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This dissertation argues for an Optimality Theoretic analysis of null subjecthood,

subject inversion, agreement and structural case assignment. It does so on the basis of

the hypothesis that an analysis in terms of the interaction of violable, conflicting

constraints adds to the deductive structure of linguistic explanations while simplifying

the definition of the relevant syntactic modules.

Among the most relevant results is a unified analysis of the crosslinguistic and

language-internal distribution of null and inverted subjects. An initial investigation

shows that subjects are null when referring to antecedents with topic status, and

inverted when focused, a result formalized through the constraints DROPTOPIC and

ALIGNFOCUS. The interaction between these constraints and the constraints SUBJECT

and PARSE, favoring subjects in preverbal subject position, determines the distribution

of null subjects language-internally and crosslinguistically, eliminating the need for an

independent pro-drop parameter (Grimshaw & Samek-Lodovici 1995).

A second result concerns expletives, whose language specific inventories are shown

to follow to a high degree from the interaction between the above constraints and FULL-

INT, a constraint requiring that all constituents be interpreted. This shows that expletive

inventories can be derived by way of grammar, with no recourse to lexical stipulation

(Prince & Smolensky 1993, Grimshaw 1995, Grimshaw & Samek-Lodovici 1995). The

analysis also predicts the universal ban on overt expletives in null subject languages.

A similar result is pursued with respect to agreement, which is derived by means of

three general agreement constraint-schemata.

iii

Finally, the position of subjects and their case assignment configuration in Italian

declaratives, gerundives and subjunctives are derived from the interaction between

CASEGOV, a constraint requiring case assignment under proper government, and the

other constraints of UG. Once reranked, the same constraints derive declaratives in

Arabic and infinitivals with overt subjects in English and Portuguese, with no appeal to

a parametric account of abstract case assignment.

Crucially, the analysis of crosslinguistic variation consistently turns out to be closely

tied with the analysis of language-internal variation, as predicted by an Optimality

Theoretic approach to Syntax.
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Introduction

What follows is a brief description of the content of each chapter. A more informative

presentation can be found at the beginning of each chapter.

Chapter 1 provides a brief introduction to OT and lays out the main assumptions

underlying the OT model of syntax presented in this dissertation.

Chapter 2 begins examining the distribution of null subjects in a variety of languages,

showing that null subjects must be licensed by a discourse antecedent with topic status.

On the basis of this observation, I develop an OT analysis of the distribution of null

subjects in Italian and English. The analysis is then shown to predict aspects of the

distribution of expletives in the two languages. The last part of the chapter compares

the OT analysis with other relevant analyses of null subjecthood.

Chapter 3 begins examining the distribution of inverted subjects in Italian, claiming

that they are instances of a more general phenomenon of structural focus, requiring

contrastively focused constituents to occur in VP-adjoined position. On the basis of this

observation, I develop an OT analysis of subject inversion in Italian and English

involving to a great extent the same constraints used in the analysis of null subjects. The

analysis is then extended to structural focus in Chadic languages, and in Kanakuru in

particular, which is brought forth as evidence for the universal status of UG constraints.

Chapter 4 begins with an analysis of agreement in a variety of null subject languages,

observing that agreement under a c-command configuration is never richer in

agreement features than agreement with subjects under a spec-head configuration. An

OT analysis of agreement under c--command deriving the above generalization is then

developed.

Chapter 5 develops an OT analysis of case assignment, arguing that variation in case-

assignment configuration within and across languages follows from the interaction

between a constraint requiring that case be assigned under proper-government and the

other constraints of UG, including those presented in previous chapters. The chapters

analyzes variation in case-assignment configuration within Italian, examining

declaratives, aux-to-comp gerundives, and complementizer alternations in conditional

subjunctives. It then contrasts Italian declaratives to Standard Arabic declaratives,

showing how the latter follow directly from constraint reranking. Finally, constraint

2
reranking is also shown to derive the contrast between Italian, Portuguese and English

in the analysis of infinitivals with overt subjects.

Chapter 6 recapitulates the main results of this dissertation, discussing how they

support an OT perspective on syntax, and making the relevant comparisons with the

Principles and Parameters and Minimalism frameworks.
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1. Basic Assumptions

This chapter lays down the assumptions underlying the OT model of syntax

proposed in this dissertation. The motivation and evidence in favor of this model is

discussed in detail in the following chapters.

1.1. Basics of Optimality Theory

In the OT framework (Prince and Smolensky 1993), UG is modeled as a finite set of

universal constraints of grammaticality. The constraints are violable and potentially in

conflict with each other. Grammars are defined as hierarchies of UG constraints. Each

hierarchy is a total order on the constraints in UG. The hierarchy determines how to

solve conflicts between constraints: in absence of conflicts with other higher constraints,

among two conflicting constraints a grammatical structure will always satisfy the

highest ranked constraint, and violate the lowest ranked one.

As in minimalism (Chomsky 1993), grammaticality is determined transderivationally.

Structural derivations compete with each other for grammaticality. Each competition is

in relation to a specific grammar and with respect to an input whose main function is to

supply the set of lexical items and the argument relations among them (Grimshaw 1993,

1995). The grammatical candidate with respect to a grammar G m (i.e. a constraint-

hierarchy Gm), and an input i is that candidate which satisfies Gm optimally when

assessed in relation to i. All candidates which are suboptimal are ungrammatical (Prince

and Smolensky 1993).

The overall schema of the OT model follows the schema below, based on Prince and

Smolensky (1993) and McCarthy and Prince (1993).

(1) - GEN(inputi) = {cand1, cand2, ...}

- EVAL( {cand1, cand2, ...}, inputi, Gm) → candk  (..., candh,.....).

The function GEN determines the set of competing candidate-structures. Each

candidate is an extended projection, as defined in Grimshaw (1991). The function EVAL

takes each member in the candidate set and evaluates it with respect to the input and

4
the specific ranking of UG constraints Gm. EVAL returns the structure or structures

which is or are optimal relative to the fed input and grammar.

Different inputs yield different optimal forms, and therefore there is no risk that one

sentence be the optimal sentence of a language, making all other sentences

ungrammatical and reducing the set of grammatical sentences to a singleton (cf. the ba

argument; Chomsky 1995:380). Conversely, different grammars may select different

optimal structures for the same input, providing a source for crosslinguistic variation.

Intuitively, the grammatical structure returned by EVAL is that syntactic realization

of a given input which is most in harmony with the constraints of UG under the ranking

provided by a given grammar.

Notice that in and of itself violating one or more constraints does not make a

structure ungrammatical. Only the existence of a more harmonic structure does.

Nevertheless, constraint violation is strictly restricted by the nature of the system.

Failing a constraint is fatal whenever there exists another candidate that performs

equally well on each higher constraint and satisfies the constraint at issue as well. This

entails that a grammatical structure will fail a constraint only in two cases: (i) when

satisfaction of the constraint implies the failure of a higher ranked constraint, which

would imply a less harmonic status overall; (ii) when satisfying the constraint is

actually impossible and therefore when no competitor satisfies it, a situation that occurs

rarely and only under specific inputs. Summarizing, we see that constraint violation is

not free, but rather it occurs only where necessary.

1.2. GENerating the Set of Competing Candidates

Ideally, the set of competing structures generated by GEN should be invariant across

inputs, to avoid encoding in GEN grammatical conditions that should instead follow

from the interaction of the constraints of UG. However, as the next section on inputs

will clarify, the definition of how candidate structures relate to inputs has the effect of

making specific structures illegitimate candidates for specific inputs. To keep separate

the input dependent and input independent parts of GEN, I split its definition in two

components. The first is the input independent function Genf , which generates the set S

of all conceivable phrase structures. The second is a filtering component, further
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discussed in the following sections, constituted by a small set of principles, some

dependent on the input and some not, which determine the final candidate set by

eliminating from S any structure that violate them.

The basic component Genf  is formally characterized as generating the maximal set of

extended projections that can be constructed by applying the following five operations

zero or more times (cf. Chomsky 1992's computational system).

(i) Project(X): this operation takes a lexical element X and projects it into an X'-theory-

abiding projection. For example, a VP headed by the lexical head run can be built out

of the verbal head run. The same operation can also be applied to a functional

element: for example, a determiner could be projected into a DP projection.

The maximal projection being built can have one or more XP segments at its top,

providing zero or more potential adjunction sites.

(ii) Compose(X,Y): this operation composes projections together. The result must be

structure-preserving (Chomsky 1986b, Emonds 1976), i.e. heads can only be head-

adjoined, and maximal projections can only be parsed as complements, specifiers or

adjuncts. For example, the DP John  could be parsed into the specifier position of the

VP headed by like . However, it could also be parsed into the complement position of

V, or in VP adjoined position.

The operation Compose also composes together functional and lexical projections.

For example, a TP headed by Tº could take the VP projected by run  as its

complement. The result is an extended verbal projection in the sense of Grimshaw

(1991).

(iii) Move-α(Y): any constituent, whether a maximal projection or a head, can be moved

from one position to another, leaving a trace behind. The result must be structure-

preserving.

(iv) Case-assign: the above operations may insert in the phrase marker assigners of

structural case, such as finite Tense assigning nominative case, or transitive verbs

assigning accusative case, and so on. Structural case is discharged to the closest

available case-assignee, as defined in section 5.2.1.

6

(v) Agree: I assume that syntactic heads may contain any combination of person,

number and gender features. When present, agreement features are necessarily

coindexed with a nominal constituent, and match its agreement specification, i.e. that

of its lexical head (the actual coindexation device is further clarified in section 1.5).

Among the possible competitors, there will thus be structures with heads that don't

host any agreement features and thus do not display agreement; structures with

inflectional heads hosting only some agreement features and therefore displaying

only limited agreement; and structures with inflectional heads hosting all the

features, displaying full agreement.

1.2.1. Structurally Unrealized Null Subjects

An important qualification must be added concerning the availability of phonetically

null but structurally present items, such as pro , proexpl  and PRO proposed by Chomsky

(1981, 1982) and hence onwards used in most generative linguistic analyses. I take the

position that UG lacks such elements. I will maintain that structures that have been

analyzed as involving pro , proexpl or PRO in subject position are actually structures

lacking a structurally realized subject. For example, clauses which have been analyzed

as having a pro , proexpl  or PRO  in specIP position will turn out to have a structure like

that in (2) below, lacking an overt structural representation of the specifier of IP.

(2)
IP

VPI

I'

V'

Another conceivable structure with null phonological import is that of a radically

empty head. I assume that this kind of head and the implied totally contentless

projections, like the XP in the specIP position of (3) below, are not possible.
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(3)

IP

VPI

I'

V'

XP

X'

X
.....

.....
Contentless

The prohibition is formalized through the following input-independent principle, the

first of the filtering component of GEN, which applies to the output of Genf  and filters

out structures containing contentless projections.

(4) Obligatory Content: candidate structures may not contain contentless XPs.

The above principle does not rule out a projection with a contentless head when this

is part of a contentful extended projection. For example, the XP projection in (5) below,

though projected from a contentless empty head Xº, does not fail the principle of

Obligatory Content, because, by being part of an extended projection, the XP shares all

the features of the extended projection's lexical head, which according to Grimshaw

(1991) are available throughout the extended projection. Though not projected from its

local head, the XP thus has content, and thus satisfies Obligatory Content.1

(5)

t

IP

VPI
I'

V'

XP

X'

X

has

V
sung

DP
John

1 A degenerate case occurs when all the projections of an extended projection are contentless. Then no
projection is contentful since there are no heads contributing features to the whole extended projection. In
this case, all projections violate Obligatory Content. For example, if the IP and VP in (6) where also
contentless they and the top XP would all violate Obligatory Content, and participating in an extended
projection would not rescue any of them.

8

The above discussion raises the issue of whether a contentful specifier is sufficient to

grant content to an otherwise contentless projections by having its features percolating

into the XP-node of the contentless projection; see (6) below.

(6)
XP

X'

X

DP
John

Since features cannot percolate across the boundary of extended projections, such

structures fail Obligatory Content and are therefore excluded too.

Obligatory Content diverges from Grimshaw's (1993) constraint Minimal Projection,

which is violated by projections making no contribution to their extended projection,

and also from Grimshaw's (1993, 1995) constraint ObHd, which is violated by a

projection with contentless heads. In fact, Obligatory Content is an inviolable principle

rather than a violable constraint. Moreover, as we saw, it still allows for  contentless

heads if their projections participate to a (contentful) extended projection, whereas

Grimshaw's constraints would be violated in such cases (provided the projections were

also specifierless). For the same reason, Obligatory Content also differs from the

position taken in Bakovic (1995), where ObHd is an inviolable principle ruling out even

those empty-headed projections that are licensed by feature-percolation under

Obligatory Content.

Notice that Obligatory Content does not rule out a candidate totally devoid of

structure such as the null-structure candidate shown in (7). Since no projection is

involved, the null structure candidate satisfies Obligatory Content vacuously, and is

thus a legitimate candidate.

(7) the null structure candidate: [  ]

Finally, it is worth pointing out that structural non-realization of the specIP node is

also proposed in Bresnan (1994), within the LFG framework, which shares with the OT



9
model proposed here the hypothesis that phrase-structures are associated with an

explicit representation of their argument structure (a-structure in LFG, inputs in OT

syntax). However, LFG also postulates an additional f-structure component, whose

primitives are grammatical relations like subject, object, predicate. This component is

absent in the OT model proposed here. Thus, this work can also be seen as an

investigation on whether the explicit representation of functional relations is necessary,

or whether it is inferable from a sentence's constituent- and argument-structure.

1.2.2. The Role of the Lexicon

Under the definition of Genf just provided, different lexicons give rise to distinct

candidate sets languagewise. There is a trivial and a less trivial sense in which this is

true. It is true trivially because two lexical items drawn from two distinct lexicons, even

when equivalent in their denotation as well as in their syntactic properties, will still

differ in their phonological form, and thus trivially differentiate the structures that

incorporate them.

Less trivially,  the presence in one lexicon and absence in another of items with

specific syntactic properties will produce significant differences in the candidate sets of

two languages. For example, the presence of ECM verbs in English may provides a case-

assigner for the subject of an infinitival complement that is unavailable in other

languages.

The question is whether some or all of the non-trivial differences can actually be

derived from differences in the grammar (i.e. from distinct rankings of the UG

constraints). While not coping with all the distinctions in lexical inventories which have

been proposed in the literature to be the sources of different syntactic phenomena, I will

pursue the goal of making the lexicon as universal as it can be.

As Prince and Smolensky point out in their analysis of phonological inventories, the

presence or absence of an item Ψ  in the lexical inventory of a grammar depends on

whether there exists an input such that the optimal form for that input in that grammar

involves Ψ  (Prince and Smolensky, 1993:186). I will make use of this idea in the analysis

of expletives and agreement (chapters 2-4).

As for expletives, following a proposal by Grimshaw in her analysis of do-support

(1993, 1995) as well as developments in Grimshaw and Samek-Lodovici (1995a,b), I

assume that there are no elements marked as expletive in the lexicon of any language.

Instead, expletives are normal lexical items of the lexicon which are left uninterpreted
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(see Rothstein 1995 for a similar proposal). The analysis is developed in further detail in

chapter 2.

Analogously, I will assume that the lexicons of different languages are identical when

it comes to expressing agreement features, aside for differences in their phonological

specification. In other words, I assume that potentially all languages may express overt

agreement features, and that whether they do so or not follows from their grammar,

and from the optimal forms the latter selects. How this is done is the topic of chapter 4.

1.3. Inputs

Intuitively, inputs contain all the information which is necessary for assessing the

grammatical status of each competing extended projection under a given grammar.

Inputs provide the lexical items out of which extended projections are built, as well as

the argument-relations between them (Grimshaw 1993, 1995; cf. Chomsky's satisfy

operation 1992:20). In accord with Grimshaw and Samek (1995a,b), inputs are defined as

recursive tuples made of the following fields:

(i) A lexical head L and its argument structure, identifying the lexical head heading the

associated extended projection and its argument structure.

(ii) A thematic mapping, associating the theta-roles of L with the input-tuples of the

corresponding argumental extended projections.

(iii) A marking of the foci, optionally marking the thematic roles of L as contrastively

focused.

(iv) Tense, providing tense specification. In particular, this field specifies whether the

clause tense is finite or non-finite. This field is missing in inputs of non-verbal

extended projections.

These are the basic fields specified throughout the OT derivations of this dissertation.

However, in chapter 5, I will examine derivations involving operators and

complementizers with their own semantic import, and analyze them as part of the

input.

Notice that case-assigners need not be specified. Whether a head assigns case and

which case it assigns is determined by that head's lexical specification. The case-

assignee is also independently determined in the way discussed in section 1.5.
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The following are all examples of well formed inputs. The one in (8a) is the input of a

nominal extended projection headed by John . The one in (8b) is the input of a verbal

extended projection in the present perfect headed by run and specifying that the

external argument is the optimal extended projection for the input <John, --, --, --x>.

Input (8c) is analogous to input (8b), but it also specifies that the agent is contrastively

focused.

(8a) <John, -- , --, --> (henceforth simplified by convention to John  when no
  ambiguity arises)

(8b) <run(x), x=John, --, T=pres. perf.>

(8c) <run(x), x=John, x=focus, T=pres. perf.>

Following an informal proposal in Grimshaw (1993), the relation between inputs and

competing candidates is established through the two input dependent principles of

Compatibility  and Theta-Consistency, which belong to the filtering component of GEN.

Let us first consider the Compatibility principle.

(9) Compatibility: Given an input α with lexical head L, the only legitimate candidate

structures for α are those whose head is interpretationally not distinct from L.

Compatibility ensures that a structure headed by Mary will never be considered a

candidate structure for an input like <John,-,-,->.

Compatibility does not exclude the null structure, to which it applies vacuously, since

no syntactic head occurs. It also allows for pronominal realizations, since pronominals

are represented as intransitive D's freely generated by Genf, in accord to a proposal by

Rothstein (1995), based on Abney (1987). Since their lexical conceptual structure is

restricted to their referential role, pronominals are compatible with inputs headed by

referential lexical items with which they agree.

The second principle relating inputs and their realizations is Theta-Consistency,

which ensures that candidate structures match the theta-assignment specification in the

input.
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(10) Theta-Consistency: Given an input α  and its lexical head L, for any theta role θ  of L,

the assignee of θ, if structurally realized, must be the optimal realization of the input β

into which θ is mapped in input α.

Consider input (11) below and the two structures in (12) and (13). A priori, nothing

rules out structure (13), with the external theta-role of run assigned to the DP Mary,  as a

legitimate candidate for input (11). In fact, nothing forces us to consider Mary the

syntactic analysis of the sub-input <John,-,-,-> , and thus no appeal to Compatibility can

be made.

(11) <run(x), x=John, --, T=pres. perf.>

(12) [IP  John  has [VP  run ]]

(13) [IP  Mary  has [VP  run ]]

Theta-Consistency permits us to distinguish (13) from (12), because it requires that

the external theta-role of (11) be assigned to the optimal realization of its input

specification, i.e. to <John,-,-,->. This excludes (13) as a candidate structure for the input

in (11), because the subject Mary is not a legitimate syntactic expression of the input

<John,-,-,-> ,  given the principle of Compatibility.

More generally, the purpose of Compatibility and Theta-Consistency is to ensure that

the optimal realization of the input be consistent with the argument structure of the

lexical head. This would not occur if there were no relation between the lexical heads in

the input and those of the corresponding structural candidates (cf. the notion of

containment  in Prince and Smolensky 1993 and Prince and McCarthy 1993).

Notice that there are many candidates competing with (12) for the optimal realization

of (11) not excluded by the above principles. Among others are the null structure '[  ]',

the null subject candidate '[runs]' , the inversion candidates '[runs John]', as well as the

candidates '[he runs]', '[it runs John]', or even the structure '[Mary [John [runs Bill]]]',

provided that neither Mary nor Bill be the assignee of the external theta-role.

Finally, an interesting hypothesis which I will not adopt here and leave open for

future research is that both principles are just additional constraints of UG, rerankable
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with the other constraints. The fact that the two constraints are always satisfied could

then follow from the fact that they do not conflict with any other constraints of UG.

1.4. Theta-Assignment

Following Higginbotham (1985), Grimshaw (1990), and Williams (1994), and

diverging from recent proposals by Kayser and Hale (1993), theta-assignment is taken to

occur in terms of theta-saturation. The theta-grid of the theta-assigner is copied from

each X bar level to the next and its thematic-roles are saturated one by one, starting

from the innermost one, by the theta-assignees. Theta-assignment occurs under

sisterhood, and, in accord with Williams (1994), it involves linking the theta-role being

assigned to the referential theta-role of the theta-assignee.

Structures lacking a structurally realized argument (examined in section 1.2.1) leave

the corresponding theta roles unassigned. For example, while in (14a) the external theta

role of the verb is assigned and thus saturated by the subject trace in specVP, in (14b)

the external theta-role is left unassigned, since no structurally realized subject is

present.2 As the figure illustrates, I assume that in this case the theta-grid with its

unsaturated role simply continues its percolation through the whole extended

projection until it reaches the IP node. (The percolating grid is represented as <x>.

Theta-role saturation is represented with an asterisk.)

(14a) (14b)
IP

VP

V'

V
sung

I

I'

has

DP
John

t

<x>

<x*>

<x>

IP

VP

V'

V
sung

I

I'

has

<x>

<x>

<x>

<x>

<x>

2 For a theta-role, being unassigned does not imply being uninterpretable. For example, in the system
presented in this dissertation, the structure in (14b) is optimal only if the external theta-role has a topic
antecedent; its interpretation would then be that of its antecedent.
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The extended grid-percolation assumed in (14b) follows naturally from the notion of

percolating theta-grids, and from Grimshaw's (1991) notion of extended projection:

theta grids can percolate from V to VP because VP is the projection of V, and likewise it

can percolate from V to IP because IP is the extended projection of V.

Percolation of external theta-roles throughout the clause has also been proposed by

Williams (1994), to derive various linguistic facts, such as the existence and properties of

external arguments and the lack of raising within DPs. Among the theoretical goals of

Williams that rely on theta-role percolation is also the suppression of NP-movement.

