006), Kallulli and
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In (17d), the internal argument behaves as a subject, while the external argument is realised as an agentive byphrase.
In the next section, I present a particular type of construction characterised by the presence of the nonactive verbal

voice, where external and internal arguments receive a morphological case that is different from the case they receive in
regular transitive sentences such as those illustrated in (1).

3. DATIVE SUBJECTS AND NOMINATIVE OBJECTS

In addition to regular passives, Albanian has another type of construction in which the morphological case does not
match grammatical functions. In these constructions, which have a nonactive verb, the logical subject is an experiencer
and appears in the dative case, whereas the object takes the nominative case. This type of construction includes both
transitive verbs, such as bëj ‘do’, ha ‘eat’, pi ‘drink’/’smoke’, punoj ‘work’,7 kujtoj ‘remember’, harroj ‘forget’, josh ‘attract’,
lakmoj ‘crave’/‘covet’, teket ‘fancy’, vesket ‘fascinate’/‘seduce’, and intransitive verbs, such as eci ‘walk’, fle ‘sleep’, qesh
‘laugh’, rri ‘stay’, and dhimbsem ‘take pity’.

The examples in (19) illustrate the case of the transitive verb ha ‘eat’, whereas the examples in (20) contain the
intransitive verb fle ‘sleep’. As these constructions have a dative NP, clitic doubling of the experiencer is obligatory:
(19)
7 Punoj ‘w

(i)
a.
ork’ can be bo
Neve
th transitive and intrans
na
itive:

Punoj tokën/hekurin
work.1SG land/iron.ACC
hahet
.DEF
torta
we.DAT
 us.CL.DAT
 eat.NACT.PRES.3SG
 cake.NOM.DEF
‘We want to eat the cake’/’We feel like eating the cake.’
b.
 Djemve
 u
 hahet
 torta
boys.DAT.DEF
 them.CL.DAT
 eat.NACT.PRES.3SG
 cake.NOM.DEF
‘The boys want to eat the cake.’/The boys feel like eating the cake.’
(20) a. Më flihet
me.CL.DAT
 sleep.NACT.PRES.3SG
‘I feel like sleeping.’
b.
 Benit
 i
 flihet
Ben.DAT
 him.CL.DAT
 sleep.NACT.PRES.3SG
‘Ben feels like sleeping.’
As these examples show, the translation of the sentences corresponds to ‘X wants to. . .’/’X feels like. . ..’ The same
verbs can be found in structures that do not have the ‘want’ meaning. Thus, the structures in (19) alternate with the reg-
ular transitive structures in (21), with an active verb, a nominative subject and an accusative object, whereas the struc-
tures in (20) alternate with the intransitive structures in (22).
(21)
 a.
 Ne
 hamë
 tortën
we.NOM
 eat.PRES.1PL
 cake.ACC.DEF
‘We eat the cake.’
b.
 Djemtë
 hanë
 tortën
boys.NOM.DEF.PL
 eat.PRES.3PL
 cake.ACC.DEF
‘The boys eat the cake.’
c.
 Djali
 ha
 tortat
boy.NOM.DEF
 eat.PRES.3SG
 cakes.ACC.DEF.PL
‘The boy eats the cakes.’
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(22)
8 Kallulli (2006) also
a.
refers to them as Involuntary state
Unë
constructions.
fle
I.NOM
 sleep.PRES.1SG
‘I sleep.’
b.
 Ju
 flini
you.NOM.2PL
 sleep.PRES.2PL
‘You sleep.’
c.
 Djemtë
 flenë
boys.NOM.DEF.PL
 sleep.PRES.3PL
‘The boys sleep.’
Thus, the Albanian dative constructions of the type illustrated in (19) and (20) display a special behaviour that differen-
tiates them from regular transitive/intransitive sentences, such as those illustrated in (21) and (22), where a) the verb
has an active form; b) the subject has a nominative case and precedes the verb; and the object has an accusative case.
In (19) and (20), the logical subject appears in the dative case, the object has a nominative case, and the verb has a
nonactive form.

Structures characterised by a dative subject and a nominative object, also known as involuntary state constructions,
are found in Spanish (Masullo, 1993; Rivero, 2004, 2009), Bulgarian and Slovenian (Rivero, 2009).8

