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This squib argues that matrix subject wh-phrases reside in SpecCP and moreover during the 
course of the derivation, never move to SpecTP. This observation raises an immediate problem 
for languages with a strong EPP requirement on T, such as English. I argue that Chomsky (2013)’s 
approach to EPP effects (and other similar approaches) predict the observed pattern, while other 
prominent theories of the EPP fail to account for it.
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Linguists have learned a great deal about (internal) language by looking at complex 
constructionsinanumberofdifferent(external)languages,butsometimesconstructions
that seem simple on the surface can also shed light on the workings of the grammar and 
fundamental theoretical issues. Take for example the English highest subject question in (1).

(1) Who left?

Despiteitsstraightforwardappearance,thereisverylittleconsensusonwhattheproper
derivation for (1) should be. The most intuitive and standard analysis would have the wh-
phrasemovingtothespecifierofCPthroughtheTPspecifier(e.g.,Pesetsky&Torrego
2001),asshownin(2).1

(2) [CPwho[C[TP t [T′ T [vP t left]]]]]

Still,manyauthorshavearguedthatunlikeothertypesofwh-questions,highestsubject
wh-phrasesdonotmovetothespecifierofCPandinsteadstayinthespecifierofTP(e.g.,
George1980;Chung&McCloskey1983;Chomsky1986;Agbayani2000;Carstensetal.
2016;Gallego2017).

(3) [CPC[TP who [T′ T [vP t left]]]]

 1 Note that the lack of do-support in such constructions follows from the morphological merger approach to 
do-support(Halle&Marantz1993;Bobaljik1995;Lasnik1995b).SincetheaffixinC(assumingT-to-C)is
PFadjacenttotheverb,morphologicalmergerisnotblockedhere(tracesdonotblockit),hencedo-support 
doesnot takeplace. SeealsoPesetsky&Torrego (2001) foranalternativeanalysis.Do does appear in 
emphaticusesinhighestsubjectquestions(e.g.,Who DID leave?). I suspect that whatever mechanism that 
conditions emphatic doinnon-questions(e.g.,John DID (so) leave)isalsoresponsiblehere(seeBruening
2010;Biberauer&Roberts2012forrecentapproachesanddiscussiontoemphaticdo).
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Yet other authors assume (explicitly or implicitly) that the wh-phrase moves directly 
from its argument position inside the vP to the specifier of CP, eschewing intermedi-
atemovement to the specifierofTP (e.g.,Rizzi1982;Brandi&Cordin1989;Campos
1997;McCloskey2000;Holmberg&Hróarsdóttir2003;Fitzpatrick2006;Bošković2016;
Erlewine2016),asshownin(4).

(4) [CPwho[C[TP T [vP t left]]]]

AsIwilldetailbelow,thereisevidencethat(4)isindeedthecorrectderivation,butthe
derivationin(4)raisesanimmediatequestionaboutthestatusoftheEPPonTinlan-
guages like English where there appears to be an otherwise obligatory constraint that 
thespecifierofTPbefilled.Infact,theauthorsarguingforthederivationin(4)have
not provided a satisfying answer to this question (though there have been analyses that 
accountforaderivationlike(4)withlanguagesthatallownullsubjectssuchasRomance
languages(Rizzi&Shlonsky2007)andBantulanguages(Diercks2010)).2
Intheliterature,therehavebeentwogeneralapproachestoEPPeffects.Onthestand-
ardaccount,Thasaformalrequirementthatitsspecifierbefilled.Inthefeaturecheck-
ingframework,thiswasaccomplishedbyThavinganuninterpretablefeaturethatcould
onlybecheckedbymovementtoitsspecifier(Chomsky1995;2000;2001).Inthelabe-
lingframework,Chomsky(2015),arguesthatTistoo“weak”tolabelonitsown,and
hencerequiresaspecifierinordertoproject.TheotherviewofEPPeffectstakesthem
tobeepiphenomenal.Tdoesnothaveaspecifierrequirement.Movementtothespeci-
fier of TP is independentlymotivated either to check the features of themoving ele-
ment (Epstein&Seely2006;Bošković2007)or to repairanotherwise illicit interface
representation(Alexiadou&Anagnostopolou2001;2007;Landau2007;Richards2010;
2016;Bayer&Salzmann2013;Chomsky2013;McFadden&Sundaresan2018).Chomsky
(2013)providessuchanaccountwithinthisviewinthelabelingframework.Underthis
account,mergingofthesubjectandvPcausesaproblemforthelabelingalgorithmthatis
remediedbythesubjectmovingaway.ThelatterviewofEPPeffectsquitenaturallyallow
foraderivationlike(4),whilethestandardanalysisfailstoaccountforit.Thepaperfirst
reviewstheargumentsfromtheliteraturethatthereisnomovementtothespecifierofTP
in highest subject questions. Then it provides an analysis of the lack of movement to the 
specifierofTPinthelabelingframeworkofChomsky(2013).