While Williams' theoretical results appear compatible with the claims of this

dissertation, they are not essential to them. I will therefore still assume the existence of

NP-movement leaving to further research to determine whether the latter should be

dispensed of even in the OT model here developed. To simplify the set of relevant

competitors under discussion, I will assume that where theta-assignment occurs, it must

occur internally to the immediate lexical projection of the theta-assigner. SpecVP is thus

the base-generated position for the subject of unergative verbs, as in Koopman and

Sportiche (1988, 1991). The assumption is formalized in the input independent principle

below, which belongs to the filtering component of GEN and eliminates all candidates

with non local theta-assignment.

(15) Local Theta-assignment: if it occurs, theta-assignment occurs within the

  immediate lexical projection of the theta-assigner.

The above principle does not force theta-assignment. For example, while it requires

that the overt subject of a transitive verb be theta-assigned within the VP, it also leaves

open the possibility of leaving the subject structurally unrealized. In this case, theta-

assignment does not occur and the principle is therefore vacuously satisfied. For

example, both of the two previous structures in (14), reported here as (16a) and (16b),

satisfy  the principle, while structure (16c) below violates it because its subject gets

theta-assigned outside the VP projection. Therefore (16c) does not qualify as a legitimate

candidate.



15
(16a)   (16b)    *(16c)

IP

VP

V'

V
sung

I

I'

has

DP
John

t

<x>

<x*>

<x>

IP

VP

V'

V
sung

I

I'

has

<x>

<x>

<x>

<x>

<x> IP

VP

V'

V
sung

I

I'

has

DP
John

<x*>

<x>

<x>

<x>

<x>

One important distinction between (16a) and (16b) made available by theta-

percolation is that the theta role is locally accessible at the IP node in (16b) but not in

(16a). This will play a role in the modeling of agreement and case-assignment, as it is

explained in the next section.

1.5. Case-assignment and Agreement

Drawing from a similar idea concerning agreement in Williams (1994), I represent

case as a relation between a case-assigner, like Iº or Vº, and the referential role intrinsic

to nominal heads. Consider the input in (17), where the referential role R of the lexical

head is explicitly represented, and the three candidates in (18), represented with their

case coindexations.

(17) Input: <sing(x), x=<John(R), --, --, -->, -- , T=pres. perf.>

(18a) Preverbal subject.    (18b) SpecVP subject.   (18c) Null subject.

<R>
IP

VP

V
sung

I

t
has

DP
John <x*>

<x>

IP

VP

V
sung

I
has

<x>

<x>

<x>I'

<x>IP

VP

V
sung

DP
John

I
has

I'

<x>

<x*>

<R>

In each structure, case relates the case-assigner T in Iº with the referential role

intrinsic to the nominal head John . In (18a) and (18b) the referential role R is directly

accessible at the DP node. In (18c), T case-relates with the displayed external theta-role

of the verb run, which in turn is mapped to the referential role R of the argument

headed by John   in the input .
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What changes in each structure is the configuration under which the case-relation

occurs. The configuration is determined by the positions of the case-assigner and of the

case-assignee. Thus, in (18a), the referential role of the subject in specIP is accessible

under a spec-head configuration. In (18b), case-assignment occurs under a configuration

of local proper government. In (18c), since the nominal argument is syntactically

unrealized, the assignment configuration is determined by the position of the mediating

external theta-role. Being unassigned, the theta-role percolates up until the IP node.

Thus, the case-assignment configuration is between Iº and IP. As it will be explained in

section 4.4.2 for the analogous agreement configurations, this qualifies as a spec-head

configuration.

Case-assignment to expletives is analyzed in the same way. Though left

uninterpreted, the referential role of the expletive is directly accessible on the top node

of the expletive projection. Casewise, an expletive is thus identical to an overtly realized

nominal argument. For example, the expletive it in the structure below is assigned

nominative case by T under a spec-head configuration.

(19)

<R>
IP

VP

V
t

I
seems

DP
   it

<-,xs> CP

that...

V' <-,x*>

The well-known locality and directionality conditions on case-assignment will follow

from the interaction between the constraint CASEGOV, a constraint introduced later and

requiring that the case-assignee be proper governed by the case-assigner, and the other

constraints of UG. The structural relations between case-assigner and case-assignee is

also responsible for determining which case-assigner case marks which case-assignee,

as will be explained in chapter 5. For now, it is sufficient to notice that this information

is not encoded in the input.
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In order to capture the obligatoriness of case-assignment, I assume that the filtering

component of GEN includes an inviolable case-filter. This filter requires any potential

nominal constituent to be obligatorily case-assigned, where potential nominal constituent is

intended to include overt nominal constituents, whether expletive or not, as well as

structurally unrealized nominal arguments. In other words, any element contributing a

nominal referential role R is a potential nominal constituent. Only the structures that

satisfy the Case Filter are legitimate candidates.

(20) Case Filter: coindex the referential role R of a potential nominal constituent with a

case-assigner H.

Agreement is modeled in strict parallel with case-assignment. Agreement φ-features

are generates freely by Genf , hence for every candidate showing agreement on feature φ
there is always a candidate lacking it because Genf did not generate any φ-feature in the

first place.

In analogy with the representation of case, agreement is represented as a

coindexation between the Genf-supplied φ -features of an inflectional head and the

referential role of a potential nominal constituent, which includes, as stated before, the

referential role of expletives, realized nominal arguments, or structurally unrealized

nominal arguments accessed through the mediation of the thematic role associated with

them in input. As case-assignment, agreement too is governed by universal constraints

encoding requirements on the configuration under which the agreement coindexation

should occur and introduced later in this chapter.

1.6. A Sample of Candidates Generated by GEN and their Status

Let me synthesize the model developed so far by listing a sample from the infinite set

of structures generated by GEN. I will mark with an asterisk those candidates generated

by Genf but excluded from the candidate set fed to EVAL by the filtering component of

GEN, i.e. by virtue of one of the principles introduced in the preceeding sections. The

potential candidate structures are evaluated in relation to the input in (21) below.

(21) <see(x,y), (x=John, y=Mary), -- , T=pres. perf.>
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Where not otherwise indicated, T assigns case to the thematic subject and Vº to the

thematic object (see section 5.2.1). Likewise, agreement occurs with the nominative

marked DP (see section 4.2.1). The structures follow below:

• Structures involving empty heads: (22b) is excluded by Obligatory Content.

   (22a) *(22b)
IP

VP

V DP
Maryseen

I
    has

DP
John XP

X'

X

t

IP

VP

V

I
    has

DP
John

Maryseen
DP

XP

X'

X

• Structures involving a constituent in different positions: if the external theta role is

assigned, structure (23b) violates Theta-Locality, because the external role is assigned

outside VP, and structure (23c) violates Theta-Consistency with respect to input (21),

because theta-assignment provides an interpretation in contrast with the mapping-

specifications in input (21). However, if the external theta role is left unassigned, and

the DP in specIP position are treated as uninterpreted expletives, then (23b) and (23c)

are legitimate candidates.

(23a) *(23b) *(23c)
IP

I
    has

DP
John

IP

I
    has

DP
John VP

V DP
Maryseen

VP

V DP
Maryseen

t t t

IP

I
    has

DP
Mary VP

V
seen

DP
John

• Structures involving the same constituents in different positions, including

structures not realizing the specIP position:

(24a) (24b) (24c)
IP

VP

V

I
    has

DP
John

DP
Maryseen

t

IP

VP

V

I
    has

DP
John

Maryseen
DP

IP

VP

V DP
Maryseen

t

DP
John

VPI
    has
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• The null structure:  [   ]

• Structures that leave an argument structurally unrealized.

(25a) (25b)
IP

VP

V

I
    has

DP
John

seen

IP

VP

V

I
    has

DP
Maryseen

• Structures involving constituents that are not assigned a thematic role, i.e.

expletives. They are represented in a box. In (26c) the external theta-role is left

unassigned.

(26a) (26b) (26c)
IP

VP

V

I
    has

Maryseen
DP

DP
it

IP

VP

V

I
    has

DP
John

Maryseen
DP

DP
it

IP

I
    has

DP
John

i

VP

V DP
Maryseen

t

DP
Paul

VP

i

• Structures involving case-assignment to constituents in distinct positions.

(27a)    (27b)

t

IP

VP

V
seen

I
    has

DP
John

DP
Mary

acc

nom

IP

VP

V
seen

DP
Mary

acc

I
    has

nom
DP

John

• Structures without agreement features, or with agreement features coindexed to

constituents in distinct positions.

(28a) (28b) (28c)
IP

VP

V
seen

I
 have

<no agr>

DP
John

DP
Mary

IP

VP

V
seen

I
    has

DP
John

DP
Maryagreem.

IP

VP

V
seen

DP
Mary

DP
John

agreem.

I
    has

t t
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1.7. Universal Constraints of UG

The following is a brief summary of the main constraints argued for by this

dissertation and further discussed in the following chapters. Other constraints assumed

in the discussion of specific issues are not included here. The constraints will be always

assessed with respect to legitimate candidates, i.e. to candidates that satisfy all the

principles of the filtering component of GEN.

•Phrase-structure constraints: the constraints SUBJECT and O BHD have first been

proposed in Grimshaw (1993, 1995).

The constraint SUBJECT requires that the highest A-position of a clause be realized,

where A-position is here defined operationally as any position which can host the

antecedent of a reflexive or reciprocal, as in Bittner and Hale (1996). The constraint

SUBJECT is reminiscent of the second clause of the Extended Projection Principle

(Chomsky 1982:10), and for the arguments presented in this work it is sufficient to

conceive SUBJECT as requiring that the specIP position be structurally realized.3 This

entails the presence of an overt element in specIP position, since lexical null elements

and contentless extended projections have been ruled out in section 1.2.1. SUBJECT is

violated whenever the specIP position is left structurally unrealized. For example, null

subject structures as well as structures placing the subject in inverted position both fail

SUBJECT.

- SUBJECT: The highest A-specifier of a clause must be structurally realized.
Failed when the highest A-specifier of a clause is left structurally unrealized.

The next constraint is OBHD, also proposed by Grimshaw (1993, 1995). OBHD is failed

whenever a syntactic head is left empty. The definition given here diverges from

Grimshaw (1995) in that it refers to empty heads rather than to headless projections, and

is thus consistent with the definition of GEN previously provided. The role that this

3The definition of SUBJECT as a condition relativized to the highest A-specifier is due to Grimshaw (1993,
1995), who analyzes English declaratives like John loves Mary as involving a subject in specVP. In her
work, the highest A-specifier available in the extended projection  is specIP in Italian declaratives, but
specVP in English present and past-tense declaratives. See also section 3.5 in Grimshaw (1995) for further
discussion of the issue.
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constraint plays in this work is nevertheless entirely consistent with its role in

Grimshaw's work.

- OBHD: Avoid empty heads.
Failed by contentless heads.

•Constraints related to case and agreement: the case and agreement constraints are

sensitive to the configuration under which case is assigned and agreement occurs.

The constraint CASEGOV requires case-assignment to occur under local proper

government. The definition follows below.

-  CASEGOV: A case-assignee is locally proper-governed by its case-assigner.
Failed if the case-assignee is not locally properly governed by its case-assigner.

Local proper government is here intended in the sense of Rizzi (1990), and entails that

the case-assignee is the sister of the case-assigner or the specifier of the latter. For

example, the case-assigner Xº satisfies CASEGOV only when case-assigning YP or ZP,

while it violates it when case-assigning UP, WP, VP, or a percolated theta-role in XP.

(29) Case-assignment configurations:

         

XP

UP X'

X YP

ZP
Y

Y'

WP
W'

W
VP

Let us turn to the agreement constraints. The first of the three agreement constraints,

NO Φ-FTS, is satisfied by those structures that do not host any agreement feature. If

NO Φ-FTS were the only agreement constraint, agreement would never occur. Notice

that NO Φ-FTS is like the constraint FULL INTERPRETATION, introduced below, in that it
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penalizes input-external material provided by GEN which is not required by any higher

ranked constraints.

- NO Φ-FTS: Avoid agreement-features.
   Failed once by each agreement feature.

The remaining agreement constraints require agreement to occur. It should thus be

kept in mind that both constraints are violated whenever an agreement relation fails to

occur. The constraints differ in the assessment of the configuration under which

agreement occurs. The constraint, LOOSEAGR, is satisfied by any clause bound

agreement coindexation. The constraint AGR requires agreement to occur under a spec-

head configuration.

The definitions below should be interpreted as constraint-schemata, identifying a

family of related constraints, with  one constraint for each value of φ and H provided;

see chapter 4 for details (cf. the alignment constraint family in McCarthy and Prince

1993; see also Prince and Smolensky 1993). Since agreement must involve overt

agreement features, the constraints can also be viewed in terms of feature-licensing.

- LOOSEAGRφ,Η : A head H should host clause-bound agreement between an agreement
feature φ  and the referential role of a potential nominal constituent.
Failed when no clause-bound agreement occurs on H relative to φ.

- AGRφ,Η : A head H should host spec-head agreement between an agreement feature φ
and the referential role of a potential nominal constituent.
Failed when no spec-head agreement occurs on H relative to φ.

For example, referring back to figure (29), assume that X hosts some agreement

features. Then, UP, ZP, WP and VP would all satisfy L OOSEAGR as targets of the

agreement relation, provided they are associated to a referential role. However, only UP

would satisfy AGR. As already pointed out, agreement may also occur with the theta-

role in XP associated (see section 4.4.2).

•Faithfulness constraints: maximal faithfulness to the input is achieved when A

candidate parses all the elements in inputs (i.e. the lexical elements and the tense

specification), and avoids any additional material freely supplied by GEN.
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The PARSE constraint, first proposed by Prince and Smolensky (1993), and adopted in

Grimshaw (1993,1995), requires that the items of the input be parsed, i.e. that they be

first projected and then composed together, so that they are structurally realized in the

extended projection they help to form. The constraint is failed once for each item left

unrealized. For example, the structure [runs] fails PARSE once when assessed in relation

to the input <run(x), x=John, --, T=pres> because it does not parse the lexical item John.

Parse requires the parsing of all the input items, including the tense specification.

- PARSE: Structurally realize input items into phrase-structure.
Failed by unrealized input items.

Any overt projection compatible with an input lexical head counts as parsing that

head. Therefore, the thematic subject of the input <run(x), x=John, --, T=pres> can be

parsed as the DP John  but also as the pronominal DP he , as in he runs , without violating

PARSE(see 1.3 for the definition of compatible).

PARSE applies only to the elements in input, and therefore has no say on the material

freely added by GEN. This is the domain of the FULL INTERPRETATION constraint (FULL-

INT), proposed by Grimshaw (1993, 1995) and also used in Grimshaw and Samek-

Lodovici (1995a,b), which penalizes any candidate involving uninterpretable overt

projections, i.e. projections which have not been theta-assigned.

Following Grimshaw's analysis of do support (1993, 1995), FULL-INT is conceived as a

gradient constraint whose violation is proportionate to the complexity of the lexical

conceptual structure (LCS) associated with the uninterpreted projection (for the

definition of gradient constraint, see also Prince and Smolensky 1993).

- FULL INTERPRETATION: Lexical conceptual structure is parsed.
Failed by uninterpreted lexical material.

FULL-INT plays an important role in the analysis of expletives, which I analyze as

being the overt projections that violate FULL-INT the least, by virtue of their minimal

LCS, as in Grimshaw (1993, 1995). Whenever the satisfaction of higher ranked

constraints forces a violation of FULL-INT, the optimal structure will involve expletive

pronominals rather than, say, expletive proper names, because expletive pronominals
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violate FULL-INT minimally. Thus, '[it is possible that ..]' is grammatical while '[Mary is

possible that ...]' is not because Mary  involves a greater violation of FULL-INT. Ideally,

even among pronominals, the ones used as expletive will be those with  the minimal

LCS (a similar proposal in non-OT terms is found in Rothstein 1995; see chapter 2 for a

comparison).

The general goal is to predict the distribution of expletive items across languages

from the interaction of FULL-INT with the other constraints of UG (see also Grimshaw

1995, Grimshaw and Samek-Lodovici 1995b).

Finally, the constraint STAY, proposed in Grimshaw (1993, 1995), penalizes

movement and is violated once by each trace left by constituent movement (cf.

Chomsky's shortest movement   (1993)).

- STAY (Grimshaw 1993, 1995): Traces are not allowed.
Failed by traces.

•Constraints related to topic and focus: the last group of constraints governs the

realization of constituents which are contrastively focused or have as their antecedent a

constituent with topic status (the notion of topic constituent is discussed at length in

chapter 2).

The first constraint, DROPTOPIC, requires that arguments with a topic antecedent be

left unrealized.

The status of a referent as topic or non-topic is a dynamic property related to the

referent's status in the ongoing discourse as well as to the syntactic means chosen for its

expression (see work by Strawson 1964; Stalnaker 1978; Reinhart 1981; Vallduví 1992;

Erteschik-Shir 1993; Portner and Yabushita 1994).  The property of having an antecedent

with topic status is not assigned in the input, but rather pertains to the discourse status

of the antecedent (henceforthtopic antecedent means antecedent with topic status).

Technically, DROPTOPIC can be implemented as follows: assume Williams's (1994)

proposal that the actual elements participating in binding and coreference relations are

not the assignees of theta-roles but the theta-roles themselves, where the DP to which a

theta-role is assigned only specifies conditions on the reference of the theta-role (chap. 6,

Williams (1994)). Antecedence is then a coindexation between theta-roles. The
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constraint DROPTOPIC checks the status of the antecedent of a theta-role θ . If the

antecedent is a topic and θ is nevertheless assigned to a realized constituent, then

DROPTOPIC is violated. If θ is left unassigned, D ROPTOPIC is satisfied. If instead the

antecedent is not a topic, then DROPTOPIC is vacuously satisfied in either case.

- DROPTOPIC: Do not realize arguments which have topic antecedents.
Failed by structurally realized arguments coindexed with antecedents with topic
status.

(A gradient version of D ROPTOPIC requiring topic-referring arguments to be

structurally minimal, and inspired by Cardinaletti and Starke's (1994) Structural

Deficiency Hypothesis and by comments by Grimshaw and Kayne on topic-related

alternations in English, is explored in section 2.2.7.2.)

Safir (p.c.) points out that under this definition, DROPTOPIC is unlike any other of the

constraints defined here, whose assessment never requires to go beyond checking a

candidate structure and its input. Conceivably, DROPTOPIC could be made as 'local' as

the other constraints by marking theta-roles as topic-referring in input (this is the

solution adopted in Grimshaw and Samek-Lodovici 1995a,b). However, in such cases

some independent component of grammar would have to ensure that only arguments

with topic antecedents will be marked as topic-referring.

The last constraint, ALIGNFOCUS, also proposed in Grimshaw and Samek-Lodovici

(1995a,b) and based on the theory of generalized alignment of McCarthy and Prince

(1993), requires contrastively focused constituents to occur peripherally, and adjoined to

a maximal projection. The constraint is failed whenever a focused-marked constituent

occurs elsewhere in the structure.

- ALIGNFOCUS (XP, Left, YP, Right): Align the left edge of the focused constituent XP
with the right edge of a verbal YP in the clausal extended projection.
Failed by non-alligned focused constituents.

The constraint incorporates the hypothesis that focus may occur structurally,

originally made by Kiss (1986) for Hungarian, and later extended in a number of studies

to other languages, including English, Italian, Hebrew, Catalan, and Chadic languages
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(see work by Antinucci and Cinque 1977, Schuh 1982, Calabrese 1985, 1990, Shlonsky

1987, Rochemont and Culicover 1990, Bonet 1990, Tuller 1992, Saccon 1993, Samek-

Lodovici 1993, 1994, Belletti and Shlonsky 1994). As pointed out in Grimshaw and

Samek-Lodovici (1995a,b), while the above constraint affects only contrastive foci, the

interesting hypothesis arises that ALIGNFOCUS characterizes a family of constraints

requiring structural-alignment for different kind of foci and in different positions (cf.

left alignment in Hungarian vs. right alignment in Italian). ALIGNFOCUS would then

constitute a syntactic analogue of the family of alignment constraints studied in

Phonology by McCarthy and Prince (1993).

1.8. Selection of the Optimal Candidate

Given a hierarchy of constraints H=C1..Cn by decreasing rank, and a candidate set

CS, the optimal candidate(s) relative to H is that candidate S (or candidates S1..Sm) in

CS such that for any constraint Ck in H on which S (or S1..Sm) does worse than another

candidate S', there is a higher ranked constraint Ci in H, i<k, on which S (or S1..Sm) does

better than S'.

The optimal candidate(s) relative to a constraint hierarchy H=C1..Cn can be

computed according to the procedure below, which terminates leaving in CS all and

only the optimal candidates:

(30) For C=C1 to Cn, do the following:

1. Assess the status of each candidate in CS relative to C.

2. If at least one candidate satisfies C, eliminate from CS all the candidates that violate

C.

3. If all candidates violate C, erase one C-violation from each candidate and repeat from

step 1 (without passing through step 4).

4. Let C be the next lower constraint and repeat from step 1.

Whenever a finite number of candidates can be proven to collectively outperform all

other members of the candidate set, the above procedure can be used to find the optimal

form within this finite set. This will in turn be the optimal form of the whole candidate

set (see Prince and Smolensky 1993).
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1.9. Notation and Terminology

Tableaus are interpreted as in Prince and Smolensky (1993):

-The constraints are displayed left to right by decreasing rank.

-The optimal candidate is marked with the symbol '☞'. Candidate (a) is thus the optimal

candidate in the tableau below.

-Violations are marked by stars. Fatal violations are followed by an exclamation mark.

-Shading expresses the irrelevance of a candidate's performance on the shaded

constraints. For example, candidate (b) fails the highest ranked constraint C1, and is

thus suboptimal relative to the remaining candidates (a) and (c), independently of its

status on the lower constraints.

T1.  Input: <.....> C1 C2 C3 C4

a.  ☞   candidate A * *

b.        candidate B *!

c.        candidate C * *!

d.        candidate D * *! *

e.        candidate E * * *!