Albanian has two classes of constructions that take dative subjects and nominative objects. The first class includes
verbs such as lakmoj ‘to long for’/‘covet’, teket ‘fancy’, and vesk ‘seduce’/‘tempt’ and shows a person restriction remi-
niscent of Icelandic quirky subject constructions. These structures, exemplified in (23)-(24), contain a dative logical sub-
ject and a nominative logical object that is in the third person, singular or plural; first- or second-person nominatives are
unacceptable. The verb can be only a third person, and it triggers agreement on the logical object. The dative subject
does not trigger agreement on the verb.
(23)
 a.
 Mua
 më
 lakmohet
 një
 cigare
I.DAT
 me.CL.DAT
 covet.NACT.PRES.3SG
 a
 cigarette.NOM.SG
‘I covet a cigarette.’
b.
 Mua
 më
 lakmohen
 dy
 cigare
I.DAT
 me.CL.DAT
 covet.NACT.PRES.3PL
 two
 cigarettes.NOM.PL
‘I covet two cigarettes.’
c.
 *Benit
 i
 lakmohem
 unë
Ben.DAT
 him.CL.DAT
 covet.NACT.PRES.1SG
 I.NOM
‘Ben covets me.’
d.
 *Benit
 i
 lakmohesh
 ti
Ben.DAT
 him.CL.DAT
 covet.NACT.PRES.2SG
 you.2SG.NOM
‘Ben covets you.’
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(24)
 a.
 Mua
 më
 teket
 një
 gotë
 verë
I.DAT
 me.CL.DAT
 fancy.NACT.PRES.3SG
 a
 glass.NOM
 wine.ACC
‘I want a glass of wine.’
b.
 Mua
 më
 teken
 dy
 gota
 verë
I.DAT
 me.CL.DAT
 fancy.NACT.PRES.3PL
 two
 glasses.NOM.PL
 wine.ACC
‘I want two glasses of wine.’
c.
 *Benit
 i
 tekem
 unë
Ben.DAT
 him.CL.DAT
 fancy.NACT.PRES.1SG
 I.NOM
‘Ben wants me.’
d.
 *Benit
 i
 tekesh
 ti
Ben.DAT
 him.CL.DAT
 fancy.NACT.PRES.2SG
 you.2SG.NOM
‘Ben wants you.’
The second type of dative subject construction involves verbs such as kujtoj ‘remember’, dua ‘need’/‘want’, and lyp
‘beg’. This type has no person restrictions, as shown by the examples in (25), where the nominative logical objects trig-
gering verb agreement can be first, second, or third person, singular or plural:
(25)
 a.
 Benit
 i
 kujtohem
 unë
 vetëm
 kur
 ka
 nevojë
 për
 mua
Ben.
DAT
him.CL.
DAT
remember.
NACT.1SG
I.NOM
 only
 when
 has
 need
 for
 me
‘Ben remembers me only when he needs me.’
b.
 Benit
 i
 kujtoheni
 ju
 vetëm
 kur
 ka
 nevojë
 për
 ju
Ben.
DAT
him.CL.
DAT
remember.
NACT.2PL
you.
NOM.2PL
only
 when
 has
 need
 for
 you.2PL
‘Ben remembers you only when he needs you.’
c.
 Mua
 më
 kujtohesh
 ti
 vetëm
 kur
 kam
 nevojë
 për
 ty
I.DAT
 me.CL.
DAT
remember.
NACT.2SG
you.
NOM.2SG
only
 when
 have.1SG
 need
 for
 you.2SG
‘I remember you only when I need you.’
d.
 Benit
 i
 kujtohet
 Meri
 vetem
 kur
 ka
 nevojë
 për
 të
Ben.
DAT
him.CL.
DAT
remember.
NACT.3SG
Mary.NOM
 only
 when
 has
 need
 for
 her
‘Ben remembers Mary only when he needs her.’
Both types of verbs can appear in an active form in sentences with a nominative subject and an accusative object:
(26)
 a.
 Beni
 lakmon
 vendin
 ku
 ka
 lindur
Ben.NOM
 covet.PRES.3SG
 place.ACC.DEF
 where
 have.3SG
 born
‘Ben covets the place where he was born.’
b.
 Beni
 kujton
 nënën
 çdo
 ditë
Ben.NOM
 remember.PRES.3SG
 mother.ACC.DEF
 every
 day
‘Ben remembers his mother every day.’
In summary, Albanian presents two patterns with dative subject constructions: one type displays person restrictions, and
the other type has no person restrictions. Both types are characterised by a nonactive verbal morphology and by the
logical subject never determining subject-predicate agreement. The verb always triggers agreement on the logical
object that appears in the nominative. Furthermore, in dative subject constructions, nominals bearing the nominative
and dative cases appear in positions that differ from those found in unmarked transitive sentences, as the nominative
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case is assigned to the DP in the postverbal position, whereas the dative DP appears in the preverbal position, which is
usually occupied by the nominative subject (cf. (1a)). However, a nominative object can occupy the sentence-initial posi-
tion if it is topicalized, as in (27):
(27)
 a.
 Duhani,
 Benit
 i
 lakmohet
tobacco.NOM.
DEF
Ben.
DAT
him.CL.
DAT
covet.NACT.
PRES.3SG
‘The tobacco, Ben covets it.’
b.
 Meri,
 Benit
 i
 kujtohet
 vetem
 kur
 ka
 nevojë
 për
 të
Mary.NOM
 Ben.
DAT
him.CL.
DAT
remember.NACT.3SG
 only
 when
 has
 need
 for
 her
‘Mary, Ben remembers her only when he needs her.’
Fronting of a nominative object is also possible if the logical object raises to a focus position; in this case, the verb must
also raise to a [+Focus] head position. In (28), the leftmost element receives a contrastive focus reading:
(28)
 a.
 DUHANI
 i
 lakmohet
 Benit
tobacco.NOM.DEF
 him.CL.DAT
 covet.NACT.PRES.3SG
 Ben.DAT
‘The tobacco, Ben covets.’
b.
 MERI
 i
 kujtohet
 Benit
Mary.NOM
 him.CL.DAT
 remember.NACT.PRES.3SG
 Ben.DAT
‘Mary, Ben do remember.’
Albanian constructions containing dative subjects and nominative objects show the same properties as the Icelandic
quirky subject constructions analysed by Zaenen et al. (1985), Taraldsen (1995), and Sigursson (1996, 2000). Icelandic
has passive/unaccusative sentences in which the subject is dative and verbal agreement is with a nominative object that
must be in the third person and cannot be in the first or second person. Sentences containing first or second nominative
objects are ill formed (examples from Sigursson (2000: 87):
(29)
 a.
 *Henni
 líkuum
 vi
her(D)
 liked(1pl)
 we(N)
b.
 *Henni
 líkuu
 ñi.
her(D)
 liked(2pl)
 you(Npl)
c.
 Henni
 líkuu
 ñeir
her(D)
 liked(3pl)
 they(N)
‘She liked them.’
Spanish also has quirky constructions displaying person restrictions identical to those of Icelandic (Masullo, 1993;
Rivero, 2004). For example, the verb antojar (se) 'fancy' takes a dative subject and a nominative object that triggers
verbal agreement restricted to the third person. The first or second person is ungrammatical (examples from Rivero,
2004: 496):
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(30)
 a.
 A
 Ana
 siempre
 se
 le
 antojan
 los
 mismos
 chicos/ellos
to
 Ana.DAT
 always
 3.REFL
 CL.DAT
 fancy.3PL
 the
 same
 guys/they.NOM
'Ana always takes a fancy to the same guys/them.'
b.
 *A
 Ana
 siempre
 nos
 le
 antojamos
 nosotros
to
 Ana.DAT
 always
 1PL.REFL
 CL.DAT
 fancy.1PL
 we.NOM
'*Ana always takes a fancy to us.'
c.
 *A
 Ana
 siempre
 os
 le
 antojais
 vosotros
to
 Ana.DAT
 always
 2PL.REFL
 CL.DAT
 fancy.2PL
 you.NOM.PL
'*Ana always takes a fancy to you.'
The Albanian sentences in (23)-(24), with person restrictions on the nominative object, seem to be similar to those of
Icelandic (29) and Spanish constructions in (30), which have identical person restrictions.