 2 It should be noted that the disagreement about the placement of the wh-phrase in highest subject ques-
tions is especially acute in English because the lack of do-supportandalsothelackofotherobviouseffects
onwordorder.Inotherlanguages,suchasMainlandScandinavianlanguages,thereismuchmorerobust
evidence that favors a representation that places the wh-phraseinthespecifierofCP.Takeforexample
theSwedishcasesin(i).In(ia),theorderofthefiniteverbhar and negation inte indicate that the verb has 
raisedtotheV2positioninC.Hence,asthewh-phrase vemprecedestheverb,itindicatesthatvem occupies 
SpecCP.Likewiseinembeddedclauses,vemprecedesthecomplementizersom,againindicatingthatvem 
residesinSpecCP(seeHolmberg1986andmuchsubsequentwork).

(i) a. Vem har inte läst boken?
who has not read book-the
‘Who has not read the book?’

b. Hon undrar vem som inte har läst boken.
she wonders who that not has read book-the
‘She asks/wonders who has not read the book.’

 WhilethisisnotasobviousfromthewordorderinEnglish,theevidencedocumentedinthenextsection
shows that English is like Swedish in that highest subject wh-phrasesalsoresideinSpecCP.
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1 Arguments for direct movement to CP
In this section, Iwillpresentarguments that thecorrectderivation forhighest subject
questions involves direct movement from the wh-phrase’sbasepositiontothespecifier
ofCP.Iwillfirstpresentthreeargumentsagainstthewh-staying-in-SpecTPapproachand
thentwoargumentsagainsttheintermediatemovementtothespecifierofTPapproach.3

1.1 Arguments against staying in the specifier of TP
Letusfirstexaminetheargumentsagainstthesubjectwh-phrasestayinginSpecTP.The
firstargumentcomesfromagressivelynon-d-linkedwh-phrases(Pesetsky1987;Ginzburg
&Sag2000).Ginzburg&Sag(2000:229–337)andPesetsky&Torrego(2001:fn.9)note
that the distribution of aggressively non-d-linked wh-phrases like what/who the hell is a 
subset of the distribution of plain wh-phrases(seealsodenDikken&Giannakidou(2002)
forananalysisofthesephrasesinmatrixandembeddedenvironments).As(5)shows,
while aggressively non-d-linked phrases can occur in the specifier of CP, they cannot
occur in situ.

(5) a. What the hell did you buy?
b. *Who bought what the hell?

The authors take the acceptability of constructions like (6), involving an aggressively
non-d-linked subject wh-phrase,toprovideevidencethatthewh-phrase here moves to the 
specifierofCP,4becauseifitstayedinSpecTPwewouldexpect(6)tobeungrammatical
onaparwith(5b).

(6) Who the hell bought a car?

AnotherargumentformovementtothespecifierofCPwasnotedinAgbayani(2000:fn.2).
Agbayaninotesthatthetypicalanalysisoftheellipticalconstructionknownassluicing
involvesmovementtothespecifierofCPfollowedbydeletionoftheTP,asshownin(7).