When candidates tie on higher constraints, lower constraints become relevant. For

example, candidates (a) and (c) tie on C1 and C2. However, candidate (c) is suboptimal

because it fails the lower constraint C3, which (a) satisfies. Likewise, candidate (e) is

suboptimal because it has one more violation of C4 than (a).

The optimal candidate depends on the ranking of the constraints. If C4 dominated

C3, (a) would lose to (c), which would be the optimal candidate.

Finally, notice that candidate (d) collects the same violations as (a) plus the additional

violation of C3. It follows that (d) is suboptimal under any reranking of the constraints,

because the violation of C3 will always make (d) worse than (a). This state of affairs is

expressed by saying that (d) is harmonically bound  by (a) (Prince and Smolensky 1993).
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2. Topic-referring Subjects

This chapter argues for an Optimality Theoretic view of syntax by showing how the

complementary distribution of null and overt subjects within and across languages as

well as aspects of the crosslinguistic distribution of overt expletives all follow from the

interaction of a fixed set of conflicting constraints.

Fundamental to the following analysis is the empirical generalization in section 2.1

stating that null subjects must be licensed by topic antecedents (where topic is intended

in Strawson's (1964) sense, see section 2.1). This generalization, which is established on

the base of Italian, Greek, Hebrew and Chinese data, also supports the correlation

between null subjecthood and topichood proposed among others by Givón (1983),

Huang (1984), and more indirectly also by Calabrese (1985), Di Eugenio (1990, 1995) and

Dimitriadis (1995).

The generalization just introduced motivates the proposal in section 2.2 of the

constraint DROPTOPIC, which requires that arguments with topic antecedents be left

structurally unrealized. The inherent conflict between DROPTOPIC and the constraints

PARSE and SUBJECT is then shown to determine the complementary distribution of null

and overt subjects within null subject languages as well as crosslinguistically.

Furthermore, the interaction of the above constraints with the constraint FULL-INT will

derive aspects of the crosslinguistic distribution of expletives, such as the universal ban

on overt expletives in null subject languages.

The remaining two sections explore the connections between the analysis of null

subjects presented here and other analyses. In particular, section 2.3 argues for a

classification of null subjects at the bottom of Cardinaletti and Starke (1994)'s Structural

Deficiency Hierarchy, as elements devoid of any phrase structure. Section 2.4 examines

analyses which relate to the analysis given here, such as the analysis of Calabrese (1985),

Di Eugenio (1993, 1995, Dimitriadis (1995), Huang (1984), and Montalbetti (1984). A

discussion of some problematic issues involving deictic topic antecedents concludes the

chapter.
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2.1. The Topic-referring Function of Null Subjects

The goal of this section is to show that a key factor of the distribution of null subjects

is the status of their antecedent in discourse: null subjects always have antecedents with

topic status, where topichood, which will be further examined below, refers to the

discourse status of the antecedent and does not coincide with "previously mentioned".

The generalization in (1) below holds for the data from Italian, Greek, Hebrew and

Chinese examined in this chapter.

(1) Null subjects must be licensed by topic antecedents.

The above generalization describes a distribution not covered by the standard

literature on pro-drop, which analyzes null subjects as optional null counterparts of

overt pronominals (among others Chomsky 1981, 1982, Rizzi 1982, 1986, Safir 1985,

Burzio 1986, Jaeggli and Safir 1989). Without further qualification, this view would lead

us to expect free variation in subject position between null and overt pronominal

subjects, against generalization (1).

Important exceptions are the works of Givón (1983), relating zero anaphora to

maximal topic-accessibility, Huang (1984), allowing for the licensing of null constituents

through zero topics, Calabrese (1985), arguing that null subjects are licensed by

antecedents which are themselves subjects, Montalbetti (1984), banning operator-bound

overt pronominal subjects wherever null subjects are possible, Cardinaletti and Starke's

(1994) analysis of Italian null subjects as structurally deficient pronouns and Di

Eugenio's (1990, 1995) and Dimitriadis' (1995) analyses within the framework of

centering theory. I come back to these analyses in sections 2.3 and 2.4.

2.1.1. Topichood

Intuitively, topics are what sentences are about (Strawson 1964, Gundel 1974, 1985,

Kuno 1972, Chafe 1976, Chomsky 1977, Reinhart 1981, Prince 1981, Givón 1983, Davison

1984, Vallduví 1992, Erteschik-Shir 1993). This is the distinction between topic and non-

topic constituents introduced by Strawson (1964) in his work on truth-value gaps.

Strawson shows that the interpretation of a constituent depends on its syntactic

position. He illustrates this point by using a referenceless expression such as the king of

France.  When this expression is in subject position, as in (2a) below, the associated

presupposition-failure makes the sentence uninterpretable. However, when the
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expression is introduced as a by-phrase of a passive, the sentence is likely to be deemed

simply false, rather than uninterpretable.

(2a) The king of France visited the exhibition.  ---> uninterpretable.

(2b) The exhibition was visited by the king of France. ---> false.

According to Strawson, the expression the king of France  is a topic in (2a), where it is

the subject of the sentence, but not in (2b), whose topic is the subject the exhibition (for

the topic-status of subjects in canonical positions see also Li 1976, Givon 1986, 1983,

Davison 1984, Gundel 1985, Prince 1981, Reinhart 1981). Since each sentence is

interpreted in relation to its topic, (2a) is uninterpretable, because its topic, the king of

France , is referenceless. Sentence (2b) instead is interpretable, because its topic, the

exhibition, has reference. The truth-value of (2b) can then be established by checking the

list of people who visited the exhibition in search  of an individual who could be

referred to as the king of France . Since none is found, (2b) is deemed false. Analogously,

the sentence John spent the morning at the local swimming pool  can be interpreted as false if

in John's town there is no swimming-pool, while the sentence The local swimming pool

was visited by John is uninterpretable under the same context (Strawson 1964:89).

A more formal rendition of the notion of topic is given in Reinhart (1981) who,

following Stalnaker (1978), represents the discourse-context as the set of propositions on

which the discourse participants agree, and such that any new proposition consistent

with it, and not rejected by any participant on the base of their private knowledge, is

added to it. Topics are assumed to organize the discourse-context by grouping together

sets of propositions under the referents they denote. Topics thus function as indexing

entries, as explained by Reinhart in the following terms (1981: 80):

Sentence topics, within this view, are one of the means available in language to
organize, or classify the information exchanged in linguistic communication -
they are signals for how to construct the context set, or under which entries to
classify a new proposition.

Thus, in a sentence like The exhibition was visited by the king of France,  the topic

constituent the exhibition instructs the hearer to list the associated proposition under the

entry-referent it denotes, giving us the intuition that the sentence is about the exhibition.

The existence of a referent for the topic is crucial, because otherwise the topic could not
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perform its indexing function. This in turn explains the semantic distinctions observed

by Strawson.

2.1.2. Evidence from Topic and Non-topic Antecedents in Passives

Strawson's argument provides a first test for the generalization proposed in (1)

above. If the generalization is correct, the by-phrase of a passive, which Strawson

independently showed to be a non-topic, should not license a null subject. This should

be true even if the by-phrase constitutes the only possible antecedent available. As the

following data from Italian, Greek, Hebrew and Chinese show, the prediction is

correct.1 (The Italian data involve both the weak form egli as well as the strong form lui .

For a typology of pronominal forms in Italian see Cardinaletti and Starke 1994. The

judgments below are given under a non-focused interpretation, where the pronoun is

not contrastively focused in relation to other individuals.)

(3) Italian.

a. Questa mattina, la mostra é stata visitata da Giannii.
This morning, the exhibition was visited by John.
This morning the exhibition was visited by John.

b. Piú tardi, *ei /  eglii   /  luii ha visitato l'universitá.
More late, (he) /he / he has visited the university.
Later on, he visited the university.

(4) Greek.

a. Stis 3 Iouliou afto to simvoleo ipograftike apo ton proedroi.
In-the 3 July-gen this the contract was-signed by the president.
The 3rd of July this contract was signed by the president.

b. Tin epomeni mera, ??ei / aftosi ipograpse ena kenuorgio simvoleo.
     The next day, (he) / he signed a new contract.

The next day he signed a new contract.

1 These and the subsequent data were kindly provided by the informants Arhonto Terzi, Yael Sharvit,
Eric Bakovic, Ann Kuo and Hong Feng.
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(5) Hebrew.

a. Ha-xoze ha-ze nextam al-yedey  ha-nasii  ba-s osa be Yuli.

The-contract the-this was-signed by the-president the third of July.
This contract was signed by the president the third of July.

b. Lemoxorat *ei  /  hui  xatam al xoze xadas .

The next day (he) / he signed on contract new.
The next day he  signed a new contract.

(6) Chinese:

a. Zuotian na yizhi beizi bei Lisii  dapo le.
Yesterday that one cup by  Lisi  break ASP.
Yesterday,  that cup was broken by Lisi.

b. Jintian  *ei / tai  dapo le linwai yizhi.
Today  (he) / he break ASP another one.
Today he broke another one.

Conversely, when the antecedent is the topic of the sentence, it should always license

a null-subject. The prediction is borne out. In the following sentences, the antecedent is

the subject of the declarative in (a), which has topic status, as Strawson's original

alternation showed. While Hebrew and Chinese also allow for an overt subject, the null

subject is always grammatical, as predicted. (As before, the following data must be

assessed in relation to a non-focused interpretation of the overt pronouns.)

(7) Italian.

a. Questa mattina, Giannii ha visitato la mostra.
This morning, John has visited the exhibition.
This morning, John visited the exhibition.

b. Piú tardi,  ei /  ? eglii  /  ??lui  ha visitato l'universitá.
More late, (he) / he / he has visited the university.
Later, he visited the university.

(8) Greek.

a Stis 3 Iouliou  o proedrosi ipograpse afto to simvoleo.
In-the 3 July-gen  the president signed this the contract.
The third of July the  president signed this contract.
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b. Tin epomeni mera, ei / ??aftosi  ipograpse ena kenuorgio simvoleo.
      The next day, (he) / he signed a new contract.

 The next day he signed a new contract.

(9) Hebrew.

a. Ba-slos a be Juli ha-nasii  xatam al ha-xoze ha-ze.

In-three in July the-president signed on the-contract the-this.
The third of July, the president's brother signed this contract.

b. Lemoxorat ei  /  hui  xatam al xoze xadas .

The next day (he) / he signed on contract new.
The next day he signed a new contract.

(10) Chinese2:

a. Zuotian, Lisii dapo le yizhi beizi.
Yesterday, Lisi  break ASP one cup.
Yesterday, Lisi broke  a cup.

b. Jintian  ei / tai dapo le linwai yizhi.
Today (he)/he break ASP another one.
Today he broke another one.

As noted, in Hebrew and Chinese, the null subject is slightly dispreferred in these

sentences, yet the informants find it grammatical (in Hebrew, increased speech speed

neutralizes this slight dispreference).

Summing up, the null subject is grammatical when the antecedent is a topic, as in (7)-

(10), while it is ungrammatical when the antecedent has non-topic status, as in (3)-(6),

confirming the generalization that null subjects must be licensed by topic antecedents.

2.1.3. Evidence from Possessive Expressions

This section proposes a second source of non-topic antecedents, and show how they

too are illegitimate null subject antecedents, confirming the generalization under

discussion.

2 Some speakers of Mainland Mandarin Chinese find the null subject of the (b) sentence rather marginal.
More generally, these speakers seem to prefer overt pronominals across the board, and appear to be
speaking a non pro-drop version of Chinese. Even these speakers however find the null subject in (10b)
clearly more acceptable than the null subject of (6b).
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The possessor  DP of a noun phrase is never a topic, even when the noun phrase itself

is. This can be easily seen by applying Strawson intuitive definition of topichood. For

example, in (11) below, while the sentence can be said to be about John's brother , it

certainly is not about John.3

(11) John's brother visited the exhibition.

Once again we have a non-topic with which to test generalization (1). As the following

data show, the non-topic antecedent X  in the expression brother of X cannot license a

null subject in the following sentence, confirming the generalization.

(12) Italian.

a. Questa mattina [il fratello di Giannii ] ha visitato la mostra.
This morning the brother of Gianni has visited the exhibition.
This morning John's brother visited the exhibition.

b. Nel pomeriggio  *ei / ??egli / luii  ha visitato l'universitá.
In the afternoon (he) / he / he  has visited the university.
In the afternoon he visited the university.

(13) Greek. 

a. Stis 3 Iouliou, [o adelfos tou proedroui ] ipograpse afto to simvoleo.
In-the 3 July-gen, the brother of the-gen president-gen signed this the contract.
The third of July, the  president 's brother signed this contract.

b. Tin epomeni mera, *ei / aftosi  ipograpse ena kenuorgio simvoleo.
The next day, (he) / he signed a new contract.
The next day, he signed a new contract.

3 The possibility of lacking reference without disrupting interpretation is a sufficient condition for non-
topichood, but not a necessary one. Being part of the topic, a possessor contributes to the identification of
the topic's reference, and therefore it cannot lack reference the way the non-topic by-phrase of the passive
did in Strawson's example.
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(14) Hebrew.

a. Ba-sos a be Juli [ha-ax s el ha-nasii ] xatam al ha-xoze ha-ze.

In-three in July the brother of the-president signed on the-contract the-this.
The third of July, the president's brother signed this contract.

b. Lemoxorat *ei  / hui  xatam al xoze xadas

The next day (he) / he signed on contract new.
The next day he signed a new contract.

(15) Chinese.

a. Zuoitian, [Lisii  de didi] dapo le yizhi beizi.
Yesterday, Lisi 's younger-brother break ASP one cup.
Yesterday, Lisi broke  a cup.

b. Jintian  *ei / tai  dapo le linwai yizhi.
Today  (he)/he break ASP another one.
Today he broke another one.

When the antecedent is the subject of the first sentence, null subjects are once again

licensed, as shown in (16)-(19) below. Each of following data form a minimal pair with

the correspondent data in (12)-(15). The only change involves the antecedent of the

second sentence subject, which is now a topic. (The missing glosses are identical to

those of examples (12)-(15).)

(16) Italian.

a. Questa mattina [il fratello di Gianni]i ha visitato la mostra.
This morning, the brother of John has visited the exhibition.

b. Nel pomeriggio  ei /  ?eglii / *luii ha visitato l'universitá.
In the afternoon, he visited the university.

(17) Greek. 

a. Stis 3 Iouliou, [o adelfos tou proedrou ]i ipograpse afto to simvoleo.
The third of July, the president's brother signed this contract.

b. Tin epomeni mera, ei / ??aftosi  ipograpse ena kenuorgio simvoleo.
The next day he signed a new contract.
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(18) Hebrew.

a. Ba-sos a be Juli [ha-ax s el ha-nasi ]i xatam al ha-xoze ha-ze.

The third of July, the president's brother signed this contract.

b. Lemoxorat ei  / hui  xatam al xoze xadas .

The next day he signed a new contract.

(19) Chinese.

a. Zuoitian, [Lisi  de didi]i  dapo le yizhi beizi.
Yesterday, Lisi broke  a cup.

b. Jintian  ei / tai  dapo le linwai yizhi.
Today he broke another one.

Once again, we observe that a topic subject can be the antecedent of a null subject,

while a non-topic  cannot, forcing an overt pronominal subject.

2.1.4. Evidence from Interrogatives

In the above cases the distinction between topic and non-topic antecedents

overlapped with the distinction between subject and non-subjects antecedents, because

the topic was also the subject of the sentence. To distinguish the two we need cases

where the topic is not the subject of the sentence. To this end, I will use question answer

pairs (QA-pairs), assuming that the non-wh constituent of the questions that we will

examine are topics. That this is the case, can be shown by examining the interrogative

counterpart to Strawson's original passive example, as in (20) below.

(20) Q: What exhibition was visited by the king of France?

The by-phrase in (20) is the only non-wh constituent of the question, and under our

assumption it should be a topic.

To test the generalization at issue we must now check whether the topic by-phrases

of interrogatives can license null subjects in the corresponding answers. This is indeed

the case, as the following example from Italian shows (the pronoun lui is grammatical

under a contrastive focus interpretation which is here irrelevant).
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(21a) Q: Quali mostre sono state visitate da-[l padre di Gianni]i ?
 Which exhibitions are been visited by-the father of John?

  Which exhibitions  were visited by John's father?

(21b) A: Recentemente  ei / ??eglii / *luii ha visitato la mostra di Klee e di Miró.
 Recently, (he) /  he / he has visited the exhibition of Klee and Miró.
 Recently, (he) / he has visited Klee's and Miro's exhibitions.

The above data are particularly telling when compared with the data in (3) about

passives. In fact, we see that the shift in the status of the by-phrase from non-topic to

topic is matched by a shift in its ability to function as an antecedent for the following

null subject. This points strongly in the direction of topichood as the licenser of null

subjecthood. Furthermore, and contra Calabrese (1985), it shows that subjecthood is not

the correct licensing-factor, since the by-phrase is not a subject.

The role of topichood is further illustrated by the following data, where the same

QA-pair of (21) is tested again. This time however, the antecedent is the non topic

Gianni. Accordingly, the null subject is now unlicensed, confirming the generalization at

issue.

(22a) Q: Quali mostre sono state visitate da-[l padre di Giannik ]i ?
Which exhibitions are been visited by-the father of John?
Which exhibitions  were visited by John's father?

(22b) A: Nessuna, perché  *ek /  *eglik /  luik  glii  impedisce di uscire.
None, because (he) /  he / he to-him prevent of to-go-out.
None, because he prevents him from going out.

Non-passive QA-pairs also support the previous findings. The complex subject John's

father   is the topic of the question. A null subject is possible when licensed by the

subject, but ungrammatical when licensed by the non-topic John , in parallel with the

evidence presented so far.

(23) Q: E' partito [il padre di Giannik ]i  ?
Is left [the father of John]?
Did John's father leave?
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(24a) A: Si', ei  /  *eglii  /  *luii    é partito poco fa'.
Yes, (he)/ he / he is left little ago.
Yes, he just left.

(24b) A: No, *ek /  *eglik /  luik  li'ha trattenuto a cena.
No, (he)/ he / he him-has kept at dinner.
No, he kept him for dinner.

A final piece of evidence supporting generalization (1), and further arguing  for the

non-centrality of subjecthood in null subject licensing, comes from left-dislocation

structures. Reinhart (1981) and Vallduví (1992) have claimed that left-dislocated phrases

are always a topic for their own sentences. According to the generalization in (1), a left-

dislocated phrase should then be a grammatical antecedent for a null subject.  The

prediction is borne out, as shown in (25a).4

(25a)
 [Il padredi Gianni]i,, conosco il motivo per cui ei / ??eglii  /  *luii  é scappato.
The father of John,, (I) know the reason for which (he) /he / he  ran away.
John's father, I know the reason why he ran away.

The complementary prediction is that the null subject cannot be licensed by the non-

topic antecedent John, forcing overt pronominal subjects. This is indeed the case, as

shown in (25b).

(25b) [Il padre di Giannik ]i ,, conosco il motivo per cui *ek  /??eglik  / luik li ' ha criticato.
The father of John,, (I) know the reason for which *(he) / he /he him has criticized.
John's father, I know the reason why he criticized him.

In summary, we saw how a passive by-phrase turns from non-licenser to licenser of

null subjects as it acquires topic status. More generally, paradigms of null subject

licensing from QA-pairs and left-dislocation structures were shown to support the claim

that the topic status of the antecedent is a necessary condition for the licensing of null

subjects.

4 In his dissertation, Hui-chuan Lu discusses similar cases in Spanish and Chinese (Lu,1994, section 3.2).
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2.2. Null Subjects Crosslinguistically:  the OT Analysis

In the OT model developed here the distribution of null subjects is captured by the

interaction of the universal constraint DROPTOPIC (Grimshaw and Samek-Lodovici

1995a,b) and the other constraints of UG. DROPTOPIC requires that topic-referring

arguments be left structurally unrealized, and is violated every time a topic-referring

argument is parsed.

- DROPTOPIC: Do not realize arguments which have topic antecedents.
   Failed by structurally realized arguments coindexed with antecedents with  topic

status.

Notice that DROPTOPIC is a weaker condition than the one that would arise by

turning generalization (1) into a constraint. In fact, while the generalization states that

null subjects must be licensed by a topic constituent, DROPTOPIC only asserts that they

can  be licensed by a topic constituent. The fact that non-topic antecedents license only

overt pronominal subjects, covered in the generalization, is not covered by DROPTOPIC,

and must be derived from the interaction of DROPTOPIC with the other constraints of

UG. In particular, overt pronominal subjects will occur on pressure of the constraints

PARSE, requiring input arguments to be structurally parsed, and SUBJECT, which for the

examples examined here is equivalent to requiring that specIP be structurally realized.

- PARSE: Structurally realize input items into phrase-structure.
   Failed by unrealized input items.

- SUBJECT: The highest A-specifier of a clause must be structurally realized.
   Failed when the highest A-specifier of a clause is left structurally unrealized.

Besides deriving the alternation between null and overt subjects within a language,

the interaction of DROPTOPIC, S UBJECT and PARSE determines the crosslinguistic

distribution of null subjects, present in some languages and absent in others: in fact,

only languages ranking D ROPTOPIC sufficiently high will allow for referential null

subjects.
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2.2.1. Availability of Null Subjects

Let me start from the latter goal and show that null subjects are possible if and only if

DROPTOPIC dominates S UBJECT and P ARSE. Only in this case, a topic-referring

pronominal subject will necessarily be left unrealized.5

First, let me show that under this ranking a topic-referring subject is indeed left

unrealized. Examine tableau T1 below, which includes the relevant candidates (the full

exhaustion of the candidate set is discussed later).

All candidates satisfy the leftmost and highest ranked constraint FULL-INT because

none contains an expletive. The next lower constraint, D ROPTOPIC, eliminates the

candidates in (a) and (b), because they structurally realize the subject. The competition

between the surviving structures (c) and (d) is settled by the next lower constraint

PARSE, which is violated only once by candidate (c), but three times by the null

structure in (d), which fail to parse even the verb and the tense specification. Candidate

(c) is thus optimal and therefore grammatical. (Remember that an overt pronominal

constitutes a legitimate parsing of an argument. The subscript top is only a reminder for

the reader of the topic status of the antecedent, not part of the input, see section 1.7.)