Albanian also has dative constructions without person restrictions, such as those illustrated in (25), which resemble
Spanish sentences containing the verb gustar ‘like’ (examples from Rivero, 2004: 495). In such constructions, first and
second nominative objects are allowed:
(31)
 a.
 Yo
 se
 que
 a
 Ana
 le
 gustan
 ellos
I
 know
 that
 Ana.DAT
 CL.DAT
 like.3PL
 they.NOM
'I know that Ana likes them.'
b.
 Yo
 se
 que
 a
 Ana
 le
 gustais
 vosotros
I
 know
 that
 Ana.DAT
 CL.DAT
 like.2PL
 you.NOM.PL
'I know that Ana likes you.'
c.
 Yo
 se
 que
 a
 Ana
 le
 gustamos
 nosotros
I
 know
 that
 Ana.DAT
 CL.DAT
 like.1PL
 we.NOM
'I know that Ana likes us.’
For Icelandic, the tests in (32) have been used to show that quirky subjects behave like nominative subjects with respect
to a series of syntactic phenomena (Andrews, 1982; Zaenen et al., 1985; Sigursson, 1992, 2000; Boeckx, 2000):
(32)
 a. Reflexivization
b. Subject–verb inversion (in V1 and V2 environments)
c. Subject position in ECM infinitives
d. Raising
e. Control
f. Conjunction reduction
Thus, in Icelandic, quirky subjects can be binders for anaphors (Sigursson, 1992: 5):
(33)
 Henni
 leiist
 bókin
 sín
her(D)
 bores
 book
 self's(N)
‘She finds her (own) book boring.’
Quirky subjects can undergo subject–verb inversion in questions (Sigursson, 1992: 5):
(34)
 Hefur
 henni
 leist
 bókin?
has
 her
 bored
 book
‘Has she found the book boring?’
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They can occupy the subject position in infinitives embedded under an ECM verb (Sigursson, 1992: 5):
(35)
9 An anonym
vetja can also
accusative and

(i)
Ég
ous reviewer asks whe
appear in other struct
in (c) the dative:

a.

b.

c.
tel
ther the nominative
ures and with othe

Vetja ime
self my no
‘Myself is n
Vrau
killed.3PS
‘He killed h
I
it.DAT hav
‘Take care
[henni
form of the reflexive pron
r morphological cases. In

nuk është më
t is more here where am I
o longer here where I am

self
imself.’

e.IMP care self.DAT
of yourself.’
hafa
oun vetja is only
(a) we can see

këtu ku

.’
veten

ki
leist
used in these contexts. A
the nominative form; in

jam u

kujdes
bókin]
I
 believe
 her
 have
 bored
 book
They can move in the A position in the context of raising verbs (Sigursson, 1992: 5):
(36)
 Henni
 virist
 [hafa
 leist
 bókin]
Her
 seems
 have
 bored
 book
They can be represented by PRO in control sentences (Sigursson, 1992: 5):
(37)
 Hún
 vonast
 til
 [a
 PRO
 leiast
 ekki
 bókin]
she
 hopes
 for
 to
 PRO(D)
 bore
 not
 book
‘She hopes not to find the book boring.’
They can be deleted under identity with a nominative subject (Sigursson, 1992: 5):
(38)
 Hún
 var
 syfju
 og
 (henni)
 leiddist
 bókin
she
 was
 sleepy
 and
 (her)
 bored
 book
‘She was sleepy and found the book boring.’
With respect to the contexts shown in (32), Icelandic oblique subjects are similar to standard nominative subjects.
Albanian passes five of the tests listed in (32), showing that dative subjects have properties typical of nominative

subjects. For example, with respect to reflexivization (32a), Albanian dative subjects can be binders for anaphors; this
is shown in (39), where the datives mua and Benit are the antecedents of the reflexive nominative vetja9:
ctually,
(b), the

në

vetes
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(39)
10 Eve
(i). The

(i)

(ii)

11 See
12 T’i i
a.
n if A
sente

Tura
s the
Muai
lbanian is diffe
nces with qu

no (2018) for
combination o
më
rent from Iceland
irky subjects disp

raising structures
f the subjunctive
kujtohet
ic because it is not a V2 lan
lay the same behaviour.

Beni lexon lib
‘Ben reads th
Çfarë lexon B
what reads Be
‘What does B

in Albanian.
particle të + the clitic.
vetjai
guage, in interroga

rin
e book.’
eni?
n
en read?’
kur
tive sent
isha
ences it has verb-s
pesë
ubject in
vieç
I.DAT
 me.CL.DAT
 remember.NACT.3SG
 myself.NOM
 when
 be.IMPF.1SG
 five
 years
‘I remember myself when I was five years old.’
b.
 Beniti
 i
 kujtohet
 vetjai
 kur
 ishte
 pesë
 vieç
Ben.DAT
 him.CL.DAT
 remember.NACT.3SG
 himself.NOM
 when
 be.IMPF.3SG
 five
 years
‘Ben remember himself when he was five years old.’
The Albanian dative subjects also pass criterion (32b); in questions, they undergo subject-verb inversion: they occur in
the postverbal position (40a), showing the same behaviour as canonical subjects (40b)10:
(40)
 a.
 Pse
 i
 dhimbsen
 prindërit
 Benit?
why
 him.CL.DAT
 pity.NACT.3PL
 parents.NOM.DEF
 Ben.DAT
‘Why does Ben take pity on his parents?’
b.
 Pse
 ka
 takuar
 prindërit
 Beni?
why
 have.3SG
 met.PART
 parents.ACC.DEF
 Ben.NOM
‘Why did Ben meet his parents?’
The test in (32c), which shows the behaviour of the subject in ECM infinitives, cannot be applied to Albanian since this
language has no infinitive ECM constructions.