(7) Johnboughtsomething,butIdon’tknowwhatJohn bought t

Ifthisanalysisiscorrect,thentheexistenceofsluiceswherethewh-phrase is a highest 
subjectindicatesthatthesubjectmovesoutofTPintothespecifierofCP.

(8) A: Someone bought a car.
B: Who t bought a car?

 3Agbayani(2000:704)arguesthatthedatabelowin(i)provideevidencethathighestwh-subjects do not 
movetoSpecCP.Thedatain(i)showthathighestsubjectscannotbemovedtotheleftperipheryviatopi-
calization(originalobservationisfromLasnik&Saito1992).

(i) a. John,Iliket.
b. *John,t left.
c. JohnthinksthatBill,Marylikest.
d. *JohnthinksthatBill,tlikesMary.

 Agbayanitakesthisdatatoindicatethatshortmovementofsubjects(includingwh-movement) to the left 
periphery isgenerallydisallowed. Inorder for thisargument togo through,however,wemustassume
that topicalization is a perfect proxy forwh-movement, but evidence suggests that the twomovement
typesdivergeinnon-trivialways.Forinstance,Postal(1994)andPoole(2017)showthereanumberof
environmentsthatdisallowtopicalization,butdoallowforwh-movement. So although it may be the case 
thathighestsubjectscannotbetopicalized,itdoesnot,however,indicatethattheyalsocannotundergo
wh-movementtoSpecCP.

 4IndenDikken&Giannakidou’s(2002)analysis,thespecifierofaFocusprojection.
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Inorderforthisargumenttogothrough,afewpossiblealternativeexplanationsmustbe
ruledoutthatAgbayanididnotconsider.First,theexamplein(8)cannotbeanalyzed
as an instance ofwhat is called pseudosluicing or deletion of an underlying cleft, as
 illustrated in (9).

(9) A: Someone bought a car.
B: Who was it?

Merchant(2001)presentsanumberofteststhatcancontrolforaderivationliketheone
in(9).Onetestistheuseofelse-modification.AsMerchantshows,else-modificationis
incompatiblewithcleftsasshownin(10a),butisacceptableinsluicing(10b)(capitaliza-
tion indicates focal stress).

(10) a. #JohnboughtACAR,butIdon’tknowwhatelseitwas.
b. JohnboughtACAR,butIdon’tknowwhatelse.

Ifthematrixsluicein(8)isanunderlyingcleft,thenwewouldexpectanelsemodified
matrixsubjectsluicetopatternwith(10a)inbeingunacceptable,butifthesourceofsuch
sluicesisindeedfullsyntacticstructure,thenwewouldexpectsuchanexampletopattern
with(10b).As(11)shows,amatrixsubjectsluiceisacceptablewithelsemodification,
indicating that the source of such sluices is not underlying cleft.

(11) A: ATELEVISIONwasstolen.
B: What else?

Second,onemaywonderwhetherthecorrectgeneralizationisthatanymovedwh-phrase 
can license the deletion of its sister. This would allow for the example in (8) to not involve 
ellipsisofTPasisstandardlyassumed,butratherT’.Stjepanović(1999),however,pro-
vides evidence against such an analysis. Stjepanović shows thatwh-phrases in Serbo-
CroatianmayfrontbelowCP,but incaseswheresluicingapplies, thewh-phrase must 
resideinSpecCP.
ThefinalargumentIwilldiscussinvolvesapparentcoordinatestructureconstraint(CSC)
violationssuchas(12)discussedinBošković(2018).

(12) *Who left and John went to the store?

If subject wh-phraseswereabletostayinthespecifierofTP,asschematizedin(13a),
thestructurewouldnotviolatetheCSCandexampleslike(12)wouldbepredictedtobe
grammatical,contrarytofact.IfthereismovementtothespecifierofCPasin(13b),we
haveaCSCviolatingstructureandcorrectlypredicttheungrammaticalityof(12).