T1. Italian topic-referring subjects: DROPTOPIC >> PARSE  >> SUBJECT

<cantare(x), x=Giannitop, -- , T=pres. perf.> F.I. DR.TOP PARSE SUBJ.

a.      preverbal subj:  [  lui ha cantato ]
                                        he has sung

*!

b.     postverbal subj: [  -- ha cantato lui ] *! *

c. ☞ null subj:            [  --  ha cantato ]    * *

d.     null struct:    * *! *

Let me now show that the optimal status of (c) crucially rests on the higher rank of

DROPTOPIC relative to PARSE and SUBJECT. If PARSE dominated DROPTOPIC, (c) would

5 While this is the correct generalization for Italian and Greek, it is not for Hebrew and Chinese, which in
this case seem to allow for null as well as non null subjects. I do not have an analysis to offer at this time.
My assumption will be that null subjects in Hebrew and Chinese are derived the same way as in Greek
and Italian. I hypothesize that the clauses showing overt subjects with topic-referring antecedents are the
optimal realization of a different input, possibly involving some further functional specification not yet
captured by the topic vs. non-topic distinction. Like DROPTOPIC, a constraint X may require that
arguments carrying this functional specification F be dropped. The ranking of X with PARSE and
DROPTOPIC  would create the split between Greek and Italian, on the one side, and Hebrew and Chinese
on the other. Relative to F, Hebrew and Chinese would behave as English does relative to topichood.
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lose to (a), which satisfies P A R S E, and would therefore be suboptimal and

ungrammatical. The same would be true if SUBJECT dominated DROPTOPIC, which (c)

fails but (a) satisfies.

The tableau provides evidence also for the subranking PARSE>>SUBJECT. In fact,

under the reverse ranking, candidate (c) would be eliminated when assessing SUBJECT,

in favor of candidate (d) which does not fail it. The fact that (d) fails PARSE would be

rendered irrelevant by PARSE's low ranking.

The above argument thus shows that null subjects are possible only under the

following ranking:

(26) Null subject languages: DROPTOPIC >> PARSE  >> SUBJECT

Any subversion of the order in (26) provides a language without null subjects. For

example, in English, the optimal realization of a pronominal subject with a topic

antecedent requires an overt pronoun. This is precisely the selected optimal candidate

once PARSE is ranked above DROPTOPIC. As the tableau below shows, under this

ranking (c) and (d) fatally violate PARSE, restricting the competition to (a) and (b). These

structures tie on DROPTOPIC and FULL-INT, but not on SUBJECT, which is failed by (b),

leaving (a) as the optimal candidate.

If DROPTOPIC outranked PARSE, (a) would lose to (d), showing that its grammatical

status crucially depends on having PARSE ranked higher than DROPTOPIC.

T2. English topic-referring subjects: PARSE >> DROPTOPIC

<sing(x), x=Johntop, --, T=pres. perf.> PARSE DR.TOP. SUBJ. F.I.

a.  ☞  preverbal subj:      [  he has sung ] *

b.       postverbal subj:    [ -- has sung he ] *   *!

c.       null subj:                [ --  has sung ] *! *

d.      null struct:    *! * *

Overall, the relative ranking of DROPTOPIC with respect to SUBJECT and PARSE has

been shown to govern the availability of null subjects across languages for inputs

involving topic-referring arguments.
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2.2.2. Obligatory Overt Subjects

The impossibility of having null subjects with non-topic antecedents in any language,

also follows from the interaction of DROPTOPIC with PARSE and SUBJECT. In fact, when

the underlying subject has a non-topic antecedent, D ROPTOPIC, which only affects

arguments with topic antecedents, is vacuously satisfied by all candidates. The selection

of the optimal candidate is then determined by the remaining constraints, which,

independently of their ranking relative to DROPTOPIC, always select the candidate with

a realized subject as optimal.

For example, in Italian D ROPTOPIC outranks PARSE and S UBJECT, but the optimal

candidate for a non-topic-referring argument is necessarily overt. In fact, the candidate

with an overt preverbal subject, in (a) below, does not violate any constraint: it parses

all input's heads (PARSE), it realizes the specIP position (SUBJECT), it does not realize a

topic-referring argument (DROPTOPIC), and it does not have uninterpreted constituents

(FULL-INT). Since no candidate can do better than that, (a) is necessarily optimal. The

null subject structure in (c) instead fails PARSE and SUBJECT and is therefore suboptimal

and ungrammatical. Subjects with non-topic antecedents are thus always overtly

realized.

T3. Italian non topic-referring subjects.

<cantare(x), x=Gianni, --, T=pres.perf.> F.I. DR.TOP. PARSE SUBJ.

a. ☞ preverbal subj: [ lui ha cantato ]
                                             he has sung

b.     postverbal subj: [ -- ha cantato lui ] *!

c.      null subj:            [ --  ha cantato ]    *! *

d.     null struct:      *! * *

More precisely, since the optimal status of (a) is independent of constraint reranking,

(a) is predicted to be the optimal realization of non-topic-referring subjects across

languages (caveat the effect of other constraints determining the position of subjects).

That the violation-free candidate in (a) is also the optimal candidate in English-like

languages is thus expected, as shown in tableau T4 below.
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T4. English non-topic-referring subjects.

<sing(x), x=John, --, T=pres. perf.> PARSE DR.TOP. SUBJ. F.I.

a.  ☞  preverbal subj: [  he has sung ]

b.      postverbal subj: [ -- has sung he ]   *!

c.       null subj: [  --  has sung ] *! *

d.      null struct:    *! * *

Summing up, a first argument for an optimality analysis has been given by showing

how the interaction between D ROPTOPIC and the constraints SUBJECT and P ARSE

predicts both the proper crosslinguistic alternation in the syntactic expression of topic-

referring subjects in null-subject languages, and the crosslinguistic convergence on

overt subjects as the syntactic expression of non topic-referring subjects

2.2.3. Expletive Subjects

A candidate which was not included in the above discussion is the expletive

candidate. This candidate, shown below, realizes the specIP node with an overt DP,

here represented as expl  which is left uninterpreted.

(27) The expletive candidate: [ expl.  aux V]

Expletives always fail FULL-INT, therefore we expect them to be grammatical only

when their presence makes it possible to satisfy higher ranked constraints which would

otherwise be violated. The OT model thus predicts that expletives are possible only

where necessary (Grimshaw & Samek-Lodovici 1995b, see also the analysis of do-

support in Grimshaw's (1995)).

Under this perspective, English expletives occur under pressure of SUBJECT, which in

English must be ranked higher than FULL-INT. As tableau T5 shows, the expletive in (b)

makes it possible to satisfy the higher ranked constraint SUBJECT, and therefore (b)

performs better than the null subject candidate in (a), which satisfy FULL-INT at the

expense of SUBJECT.

T5. English expletives: SUBJECT>>FULL-INT

<seem(-,x), x=<...>--, T=pres.> PARSE DR.TOP. SUBJ. F.I.

a.       null subject: [  --  seems [that...]] *!

b. ☞ expletive  subj: [  it  seems [that...]] *
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In principle, expletives could also provide a way to avoid the realization of a topic-

referring subject, by satisfying D ROPTOPIC while simultaneously satisfying SUBJECT.

Such a candidate violates PARSE. But PARSE was shown to outrank D ROPTOPIC in

English, therefore the OT analysis makes the correct prediction that in English this

candidate is less optimal than the preverbal subject candidate, which violates only

DROPTOPIC. The analysis is summarized in tableau T6.

T6. English topic-referring subjects: PARSE>>DROPTOPIC

<sing(x), x=Johntop, --, T=pres.perf.> PARSE DR.TOP. SUBJ. F.I.

a. ☞ preverbal subj: [  he  has sung ] *

b. expletive subj: [  expl.  has sung ] *! *

If the constraint ranking characterizing English restricts the contexts in which

expletive candidates turn out optimal, the ranking identifying Italian makes them

always suboptimal, leaving the impression that expletives are absent from the lexicon of

the language. This is in fact the effect of having FULL-INT ranked higher than SUBJECT.

As T7 shows, under this ranking the null subject candidate in (a) wins over the expletive

candidate in (b), because it violates the lower  one of the two conflicting constraints.

T7. Italian expletives: FULL-INT >> SUBJECT

<sembrare(-,x),x=<...>, --,T=pres.> F.I. DR.TOP. PARSE SUBJ.

a.  ☞  null subj:   [  --  sembra [che ...]] *

b. explet. subj: [expl.  sembra [che ...]] *!

The above ranking is confirmed by the analysis of topic-referring subjects. As T8

shows, the conflict between FULL-INT and S UBJECT arises also in this case, and once

again it is consistently solved in favor of the null subject candidate in (a), and against

the expletive candidate in (b), because violating FULL-INT constitutes a worse violation

than violating SUBJECT.

T8. Italian topic-referring subjects: FULL-INT >> SUBJECT

<cantare(x), x=Giannitop, -, T=pres.perf.> F.I. DR.TOP PARSE SUBJ.

a. ☞ null subj:   [  --       ha cantato ] * *

b.     expletive subj: [ expl.  ha cantato ] *! *
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This and the previous sections show how the OT interaction of a few simple

universal constraints properly predicts the language-internal and crosslinguistic

distribution of null subjects in relation to topic-referring and non-topic-referring

antecedents, and its correlation with the availability of overt expletives. The identified

rankings follow below:

(28) Rankings for Italian and English:

Italian English

SUBJECT

FULL-INT

PARSE

DROPTOPIC

PARSE

SUBJECT

FULL-INTDROPTOPIC

The above discussion also showed that reranking is not an unconstrained operation

that can derive any conceivable pattern. This fact was best illustrated by the derivation

of the universal lack of null subjects for non topic-referring antecedents, and by the

correlation between the availability of referential null subjects and the lack of overt

expletives, further explored in the next subsection.

2.2.4. The Crosslinguistic Distribution of Expletives

The lack of overt expletives in Italian is an instance of a well known universal about

null subject languages stating that languages with referential null subjects lack overt

expletives, that is, there is no language where sentences like sings, meaning 'she sings',

and it seems that ... are both grammatical6 (Safir 1985:265, Rizzi 1986:541, Travis 1984:228,

Cardinaletti 1992:74).

This universal follows as a theorem of the analysis, and more precisely from the fact

that referential null subjects and overt expletives are possible only under constraint

6 An apparent exception, which I leave open to further research, is Galician, a null-subject Portuguese
dialect.  Galician shows no overt expletive in the unmarked case, but optionally allows for an overt
expletive in a limited set of structures. See Raposo and Uriagereka, (1990:513).
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rankings which are inconsistent with each other. This is shown in the following two

steps demonstration.

Step 1. Let us examine what ranking is required to have an overt expletive. Consider the

case of a verb lacking an external argument and the three candidates in T9 below: the

null subject candidate, which leaves the specIP node structurally unrealized, the

expletive candidate, which realizes it through an uninterpreted pronominal, and the

null structure. Each candidate fails one constraint among PARSE, SUBJECT and FULL-INT.

The optimal candidate is the one which fails the least ranked constraint. The expletive

candidate is thus optimal only if FULL-INT is ranked lowest.

T9. Expletives: {PARSE, SUBJECT}>>FULL-INT

<seem(-,x), x=<...> , --, T=Pres> DR.TOP. PARSE SUBJ. F.I.

a.      null subj: [  --  seems [that ...]] *!

b. ☞ expletive subj: [ expl seems [that ...]]] *

c.      null structure: *! *

Therefore the ranking of any language with overt expletives requires that SUBJECT

and PARSE dominate FULL-INT.

Step 2. Let us now turn to referential null subjects. We know from the discussion of

Italian in the previous section that they are possible only under the ranking

DROPTOPIC>>PARSE>>SUBJECT. If referential null subjects were compatible with overt

expletives, we should be able to merge this ranking with that established in step 1 and

still get referential null subjects and overt expletives as the optimal structures for the

relevant inputs. This is not the case. In fact, the resulting ranking,

DROPTOPIC>>PARSE>>SUBJECT>>FULL-IN T, is incompatible with referential null

subjects. In particular, the expletive candidates, in (b), wins over the null subject

candidate, in (a), because it satisfies SUBJECT, which (a) does not satisfy.

T10. Expletives with topic-referring subjects:   SUBJECT>>FULL-INT

<V(x), x=Ntop,--, T=pres. perf.> DR.TOP. PARSE SUBJ. F.I.

a.        null subj: [  --  aux V ] * *!

b. ☞  expletive subj: [  expl.  aux V ] * *
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For the null subject candidate to succeed in the above competition, FULL-INT must

dominate SUBJECT, but this contradicts the ranking established in step 1.

The universal ban on languages with referential pro-drop and overt expletive

subjects thus follows from the impossibility of satisfying FULL-INT at the expense of

SUBJECT on inputs with referential subjects, while satisfying SUBJECT at the expense of

FULL-INT on input with argumentless verbs.

The analysis does not over-predict: nothing prevents the existence of languages with

overt referential subjects for topic antecedents but lacking expletives, that is languages

where she sings  and seems [that ...] are both grammatical. As we know from the

discussion of tableau T9, repeated below, selecting the null subject candidate for a verb

like seem   requires the ranking {PARSE, FULL-INT}>>SUBJECT.

T9. Expletives: {PARSE, SUBJECT}>>FULL-INT

<seem(-,x), x=<...> , --, T=Pres> DR.TOP. PARSE SUBJ. F.I.

a.      null subj: [  --  seems [that ...]] *!

b. ☞ expletive subj: [ expl seems [that ...]]] *

c.      null structure: *! *

The availability of overt referential subjects for topic-antecedents instead, requires

that PARSE dominate DROPTOPIC (as in English, see tableau T2). Hence, all rankings

compatible with these two rankings are compatible with the language being sought.

Consider for example the ranking PARSE>>FULL-INT>>SUBJECT>>DROP-TOPIC in the

tableu below (the verbal and nominal heads are represented by their category. The

expletive candidate has been added in (e)). The input in T12 marks the external

argument as topic-referring. The optimal candidate is the one with the overt subject in

(a) because, unlike all other candidates, it satisfies the higher constraints PARSE, FULL-

INT, and SUBJECT.
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T
12. O

vert referential subjects: P
A

R
SE>>D

R
O

PT
O

PIC

<V
(x), x=N

top ,--, T
=pres. perf.>

P
A

R
SE

F.I.
S

U
BJ.

D
R.T

O
P.

a.  ☞
  preverbal subj:

[  D
P aux V

 ]
*

b.      postverbal subj:
[  -- aux V

  D
P ]

*!
*

c.       null subj:
[  --  aux V

 ]
*!

*

d
.      null struct:

   *! * *

e.      expletive subj:
[  expl.  aux V

 ]
*!

*

U
nd

er the sam
e ranking, a verb like seem

 w
ou

ld
 su

rface w
ith a nu

ll su
bject, becau

se

this cand
id

ate satisfies both F
U

LL-IN
T and

 P
A

R
SE w

hile all other cand
id

ates fail one or

the other. T
his is show

n in tableau
 T

13 below
. (T

he p
reverbal su

bject cand
id

ate is

om
itted

 because the input lacks a them
atic subject)

T
13. O

vert expletives:
{S

U
BJEC

T, P
A

R
SE} >>

F
U

LL-IN
T

<
V

(), -- ,--, T
=

pres. perf.>
P

A
R

SE
F.I.

S
U

BJ.
D

R.T
O

P.

b.      postverbal subj: 
[ -- aux V

  expl. ]
*!

*

c.  ☞
  null subj:

[ -- aux V
 ]

*

d
.      null struct:

*! *

e.      expletive subj:
[  expl.  aux V

 ]
*!

T
o su

m
 u

p, w
e have seen how

 the interaction of F
U

LL-IN
T w

ith the other constraints

of U
G

 d
eterm

ines aspects of the crosslingu
istic d

istribu
tion of expletives, inclu

d
ing the

u
niversal ban on overt exp

letives in langu
ages w

ith nu
ll referential su

bjects. 7 W
hile a

com
p

lete analysis of the d
istribu

tion of exp
letives w

ill p
robably have to take into

consid
eration other factors, as for exam

ple the correlation w
ith verb m

ovem
ent stud

ied

by V
ikner (1995), the analysis ju

st p
rovid

ed
 is im

p
ortant becau

se it show
s that the

p
resence of overt exp

letives in a langu
age need

 not necessarily be lexically stip
u

lated
,

and
 it can be d

eterm
ined

 by gram
m

ar, by the sam
e constraints that govern the pro-d

rop

alternation (see also G
rim

shaw
 and

 Sam
ek-L

od
ovici 1995a,b).

7 In this m
od

el nu
ll su

bjects are alw
ays view

ed
 as stru

ctu
rally u

nrealized
, and

 therefore so called
 "nu

ll
expletives" have no status in the analysis. See section 5.6.

49

2.2.5. E
xp

letives as U
n

in
terp

reted
 P

ron
ou

n
s

T
he constraint F

U
LL-IN

T is also resp
onsible for selecting p

ronom
inals rather than

other D
P

's as exp
letives. T

he exp
lanation hinges on the d

efinition of F
U

LL-IN
T

 and
 is

parallel to G
rim

shaw
's (1993, 1995) analysis of do-support.

W
e m

ay conceive F
U

LL-IN
T as a grad

ient constraint violated
 m

ore the m
ore com

plex

the lexical concep
tu

al stru
ctu

re of the u
ninterp

reted
 D

P
 is. Follow

ing R
othstein

(1995:512), w
ho proposes a strikingly sim

ilar analysis, w
e can represent pronom

inals as

intransitive D
P

s (as in A
bney 1987), lacking internal stru

ctu
res and

 sem
antically

contribu
ting only a referential ind

ex.  T
hanks to their m

inim
al concep

tu
al stru

ctu
re,

pronom
inals violate F

U
LL-IN

T the least, and
 therefore they, and

 not other m
ore com

plex

D
Ps, constitute the optim

al expletive elem
ents.

W
hile G

rim
shaw

 and
 R

othstein seem
 to have d

evelop
ed

 essentially the sam
e id

ea,

th
eir 

im
p

lem
en

tation
 

in
volve 

im
p

ortan
t 

d
ifferen

ces, 
w

h
ich

 
h

ave 
con

cep
tu

al

consequ
ences. In the O

T
 m

od
el, w

hen the evalu
ation fu

nction E
V

A
L

 selects a stru
ctu

re

w
ith an exp

letive as op
tim

al, it w
ill also select as op

tim
al the stru

ctu
re w

ith the

exp
letive D

P
 that violates F

U
LL-IN

T the least, i.e. a stru
ctu

re w
ith a p

ronom
inal

expletive. In this analysis, there is no need
 to d

ifferentiate an expletive pronou
n from

 a

non-exp
letive one. T

he fact that a p
ronou

n is not interp
reted

 w
hen fu

nctioning as an

expletive d
oes not m

ake it less a pronoun than its interpreted
 counterpart. T

he pronoun

is alw
ays the sam

e elem
ent.

T
he sam

e is not tru
e in R

othstein's m
od

el, w
hich lacks constraint violability. L

ike

G
rim

shaw
, R

othstein conceives expletives not as a particu
lar type of syntactic elem

ents

but as those elem
ents that violate the principle of full interpretation the least. H

ow
ever,

she is forced
 to "postu

lat[e] a nu
ll or u

ninform
ative elem

ent that has no properties and

w
ill be the d

enotation of the m
inim

al p
ronou

n in its p
leonastic u

se" (R
othstein

1995:508). T
he nu

ll d
enotation at issu

e is forced
 by the p

rincip
le of Fu

ll Interp
retation,

w
hich, in a non-O

T
 fram

ew
ork, cannot be violated

 w
hen interp

reting exp
letives. T

he

problem
 goes beyond

 the need
 to stipulate a d

um
m

y d
enotation: the very association of

the d
u

m
m

y w
ith p

ronom
inals is now

 stip
u

lative too, becau
se nothing p

revents the

d
um

m
y d

enotation from
 been associated

 w
ith other m

ore com
plex D

P
s. For exam

ple, it

cou
ld

 be associated
 w

ith the proper nam
e John . M

oreover, w
e now

 have tw
o elem

ents,

norm
al p

ronom
inals and

 the sam
e p

ronom
inals associated

 w
ith the nu

ll d
enotation,

m
aking the latter a p

articu
lar class of syntactic elem

ents, against the original goal.
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O
verall, it ap

p
ears th

at th
e in

sigh
t on

 th
e fu

n
d

am
en

tal n
atu

re of exp
letives as

u
ninterp

reted
 p

ronou
ns non-d

istinct from
 p

ronou
ns them

selves is jeop
ard

ized
 by

inviolable status of the Full Interpretation
 principle in R

othstein's analysis.

In conclu
sion, besid

es d
eriving the d

istribu
tion of nu

ll su
bjects and

 overt expletives,

th
e p

rop
osed

 O
T

 m
od

el p
erm

its u
s to cap

tu
re in

 a less stip
u

lative m
an

n
er th

e

id
entification of expletives w

ith pronom
inals proposed

 by G
rim

shaw
 and

 R
othstein.

2.2.6. C
an

d
id

ate-set E
xh

au
stion

 an
d

 C
rosslin

gu
istic T

yp
ology

T
he p

u
rp

ose of this section is to com
p

lete the analysis p
resented

 thu
s far by

d
em

onstrating that all com
peting cand

id
ates have been taken into accou

nt; that is, that

no extra cand
id

ate exists w
hich d

oes better than the op
tim

al cand
id

ates d
iscu

ssed
 so

far. In turn, this w
ill perm

its us to exam
ine the crosslinguistic typology being pred

icted
.

C
onsid

er the input schem
a in (29) below

, w
ith a topic-referring them

atic subject, and

the four fam
iliar cand

id
ates listed

 in (30).

(29)
Input: <V

(x), x=N
top , -- , T

=present perfect>.