Albanian dative subjects also satisfy criterion (32d): in raising structures, it is the dative DP that raises with the raising
verb.11 Dative subjects maintain their case under raising:
(41)
 a.
 Beniti
 duhet
 ti
 t’i
 hahet
 Diçka
Ben.DAT
 need.NACT.3SG
 SUBJ + him.CL.DAT
 eat.NACT.3SG
 something.NOM
‘Ben needs to eat something.’
b.
 *Diçka duhet Benit t’i hahet
c.
 *Duhet diçka t’i hahet Benit12
version
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Dative subjects pass criterion (32e): the subject of the embedded clause can be controlled by the experiencer in the
matrix clause13:
(42)
13 As i
embedd

(i)

(ii)
Benit
s well-known, s
ed subjunctive

Beni
Ben.N
‘Ben h

Beni
Ben.NO
‘Ben pe
i

tandard Albanian
clause:

OM hopes.3SG S
opes to buy a bo

M persuades.3S
rsuades Mary to
kujtohet
lacks infinitive verbal forms. T

shpreson
UBJ buy.SUBJ.3SG a book
ok.’

bind Merin
G Mary.ACC SUBJ buy.SUB
buy a book.’
të
herefore,

të

J.3SG a b
lexojë
subject (i) and

të
ook
vetëm
object (ii) c

blejë

blejë
kur
ontrol are

n

ka
associa

jë libër
provimet
Ben.DAT
 him.CL.DAT
 remember.NACT.3SG
 SUBJ
 read.3SG
 only
 when
 has
 exams
‘Ben remembers studying only when he has exams.’
The fifth test showing that the dative DP behaves as a subject is conjunction reduction (criterion (32f)). In Albanian, a
dative subject in a coordinate clause can be deleted under identity with the nominative subject of the preceding clause:
(43)
 a.
 Beni
 ha
 mish
 dhe
 i
 pihet
 vazhdimisht
 verë
ted
Ben.
NOM
eat.3SG
 meat.ACC
 and
 him.CL.
DAT
drink.NACT.3SG
 constantly
 wine
‘Ben eats meat and wanted to drink wine continuously.’
b.
 Beni
 shikon
 foton
 dhe
 i
 kujtohesh
 ti
 në
 plazhë
Ben.
NOM
look.3SG
 photo.ACC.
DEF
and
 him.CL.
DAT
remember.
NACT.2SG
you.
NOM.2SG
in
 beach
‘Ben looks at the photo and remembers you on the beach.’
In both sentences, Beni is the antecedent of the covert dative subject of the coordinate construction.
In Spanish, Masullo (1993) also showed that preverbal datives behave like subjects in several respects. In particular,

the properties that dative subjects share with canonical subjects are listed in (44):
(44)
 a.Word order
b.Extraction
c.Quantification
d.Raising
e.Parasitic gaps
f.Weak crossover effects
The following examples, taken from Masullo (1993: 306-308), illustrate each of these properties. With respect to word
order (44a), quirky subjects, like canonical subjects, can occur in embedded clauses (45a), whereas in questions, they
occur in the postverbal position (45b):
with an

një libër
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(45)
 a.
 Es
 una
 pena
 que
 a
 Marcos
 no
 le
 interese
 la
 música
 coral
Is
 a
 shame
 that
 to
 Mark.
DAT
NEG
 CL
 interests
 the
 music
 choral
‘It is a shame that Mark is not interested in choral music.’
b.
 ¿Dónde/
cuándo
se
 le
 ocurrió
 esa
 idea
 a
 Marcos?
where/when
 CL
 CL
 occurred
 that
 idea
 to
 Mark.
DAT
‘Where/when did that idea occur to Mark?’
For (44b), dative subjects, such as canonical subjects, do not block extraction:
(46)
 Este
 es
 el
 tipo
 de
 música
 que
 a
 Adriana
 le
 gusta
 más
this
 is
 the
 kind
 of
 music
 that
 to
 Adriana.DAT
 CL
 likes
 most
‘This is the kind of music that Adriana likes best.’
For (44c), dative subjects, such as canonical subjects, can be quantified expressions:
(47)
 A nadie le gusta la música coral en esta casa
‘Nobody likes choral music in this house.’
For (44d), dative subjects, such as canonical subjects, can be raised from the complement of a raising verb:
(48)
 A
 Adriana
 parece
 gustarle
 la
 música
 coral
to
 Adriana.DAT
 seems
 likeCL
 the
 music
 choral
‘Adriana seems to like choral music.’
For (44e), dative subjects cannot licence parasitic gaps:
(49)
 *A Juani lo preocupa la situación del país ti sin desesperar ei

Johni CL worries the situation of the country ti without despairing ei
For (44f), dative subjects do not induce weak crossover effects:
(50)
 ¿A
 quiéni
 *(lo)
 sorprende
 sui
 actitud ti?
to
 who.DATi
 surprises
 hisi
 attitude ti

‘Whom does his attitude surprise?’
At the same time, as Masullo (1993: 309-311) shows, there is evidence that Spanish is different from Icelandic. Spanish
dative subjects cannot be represented as PRO; they cannot be deleted under identity with a nominative subject; and
they are not able to bind anaphors.