(13) a. [&P [IPwholeft]&[IP John went to the store] ]
b. [CP whoi [&P [IP tileft]&[IP John went to the store] ] ]

EvidencethatthisisindeedaCSCviolationcomesfromthefactthatthestructurecanbe
salvagedbytheacross-the-boardexceptiontotheCSCshownin(14).

(14) a. Who left and went to the store?
b. [CP whoi [&P [IP tileft]&[IP ti went to the store] ] ]

All these data suggest that subjectwh-phrases do not stay in the specifier of TP and
instead,likeallotherwh-phrases,movetothespecifierofCP.Thenextsectionwillfurther
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provide evidence that not only do subject wh-phrasesnotstayinthespecifierofTP,they
nevermovetothatpositioninthefirstplace.

1.2 Arguments against intermediate movement to TP
I will present two arguments that movement of highest subject questions does not stop 
offinthespecifierofTP.ThefirstargumentIwillpresentcomesfromthedistribution
ofquantifierfloatinWestUlsterEnglish,asdescribedinMcCloskey(2000)andfurther
elaboratedinFitzpatrick(2006)andHenry(2012).

(15) West Ulster English(McCloskey2000:58)
a. WhatdidyougetallforChristmas?
b. Who did you meet all when you were in Derry?
c. Where did they go all for their holidays?

Importantly,highestsubjectquestionsalsoallowforquantifierfloat(16a),although,asin
standardEnglish,quantifierfloatisimpossiblein(16b).Thepossibilityofquantifierfloat
in(16a)isunexpectedifthereisfirstA-movementtothespecifierofTPasthatmovement
stepwouldbeindistinguishablefromthemovementin(16b),wherequantifierfloat is
impossible.

(16) West Ulster English(McCloskey2000:77)
a. WhowasthrowingstonesallaroundButchers’Gate?
b. *TheywerethrowingstonesallaroundButchers’Gate.

These data suggest that the proper treatment of highest subject sentences is one in which 
the wh-phrasemovesdirectlyfromitsbasepositiontothespecifierofCPwithoutinter-
mediatemovementtothespecifierofTP.5
ThesecondargumentcomesfromextractionoutofBritishdo ellipsis as discussed in 
denDikken&Griffiths(2018).IthasbeennotedthatA-movementisallowedoutofsuch
ellipsis while wh-extractionisnotallowed.Thisisshownin(17).In(17a),wehavean
exampleofNP-raisingoutoftheelidedVPandtheexampleisgrammaticalevenwithdo 
suggestingthatA-movementispossibleoutofsuchconstructions.In(17b),ontheother
hand,wehavewh-movement of an object out of the ellipsis site and the result is ungram-
matical with do,suggestingthatthistypeofextractionisdisallowed.

(17) British English(denDikken&Griffiths2018:(21)–(22))
a. Johnmightseemtoenjoythat,andPetei might (do) seem ti to enjoy that too.
b. I know whoiJohnwillkissandwhoPetewill(*do)kiss ti

Crucially,wh-movementinhighestsubjectquestionsisalsodisallowedoutofdoellipsis,
as shown in (18). This again suggests that movement of highest wh-subject questions 
doesnotinvolveastepofA-movementtothespecifierofTPthatfeedsmovementtothe

 5Onemaywonderabout thepossibilityofexamples like the following (taken fromMcCloskey2000:78
fn.32)

(i) Who was all throwing stones in Guildhall Square?

  The possibility of such examples would suggest that wh-movement does not proceed directly to the speci-
fierofCPbecauseitappearsallcanbestrandedinanintermediateposition.AsreportedbyMcCloskey,
mostinformantsdofindsuchexamplesunacceptable,butthereisinterspeakervariation.Thiswasfurther
backedupbydialectalworkdescribedinHenry(2012).Fordialectsthatdoallowforsuchexamples,Henry
putsforthananalysiswherethequantifierisstrandedatthevPphaseedgeandnottheedgeofTP(seealso
Davis 2018 for discussion).
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specifierofCP,asifthiswerethecasewewouldexpectsuchamovementtobepossible
in(18)justasitpossiblein(17a).Thefactthat(18)and(17b)patterntogethersuggests
thatmovementofhighestsubjectquestionsinsteadmovedirectlytothespecifierofCP
withoutanintermediatestepofA-movement.