(30)
C

andidate:
Structure:

V
iolates:

a. null subject:
[  -- aux V

 ]
S

U
BJEC

T, P
A

R
SE.

b. preverbal subject:
[ D

P aux V
 ]

D
R

O
PT

O
PIC.

c. expletive and
 no subject:

[ expl  aux V
 ]

F
U

LL-IN
T, P

A
R

SE.
d

. null structure:
[

]
P

A
R

SE (three tim
es).

T
hese cand

id
ates are all ind

epend
ent of one another, as one can see by checking the

constraints they violate. T
o p

rove that these cand
id

ates exhau
st the set of p

otential

optim
a across all rerankings, I w

ill show
 that for any possible ranking, any other G

E
N

-

generated
 cand

id
ate is less optim

al than one of the cand
id

ates above. In the proof I w
ill

m
ake cru

cial u
se of the notion of harm

onic binding, henceforth 'h-bind
ing' (P

rince &

Sm
olensky 1993, sections 1.9 and

 9.1.1. A
s seen in section 1.9, a cand

id
ate C

and h-bind
s

another cand
id

ate C
and' w

hen all the violations of C
and are m

atched
 by correspond

ent

violations by C
and', bu

t som
e violations of C

and' are not m
atched

 by any violation by

C
and. C

and' is then h-bou
nd

 by C
and becau

se the u
nm

atched
 violations m

ake it less

harm
onic than C

and und
er any constraint ranking).
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Proof: let u
s assu

m
e that there exists a cand

id
ate C

an
d w

hich is also a p
otential

optim
a, i.e. that is not h-bou

nd
 by any of the fou

r cand
id

ates in (30a) above. T
his lead

s

to a contrad
iction, as show

n in 1 through 7 below
:

1. C
an

d cannot be the cand
id

ate satisfying all constraints, becau
se if it satisfies

D
R

O
PT

O
PIC

 leaving the subject unrealized
 it fails P

A
R

SE, and vice versa.

2. C
and cou

ld
 be as good

 as cand
id

ate (b), failing D
R

O
PT

O
P

IC
 only. T

his is p
ossible

only if C
and is (b), in fact the available stru

ctu
rally d

istinct cand
id

ates are all h-bou
nd

by (b): parsing the su
bject argu

m
ent ou

tsid
e specIP

 w
ou

ld
 lead

 to ad
d

itional violations
of S

U
B

JE
C

T; realizing sp
ecIP

 throu
gh an exp

letive violates F
U

LL-IN
T; and

 p
arsing the

subject in specIP w
ould

 m
ake C

and  ind
istinguishable from

 (b).

3. Since step
 2 show

ed
 that failing D

R
O

PT
O

PIC
 alone is not p

ossible, it follow
s that

C
and cannot fail D

R
O

PT
O

PIC. H
ence the subject m

ust be left unrealized
. T

hus C
and m

ust
violate at least P

A
R

SE.

4. T
he unrealized

 subject opens the problem
 of w

hat to d
o w

ith specIP: If C
and leaves

it u
nfilled

, it collects the violation of S
U

B
JE

C
T. A

d
d

ed
 to the P

A
R

SE violation, this
violation m

akes C
an

d fare like the nu
ll su

bject cand
id

ate in (a). B
u

t C
and cannot be

d
istinct from

 (a) u
nless it inclu

d
es ad

d
itional exp

letive m
aterial, in w

hich case it fails
F

U
LL-IN

T, and
 becom

es h-bound
 by (a) itself.

5. If instead
 C

and fills sp
ecIP

 w
ith an exp

letive, then it ad
d

s to its P
A

R
SE violation a

violation of F
U

LL-IN
T, and

 fares as the exp
letive cand

id
ate in (c). T

o d
istingu

ish itself
from

 (c), C
and cou

ld
 only ad

d
 exp

letive m
aterial, ad

d
ing violations of F

U
L

L-IN
T, and

end
ing up h-bound

 by (c) itself.

6. Finally, if C
an

d cou
ld

 avoid
 p

arsing the verb and
 the tense sp

ecification, thu
s

d
issolving the p

roblem
 by not creating a sp

ecIP
 p

osition. D
oing so costs ad

d
itional

violations of P
A

R
SE, and

 m
akes C

and ind
istingu

ishable from
 the nu

ll stru
ctu

re in (d
),

contrary to the original hyp
othesis. P

arsing only the su
bject into a D

P
 violates P

A
R

SE

only once, bu
t fails C

om
patibility, becau

se the lexical head
 of the inpu

t is a verb, not a
noun.
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7. G
E

N
 d

oes not supply any other structural option. It follow
s that C

and  cannot be a
potential optim

a, in contrad
iction w

ith the initial hypothesis.

A
 corollary of this p

roof is that cand
id

ates (a) throu
gh (d

) are the only p
otential

op
tim

a available, and
 that the 4!=

24 rerankings of the fou
r constraints here exam

ined

converge arou
nd

 these fou
r op

tim
a. T

hese can be red
u

ced
 to three if w

e exclu
d

e the

nu
ll-analysis on the basis of its non-learnability, given that id

entification of the optim
al

form
 is a cru

cial assu
m

ption of cu
rrent theories of langu

age acqu
isition in O

T
 system

s,

su
ch as for exam

p
le T

esar and
 Sm

olensky's (1993). Since the nu
ll-stru

ctu
re cannot be

id
en

tified
, bein

g am
bigu

ou
s w

ith
 silen

ce, it can
n

ot be learn
t. O

th
er con

strain
ts

notw
ithstand

ing, the analysis thu
s p

red
icts a crosslingu

istic typ
ology w

here top
ic-

referring p
ronom

inal su
bjects are exp

ressed
 either overtly, or non-overtly, or finally

non-overtly bu
t w

ith an exp
letive in su

bject p
osition. T

he first tw
o p

ossibilities are

instantiated
 by E

nglish and
 Italian resp

ectively. T
he latter op

tion is fu
rther exam

ined

here below
.

2.2.7. P
oten

tial D
evelop

m
en

ts

I w
ould

 like to d
iscuss in this section a few

 potential d
evelopm

ents of the m
od

el here

proposed
.

2.2.7.1. "E
xpletive pro-d

rop"

T
he first concerns the above p

red
iction of langu

ages involving non-realization of a

top
ic-referring su

bject, bu
t w

ith an overt exp
letive in su

bject p
osition (let u

s call it

expletive pro-drop) 8. In a langu
age like this, it shou

ld
 be p

ossible to interp
ret a sentence

like it sings as "she sings". M
ore precisely, the sought language could

 have ind
epend

ent

overt pronom
inal form

s for argu
m

ent w
ith non-topic anteced

ents, bu
t u

se an expletive

form
 for topic-referring argum

ents.

N
otice that exp

letive p
ro-d

rop
 is p

red
icted

 by the p
rop

osed
 m

od
el d

u
e to the

assum
ption on optional theta-assignm

ent. For exam
ple, it is this assum

ption that m
akes

p
ossible for the external role of run in (31) to leave the p

ronou
n in su

bject p
osition

unassigned
, and

 therefore uninterpreted
, thus functioning as expletive.

8 For exam
ple, such a language w

ould
 arise from

 the ranking below
:

   D
R

O
PT

O
PIC

>>S
U

BJEC
T

>>
P

A
R

SE
>>FU

LL
-IN

T
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(31)
IP

V
PVrun

I
    has

D
P

   it

C
onversely, w

e cou
ld

 assu
m

e that theta-assignm
ent occu

rs obligatorily as soon as a

theta-role find
s a p

otential assignee. In this case, the external theta-role in (31) above

w
ou

ld
 necessarily be assigned

 to the D
P

 in su
bject position w

hich w
ou

ld
 then cease to

function as expletive. T
he structure w

ould
 then be analyzed

 as involving an interpreted

pronou
n, and

 no "expletive pro-d
rop" langu

age w
ou

ld
 be pred

icted
 to exist, d

issolving

the issue.

H
ence, the non existence of exp

letive p
ro-d

rop
 w

ou
ld

 not p
er se d

estroy the m
ain

resu
lts of the O

T
 analysis. N

evertheless, it w
ou

ld
 have seriou

s consequ
ences for the

d
erivation of the universal ban on null subject languages w

ith overt expletives, since the

second
 step of the proof in section 2.2.4 crucially relies on the existence of the 'expletive

cand
id

ate', w
hich w

ou
ld

 no longer exists if theta-assignm
ent w

ou
ld

 be obligatory

w
henever p

ossible. It is thu
s w

orth exam
ining in d

etail w
hether exp

letive p
ro-d

rop
 is

really absent from
 the w

orld
 languages or not.

E
xpletive pro-d

rop is com
patible w

ith tw
o possible pronom

inal system
s.

In the first and
 clearer case, the exp

letive p
ro-d

rop
 langu

age w
ou

ld
 show

 d
istinct

pronom
inal form

s w
herever the subject is obligatorily realized

, i.e. w
henever the subject

refers to a non-top
ic. T

he sou
ght langu

age w
ou

ld
 how

ever u
se its exp

letive p
ronou

n

both for exp
letive constru

ctions involving raising verbs like seem
 as w

ell as for the

exp
ression of top

ic-referring su
bjects, w

hereas E
nglish in this latter case u

ses all its

pronom
inal form

s, and
 Italian show

s no pronom
inal subject.

(32) 
Subj. referring

T
opic-referring subj.:   

E
xpletive subj.:

to a non-topic:

Italian
:

L
ui /

 lei /
 esso canta.

C
anta.

Sem
bra che ...

H
e / she / it sings.

(he/  she/  it ) sings.
(it) seem

s that...

E
nglish:

H
e/she/it sings.

H
e/she/it sings.

It seem
s that...

Sought L.:
Pron1 / Pron2  sings.

Pron2 sings.
Pron2 seem

s that...
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A
 language w

ith such a pattern w
ould

 offer clear evid
ence for the language typology

pred
icted

 by the O
T

 analysis presented
 before. I have no such exam

ple to offer yet.

T
here is a second

 less self-evid
ent p

attern w
hich arises w

hen the sou
ght langu

age,

m
u

ch like C
hinese, d

oes not have d
istinct p

ronom
inal form

s for su
bjects referring to a

non-top
ic. In this case, the P

ron1 and
 P

ron2 d
istingu

ished
 in (32) above, coincid

e. Its

p
attern w

ou
ld

 look like E
nglish excep

t that its p
ronou

ns have been collap
sed

 into one

unique form
, as show

n in (33).

(33) 
Subj. referring

T
opic-referring subj.:   

E
xpletive subj.:

to a non-topic:

E
nglish:

H
e/she/it sings.

H
e/she/it sings.

It seem
s that...

Sought L.:
Pron sings.

Pron sings.
Pron seem

s that...

A
 lan

gu
age d

isp
layin

g th
is p

attern
 exists, an

d
 is C

olloqu
ial Fin

n
ish

, w
h

ich

d
escrip

tively is a non p
ro-d

rop
 version of Stand

ard
 Finnish. A

ccord
ing to H

olm
berg

and
 N

ikanne (1994:12), in C
olloqu

ial Finnish the exp
letive se occu

rs as the su
bject of

w
eather and

 seem
 clau

ses, as in (34a,b), bu
t it can also occu

r as the su
bject of sentences

w
ith them

atic subjects, and
 be interpreted

 referentially as m
eaning he or she, see (35).

(34a) Se sataa.
E

xpl. rains.
It rains.

(34b) Se vaikuttaa siltä, että rupeaa satam
aan.

  
 E

xpl  seem
s  expl+

A
B

L
, that begins rain+

IN
FIN

IT
IV

E
+

IL
L

A
T

IV
E

.
   

 It seem
s that it w

ill rain.

(35) 
Se väsyy helposti.

  
E

xpl. tire easily
H

e/She gets easily tire.

T
his p

ronom
inal p

attern is am
bigu

ou
s. It cou

ld
 belong both to a langu

age w
ith the

constraint ranking of E
nglish, bu

t lacking d
istinctions in its p

ronom
inal inventory, as

w
ell as to a langu

age w
ith the ranking resp

onsible for exp
letive p

ro-d
rop

. W
e thu

s
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cannot know
 yet w

hether C
olloquial Finnish is or is not the sought language. H

ow
ever,

this conclu
sion m

akes it p
rem

atu
re to assert that the class of langu

ages w
ith exp

letive

pro-d
rop is em

pty until w
e d

eterm
ine the status of C

olloquial Finnish. 9

2.2.7.2. E
nglish Stressed

 and
 U

nstressed
 Pronouns

A
 second

 d
evelop

m
ent concerns the syntactic role of top

ic anteced
ents in E

nglish.

G
rim

sh
aw

 an
d

 R
osen

 (1990:201) argu
e th

at an
 u

n
stressed

 E
n

glish
 th

ird
 p

erson

p
ron

om
in

al is fu
lly n

atu
ral on

ly if it h
as a lin

gu
istically p

rom
in

en
t d

iscou
rse

anteced
ent. A

m
ong the follow

ing tw
o sentences, only the pronoun in (a) is gram

m
atical

even if unstressed
, w

hile that in sentence (b) requires stress.

(36)
a. M

ary w
ent sw

im
m

ing w
ith John.

  
  She d

ived
 in.

b. John w
ent sw

im
m

ing w
ith M

ary. 
*She d

ived
 in.

T
he qu

estion is w
hether this and

 sim
ilar effects are d

u
e to the top

ic vs. non-top
ic

statu
s of the anteced

ent. U
nd

er this hypothesis, the pronou
n in (a) can stay u

nstressed

becau
se its anteced

ent is a top
ic. In other w

ord
s "stress-d

rop
" w

ou
ld

 m
im

ic "su
bject-

d
rop

". If correct, this hyp
othesis w

ou
ld

 strengthen the claim
 that the top

ic statu
s of

anteced
ents plays an im

portant syntactic function.

T
he O

T
 m

od
el proposed

 here d
oes not yet cover these cases, since D

R
O

PT
O

PIC m
akes

only a binary d
istinction betw

een realization and
 non-realization of an argum

ent.

If the d
ifference betw

een stressed
 and

 u
nstressed

 pronou
ns reflected

 the presence of

ad
d

itional projections on the part of stressed
 pronou

ns, then the E
nglish cases cou

ld
 be

an
alyzed

 th
rou

gh
 a relativized

 version
 of D

R
O

PT
O

P
IC

 requ
iring top

ic-referring

argu
m

ents to be as m
u

ch d
evoid

 of stru
ctu

re as p
ossible. T

his constraint, call it

D
R

O
PT

O
PIC

rel , w
ou

ld
 be rem

iniscent of C
ard

inaletti and
 Starke (1994)'s econom

y of

represen
tation

 p
rincip

le, also requ
iring stru

ctu
re to be alw

ays m
inim

al and
 also

d
istinguishing pronom

inal classes by the am
ount of structures used

 in their realization.

9 A
lthou

gh V
ainikka (1989:188) m

aintains that se is the only p
ronom

inal form
 for the third

 p
erson of

C
olloqu

ial Finnish, it w
ou

ld
 be w

orth testing w
hether the top

ic vs. non-top
ic statu

s of the su
bject

anteced
ent d

eterm
ines an alternation in the syntactic exp

ression of the su
bject. If w

e w
ere to find

 that
C

olloquial Finnish could
 resort to the pronouns hän

 (she/
he) of Stand

ard
 Finnish in focu

sing contexts or
for subject w

ith non-topic anteced
ents, then C

olloquial Finnish w
ould

 actually be an instance of expletive
prod

rop languages.
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T
he constraint D

R
O

PT
O

PIC
rel cou

ld
 be a grad

ient constraint violated
 once for each

im
m

ed
iate p

rojection u
sed

 in the extend
ed

 p
rojection that realizes the p

ronom
inal

argu
m

ent stru
ctu

rally. D
R

O
PT

O
PIC

rel  w
ou

ld
 then be satisfied

 only w
hen the argu

m
ent

is left stru
ctu

rally u
nrealized

. H
ow

ever, w
henever other higher ranked

 constraints

im
p

ose that an argu
m

ent be stru
ctu

rally realized
,  D

R
O

PT
O

P
IC

rel  w
ou

ld
 m

ilitate for

structurally m
inim

al realizations .

- D
R

O
PT

O
PIC

rel   R
ealize argum

ents w
ith topic anteced

ents m
inim

ally.
   Failed

 once by each im
m

ed
iate p

rojection of the extend
ed

 p
rojection that realizes a

topic-referring argum
ent.

T
he ad

d
itional p

rojection su
p

p
osed

ly requ
ired

 by stressed
 p

ronou
ns w

ou
ld

 be

penalized
 w

herever it is unneed
ed

. E
ven w

hen ranked
 low

er than P
A

R
SE, D

R
O

PT
O

PIC
rel

w
ou

ld
 favor u

nstressed
 p

ronou
ns over stressed

 p
ronou

ns. T
he d

erivation of E
nglish

unstressed
 topic-referring subjects w

ould
 look like T

14 below
: the null subject cand

id
ate

in (c) satisfies D
R

O
PT

O
PIC

rel , bu
t is su

bop
tim

al becau
se it violates the higher ranked

P
A

R
SE. T

he stressed
-p

ronom
inal and

 the u
nstressed

-p
ronom

inal cand
id

ates p
erform

id
entically u

nd
er all constraints, bu

t the cand
id

ate w
ith the u

nstressed
-p

ronom
inal

perform
s better on D

R
O

PT
O

PIC
rel  and

 therefore w
ins (the actual num

ber of m
arks und

er

D
R

O
PT

O
PIC

rel  w
ou

ld
 d

ep
end

 on the fu
ll analysis given to stressed

 and
 u

nstressed

pronom
inals).

T
14. E

nglish topic-referring subjects:
P

A
R

SE >> D
R

O
PT

O
PIC

rel

<sing(x), x=John
top ,--,T

=pres.perf.>
P

A
R

SE
D

R.T
.rel

S
U

BJ.
F.I.

a.  ☞
  unstressed

 pron:
[  he has sung ]

*

b.      stressed
 pron:

[  H
E

 has sung ]
*! *

c.       null subj:
[  --  has sung ]

*!
*

T
he d

erivation of nu
ll su

bjects in Italian-typ
e langu

ages instead
 w

ou
ld

 still follow

from
 th

e ran
kin

g D
R

O
PT

O
PIC

rel >>
P

A
R

SE>>S
U

B
JE

C
T, w

hich w
ou

ld
 still favor nu

ll

su
bjects over stru

ctu
rally realized

 su
bjects. O

ne p
roblem

 of this analysis arises w
ith

su
bjects w

hich are non top
ic-referring, in w

hich case the stressed
 and

 u
nstressed

p
ronom

inals com
e ou

t both op
tim

al, incorrectly. I leave this p
rop

osal op
en to fu

rther

analysis.
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2.2.7.3. L
icensing T

hrough A
greem

ent

T
he analysis of nu

ll su
bjects p

rop
osed

 here op
ens the issu

e of the role of agreem
ent

in the licensing of nu
ll su

bjects. T
he relevance of agreem

ent is nicely show
n by the

alternation betw
een Italian and

 P
ortu

gu
ese infinitivals w

ith overt su
bjects. U

nd
er

specific configu
rations, the agreem

entless Italian infinitivals can assign case to an overt

su
bject in specIP

 bu
t it cannot license a referential nu

ll su
bject (R

izzi 1982). In contrast,

the agreem
entfu

ll P
ortu

gu
ese infinitival can license a nu

ll referential su
bject (R

ap
oso

1987). M
oreover, if null constituents m

ust be licensed
 through agreem

ent, the absence of

nu
ll internal argu

m
ents in Italian cou

ld
 be d

erived
 from

 the absence of object oriented

agreem
ent m

orphology on V
º, as proposed

 in R
izzi (1986).

L
et u

s assu
m

e that this licensing requ
irem

ent is a constraint A
G

R-L
IC

E
N

SE
 w

hich

requ
ires referen

tial su
bjects to be id

en
tified

 th
rou

gh
 agreem

en
t, alon

g R
izzi's

argu
m

entation (1986). T
he constraint A

G
R-L

IC
E

N
SE

 an
d

 D
R

O
PT

O
PIC

 are d
ifferent.

D
R

O
PT

O
P

IC
 sp

ecifies u
nd

er w
hich cond

itions nu
ll su

bjects are necessary, and
 u

nd
er

these cond
itions is violated

 by stru
ctu

rally realized
 su

bjects. A
G

R
-L

IC
E

N
SE

 specifies a

licensing cond
ition for referential nu

ll su
bjects, and

 is never violated
 by stru

ctu
rally

realized
 subjects.

T
he interaction of D

R
O

PT
O

P
IC and

 A
G

R-L
IC

E
N

SE
 give rise to an interesting langu

age

typ
ology w

hich m
ay accou

nt for w
hy referential nu

ll su
bjects m

u
st be licensed

 by

agreem
ent in nu

ll su
bjects langu

ages w
ith "rich" agreem

ent su
ch as Italian and

P
ortu

gu
ese bu

t are also available in langu
ages lacking agreem

ent com
p

letely, as

C
hinese (on this ap

p
arent p

arad
ox see also the solu

tions d
evelop

ed
 in H

u
ang 1984,

R
izzi 1986, Jaeggli &

 Safir 1989). T
he typ

ology d
istingu

ishes betw
een langu

ages w
ith

and
 w

ithou
t agreem

ent, a p
artition ind

ep
end

ently d
eterm

ined
 by the ranking of the

agreem
ent constraints, as explained

 in chapter 3. T
he typology follow

s below
:

(i) am
ong langu

ages w
ith agreem

ent, tw
o cases are given: the first grou

p
 is form

ed

by langu
ages w

ith A
G

R-L
IC

E
N

SE
 higher than D

R
O

PT
O

P
IC

, and
 D

R
O

PT
O

P
IC

 in tu
rn

higher than S
U

B
JE

C
T and

 P
A

R
SE, like Italian and

 P
ortu

gu
ese. T

hese langu
ages m

u
st

satisfy A
G

R
-L

IC
E

N
SE

 and
 therefore w

ill d
isplay nu

ll su
b

jects only in concom
itance w

ith

agreem
en

t. T
h

is accou
n

ts for th
e alternation betw

een agreem
entless Italian and

agreem
entfull Portuguese infinitivals, w

hich  d
epend

s on the ranking of -T
/-A

G
R

 and is

exam
ined

 in chap
ter 5. Since in this grou

p
 of langu

ages nu
ll su

bjects m
u

st be licensed
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throu
gh agreem

ent, the agreem
entless infinitivals of Italian cannot license referential

null subjects, w
hich is instead

 preserved
 by the Portuguese agreem

ent full infinitivals.