Albanian also passes the tests that Masullo used to show that Spanish dative subjects and canonical subjects have
similar functions. Thus, Albanian dative DPs can occur in embedded clauses (51) and in postverbal positions in ques-
tions (cf. (40a)):
(51)
 Është
 mëkat
 që
 Benit
 nuk
 i
 kujtohet
 Xhoni
be.PRES.3SG
 shame
 that
 Ben.DAT
 not
 him.CL.DAT
 remember.NACT.3SG
 John.NOM
‘It is a shame that Ben does not remember John.’
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Albanian dative subjects do not block the extraction of the logical object:
(52)
14 Thi
Kjo
rd-pers
është
on possessives are
muzika
prearticulated elemen
që
ts.
Markut
 i
 kujtohet
 më
 shumë
this
 be.PRES.3SG
 music.NOM.DEF
 that
 Mark.DAT
 him.CL.DAT
 remember.NACT3S
 most
‘This is the music that Mark remembers best.’
They can be quantified expressions:
(53)
 Askujt
 nuk
 i
 kujtohet
 Beni
 në
 këtë
 shtëpi
No one.DAT
 not
 him.CL.DAT
 remember.NACT.3SG
 Ben.NOM
 in
 this
 house
‘Nobody remembers Ben in this house.’
They do not induce weak crossover effects:
(54)
 Kujti
 i
 kujtohet
 vëllai
 i tiji ti?
who.DAT
 him.CL.DAT
 remember.NACT.3SG
 brother.NOM.DEF
 his
‘Who does remember his brother?’14
On the basis of all of these tests, I conclude that the dative DP in Albanian constructions is a subject. I therefore adopt
the term quirky subject to define this DP, and I call Albanian constructions containing dative subjects and nominative
objects quirky subject constructions.

4. THE ANALYSIS

Quirky subject constructions have been analysed in different ways in different frameworks (see Taraldsen (1995) and
Sigursson (2000) for Icelandic; Masullo (1993) and Rivero (2004) for Spanish).

For Albanian, Kallulli (2006) describes structures containing a dative subject in her work on nonactive verbal mor-
phology. She refers to these constructions as structures that have an involuntary state reading. In this analysis, struc-
tures with a dative subject are derived from dyadic agentive activity predications. Agentive activity predicates contain
two features: [+intent] and [+activity]. When the feature [+intent] in v is suppressed, no agent argument can be realised
in SpecvP. However, v has a feature [+activity] that needs to be saturated, and this can be done only by the dative argu-
ment. When the nonactive morphology suppresses the feature [+intent] in v, the dative moves from SpecVP to SpecvP
to licence the [+activity] feature. This analysis can explain why the dative element occupies the canonical subject posi-
tion but fails to account for how the dative case is assigned, why the dative element never agrees with the verb, why the
logical object is marked with a nominative case, and why some constructions display person restrictions. In brief, these
characteristics of Albanian dative subject constructions have never been studied before.

As shown in Section 3, dative quirky subjects in Albanian appear in sentences containing a nonactive verb. In par-
ticular, these sentences show the characteristics of passives: they have a nonactive verbal form and a logical object
marked with a nominative case. However, the similarity with passives is only partial because passive morphology in
Albanian also occurs with the following syntactic phenomena: a) the object raises to the subject position, where it takes
a nominative case and controls person agreement on the verb; b) the logical subject surfaces as an optional agentive
byphrase. Therefore, passives have preverbal nominative objects and postverbal byphrase subjects. In quirky subject
constructions, instead, the nominative object appears postverbally, whereas the logical subject is an experiencer dative
DP in the preverbal position. The dative subject in the preverbal position is interpreted as unmarked with respect to the
information structure of the sentence: it occupies the clause-initial position without bearing a special pragmatic function.
It is neither a topic nor a focus phrase. There is a difference between the unmarked word order in (55), where the dative
is realised in the subject position; the sentence in (56a), where the dative is in a focus position (it has focal stress and
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conveys contrastive information); and the sentences in (56b-c), where it is in a topic position, as shown by the insertion
of adverbial material between the dative DP and the verb:
(55)
 Benit
 i
 teket
 një
 gotë
 verë
Ben.DAT
 him.CL.DAT
 fancy.NACT.PRES.3SG
 a
 glass.NOM
 wine.ACC
‘Ben wants a glass of wine.’
(56) a. BENIT i teket një gotë verë
Ben.
DAT
him.CL.
DAT
fancy.NACT.
PRES.3SG
a
 glass.NOM
 wine.
ACC
‘BEN wants a glass of wine.’
b.
 Benit,
 shpesh
 i
 teket
 një
 gotë
 verë
Ben.
DAT
often
 him.CL.DAT
 fancy.NACT.
PRES.3SG
a
 glass.
NOM
wine.
ACC
‘Ben often wants a glass of wine.’
c.
 Benit,
 çdo
 ditë
 i
 teket
 një
 gotë
 verë
Ben.
DAT
every
 Day
 him.CL.DAT
 fancy.NACT.
PRES.3SG
a
 glass.
NOM
wine
‘Every day Ben wants a glass of wine.’
Thus, quirky subject constructions are characterised by the oblique case associated with a logical subject/experiencer
and the nominative case associated with a logical object in situ. Moreover, passives do not show person restrictions. We
have seen that in one type of quirky subject construction, however, the nominative object agrees only with a third-person
verb. Thus, passives and quirky subject constructions differ, at a minimum, in three points: word order, case marking,
and agreement.