(18) British English(denDikken&Griffiths2018:(23))
A: Suewouldn’tkissPeterlastnight
B: Well,whoi would (*do) ti kiss him

Thesedatapoint to a conclusion thathasbeen reachedby anumberof authors: that
movement from SpecTP to SpecCP is generally not allowed. This has been confirmed
foranumberoflanguagessuchasdialectsofItalian(Rizzi1982;Brandi&Cordin1989;
Campos1997;Rizzi&Shlonsky2007),Lubukusu (Diercks2010),Kaqchikel (Erlewine
2016)andKinande(Bošković2016).6
Thelanguagescitedabove,however,donothaveastrongEPPrequirementonT,but

the data presented here suggest that this also the case in languages like English where 
thereisotherwiseanobligatoryrequirementthatthespecifierofTPbefilled.Thisraises
thequestion,ifthesubjectwh-phrasecanmovedirectlytothespecifierofCP,howcanthe
EPPbesatisfied?Inthenextsection,Iwillprovideananswertothisquestionbuildingoff
ofthelabelingtheoryinChomsky(2013).

2 An analysis of the Lack of EPP
TherehavebeentwoapproachestothemovementofthesubjecttothespecifierofTPin
theliterature.Thetraditionalapproachpositsthatthetarget(i.e.,T)isdeficientorneedy
insomeway:ithasanEPP/D/Edgefeaturethatneedstobecheckedbyhavinganele-
mentinitsspecifier.Thesecondapproacharguesthatthemovementinquestionistrig-
gered by the moving element or by the need to repair an illicit interface representation. In 
recentwork,ChomskyhasprovidedtwoapproachestotheEPPinthelabelingframework
(Chomsky2013;2015).Chomsky(2015)isthetraditionalaccountwhereTisdeficient;
Chomsky(2013)ontheotherhand,isinthespiritofthesecondapproach.Asdetailed
below,thelackofEPPeffectsinhighestsubjectquestionscanbeeasilyaccountedforin

 6ForexampleinTrentinoandFlorentinopreverbalbutnotpostverbalsubjectsareabletocontrolfullagree-
mentontheverb,asshownby(i).Inthecaseswherefullagreementisnotcontrolled,wefindwhatiscalled
the neutral clitic gl(i)(thethirdpersonmasculinecliticform)asin(ib)(Campos1997:93).

(i) a. Le ragazze l’=hanno telefonato.
the girls cl.3pl=has.3pl phoned
‘Some girls have telephoned.’

b. Gl’=ha telefonato delle ragazze.
cl.3m.sg=has.3m.sg telephoned some girls
‘Some girls have telephoned.’

 Interestingly,highestsubjectquestionspatternwith(ib)innotshowingfullagreementandinsteadshowing
the neutral clitic form (ii).

(ii) a. Quante ragazze gli=ha parlato con te?
how.many girls cl.3m.sg=has.3m.sg spoken with you
‘How many girls talked to you?’

b. *Quante ragazze le=hanno parlato con te?
how.many girls cl.3pl=has.3pl spoken with you
Intended:‘Howmanygirlstalkedtoyou?’

  This follows if the wh-phrasecannotevenpassthroughSpecTPonitswaytoSpecCP,assumingthatfull
agreementcanonlybecontrolledbyasubjectinSpecTP.
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thesystempresentedinChomsky(2013),butitisdifficulttocaptureunderthetraditional
approachestoEPP,includingChomsky(2015).
Chomsky(2013),followingworkbyMoro(2000;2008),givesanalgorithmforprovid-
inglabelstonewlycreatedsyntacticobjects.Whenaheadandaphraseundergomerge,
the head provides the label for the output. When two non-minimal projections undergo 
merge,therearetwopossiblewaysforthisoutputtobelabeled:(i)prominentfeature
sharing,where the shared feature provides the label for the object; or (ii) one of the
twophrasesundergoesmovement,allowingfortheremainingphrasetoprojectthelabel
(traces are ignored for labeling).With this inmind, let us examine the configuration
wherethesubjectisfirstmergedintothederivation.