T
he second

 grou
p

 is constitu
ted

 by langu
ages w

ith D
R

O
PT

O
P

IC
 low

er than either

S
U

BJEC
T or P

A
R

SE. T
hese langu

ages d
isallow

 nu
ll su

bjects becau
se D

R
O

PT
O

P
IC

 is too

low
 in the hierarchy, ind

ep
end

ently of the ranking of A
G

R-L
IC

E
N

SE
 and

 in sp
ite of the

presence of agreem
ent. A

 langu
age in this grou

p w
ou

ld
 have "rich" agreem

ent and
 still

lack null subjects. T
his could

 be the case of French.

(ii) langu
ages lacking agreem

ent can still have nu
ll su

bjects. T
his is the case for all

those languages ranking D
R

O
PT

O
PIC

 higher than A
G

R-L
IC

EN
SE.  A

G
R-L

IC
E

N
SE

 w
ould

 be

violated
 w

henever necessary to satisfy D
R

O
PT

O
PIC. T

hose languages w
here D

R
O

PT
O

PIC

is also higher than S
U

B
JE

C
T and

 P
A

R
SE

 w
ou

ld
 then allow

 nu
ll  su

bjects d
esp

ite the

violation of A
G

R-L
IC

E
N

SE. T
his could

 be the case of C
hinese.

2.2.8. S
u

m
m

ary

T
his section provid

ed
 an O

T
 analysis of the pro-d

rop alternation language-internally

and
 across langu

ages. T
he analysis cru

cially relies on the existence of the u
niversal

constraint D
R

O
PT

O
P

IC
, requ

iring that top
ic-referring constitu

ents be not realized

structurally. E
vid

ence in this d
irection w

as alread
y provid

ed
 in section 2.1, w

here it w
as

show
n how

 nu
ll su

bjects are licensed
 only by top

ic-referring anteced
ents. In this

section, I show
ed

 how
 the interaction betw

een D
R

O
PT

O
PIC and

 the universal constraints

S
U

BJEC
T, P

A
R

SE and
 F

U
L

L-IN
T p

rovid
es a p

rincip
led

 exp
lanation for the em

p
irical

d
istribu

tion of p
ronom

inal su
bjects in p

ro-d
rop

 and
 non-p

ro-d
rop

 langu
ages. In

p
articu

lar, I show
ed

 how
 the availability of nu

ll su
bjects is tied

 to the ranking of

D
R

O
PT

O
PIC relative to the constraint S

U
BJEC

T and P
A

R
SE.

T
he analysis also pred

icted
 the crosslinguistic convergence in the analysis of subjects

referring to non-topics, w
hich are alw

ays overtly realized
. Furtherm

ore, it pred
icted

 the

ban against overt exp
letives in nu

ll su
bject langu

ages, and
 d

erived
  the p

resence or

absence of overt expletives from
 gram

m
ar rather than through lexical stipulation.

2.3. R
ep

resen
tin

g N
u

ll S
u

b
jects

C
ontrary to stand

ard
 assu

m
p

tions, in the p
reced

ing analysis nu
ll su

bjects w
ere left

stru
ctu

rally u
nrealized

. Is there ind
epend

ent evid
ence for this representational choice?

A
nd

 how
 d

oes it com
pare w

ith analyses of pro-d
rop that use pro?
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T
he m

ain m
otivation for rep

resenting nu
ll su

bjects as stru
ctu

rally u
nrealized

 is the

ensuing possibility of d
eriving the crosslinguistic d

istribution of null and
 overt subjects

from
 the interaction of P

A
R

SE and
 S

U
B

JE
C

T
 w

ith D
R

O
PT

O
P

IC
. If nu

ll su
bjects w

ere

structurally represented
 as pro, the optim

al structure w
ould

 have pro-subjects w
hen the

anteced
ent is a topic, and

 overt su
bjects w

hen the anteced
ent is not a topic. Since pro is

silent bu
t syntactically realized

, these tw
o stru

ctu
res both satisfy S

U
B

JE
C

T and
 P

A
R

SE,

and
 no conflict w

ith D
R

O
PT

O
P

IC could
 ever arise. T

he pro-d
rop alternation w

ould
 then

have to be d
erived

 by d
ifferent m

eans. N
otice how

ever, that the syntactic requ
irem

ents

expressed
 through the constraints D

R
O

PT
O

PIC
, S

U
BJEC

T and
 P

A
R

SE exist ind
epend

ently

of O
p

tim
ality T

heory, and
 w

ou
ld

 have to be m
aintained

 anyw
ay, in one form

 or

another. W
hat is being lost is thu

s only the p
ossibility of d

eriving the p
ro-d

rop

alternation d
irectly from

 the O
T

 based
 interaction of the above constraints, w

ith no

ad
vantage in exchange.

N
ot surprisingly, the im

possibility of exploiting the potential interaction betw
een the

extend
ed

 p
rojection p

rincip
le (corresp

ond
ing to S

U
B

JE
C

T) and
 the requ

irem
ent that

subject w
ith topic anteced

ents be null (i.e. D
R

O
PT

O
PIC

) characterizes current analyses of

the pro-d
rop alternation, w

hich d
o assum

e an overtly realized
 silent pro..

R
esearch on p

ro-d
rop

 has concentrated
 on establishing the syntactic cond

itions

m
aking nu

ll-argu
m

ents p
ossible, w

ithou
t consid

ering the natu
re of their anteced

ents

(T
arald

sen 1978, R
izzi 1982, C

hom
sky 1981, 1982, Safir 1985, B

u
rzio 1986, Jaeggli and

Safir 1989). In these w
orks, nu

ll su
bjecthood

 is analyzed
 as a p

rop
erty related

 to a

p
aram

etric d
ifference in the lexicon. For exam

p
le, in R

izzi (1982), langu
ages w

ith a

[+
pronom

inal] Iº acquire the potential for licensing null subjects. Since this specification

of Iº m
u

st coexists w
ith the op

p
osite sp

ecification of Iº, else nu
ll su

bjects w
ou

ld
 be

obligatory across stru
ctu

res, this and
 the other analogou

s analyses incorrectly p
red

ict

free variation betw
een null and

 overt subjects.

It is not d
ifficult to am

end
 these analyses so that they capture the correct d

istribution.

A
 p

rincip
le requ

iring pro to have a top
ic anteced

ent w
ou

ld
 p

rop
erly p

red
ict the

langu
age-internal d

istribu
tion of nu

ll su
bjects in p

ro-d
rop

 langu
ages

10. H
ow

ever, it

w
ou

ld
 not p

red
ict their crosslingu

istic d
istribu

tion, w
hich w

ou
ld

 still be tied
 to a

param
etric d

ifference. T
he langu

age-internal and
 the crosslingu

istic d
istribu

tion of nu
ll

10 A
 revised

 version of C
hom

sky's A
void

 Pronoun principle w
ould

 also w
ork. (C

hom
sky 1981).
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su
bjects w

ou
ld

 be accou
nted

 for ind
ep

end
ently from

 each other.  In contrast, by

assu
m

ing that nu
ll su

bjects are stru
ctu

rally u
nrealized

, the O
T

 analysis d
erives both

d
istribu

tions from
 the interaction of the ind

ep
end

ently need
ed

 D
R

O
PT

O
P

IC, S
U

BJEC
T

and P
A

R
SE.

A
 second

 argu
m

ent for the stru
ctu

ral realization of nu
ll su

bjects com
es from

 Safir

(p
.c.) 

an
d

 
is 

im
p

licitly 
p

resen
t 

in
 

Jaeggli 
&

 
Safir 

(1989). 
It 

is 
based

 
on

 
th

e

u
ngram

m
aticality of infinitival sentences lacking them

atic su
bjects, like (37a) below

,

w
hich accord

ing to Jaeggli &
 Safir, has the stru

ctu
re in (37b), w

ith an expletive P
R

O
 as

subject of the subord
inate clause.

(37a) *E
s ist m

öglich, getanzt zu w
erd

en.
       

  It is possible d
anced

 to be.

(37b) *E
s ist m

öglich, PR
O

expl getanzt zu w
erd

en.

A
ccord

ing to Jaeggli and
 Safir, it is p

recisely the P
R

O
exp

l  elem
ent that m

akes the

sentence u
ngram

m
atical, becau

se em
p

ty exp
letives m

u
st be governed

 in accord
 to the

E
m

ex 
C

ondition. A
ccord

ing to Safir (p
.c.), (37) is also an argu

m
ent for the overt

realization of the nu
ll su

bject P
R

O
expl , since if P

R
O

exp
l  w

ere not rep
resented

 it w
ou

ld

not be possible to refer to it in ord
er to rule out (37).

It is not obviou
s that a cond

ition on nu
ll expletives su

ch as the E
m

ex C
ondition

 could

not be reform
u

lated
 as a cond

ition on the inp
u

t of infinitival clau
ses lacking them

atic

su
bjects and

 thu
s be com

p
atible w

ith the view
 that nu

ll su
bjects are stru

ctu
rally

u
nrealized

. H
ow

ever, w
hat I w

ill d
ispu

te here is the generalization that sentences w
ith

PR
O

expl  su
bjects —

w
ith the term

 P
R

O
expl u

sed
 only d

escrip
tively—

 are u
niversally

u
ngram

m
atical. N

otice that if they are not u
ngram

m
atical, then the u

ngram
m

atical

statu
s of (37) is not d

u
e to P

R
O

exp
l , and

 consequ
entely there is no related

 need
 to

represent it structurally in ord
er to refer to it in the E

m
ex C

ondition
.

In p
articu

lar, Italian and
 French allow

 for P
R

O
exp

l  su
bject u

nd
er sp

ecific contexts.

C
onsid

er for exam
ple the contrast betw

een the Italian gram
m

atical sentence in (38) and

the u
ngram

m
atical (39) listed

 below
. T

he P
R

O
exp

l su
bject of the su

bord
inate clau

se of

(38) is in u
ngoverned

 p
osition, and

 shou
ld

 therefore m
ake (38) u

ngram
m

atical u
nd

er

the E
m

ex C
ondition

. N
or is a hid

d
en au

x-to-com
p

 taking p
lace,  so that P

R
O

expl  is

governed
 and

 case-assigned
 from

 the verb raised
 into C

º p
osition. In fact, if this w

ere
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the case, the overt su
bject in sentence (39) shou

ld
 be licensed

, and
 the sentence be

gram
m

atical, rather than unacceptable as it is.

(38) In fond
o, [PR

O
expl risultare [che non siete ancora sposati]] puó solo

   avvantaggiarci.
        In end

, [to-turn out [that (you) not are yet m
arried

] can only favour-us].
   A

fter all, to turn out that you are not m
arried yet can only favor us.

(39) *In fond
o [risultare M

arco [aver m
entito] puó solo avvantaggiarci].

In end
, to-turn out M

ark [to have lied
] can only favour-us.

A
fter all, to turn out for M

ark to have lied can only favor us.

A
d

d
itional evid

ence com
es from

 French, w
here au

x-to-com
p

 is not p
ossible, and

therefore a non-issu
e. H

alf of the native sp
eakers I tested

 find
 the analogou

s of Italian

(38) show
n in (40) only slightly m

arginal; see (40) below
.

(40) ?A
u fond

, [PR
O

expl paraitre [que vous n'etes pas encore m
arie's]] ne peut

que vous aid
er.

In end
, to-seem

 [that you not are yet m
arried

] not can that favour-you.
A

fter all, to seem
 that you are not m

arried yet, can only favour you.

T
h

e sam
e sp

eakers fin
d

 th
e in

fin
itival lackin

g a th
em

atic su
bject in

 (41) below

accep
table, and

 yet find
 the p

arallel sentence involving a raising overt su
bject in (42)

u
naccep

table. T
he u

ngram
m

atical statu
s of (42) show

s that (41) cannot be analyzed
 as

involving aux-to-com
p m

ovem
ent.

(41) ?PR
O

expl avoir sem
ble' que tu aies m

enti pourrait te faire perd
re la cause.

T
o-have seem

ed
 that you have lied

 could
 you m

ake lose the law
suit.

H
aving seem

ed that you lied could m
ake you lose the law

suit.

(42) *PR
O

expl  avoir Jean sem
ble' m

entir pourrait te faire perd
re le cause.

T
o-have seem

ed
 John to lie could

 you m
ake lose the law

suit.
H

aving seem
ed that John lied could m

ake you lose the law
suit.

T
he above d

iscu
ssion ind

icates that the u
ngram

m
aticality of the G

erm
an sentence in

(37) is not related
 only to the presence of a PR

O
expl  subject, since analogous subjects are
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p
ossible 

in
 

R
om

an
ce. 

Sin
ce 

th
is 

w
as 

th
e 

cru
cial 

assu
m

p
tion

 
u

n
d

erlyin
g 

th
e

argu
m

entation in favou
r of stru

ctu
rally realized

 nu
ll su

bjects, the argu
m

entation itself

d
oes no longer apply.

T
here are also som

e em
p

irical argu
m

ents against the analysis of nu
ll su

bjects as

structurally realized. T
hese are exam

ined
 in the next subsections (see also chapter 5).

2.3.1. T
h

e N
u

ll S
u

b
jects vs. O

vert C
litics S

p
lit

 
T

he analyses ad
vocating an overt representation of null subjects usually classify them

w
ith overt clitics, either as stru

ctu
rally realized

 nu
ll clitics (Safir 1985, B

u
rzio 1986), or

as pro D
P

s licensed
 by a p

ronom
inal and

 clitic-like Iº (R
izzi 1982, C

hom
sky 1982). If

these analyses w
ere correct, nu

ll su
bjects and

 clitics shou
ld

 show
 a sim

ilar d
istribu

tion.

W
e w

ould
 thus expect the d

istribution of overt clitics to m
atch that of null subjects.

Instead
, w

e observe an u
nexpected

 split betw
een nu

ll su
bjects and

 overt clitics. L
ike

nu
ll su

bjects, overt clitics m
ay refer to top

ic-anteced
ents, as in the answ

ers to (43)

below
, but unlike null subjects, clitics can also have non-topic anteced

ents, as in (44).

(43) 
Q

:
E

' partita [la m
ad

re d
i G

iannik  ]i ?
D

id John's m
other leave?

A
:

N
on ancora, perché li 'abbiam

o invitata a cena.
N

ot yet, because (w
e) her-invited

 to d
inner.

N
ot yet, because w

e invited her to dinner.

A
:

N
o. L

e
i  d

aró un passaggio io piú tard
i.

N
o. T

o-her give-FU
T

 a rid
e I m

ore late.
N

o, I w
ill giver her a ride later on.

(44) Q
:

E
' partita [la m

ad
re d

i G
iannik  ]i ?

D
id John's m

other leave?

   A
:

N
on ancora. Prim

a ha voluto invitar-lo
k  a cena.

N
ot yet. B

efore (she) has w
anted

 to-invite-him
 to d

inner.
N

ot yet.  She  w
anted to invite him

 to dinner, (before leaving).

   A
:

N
o. H

a voluto parlar-glik  un poco in privato, e cosí ha perso il treno!
N

o. (She) has w
anted

 to-speak-him
D

A
T  a little in private, and

 so (she)
lost the train!

N
o. She  w

anted to  speak to him
 in private, and she lost the train!
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A
 second

 instance of the split is show
n in sentence (45), from

 C
alabrese (1985). O

nce

again, the clitic m
ay take the su

bject as w
ell as the object of the initial ad

ju
nct as

anteced
ent.

(45) M
entre Sand

ro
i  ritraeva C

arlo
k,  A

ntonio lo
i/k  fotografava.

W
hile Sandro w

as painting a portrait of C
arlo, A

ntonio w
as taking a picture of him

.

T
his behavior d

iverges from
 that of a null subject, w

hich can only refer to the subject

of the initial ad
junct, w

hich is a topic, and
 not to its object, a non-topic. See (46).

(46)
M

entre Sandro
i  ritraeva C

arlo
k,    e

i    /  *e
k    fum

ava.
W

hile Sandro w
as painting a portrait of C

arlo, he w
as sm

oking.

T
he split just exam

ined
 show

s that id
entifying null subjects w

ith clitics is incorrect.

2.3.2. U
n

realized
 N

u
ll S

u
b

jects an
d

 P
ron

om
in

al T
yp

ology

C
ard

inaletti and
 Starke (1994) recently p

rop
osed

 a trip
artition of p

ronom
inals in

strong, w
eak and

 clitic. T
hey d

istinguish clitics from
 null subjects, w

hich they represent

as pro,  by inclu
d

ing the latter in the class of w
eak p

ronom
inals. T

hese classes and
 the

p
rop

erties associated
 w

ith them
 are then d

erived
 throu

gh a notion of stru
ctu

ral

d
eficiency w

ith strong pronouns as the least and
 clitics as the m

ost structurally d
eficient

pronouns.

O
ne of the properties that C

ard
inaletti and

 Starke associate w
ith increased

 structural

d
eficiency is an increased

 sensitivity to the statu
s of the anteced

ent. In p
articu

lar,

C
ard

inaletti and
 Starke argu

e that w
hile strong p

ronou
ns can refer to entities not yet

introd
u

ced
 in d

iscou
rse, w

eak and
 clitics m

u
st refer to "d

iscou
rse p

rom
inent" entities,

m
eaning entities alread

y introd
u

ced
 in d

iscou
rse, and

 thu
s inclu

d
ing both top

ic and

non-top
ic anteced

ents (see their footnote 12, section 2.4.1). T
hey relate this d

ecrease in

referentiality w
ith the ind

ep
end

ently argu
ed

 for d
ecrease in stru

ctu
re, w

hich leave

w
eak and

 clitic p
ronom

inal strip
p

ed
 of the nom

inal fu
nctional p

rojection resp
onsible

for the property of having an ind
epend

ent reference-range (see their sem
antic asym

m
etry

#2 in section 2.5; see also section 5.4).
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It is natu
ral to view

 the proposal that nu
ll su

bjects are stru
ctu

rally u
nrealized

 as the

extension of C
ard

inaletti and
 Starke's correlation betw

een stru
ctu

ral d
eficiency and

increased
 referential ind

ep
end

ence (G
rim

shaw
 p

.c.). U
nd

er this hyp
othesis, nu

ll

su
bjects are the w

eakest p
ronou

ns, w
ith their stru

ctu
re red

u
ced

 to none and
 their

referential d
epend

ence so increased
 as to allow

 for only topic anteced
ents. C

ard
inaletti

and
 Starke's hierarchy of pronouns w

ould
 then look like the follow

ing.

(47) ( less structure)   null <--- clitics <--- w
eak <--- strong <------ (m

ore structure)

A
n

 obstacle to th
is exten

sion
 of C

ard
in

aletti an
d

 Starke's h
yp

oth
esis is th

eir

classification of nu
ll su

bjects as w
eak p

ronou
ns, thu

s stru
ctu

rally richer than clitics

th
em

selves. H
ow

ever, th
is classification

 seem
s p

roblem
atic even

 accord
in

g to

C
ard

inaletti and
 Starke's tw

o m
ain criteria for d

istingu
ishing w

eak p
ronou

ns from

clitics. T
he tw

o criteria are p
resence of w

ord
 stress (ind

ep
end

ent from
 p

hrasal and

contrastive stress), and
 p

hrasal statu
s. W

eak p
ronom

inals can bear lexical w
ord

-stress,

w
hile clitics cannot, and

 w
eak p

ronom
inals are m

axim
al p

rojections, w
hile clitics are

not. E
ven assum

ing that null subjects are pro's it's unclear w
hy they should

 be classified

w
ith w

eak p
ronou

ns on the basis of the first criterion. N
u

ll su
bjects are neither like

clitics nor w
eak pronou

ns. B
eing phonologically nu

ll, they appear located
 at the low

est

end
 of the p

rosod
ic sp

ectru
m

. T
his confirm

s the hyp
othesis that they constitu

te a class

on their ow
n, m

ore structurally d
eficient than that of clitics.

T
he second

 criterion is uninform
ative, because it can be argued

 either w
ay d

epend
ing

on how
 null subjects are represented

. If null subjects are pro's, w
hich are assum

ed
 to be

m
axim

al p
rojections, then they are w

eak p
ronom

inals. If they are stru
ctu

rally nu
ll, as

assu
m

ed
 in this w

ork, then they are on a class of their ow
n, m

ore d
eficient than that of

clitics.

C
ard

inaletti and
 Starke offer tw

o p
ieces of evid

ence to su
p

p
ort their classification.

T
he first p

iece of evid
ence is that nu

ll su
bjects and

 w
eak p

ronou
ns can both u

nd
ergo

A
T

B
-extraction in conju

ncts, as in (48a) and
 (48b) resp

ectively, w
hile clitics d

o not, as

show
n in (48c).

(48a) e
i  [ ha m

angiato d
ella zuppa ed

 ha bevuto vino].
    (She /

 he) has eaten som
e soup and

 has d
runk w

ine.
She / he ate som

e soup and drank som
e w

ine.

65

(48b) E
gli [ ha m

angiato d
ella zuppa ed

 ha bevuto vino].
H

e
w

eak  has eaten som
e soup and

 has d
runk w

ine.
H

e ate som
e soup and drank som

e w
ine.

(48c) *M
arco lo

i  [ha chiam
ato ed

 ha sgrid
ato].

  M
ark  him

clitic   [has called
 and

 has reproached
].

 M
ark called and reproached him

.

H
ow

ever, the above p
arad

igm
 w

ou
ld

 follow
 even if nu

ll su
bjects w

ere stru
ctu

rally

u
nrealized

. T
he clitic of (48c) cannot A

T
B

-extract becau
se it need

s a head
 to cliticize

onto and
 in fact extraction is fine if the au

xiliary is extracted
 too, as in the follow

ing

exam
ple.