Two additional facts show that passives differ from quirky subject constructions.
First, consider the active/passive alternation in the examples in (57), containing a transitive verb:
(57)
 a.
 Beni
 ha
 tortën
Ben.NOM
 eat.PRES.3SG
 cake.ACC.DEF
‘Ben eats the cake.’
b.
 Torta
 hahet
 nga
 Beni
cake.NOM.DEF
 eat.NACT.3SG
 by
 Ben.NOM
‘The cake is eaten by Ben.’
The passive sentence in (57b) is characterised by movement of the accusative theme to the nominative subject position,
while the agent is realised as a byphrase. Passivization applies when the active sentence has a transitive verb. Intran-
sitive verbs cannot be passivized (58b):
(58)
 a.
 Beni
 fle/qesh/qan
Ben.NOM
 sleep.PRES.3SG/laugh.PRES.3SG/cry.PRES.
3SG
‘Ben sleeps/laughs/cries.’
b.
 *Flihet/*qeshet/*qahet nga Beni
sleep.NACT.3SG/laugh.NACT.3SG/cry.NACT.3SG by Ben.
NOM
Only verbs that assign the accusative case can undergo passivization.
Quirky subject constructions, instead, can involve both transitive and intransitive verbs:
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(59)
15 The
unaccus

(i)

(ii)

16 The
(Bresnan
17 See
a.
assump
atives (

term ‘ps
, 1982;
Rivero (
Benit
tion that byphr
i) and middles

Anija
ship.NOM

eudopassiviza
Postal, 2004;
1990) and Kal
i

ases are limited to p
(ii):

.DEF NACT.3SG sa

Ky libër lexohet
this book reads.N

tion’ used here does
Collins, 2005).
lulli (2006).
hahet
assives is not universally applicable. Albanian, for example, al

u fundos
nk.AOR.3SG by storm.DEF

lehtë
ACT.PRES.3SG easily by students.DEF

not correspond to the canonical process involving (English) st
torta
Ben.DAT
 him.CL.DAT
 eat.NACT.3SG
 cake.NOM.DEF
‘Ben wants to eat the cake.’/’Ben feels like eating the cake.’
b.
 Benit
 i
 flihet/qeshet/ecet
Ben.DAT
 him.CL.DAT
 sleep.NACT.3SG/laugh.NACT.3SG/walk.NACT.3SG
‘Ben wants to sleep/to laugh/to walk.’
Second, quirky subject constructions are not the passive counterpart of active sentences; they do not support a
byphrase agent (60):
(60)
 a.
 *Torta
 i
 hahet
 nga
 Beni
lows

sish

rand
cake.NOM.DEF
 him.CL.DAT
 eat.NACT.3SG
 by
 Ben.NOM
b.
 *Torta
 i
 hahet
 Benit
 nga
 Meri
cake.NOM.DEF
 him.CL.DAT
 eat.NACT.3SG
 Ben.DAT
 by
 Mary.NOM
The ungrammatical examples in (60) show that the experiencer cannot be realised as a byphrase, nor can an extra
byphrase be added to these constructions.

Bruening (2013) assumed that byphrases are allowed only with passive verbs15; this makes it impossible to add a
byphrase to an active VP. The Albanian example in (61) illustrates this impossibility:
(61)
 *Torta
 ha
 nga
a b

t ng

ed p
Beni
cake.NOM.DEF
 eat.PRES.3SG
 by
 Ben.NOM
If we assume that a structure is passive if it allows an agentive byphrase, the data in (60) suggest that despite having a
nonactive verbal form, quirky subject constructions are not true passives. I treat these as cases of pseudopassivization
in the sense that they have a passive form but an active meaning.16

The treatment that I propose for the passive is based on Chomsky (2001). I assume that passive sentences are char-
acterised by a defective little v that is unable to value the accusative case on the theme. When the case of the direct
object is not assigned a value, it can enter into an agreement relation with the functional head T. In passives, the direct
object moves to SpecTP, where it obtains the nominative case. Agree involves ɸ features and the case of the DP and
the EPP feature of T, which is satisfied by raising the direct object to SpecTP. The case of the direct object depends not
on V but on the higher nondefective probe T. The agent, which is optional, is realised as an adjunct byphrase, so its
case is assigned/checked by the preposition.

In particular, for Albanian passive sentences (such as (57b)), I assume that the morphological nonactive verbal form
is the realisation of a voice head, heading a VoiceP projection17 and taking a vP complement. The h-roles for the agent
and theme are discharged via merger. The agent is merged in SpecvP in the same way that the subject is merged in
active sentences, and the theme is merged in the object position of V. This reflects the uniformity of the theta assign-
ment hypothesis (Baker, 1988: 46, 1997: 74):
yphrase for

nga stuhia

a studentët

repositions
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(62)
18 The
object
Uniformity of the Theta-Assignment Hypothesis (UTAH)
Identical thematic relationships between items are represented by identical structural relationships between these
items at the D-structure level.
In passive sentences, the verb raises to v, which in turn moves to voice to incorporate the affixes. The direct object
raises to the SpecTP. The agent is adjoined to VoiceP. The derivation I propose is shown in (63):
(63)
same thing happens with the English
to move to the subject position (Chom
In this proposal, the relevant property of passive sentences is their nonactive morphology, which blocks the assignment
of the accusative case,18 forcing the direct object to surface as a nominative. This, in turn, blocks the raising of the sub-
ject to the SpecTP position (occupied by the object). In passive sentences, the raising of the direct object is correlated
with the assignment of the structural case in the landing SpecTP position. The movement of the two arguments, subject
and direct object, is driven by case reasons.