(19) [?DP[vP v [ … ]]]

Whenthesubject,aDP,mergeswiththevP,wehavethecaseofmergewithtwophrases.
There is then no head that can project the label so the label needs to be provided by either 
feature sharing or movement. Since the vPandDPdonotsharefeatureshere,theonly
possibility is movement. The derivation continues with the T being merged into the deri-
vation;asahead,Twillprojectasthelabeloftheobjectinquestion.TheDPthenmoves
tothespecifierofTP,allowingforthev to project a label in the lower part of the structure. 
SincethetheDPandTshareφ-features,thenewobjectislabeledwiththosefeatures.

(20) [φDP[TP T [vP t [ v [ … ]]]]]

Unlike traditional approaches tomovement of the subject to the specifier of TP, this
analysisdoesnotrelyonTbeingdeficientinanyway:thereisinfact,norequirementfor
Ttohaveaspecifier.Itisthe“localinstability”betweentheDPandvP,discussedabove,
thatdrivesthemovementofthesubjecttothespecifierofTP.
Returning to highest subject questions, again when the subject is first merged, the

 resulting structure cannot be labeled.

(21) [?DP[+wh,+Q] [vP v [ … ]]]

TheTismergedintothederivation,anditagainprojectsalabel.Cisthenmergedand
projectsalabel.SinceTisnotdeficientinanywayandhencedoesnotrequireaspeci-
fier,thesubjectcanmovedirectlytothespecifierofCP.ThelabelingproblematthevPis
againresolvedasthereisonlyonephraselefttoproject,andtheoutputofsubjectDPand
CPundergoingmergecanbelabeledviasharingofthe[+Q]feature.

(22) [QDP[+wh,+Q][C+Q [TP T [vP t [vP v [ … ]]]]]]

The“localinstability”approachhenceallowsustogiveaprincipledexplanationforwhy
theotherwiseobligatorymovementtothespecifierofTPdoesnotoccurinhighestsubject
questions.7

 7Asa reviewernotes,under thisanalysis,aderivationofmatrix subjectquestionwithmovement to the
specifierofTPfollowedbymovementtoSpecCPwouldalsoconverge,butasdiscussedinsection1.2,the
datapointtosuchmovementnevertakingplace.Onewayofblockingsuchaderivationistorelyonan
Anti-localitycondition(Erlewine2016;Bošković2016)whichblocksmovementthatistooshort.Erlewine
andBoškovićbotharguethatmovementfromSpecTPtoSpecCPrunsafoulofsuchacondition.Oneother
possibility,hintedatbythereviewer,istoblockthederivationonthegroundsofeconomyconditions.A
converging derivation with two steps of movement is blocked by a converging derivation that only requires 
one step of movement.
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Let us now investigate how the standard approach would deal with such data using 
Chomsky(2015)asamodelthoughthisholdsofanyvariantofthestandardapproach.
ChomskyproposesthatTis“tooweak”toprovidealabelonitsown,whichmeansthat
theresultofmergein(23a)cannotbelabeled.Trequiresmergerwithanotherelement
thatitagreeswithinitsspecifierinorderforlabelingin(23b)tooccur.

(23) a. [? T [?DP[vP v [ … ]]]]
b. [φDP[TP T [vP t [ v [ … ]]]]]

Nowinhighestsubjectquestions,ifthesubjectwh-phrase were to move directly to the 
specifierofCP,aproblemarisesunderthisapproach.BecauseTistooweaktolabelonits
own,theoutputofitsmergewithvPinthishypotheticalrepresentationisneverlabeled
and the derivation does not converge as a result.