(49)  M
arco lo ha chiam

ato e sgrid
ato.

M
ark him

 has [called
 and

 reproached
].

M
ark called and reproached him

.

In contrast, u
nrealized

 su
bjects d

o not need
 to cliticize, and

 this is the reason w
hy

(48a) is gram
m

atical.

T
he second

 p
iece of evid

ence of C
ard

inaletti and
 Starke show

s that in the exam
p

le

below
 the w

eak pronoun egli can freely alternate w
ith a null subject.

(50)
G

iannii  partirá quand
o e

i  / eglii  avrá finito il lavoro.
John w

ill leave w
hen (he) / he finishes the w

ork.

P
ersonally, I find

 the overt pronou
n above m

arginal and
 so d

o the native speakers I

tested
. In the id

iolect sp
oken by these native sp

eakers, the p
ronou

n egli has the sam
e

d
istribu

tion as other overt p
ronou

ns: it is not p
ossible w

hen the anteced
ent is a top

ic,

bu
t it is obligatory w

hen the anteced
ent is a non-top

ic. 11 For exam
p

le, w
hen the

anteced
ent is the by-p

hrase of a p
assive, a non-top

ic, no free variation obtains: a nu
ll

subject is ungram
m

atical, w
hile the pronoun egli is necessary.

11 T
he w

eak pronou
n egli is d

istingu
ished

 from
 the strong pronou

n lui by focu
sed

 contexts, w
here only

the latter is possible.



66

(51)
a.

 L
a m

ostra é stata visitata d
a [ -l  Presid

ente d
ella R

epubblica]i .
T

he exhibition has been visited by the P
resident of the R

epublic.

b.  *ei   /  eglii  ha quind
i proseguito alla volta d

i Palazzo C
higi.

(H
e) / he has then m

oved on directed to the 'C
higi' palace.

In conclu
sion, C

ard
inaletti and

 Starke's stru
ctu

ral d
eficiency hierarchy is com

patible

w
ith the hyp

othesis that nu
ll su

bjects are stru
ctu

rally u
nrealized

, form
ing the m

ost

stru
ctu

rally d
eficient class at the bottom

 of the scale. T
his choice p

rovid
es a p

rop
er

classification
 of n

u
ll su

bjects w
ith

 resp
ect of th

eir referen
tial an

d
 p

h
on

ological

properties. M
oreover, it strengthens the stru

ctu
ral d

eficiency hypothesis itself, becau
se

it places the m
ost stru

ctu
rally, referentially and

 phonologically d
eficient elem

ent at the

bottom
 of the scale, thus supporting the close correlation am

ong these three d
im

ensions

that is at the core of C
ard

inaletti and
 Starke's proposal.

2.3.3. U
n

realized
 S

u
b

jects in
 E

n
glish

 an
d

 Irish

If the su
bject constraint is violable, w

e m
ay exp

ect to find
 it violated

 also in other

langu
ages, inclu

d
ing E

nglish. In this section, I review
 som

e of the w
orks w

hich have

argued
 for an unrealized

 specIP position.

Instances of em
p

ty sp
ecIP

 in E
nglish are p

resented
 in B

resnan (1994; see also the

analysis of quotative inversion in C
ollins &

 B
ranigan, 1995). D

raw
ing from

 the analyses

of H
iggins (1973), E

m
ond

s (1972), K
oster (1978) and

 K
aisse (1985), B

resnan notices how

sentential and
 (som

e) p
rop

ositional p
reverbal su

bjects d
o not occu

r in sp
ecIP

. If they

d
id

, they w
ou

ld
 u

nd
ergo au

xiliary inversion in interrogative contexts, bu
t they d

o not,

as show
n in (52) and

 (53).

(52) C
P: [T

hat he'll be late] is quite likely.
* Is [that he'll be late] likely?

(K
oster 1978)

* H
ow

 likely is [that he'll be late]?
(H

iggins 1973)

(53) PP: A
m

ong the ruins w
as found

 a skeleton. 
(B

resnan 1994)
 

* W
as am

ong the ruins found
 a skeleton?

(B
resnan 1994)
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O
n the other hand

, this behavior is exp
ected

 if the constitu
ents in (52) and

 (53)

occupy a position higher than C
º, leaving the subject position unrealized

.

B
resnan brings abou

t ad
d

itional evid
ence from

 K
aisse's (1985) stu

d
y of the syntax

p
honology interface. K

aisse claim
s that au

xiliary red
u

ction is sensitive to the su
bject

p
osition. So, w

hile the sp
ecIP

 su
bject in (54) licenses au

xiliary red
u

ction, the C
P

-

ad
joined

 P
P

  in (55) as w
ell as the sentential su

bject in (56) d
o not (these ju

d
gm

ents are

su
btle, and

 som
e sp

eakers thou
gh accep

ting the contrast in (54) vs. (55), find
 (56)

gram
m

atical).

(54) A
N

Y
 place in San Jose '/

z/
 a great place to live.

(B
resnan 1994)

(55) * In San Jose ' /z/ a great restaurant.
(K

aisse 1985)

(56) * [T
hat he'll be late] '/

s/
 quite likely.

T
he above d

ata cou
ld

 follow
 from

 a resistance on the part of the C
P

s and
 P

P
s in (52)

to (56) to occu
r in the case-assigned

 p
osition sp

ecIP
 (Stow

ell, 1981; G
rim

shaw
 1994).

N
otice that u

nd
er stand

ard
 analyses an exp

letive pro
expl  is not an op

tion  available to

E
nglish. N

or d
oes it seem

 p
ossible to license the pro

expl in this p
articu

lar stru
ctu

res by

coind
exing it w

ith the su
bject C

P
 or P

P
: su

ch C
H

A
IN

 w
ou

ld
 link together a case-

resistant non-nom
inal elem

ent w
ith w

hat is consid
ered

 a case-transferring nom
inal

elem
ent.

T
he statu

s of specIP
 is problem

atic also u
nd

er the O
T

 analysis proposed
 here, w

hich

w
ou

ld
 pred

ict specIP
 to be occu

pied
 by an overt expletive, in ord

er to satisfy S
U

BJEC
T.

A
 possible analysis involves a change in the assu

m
ptions on theta-assignm

ent. If theta-

assignm
ent occu

rs obligatorily as soon as the p
ercolating grid

 find
s an assignee, as in

section 2.2.7.1, need
 not be local to V

P
, as in W

illiam
s 1994, and

 the su
bject C

P
 or P

P
 is

base-generated
 in IP

-ad
joined

 p
osition, then, the stru

ctu
re w

ith an overt exp
letive

w
ould

 inevitably "steal" the percolating theta-role m
eant for the IP-ad

joined
 subject. T

he

structure w
ould

 not m
atch the them

atic relations in input, hence it w
ould

 violate T
heta-

C
onsistency, and

 be exclud
ed

 from
 the com

petition.

A
 second

 argum
ent in favor of unrealized

 specIP
's com

es from
 M

cC
loskey's stud

y of

Irish unaccusatives w
ith prepositional subjects, like that in (57) below

.
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(57) [IP  Laghdaigh   [PP   ar   a   neart   ]].
(M

cC
loskey 1994)

D
ecreased

           on his strength.
H

is strength decreased

M
cC

loskey argues that if the PP in (57) w
ere in specIP, it could

 only be because of the

E
xtend

ed
 P

rojection P
rincip

le (E
P

P
), becau

se P
P

s d
o not need

 case. B
u

t, this in tu
rn

w
ou

ld
 p

red
ict P

P
s to be able to occu

r in sp
ecIP

 across stru
ctu

res and
 in p

articu
lar in

infinitivals. Instead
, P

P
s ap

p
ear in p

ostverbal p
osition in infinitivals as w

ell, even if

infinitivals d
o otherw

ise requ
ire nom

inal su
bjects to occu

r p
reverbally; com

p
are (58)

and
 (59).

(58)
N

ior m
haith liom

    [C
P  [D

P  iad ] 
im

eacht].
(M

cC
loskey 1994)

I-w
ould

n't like            
      them

 
leave[-FIN

].
I w

ouldn't like them
 to leave.

(59)
C

aithfidh 
éirí 

[PP  leis ].
M

ust 
rise 

w
ith-it.

It m
ust succeed.

M
cC

loskey falls short from
 p

rop
osing that the E

P
P

 is inviolable, and
 p

rop
oses that

the su
bject-related

 case and
 agreem

ent featu
res w

hich im
plem

ent the effects of the E
P

P

w
ithin the m

inim
alist program

 are w
eak in Irish, and

 therefore they are checked
 only in

the non-overt syntax. H
ow

ever, M
cC

loskey d
ism

isses the hypothesis of a pro
expl  filler at

S-stru
ctu

re, given its m
ism

atch in category w
ith the argu

m
ental P

P
 that w

ou
ld

 have to

substitute it at L
F und

er C
hom

sky (1986)'s L
F expletive replacem

ent. Instead
, he argues

for an em
pty specIP at S-structure.

2.3.4. S
u

m
m

ary

T
his section has explored

 the close connection betw
een representing nu

ll su
bjects as

structurally unrealized
 and

 accounting for their d
istribution.

T
he d

im
inished

 referential ind
ep

end
ence, cou

p
led

 w
ith the p

rosod
ic and

 stru
ctu

ral

m
inim

ality of nu
ll su

bjects, provid
ed

 strong evid
ence for C

ard
inaletti &

 Starke's (1994)

d
eficiency hierarchy, but only if null subjects are analyzed

 as the m
ost d

eficient form
 of

pronom
inals. T

his view
 w

as show
n to be com

patible w
ith an analysis of null subjects as

stru
ctu

rally u
nrealized

, and
 less so w

ith an analysis of nu
ll su

bjects as w
eak p

ronou
ns
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rep
resented

 as pro. 
T

he statu
s of nu

ll su
bjects as stru

ctu
rally u

nrealized
 w

as fu
rther

su
pported

 by the stu
d

ies of B
resnan and

 M
cC

loskey on E
nglish and

 Irish constru
ctions

w
ith unrealized

 specIP.

2.4. T
op

ics an
d

 P
ron

ou
n

s

In this last section I w
ill review

 C
alabrese and

 M
ontalbetti's analysis of nu

ll su
bjects

in the light of the role of top
ichood

 argu
ed

 for in section 2.1. T
he section end

s w
ith a

d
iscussion of som

e problem
atic instances of null subject clauses.

2.4.1. T
op

ich
ood

 vs. S
u

b
jecth

ood

In
 

h
is 

im
p

ortan
t 

w
ork 

on
 

Italian
 

p
ron

ou
n

s, 
C

alabrese 
(1985) 

d
erives 

th
e

com
p

lem
entary d

istribu
tion of nu

ll and
 overt p

ronom
inal su

bjects in cases like (60)

below
 throu

gh the notion of expected referent: nu
ll su

bjects are requ
ired

 w
henever their

referent is expected
.

(60)
Q

uando A
ntonio

i  ha picchiato C
arlo

k ,  e
i  / *ek    era ubriaco.

   W
hen A

.ntonio w
as beating C

arlo, he w
as drunk.

For ou
r pu

rposes, it is su
fficient to say that the notion of expected referent states that

null subjects m
ust have as anteced

ent a them
e w

ithin their T
-dom

ain, w
here a them

e is the

su
bject of a p

rim
ary p

red
ication and

 the T
-dom

ain of a su
bject inclu

d
es its clau

se, all

clauses w
ithin its clause and

 all ad
jacent clauses in coord

ination structures, includ
ing in

som
e cases the preced

ent and
 follow

ing sentence (see C
alabrese (1985) for d

etails 12).

C
alabrese's p

rop
osal is thu

s centered
 on the notion of su

bject, w
hile the p

rop
osal

presented
 in this chapter is centered

 on the notion of topic. T
he tw

o approaches broad
ly

overlap
 becau

se of the intrinsic top
ic character of p

reverbal su
bjects (see for exam

p
le

Saccon 1993). H
ow

ever, som
e of the cases presented

 in section 2.1 d
o d

istinguish am
ong

12 A
lthou

gh C
alabrese states a p

rincip
le requiring  nu

ll su
bjects to have them

e anteced
ents, in p

art III
C

alabrese seem
s to interp

ret the p
rincip

le as sim
p

ly p
reventing nu

ll su
bjects from

 having anteced
ents

w
hich are non-them

es in their T
-d

om
ain. So, in the sentence below

, from
 C

alabrese, the nu
ll su

bject
cannot refer to C

lara, w
hich is a non-them

e in its T
-d

om
ain, bu

t is nevertheless allow
ed

 to refer to the
non-them

e M
agda, because the latter is outsid

e the relevant d
om

ain.

(1) C
arlo

f  ha fatto notare a M
agd

ai che ogni volta che U
go

s  é con C
lara

k ,
 

ef/i/s/*k  si innervosisce.
C

arlo pointed out to M
agda.that w

henever U
go is w

ith C
lara, he/she gets nervous.
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the tw
o and

 show
 how

 topichood
 rather than su

bjecthood
 is the notion involved

 in the

licensing of null subjects.

A
 first case is the Q

A
-pair repeated

 below
, w

here the anteced
ent of the answ

er's null

subject is the by-phrase of the question. T
he alternation betw

een the null subject and
 the

overt su
bject in the answ

er is u
nexp

ected
 u

nd
er C

alabrese's p
rop

osal, w
hich allow

s

only for the follow
ing tw

o cases: (i) either the interrogative clause is not in the T
-d

om
ain

of the nu
ll su

bject, and
 no pred

iction is possible; (ii) or the interrogative clau
se is in the

T
-d

om
ain of the nu

ll su
bject, incorrectly p

red
icting an overt p

ronom
inal, becau

se the

anteced
ent is not a subject, and

 therefore not a them
e. In either case, the obligatoriness of

the nu
ll pronom

inal in (61b) is u
nexpected

. It is instead
 pred

icted
 if w

hat's requ
ired

 to

license a nu
ll su

bject is only that its anteced
ent be a topic (for the topic statu

s of the by-

phrase, see the d
iscussion in section 2.1).

(61a) Q
: Q

uali m
ostre sono state visitate d

a [G
ian

n
i]i ?

W
hich exhibitions  w

ere visited by John'?

(61b) A
: R

ecentem
ente  ei  / ??eglii  / *lu

ii  ha visitato la m
ostra d

i K
lee e d

i M
iró.

R
ecently, (he) /  he / he has visited K

lee's and M
iro's exhibitions.

A
 sim

ilar case can be m
ad

e for left d
islocation constructions like those in (62) below

.

H
ere, the T

-d
om

ain of the nu
ll su

bject d
oes not extend

 beyond
 its clau

se. H
ence,

C
alabrese's p

rop
osal m

akes no p
red

iction. Y
et w

e observe the fam
iliar alternation

show
ing obligatory nu

ll su
bjects w

hen the anteced
ent is a top

ic, as in (62a), and

obligatory overt subjects w
hen the anteced

ent is not the topic, as in (62b).

(62a)
[Il p

ad
re d

i G
ian

n
i]i ,, M

aria conosce il m
otivo per cui ei   / ??eglii  /   *lu

ii   é scappato.
T

he father of John,, M
ary know

s the reason for w
hich   (he) /

 he /
 he   ran aw

ay.
John's father, M

ary know
s the reason w

hy he ran aw
ay.

(62b)
[Il p

ad
re d

i G
ian

n
ik ]i ,, M

aria conosce il m
otivo per cui *ek  / ??eglik  / lu

ik  li ' ha criticato.
T

he father of John,, M
ary know

s the reason for w
hich  *(he)/

he /
 he him

 has criticized
.

John's father, M
ary know

s the reason w
hy he criticized him

.
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C
alabrese 

d
oes 

p
rop

ose 
in

 
p

assin
g 

a 
p

rin
cip

le 
calssifyin

g 
w

h
at 

h
e 

calls

'extralingu
istic salient referents' as exp

ected
 referents, and

 thu
s p

ossible licensers for a

nu
ll su

bject. If topics are d
iscou

rse-salient, as it seem
s plau

sible in the m
od

el proposed

by R
einhart and

 sketched
 in section 2.1, then C

alabrese's latter principle is rem
iniscent

of D
R

O
PT

O
P

IC
, in that it also ties nu

ll su
bjects to top

ic an
tecedents. 13 C

alabrese thu
s

d
oes recognize that in som

e cases nu
ll su

bjects are licensed
 by the d

iscou
rse statu

s of

their anteced
ent, w

hich I here take to m
ean the anteced

ent top
ic vs. non-top

ic statu
s.

T
he issue, pointed

 out by C
alabrese him

self, is then w
hether this ind

epend
ently need

ed

p
rincip

le can also accou
nt for the other cases d

iscu
ssed

 in C
alabrese (1985), given the

in
trin

sic top
ic n

atu
re of su

bjects. C
alabrese p

rop
oses sen

ten
ce (63) as a case

d
istingu

ishing betw
een licensing by top

ic-anteced
ents and

 licensing by them
es in a T-

dom
ain. In particular, the left d

islocated
 object M

ario is not a subject, and
 therefore not a

them
e, bu

t it is a top
ic. H

ow
ever, as C

alabrese observes, the nu
ll su

bject in (63b)

obligatorily takes as anteced
ent the subject and

 them
e Sandro, and

 not the topic but non
-

them
e M

ario. It thu
s ap

p
ears that su

bjecthood
 and

 not top
ichood

 is cru
cial to the

licensing of null subjects.

(63)
a. 

M
ario

s ,, Sandro
i  ls 'ha incontrato per strad

a ieri.
  

M
ario,, Sand

ro him
-has m

et in the street yesterd
ay.

  
A

s for M
ario, Sandro m

et him
 in the street yesterday.

b. 
A

ppena ei  ls 'ha visto, ei / *e
s  é arrossito.

   
A

s-soon-as (he) him
-has seen, he blushed

.
   

A
s soon as he saw

 him
, he blushed.

T
he argu

m
ent relies on the hid

d
en assu

m
p

tion that the top
ic for sentence (63a),

M
ario, is necessarily also the top

ic of (63b). T
he assu

m
p

tion is not straightforw
ard

,

because sentence (63a) introd
uces the subject Sandro betw

een the left d
islocation phrase

M
ario and

 the null subject of (63b) and
 w

e know
 that subjects can have topic status from

the stu
d

y of p
assives in section 2.1. T

he qu
estion is thu

s w
hether M

ario still cou
nts as

the topic after that (63a) has been uttered
, and

 a new
 potential topic, the subject of (63a),

13 I am
  leaving asid

e the issue w
hether all d

iscourse-salient referents are topics.
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has been introd
u

ced
. 14 A

 m
ore reliable sentence to test w

hether them
e-licensing is

ind
eed

 ind
ep

end
ent from

 top
ic licensing follow

s in (64) below
. A

s in (63) above, w
e

have tw
o p

otential anteced
ents: a non-them

e top
ic in the left d

islocated
 p

hrase M
ario,

and
 a them

e in the su
bject of the ad

ju
nct clau

se S
an

dro. A
ccord

ing to C
alabrese's

analysis, the nu
ll su

bject shou
ld

 take Sandro as anteced
ent, becau

se it m
u

st be licensed

by an available them
e in its T

-d
om

ain, w
hen one exists, and

 Sandro is one. Instead
, the

null subject can only take as its anteced
ent M

ario.

(64)
M

ario
s ,, quand

o Sand
ro

i  ls 'ha incontrato, e
s /

??ei  é arrossito.
M

ario,, w
hen Sand

ro him
-has m

et, (he) blushed
.

A
s for M

ario,, w
hen Sandro m

et him
, he blushed.

Since (64) cou
ld

 be analyzed
 as having M

ario as the Sp
ecIP

 su
bject of the sentence,

w
ith a parenthetical ad

ju
nct in I', the test is repeated

 w
ith the left-d

islocation stru
ctu

re

in (65) below
, w

here no such alternative analysis is available.

(65) 
M

ario
s ,, nessuno sa perché quand

o Sand
ro

i  ls 'ha incontrato e
s /

??ei  é arrossito.
M

ario,, nobod
y know

s w
hy w

hen Sand
ro him

-has m
et, (he) blushed

.
A

s for M
ario,,  nobody know

s w
hy w

hen Sandro m
et him

, he blushed

In (64) and
 (65) w

e d
eal once again w

ith a p
lu

rality of top
ic sou

rces, since both the

su
bject and

 the d
islocated

 p
hrase arep

ossible top
ic anteced

ents. T
he p

roblem
 for

C
alabrese's analysis is that it incorrectly pred

icts that the available them
e Sandro should

be the only p
ossible anteced

ent, against (64) and
 (65). O

n the other hand
, if left-

d
islocated

 phrases are topics only for the sentence in w
hich they occur, (64) and

 (65) are

pred
icted

. M
oreover, if the presence of a m

atrix subject could
 take the topic status aw

ay

from
 the left-d

islocated
 phrase by the tim

e the next sentence is uttered
, (63) is pred

icted

too.In conclu
sion, the im

p
ortant resu

lts attained
 by C

alabrese in his (1985) stu
d

y seem

m
ore ap

p
rop

riately interp
reted

 w
hen cast in term

s of top
ichood

. From
 C

alabrese's

argu
m

ent for the prim
acy of su

bject over topics and
 the com

parisons m
ad

e here, it also

14 T
his problem

 d
oes not affect the passive and

 Q
A

-pairs d
ata in section 2.1 because the topic anteced

ent
of those exam

p
les, w

hose statu
s w

as argu
ed

 on the base of Straw
son and

 R
einhart's tests, w

as alw
ays

unam
biguously id

entifiable.
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follow
s a non-stative view

 of top
ichood

 w
hich d

eserves fu
rther research: as (63)-(65)

show
ed

, neither left d
islocation phrases nor subjects are alw

ays necessarily topics.

2.4.2. C
en

terin
g-b

ased
 T

h
eories

T
he analysis of D

i E
u

genio (1995, 1993), cast w
ithin the fram

ew
ork of centering

theory, id
entifies the class of d

iscou
rse transitions requ

iring nu
ll su

bjects. H
er m

ain

claim
 follow

s in (66) below
.