Despite having a nonactive verbal form motivating the existence of a voice head, quirky subject constructions are
structures without byphrases, characterised by only one of the two DPs, the theme, needing a case assigner. The dative
case on the experiencer is an inherent case. Evidence that the dative is an inherent case comes from passivization. If
we apply the rule of the passivization to a sentence such as the one in (64a), we see that only the direct object can be
moved to the subject position (SpecTP), where it obtains the nominative case and controls agreement (64b). The goal,
with a dative case, can never become a structural subject (64c). The dative case is not affected by the verbal properties
of the clause. In passive sentences, the dative DP retains its case:
past participle morpheme -en that absorbs the verb’s accusative case forcing the direct
sky, 1981; Baker, 1988; Baker et al., 1989).
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(64)
 a.
 Beni
 i
 rregullon
 televizorin
 Xhonit
Ben.NOM
 him.CL.DAT
 fix.PRES.3SG
 TV.ACC.DEF
 John.DAT
‘Ben fixes the TV to John.’
b.
 Televizori
 i
 rregullohet
 Xhonit
 nga
 Beni
TV.NOM.DEF
 him.CL.DAT
 fix.NACT.PRES.3SG
 John.DAT
 by
 Ben.NOM
‘The TV is fixed to John by Ben.’
c.
 *Xhoni
 rregullohet
 televizori/televizorin
 nga
 Beni
John.NOM
 fix.NACT.PRES.3SG
 TV.NOM.DEF/ACC.DEF
 by
 Ben.NOM
‘To John, it is fixed the TV by Ben.’
To return to quirky subject constructions, the derivation I propose for these sentences is shown in (65), where the verb
merges with its internal argument in its complement position. The resulting VP projection merges with the external argu-
ment in SpecvP; vP merges with VoiceP, which in turn merges with TP:
(65)
I also assume that in quirky subject constructions, v is the h-role assigner, as in active and passive sentences. The
experiencer in quirky subject constructions is assigned a h-role in SpecvP in the same way that it is assigned to the
external argument in active/passive sentences. Cases are only partially checked, as in the passive.

In particular, the case on the logical object/theme is checked by T as in passives because the defective v/V cannot
check the accusative case, so it is the probe T that assigns, values and deletes the nominative case of the logical object.
T agrees with the theme even if the latter does not occupy the subject position (SpecTP). The agreement between the
uninterpretable ɸ features of T and the interpretable ɸ features of the logical object is not local but remote. Long-distance
agreement with a higher controller is possible since the weak phase status of v/V makes the object position transparent
to the C-T probe. Once the case feature of the theme has been evaluated, the DP is inactive; it cannot undergo further
movement, so it is frozen in place. This is the reason why the logical object in quirky subject constructions remains
in situ. Verbal agreement is with the logical object marked with the nominative case rather than with the dative DP.
The dative DP is not an intervener: it is an inactive goal with the case determined in situ: it is checked within the vP
by the verb that assigns it a semantic role. However, it moves to the structural subject position SpecTP, but its move-
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ment is not driven by the need for case licensing. It is the EPP on T that searches for a DP bearing this feature. As the
dative DP is the closest goal, it matches the probe T. Therefore, the EPP on T attracts the highest DP to SpecTP. Even if
the dative has its case feature valued, it is accessible for further operations. Its movement is driven by the EPP feature
on the functional head T. In quirky subject constructions, it is a DP with an inherent case that satisfies the EPP.

Even if Albanian quirky subject constructions have a dative DP, I do not follow the recent literature in using an
applicative projection to host the dative because quirky subject constructions differ from the prepositional dative con-
structions or double-object constructions found in English19:
(66)
19 The Applicative analysis has be
Albanian double object construction
are beyond the scope of this work.
a.
en advanced by Marantz (1993), McGinnis (2001), Pylkkänen
s by using an applicative projection, but I do not develop this ide
John gave the book to Mary.
b.
 John gave Mary the book.
Albanian does not have prepositional dative constructions. It has only sentences such as those in (67) with the direct
object preceding or following the indirect one:
(67)
 a.
 Beni
 i
 dha
 librin
(2002). It is possib
a here because thes
Xhonit
Ben.NOM
 him.CL.DAT
 gave.AOR.3SG
 book.ACC.DEF
 John.DAT
‘Ben gave the book to John.’
b.
 Beni i dha Xhonit librin
Both constructions in (67), which I assume to be derived from the same underlying structure, are active transitive sen-
tences involving three-place verbs projecting an agent Beni, a theme librin and a goal Xhonit. The subject Beni is gen-
erated in SpecvP, but it moves to SpecTP, where it agrees with the finite T and values its case and the EPP property of
the T-head. The direct object librin is generated inside the VP, and here obtains an accusative case from V. The goal
Xhonit is generated in the specifier of an applicative head. This DP is assigned an inherent dative case by the Appl-
head. The cases of the three arguments are checked by three different probes: T is responsible for the nominative case
on the subject/agent, V is responsible for the accusative case on the direct object/theme, and Appl is responsible for the
dative case on the indirect object/goal.

Quirky subject constructions, instead, involve only two internal arguments-an experiencer and a theme-in a nonac-
tive construction, i.e., a construction that contains only one active probe, T. In quirky subject constructions, the probe T
enters two agree relations: first, it checks and deletes the nominative case of the object; second, it agrees with the dative
DP, raising it to SpecTP. The two features associated with T, the EPP feature and the case feature, are checked by two
different goals: the dative DP checks the EPP feature, while the nominative DP checks the case feature. Thus, a dative
subject and a nominative object enter a feature-checking relation with the same functional head, T. I am assuming a split
ɸ feature-checking operation involving a single probe T agreeing with two goals: One goal (the nominative logical object)
needs to be checked for case; the other goal (the dative logical subject) needs to be checked only for ɸ features. The
head V/v is not a probe because its form is nonactive. The distinction between structural and inherent cases is crucial.

5. PERSON RESTRICTIONS

As discussed in Section 3, Albanian quirky subject constructions display verbal agreement with the nominative
object, not with the dative experiencer. Additionally, with some verbs, this agreement is only partial: it involves the fea-
ture [person], which must obligatorily be a third person, not the feature [number], which can be either singular or plural.
These structures show the same constraints found in Icelandic and Spanish, where the verb agrees with the nominative
object, but agreement is restricted to the third person: first- and second-person objects are blocked from controlling ver-
bal agreement.