(24) [QDP[+wh,+Q][C+Q [? T [vP t [vP v [ … ]]]]]]

Hence,theonlyconvergentrepresentationunderthisapproachwouldhavethesubject
wh-phrasemovetothespecifierofTPbeforemovingtothespecifierofCP,butthedata
from allfloatanddo-ellipsis extraction presented in the previous section demonstrate that 
such a movement step does not in fact take place.
Inthissection,IhaveshownthatthelackofmovementtothespecifierofTPinhighest

subject questions can be naturally captured by approaches where movement to the speci-
fierofTPisnottiedtoadeficiencyofT.Approachesthattiethemovementinquestionto
suchadeficiencyfaceaproblemwiththederivationofsubjectquestions.

3 Further issues
The previous section demonstrated that the Chomsky (2013) approach to EPP effects
allowsforanaturalexplanationforthelackofmovementtothespecifierofTPinhighest
subject questions. The question arises whether such an approach can further extend to 
accountforothertypesofEPPandsubjectmovementeffectsfoundcross-linguistically.
Asnotedintheprevioussection,ithasbeenarguedthatlanguagesfromRomance,Bantu
andMayanfamiliesalsohavedirectmovementtoSpecCPinhighestsubjectquestions.
Thispatternseemsrobustcross-linguistically,andhencetheanalysispresentedherehas
atleastsomecross-linguisticgenerality.ThereareotherEPPrelatedconstructionsthat
need tobe lookedat inmoredetailwithin this framework (e.g., stylistic frontingand
quirkysubjectsinIcelandic(Holmberg2000;Sigurðsson2010;2017),transitiveexple-
tiveconstructionsalsoinIcelandic(Bobaljik&Jonas1996),VP-frontingwiththesubject
inGerman(Wurmbrand2006),andthesubject/objectasymmetryintheislandeffectsin
relativeclauses(Chung&McCloskey1983)tonameafew).Ileavemuchofthisinvesti-
gatingtofuturework,however,thissectionbrieflyinvestigatesoneadditionalareawhere
theEPPisrelevant:thepresenceofovertexpletivesinexistentialconstructions.

The expletive thereinexistentialconstructions,asin(25a),istypicallythoughttobe
mergeddirectlyintothespecifierofTPpurelytosatisfytheEPP(Lasnik1995a;Chomsky
2000; 2001)

(25) a. There arrived a train in the station.
b. *arrived a train in the station.

Anumberofauthors (Richards&Biberauer2005;Deal2009;Alexiadou&Schaefer
2011;Wu2018), however, provide evidence that theremust first bemerged at the
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edge of vPphase.8 If this is truly the case, then the local instabilityof the labeling
algorithm of v and there would again cause theretomovetothespecifierofTP.Tand
there would agree in φ-features and label the resulting structure (there shares φ-features 
withtheassociateDPviaanindependentagreementrelationseeDeal2009).Itagain
appears that the local instability approach can account for the data without the need 
ofanEPP.9

4 Discussion and Conclusion
ThispaperinvestigatedthenatureoftheEPPthroughthelensofhighestsubjectques-
tions.TheEPPhasbeenacontentiousissueinsyntactictheory,asthetypicalanalysisofit
involvespositingfeaturesonTthatmerelyencodetheneedofaspecifier.Becauseofthis,
manyauthorshaveattemptedtoeliminatetheEPP,arguinginsteadthattheeffectsoften
attributed to it in fact follow from other independent aspects of the grammar. These works 
typicallyshowthatEPP-lesstheoriescanhavethesameempiricalcoverageastheories
thatdoemploytheEPP.ThispaperarguesfurtherthatnotonlycantheEPP-lesstheories
accountforthesamedataastheEPPtheories;they,infact,havesuperiorempiricalcover-
agebecausetheycorrectlypredictthattherequirementofTtohaveaspecifierbelifted
in highest wh-subjectquestions.ThiswasdemonstratedviaacomparisonofChomsky’s
recent analyses within the labeling framework.

Abbreviations
3=thirdperson,m=masculine,sg=singular,pl=plural,cl = clitic.
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