A common analysis in terms of Person-Case Constraint (Bonet, 1994) has been proposed by many scholars
(Taraldsen, 1995; Boeckx, 2000; Sigurdsson, 2000; Anagnostopoulou, 2005; Béjar and Rezac, 2009). The Person-
Case Constraint, generalised in Bonet (1991: 182), states that in combination with a direct object and an indirect object,
le to derive
e structures
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the direct object must be the third person. This prevents the co-occurrence of a dative DP with first- and second-object
DPs.

I assume that the same universal restriction characterises Albanian quirky subject constructions with arguments that
are an experiencer and a theme. The PCC comes from the need for two goals (the dative and the nominative DPs) to
agree with a single probe, T.

Two questions are raised: 1) How are features represented on datives and accusatives? 2) How are features
licenced?

There is a long-standing tradition in grammatical analyses of treating the pronominal paradigms of the world’s lan-
guages as in (68)20:
(68)
20 See Anderson (1982), Harley and Ritter (20
Pronominal paradigm
1P [+ Participant], [+Speaker], [Person]
2P [+ Participant], [-Speaker], [Person]
3P [-Participant], [-Speaker], [Person]
The paradigm in (68) suggests a system of features that distinguishes first-, second-, and third-person DPs. For exam-
ple, Nevins (2007) assumed that 1P and 2P are specified positively for people, while 3P is specified negatively.
Sigursson (1996, 2000) characterises the third person as [-1p, �2p] or ‘no person.’ Similarly, Boeckx (2000) assumes
that a person corresponds to the first or second person, whereas a third person is [-person].

A detailed analysis of the splitting of ɸ features was proposed by Bejar and Rezac (2009). These authors suggest a
system of features that distinguishes first-, second-, and third-person DPs and three possible articulations of the probe:
1) a ‘flat’ probe, which is just [u3]; b) a partially articulated probe [u3/u2]; and c) a fully articulated probe [u3/u2/u1]. For
each probe, a DP will be a match for every feature of the probe. If a DP is less specified than a probe, it will match only a
subset of the probe’s features, leaving an active residue that can agree with another DP. For Albanian quirky subject
constructions, I assume a split-feature checking similar to Bejar and Rezac (2009). I assume that in these constructions,
the person feature of T is checked separately from the number feature. In particular, I assume that the person feature of
T is checked by the dative DP. The idea that the interpretable role associated with the dative can be best characterised
in terms of [+person] rather than gender or number is discussed in Boeckx (2000). Anagnostopoulou (2005) also
assumed that datives are specified for [person] even when they are the third person, while third-person nominative
objects lack [person] features.

Once T has checked the person feature of the dative, T is no longer available to check the person feature of the
nominative object. Only the number feature of T is available for checking. Therefore, only DPs that have a number
but lack a person are allowed in this configuration. To avoid feature mismatch on T, the object needs to be in the third
person since only the third object lacks the person feature. Checking the features involves two steps. First, the dative
DP checks the person feature of T. Raising to SpecTP also deletes the EPP feature of T. Since T matches the dative DP
only in the person feature, the number feature of T remains intact; therefore, an agree relation holds between the probe
T and the more remote nominative goal deleting the number feature of T:
02), Bejar (2003).
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(69)
Even if the dative argument has certain p specifications, it fails to control verbal agreement, allowing the same probe T
to agree with the nominative object. When the nominative argument is the third person, the derivation converges; when
it is the first or second person, the derivation crashes. Briefly, the agreement between the nominative object and T
arises when the ɸ features of T are checked by two different arguments. This means that ɸ features can be articulated
into a subset of features, each of which can agree independently. Therefore, the ɸ features of T are not checked simul-
taneously; the person is checked separately from the number. The person feature of the verb is checked against the
person of the dative, while the number of the verb is checked against the number of the nominative.

Therefore, in Albanian quirky sentences, a dative subject and a nominative object enter a feature-checking relation
with the same functional head T. The head V/v is not a probe since it has a nonactive form.

In terms of movement, the dative DP increases first because it is closer to T (it is in the minimal domain of v) than the
nominative, which is in the minimal domain of V. In (69), the dative experiencer is the only DP that can move to the TP.
The raising of the direct object causes ungrammaticality since the experiencer has a blocking effect on the theme:
(70)
 a.
 Benit
 i
 lakmohet
 një
 cigare
Ben.DAT
 him.CL.DAT
 covet.NACT.PRES.3SG
 a
 cigarette.NOM
‘Ben covets a cigarette.’
b.
 *Një cigare i lakmohet Benit
c.
 *Një cigare Benit i lakmohet
The logical object can be moved only by a focus operation, which also raises the verb to Focus�:
(71)
 NJË CIGARE i lakmohet Benit
In contrast, in quirky subject constructions without person restrictions, all ɸ features (person and number) are checked
against the nominative NP. The PCC does not apply to them. In these constructions, the agreement of the verb with the
nominative object is complete.
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6. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, I have investigated two types of quirky subject constructions in Albanian; both contain a dative case-
marked element that occupies the canonical clausal subject position and a nominative object that appears postverbally
and agrees with the verb. In one type, the nominative object and the verb have a person restriction: they can be only
third-person singular or plural. This restriction is similar to that of Icelandic and is reminiscent of Bonet’s (1994) Person-
Case Constraint. The other type of Albanian quirky subject construction has no person restrictions. I have shown that
these constructions, despite having a nonactive verbal form, do not coincide with passives, and I have analysed them as
pseudopassives.

Regarding the obligatory third-person agreement on the verb, which characterises one type of Albanian quirky sub-
ject construction, the approach adopted here is based on Béjar and Rezac’s (2009) Cyclic Agree, which involves a sin-
gle probe, T, that agrees first with the dative DP merged into SpecvP and second with the nominative DP in the VP
complement. This happens when unmatched features remain on probe T after agreeing with the first goal.
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