(66) T
ypically, a nu

ll su
bject signals a C

O
N

T
IN

U
E

 [transition] and
 a strong pronou

n  a
R

E
T

A
IN

 or a SH
IFT

 [transition].

A
 C

O
N

T
IN

U
E

 transition consists of tw
o sentences U

n-1  and
 U

n such that the subject

of U
n d

enotes at the sam
e tim

e the entity m
ost centrally concerned by U

n  and
 by U

n-i . If

w
e take m

ost centrally concerned by U
n   to m

ean 'topic of U
n ',  then the proposal relates

nu
ll su

bjects to those sentences U
n  w

hose su
bject refers to the top

ic of U
n

-1. 15 D
i

E
u

genio's p
rop

osal is thu
s based

 on the sam
e intu

ition exp
loited

 in this w
ork, i.e. the

relation betw
een null subjects and

 the topic status of their anteced
ents.

T
he tw

o analyses how
ever are not equ

ivalent. T
he statem

ent in (66) above sp
ecifies

cond
itions for the occu

rrence of nu
ll su

bjects as w
ell as for the occu

rrence of strong

pronouns. In contrast, the O
T

 analysis only requires that topic be d
ropped

, d
eriving the

d
istribution of overt subjects from

 the interaction that this constraint has w
ith the other

constraints of U
G

.

T
he sam

e point w
ould

 hold
 if w

e changed
 slightly D

i E
ugenio's proposal and

 d
erived

the d
istribu

tion of overt su
bjects from

 that of nu
ll su

bjects by exclu
d

ing overt su
bjects

w
herever null subjects are possible. T

he latter w
ou

ld
 still be a theoretical statem

ent that in

the O
T

 analysis is not need
ed

. M
ore p

recisely, in the O
T

 analysis the effects of su
ch

statem
ents follow

s from
 the concep

t of optim
al analysis relative to a gram

m
ar, w

hich

together w
ith constraint reranking perm

its us to pred
ict the com

plem
entary d

istribution

15 In
 th

e term
s of cen

terin
g th

eory, a C
O

N
T

IN
U

E
 SH

IFT
 occu

rs w
h

en
 C

b(U
n )=

C
b

(U
n

-1 ) an
d

C
b(U

n )=
C

bp
(U

n ), w
here C

b(U
) is d

efined
 as that entity, am

ong the d
iscou

rse salient entities of U
, m

ost
centrally concerned by U

, and
 C

p(U
) is the m

ost  salient d
iscourse entity in U

, w
hich in W

estern languages
coincid

e w
ith the su

bject of U
. T

aken together, these tw
o cond

itions assert that the su
bject of U

n , i.e.
C

p
(U

n ), m
u

st be the m
ost centrally concerned entity of U

n , i.e. C
b(U

n ), as w
ell as the m

ost centrally
concerned

 entity of U
n-1 , i.e. C

b(U
n-1 ).
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of nu
ll and

 overt su
bjects both w

ithin and
 across langu

ages. T
hese p

red
ictions w

ou
ld

not follow
 from

 any sim
ple rew

riting of (66).

A
 second

 point w
orth m

entioning concerning D
i E

ugenio's analysis is its d
epend

ence

on a tw
o-sentence d

om
ain. T

his m
akes it d

ifficult to apply it to single sentences, such as

the left d
islocation cases alread

y exam
ined

 in this chapter, and
 repeated

 below
.

(67a)
[Il p

ad
re d

i G
ian

n
i ]i ,, conosco il m

otivo per cui
ei   /  ??eglii  /  *lui é scappato.

T
he father of John,, conosco il m

otivo per cui
ei   /  ??eglii  /   *lui é scappato.

John's father, I know
 the reason w

hy he ran aw
ay.

(67b)
[Il p

ad
re d

i G
ian

n
ik ]i ,, conosco il m

otivo per cui *ek
  / ??eglik

  /  lu
ik  li ' ha criticato.

T
he father of John,, (I) know

 the reason for w
hich *(he) /

 he /
he him

 has criticized
.

John's father, I know
 the reason w

hy he criticized him
.

T
he sam

e rem
arks hold

 for D
im

itriad
is's (1995) analysis of G

reek pro-d
rop, also cast

in centering theory. H
is analysis is sim

ilar to D
i E

u
genio's. Interestingly, his m

ain

p
rop

osal d
efines w

hen overt su
bjects are p

ossible, and
 thu

s m
akes even m

ore exp
licit

the necessity for these analyses to state a specific cond
ition for the d

istribu
tion of overt

pronom
inals. H

is O
vert P

ronoun R
ule follow

s below
 (for the cases d

iscussed
 here the C

p

of a sentence coincid
es w

ith its subject):

(68) T
he O

vert P
ronou

n R
u

le: A
n overt p

ronom
inal su

bject in G
reek shou

ld
 not be

constructed
 w

ith the C
p of the previous sentence.

O
nce consid

ered
 together, the D

i E
u

genio and
 D

im
itriad

is analyses ap
p

ear to leave

u
nd

eterm
ined

 w
hether the com

p
lem

entary d
istribu

tion of nu
ll and

 overt su
bjects in

p
ro-d

rop
 langu

ages shou
ld

 be form
alized

 by d
eriving the d

istribu
tion of nu

ll su
bjects

from
 that of overt subjects, or vice versa and

 in fact either possibility is available. T
his is

not the case in the O
T

 analysis, w
hich cannot be reversed

 into its com
p

lem
ent. T

he

hyp
othetical constraint R

EA
LIZ

E-N
O

N
T

O
PIC

, the reverse of D
R

O
PT

O
P

IC
, is u

seless in

d
erivin

g 
th

e 
d

istribu
tion

 
of 

n
u

ll 
su

bjects 
in

 
p

ro-d
rop

 
lan

gu
ages, 

let 
alon

e

crosslingu
istically. In fact, it w

ou
ld

 leave the syntactic exp
ression of top

ic-referring
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su
bjects totally u

nconstrained
, allow

ing for nu
ll as w

ell as overt su
bjects. T

he O
T

analysis thus proves to be m
ore constrained

 theory-internally.

2.4.3. H
u

an
g's Z

ero T
op

ics

T
he role of topic anteced

ents in licensing nu
ll su

bjects in Italian show
n in section 2.1

p
oses the interesting qu

estion w
hether Italian shou

ld
 be analyzed

 along the lines of

H
u

ang's analysis of C
hinese nu

ll objects, that is as a variable bou
nd

 by a d
eleted

 top
ic

operator (H
uang 1984).

L
eft-d

islocation sentences like the one below
 su

ggests that this cannot be the case. In

fact, the nu
ll su

bject is here licensed
 by the sentence initial left d

islocated
 constitu

ent

across a strong N
P

 island
, exclu

d
ing an analysis w

here the left d
islocated

 constitu
ent

has raised
 into its final position from

 the position of the null subject.

(68) 
[Il p

ad
red

i G
ian

n
i]i ,,  conosco il m

otivo per cui ei   /  ??eglii  /  *lui é scappato.
T

he father of John,, (I) know
 the reason for w

hich   (he) /
 he /

 he   ran aw
ay.

John's father,  I know
 the reason w

hy he ran aw
ay.

2.4.4. M
on

talb
etti's O

vert P
ron

ou
n

 C
on

strain
t

In his d
issertation, M

ontalbetti argu
ed

 for the "O
vert P

ronou
n C

onstraint", w
hich

states that overt p
ronou

ns cannot be d
irectly bou

nd
 by an op

erator  w
herever a nu

ll

pronom
inal is possible.

(70) O
PC

 (M
ontalbetti 1984:94): overt pronouns cannot link to form

al variables iff the
alternation overt/em

pty obtains. 16

T
his p

rincip
le accou

nts for the alternation in (71), involving M
ontalbetti's original

rep
resentations. W

hile a bou
nd

 interp
retation is exclu

d
ed

 for the overt p
ronom

inal in

(71a), w
hich is d

irectly linked
 to the op

erator variable t, it is p
ossible for the nu

ll

p
ronom

inal in (71b), and
 also for the overt p

ronom
inal in (71c), w

here the p
ronou

n is

linked
 to the interm

ed
iate null pronom

inal pro. 17

16 M
ontalbetti d

efines B
ind

ing as the transitive closu
re of linking op

erations u
nd

er c-com
m

and
.

T
herefore, by ru

ling ou
t d

irect linking betw
een op

erators and
 p

ronou
ns, M

ontalbetti exclu
d

es the
possibility that an operator bind

 a pronoun in one link, w
hile it allow

s for bind
ing of a pronoun through a

pro- or a P
R

O
-gate. In these latter cases, the pronoun w

ould
 be linked

 only to pro, P
R

O
 respectively, and

not d
irectly to the operator.

17 A
 clearer jud

gem
ent parallel to (71a) is provid

ed
 by strong quantifiers, as in (1):
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(71a) * [M
uchos estud

iantes]       t
creen

que 
ellos

son ricos.
           ↑__________________/↑___________________

 M
any students 

believe that they are rich.

(71b)    [M
uchos estud

iantes]       t
creen

que 
pro

son ricos.
             ↑__________________/↑_____________________

 M
any students 

believe that (they) are rich.

(71c) [M
uchos estud

iantes]    t
dijeron que pro   piensan

que
ellos son ricos.

↑____________/↑_______________/↑____________________

M
any students 

said that (they) believe that they are rich.

T
he O

T
 analysis p

rop
osed

 here w
ou

ld
 m

aintain that (71a) and
 (71b) com

p
ete for

gram
m

aticality w
ith each other and

 that (71a) is ungram
m

atical because it is suboptim
al

(T
h

eta-C
on

sisten
cy exclu

d
es (71c) from

 com
p

etin
g w

ith
 (71a) an

d
 (71b)). If th

e

qu
antifier phrase cou

nts as topic, the u
ngram

m
aticality of (71a) follow

s from
 its failing

D
R

O
PT

O
P

IC. Sentence (71b) instead
 satisfies D

R
O

PT
O

P
IC, and

 is selected
 as optim

al and

thus gram
m

atical.

U
nd

er this accou
nt, (71c) shou

ld
 also lose ou

t to its nu
ll su

bject cou
nterpart. It cou

ld

be gram
m

atical only if it involved
 focu

sing, contrasting the 'm
any stu

d
ents' of (71c) to

other less fortunate stud
ents.

P
relim

in
ary evid

en
ce for an

 accou
n

t of M
on

talbetti's d
ata alon

g th
e lin

e ju
st

introd
u

ced
 com

es from
 the contrast presented

 below
, provid

ed
 by an inform

ant w
hich

otherw
ise agrees w

ith M
ontalbetti's jud

gm
ents on the previous sentences (71a)-(71c)). In

(72a) below
, M

ontalbetti's O
P

C
 correctly pred

icts that the subord
inate subject, linked

 to

the w
h-variable of the m

ain clause w
h-subject, requires a null subject.

(72a) Q
uien t crees que   

e*el


  es rico ?

      ↑__/↑_____________/

W
ho     believes that (he)/

he is rich?

(1)  N
ad

ie cree que él es inteligente.
 N

obody believes that he is intelligent.
H

ow
ever, M

ontalbetti's d
issertation lacks the com

plete parad
igm

, in particular it lacks the correspond
ent

of (71c), w
hich is  a crucial control for the O

PC
.
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H
ow

ever, the O
P

C
 p

red
icts that the sam

e contrast shou
ld

 occu
r w

hen the su
bord

inate

su
bject is linked

 to the w
h-variable left by the ind

irect object. H
ow

ever, in this case the

subord
inate subject m

ust be overt. See (72b) below
.

(72b) [A
 quien] d

ijo Juan  t  que   *eel


  es rico ?

          ↑______________/↑_______/

T
o w

hom
 d

id
 John say that (he)/

he is rich?

B
efore accep

ting (72b) as evid
ence against the O

P
C

, one cou
ld

 argu
e that the stru

ctu
re

in (72b) is incorrect and
 that the actu

al L
F-stru

ctu
re is that in (73) below

, w
here the

preposition reconstru
cts and

 case-m
arks the w

h-variable. In this case the variable d
oes

not c-com
m

and
 the subord

inate subject and
 therefore the O

PC
 d

oes not apply.

(73)
[Q

uien] d
ijo' Juan  [a t ]  que   *eel


  es rico ?

W
ho said

 John that (he)/he is rich?

T
his analysis is in contrast w

ith d
ata like those in (74) below

, w
hose u

ngram
m

aticality

follow
s only if coind

exing the ind
irect-object w

ith the su
bord

inate su
bject violates

cond
ition C

. T
his in tu

rn entails that the ind
irect argu

m
ent can bind

, and
 thu

s c-

com
m

and
, the subord

inate subject, and
 in turn that the O

P
C

 d
oes apply to (72b). 18 (T

he

Spanish equivalent of (74) is non-inform
ative because it requires clitic-d

oubling, and
 the

clitic alw
ays triggers a cond

ition C
 violation w

hen coind
exed

 w
ith the su

bord
inate

subject.)

(74a) * M
ary said

 to him
i  that John

i  is rich.

(74b) * M
aria ha d

etto a luii  che G
iannii  é ricco.

  M
ary has told to him

 that John is rich.

18  P
esetsky (1995:161) provid

es a second
 exam

ple w
here the object of the prepositional phrase is able to

bind
 an anaphora outsid

e the PP:

(1) Sue spoke [to these peoplei  ] [about each otheri 's friend
s] in B

ill's house.

B
row

ning (1987:98), quoting w
ork by L

um
sd

en (1987), suggests that the preposition to could be view
ed as

a case-m
arker not head

ing its ow
n m

axim
al p

rojection, find
ing evid

ence in the historical coop
tation of

this preposition as case-m
arker in the transition to M

id
d

le E
nglish. (K

urafuji p.c.).
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M
ontalbetti's O

PC
 thus d

oes not account for the contrast betw
een (72a) and

 (72b).

If instead
 variables of su

bject w
h-op

erators had
 top

ic-statu
s w

hile variables of

ind
irect object w

h-op
erators d

id
n't, the contrast w

ou
ld

 follow
 from

 the O
T

 analysis

p
u

rsu
ed

 in this w
ork. N

evertheless, the issu
e requ

ires fu
rther research in light of the

follow
ing consid

erations. T
he first is that qu

antified
- and

 w
h-expressions d

o not m
atch

typ
ical 

p
rop

erties 
of 

top
ic 

con
stitu

en
ts, 

like 
th

e 
p

ossibility 
of 

bein
g 

left 
or

right-d
islocated

 and
 therefore it is u

nclear how
 the top

ic/
non-top

ic d
istinction ap

p
lies

to them
. T

he second
 concerns the fact that the contrast in (72) d

oes not occur w
ith other

types of operators. T
he d

ata in (75) below
 show

 that som
e quantifiers and

 w
h-operators

allow
 for a coind

exed
 null subject  in the subord

inate clause.

(75a) Juan d
ijo a m

uchos estud
iantes que   

e

ellos


  eran ricos.

     Juan said
 to m

any stud
ents that (they)/

they w
ere rich.

(75b) [A
 que estud

iantes] d
ijo Juan que   

e

ellos


  eran ricos?

T
o w

hich stud
ents d

id
 John say that (they)/

they w
ere rich?

T
he contrast betw

een (72b) and
 (75b) is p

articu
larly interesting in light of the

d
istinction betw

een D
-linked

 and
 non D

-linked
 op

erators m
ad

e in P
esetsky (1989),

su
ggesting that D

-linked
 op

erators cou
ld

 have top
ic-statu

s ind
ep

end
ently of their

syntactic function, w
hile non-D

-linked
 operators w

ould
 have it only if  subjects. A

s said
,

I leave these issues open to further investigation.

2.4.5. T
op

ics for a T
h

eory of T
op

ic

O
n the basis of the alternations in section 2.1, it w

as proposed
 that topic anteced

ents

requ
ire nu

ll su
bjects, a requ

irem
ent later encod

ed
 throu

gh D
R

O
PT

O
P

IC
. T

he issu
e

exp
lored

 in this section is w
hether all instances of nu

ll su
bjects can be analyzed

 as

licensed
 by an anteced

ent w
ith topic status.

Som
e p

roblem
atic instances w

ere alread
y exam

ined
 in the section on M

ontalbetti's

nu
ll su

bjects w
ith variable anteced

ents. A
 second

 p
roblem

atic class concerns cases
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w
here m

ore than one constitu
ent p

er clau
se m

ay act as anteced
ent of a follow

ing nu
ll

su
bject. For exam

ple, in (76) below
, the nu

ll su
bject m

ay refer to the su
bject bu

t also to

the ind
irect object M

aria.

(76)
G

iannii  ha d
etto a M

ariak  che e
i/k  non ha passato l'esam

e.
John has said

 to M
ary that (he)/(she) not has passed

 the exam
ination.

John said to M
ary that  he/she did not pass the exam

ination.

Sen
ten

ce (76) con
trasts w

ith
 (77) below

, w
h

ere th
e in

d
irect object is n

ot a

gram
m

atical anteced
ent for the follow

ing null subject.

(77a) G
iannii  ha spiegato a M

ariak  perché  ei    /   ?lu
ii   non le

k  telefonerá.
John explained

 to M
ary that (he)/he not her-call-FU

T
.

John explained to M
ary that  he w

ill not call her

(77b) G
iannii  ha spiegato a M

ariak  perché *ek   / leik  non glii  telefonerá.
 John explained

 to M
ary that (she)/she not him

-call-FU
T

.
 

 John explained to M
ary that  she w

ill not call him
.

T
h

e ch
oice of th

e m
ain

 clau
se verb th

u
s ap

p
ears to h

ave som
e in

flu
en

ce in

d
eterm

ining w
hich constituents are granted

 topic status in a clause.

T
he last class of cases concerns nu

ll su
bjects d

eictically referring to the sp
eaker or

hearer of an utterance:

(78) a. e
speaker telefoneró d

om
ani.

b. ehearers telefonerete d
om

ani.
 (I) call-FU

T
-1sg tom

orrow
.

(Y
ou) call-FU

T
-2pl tom

orrow
.

 
  I w

ill call tom
orrow

.
Y

ou w
ill call tom

orrow
.

T
he d

ata in (78) su
ggest that sp

eaker(s) and
 hearer(s) act as d

eictic top
ics. Som

e

evid
en

ce for  th
is h

yp
oth

esis com
es from

 th
e fact th

at like th
ird

 p
erson

 overt

p
ron

om
in

als, first an
d

 secon
d

 p
erson

 p
ron

om
in

als are also in
 com

p
lem

en
tary

d
istribution w

ith null subjects. T
hus, the d

ata in (79) below
, w

hich constitute a m
inim

al

pair w
ith those in (78), are gram

m
atical only und

er contrastive focus of the pronom
inal

subject.
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(79)
a.

Io
 telefoneró d

om
ani.

b. V
oi telefonerete d

om
ani.

I call-FU
T

-1sg tom
orrow

.
Y

ou.pl call-FU
T

-2pl tom
orrow

.
I w

ill call tom
orrow

.
Y

ou w
ill call tom

orrow
.

Y
et, a d

ifferen
ce sets first an

d
 secon

d
 p

ron
om

in
als ap

art from
 th

ird
 p

erson

p
ronom

inals: their obligatory strong u
sage. T

here seem
s to be no instance of first and

second
 p

erson p
ronom

inals w
ith non-top

ic anteced
ents, analogou

s to the u
nfocu

sed

occurrences of lui exam
ined

 in section 2.1, an exam
ple of w

hich is repeated
 below

.

(80a) Q
: Q

uali m
ostre sono state visitate d

a-[l p
ad

re d
i G

ian
n

ik ]i ?
W

hich exhibitions  w
ere visited by John's father?

(80b) A
: N

essuna, perché  *ek  /  *eglik  /  lu
ik

  glii  im
ped

isce d
i uscire.

N
one, because he prevents him

 from
 going out.

T
his gap

 in the p
arad

igm
 su

ggests that d
eictic top

ics are alw
ays available and

 can

never be sw
itched

 off. T
hus, the case w

here a first and
 second

 person pronom
inal has a

non-topic anteced
ent never arises.

Fu
rtherm

ore, d
eictic top

ics seem
 ind

ep
end

ent from
 the d

iscou
rse top

ics w
e have

exam
ined

 thu
s far. For exam

p
le, in (81) below

, the m
atrix su

bject refers to a d
eictic

topic, the speaker, w
hile the su

bord
inate su

bject is still free of taking the left-d
islocated

phrase as topic anteced
ent.

(81)
G

iannii ,,
espeaker

conosco il m
otivo per cui eG

ianni  é scappato.
John,, (I) know

-1s the reason for w
hich (he) is.3s fled

.
John, I know

 the reason w
hy he fled.

T
he ind

ep
end

ence of d
eictic top

ics from
 d

iscou
rse top

ics lead
s u

s to the hyp
othesis

that the constraint D
R

O
PT

O
P

IC be actu
ally d

ivid
ed

 into tw
o constraints, one related

 to

d
eictic topics, D

R
O

PT
O

P
IC

d
eic , and

 one to d
iscourse topics, D

R
O

PT
O

PIC
disc . If these tw

o

constraints are ranked
 w

ith resp
ect to S

U
BJEC

T and
 P

A
R

S
E ind

ep
end

ently of one

another, they m
ay give rise to the p

atterns fou
nd

 in m
ixed

 nu
ll su

bject langu
ages,

w
here null subjects are possible or im

possible d
epend

ing on the person being assessed
.

For exam
p

le, Finnish, w
hich allow

s for nu
ll su

bjects only in first and
 second

 p
erson,

81

w
ou

ld
 have D

R
O

PT
O

P
IC

d
eic  ranked

 higher than S
U

B
JE

C
T and

 P
A

R
SE, and

 at the sam
e

tim
e either S

U
BJEC

T or P
A

R
SE ranked higher than D

R
O

PT
O

PIC
disc . I leave open to further

research a refinem
ent of the analysis cap

able of d
ealing w

ith the fu
ll com

p
lexity of

m
ixed

 pro-d
rop languages.

2.5. C
on

clu
sion

s

In this chap
ter I show

ed
 how

 the O
T

-governed
 interaction of the fou

r u
niversal

constraints P
A

R
SE, S

U
BJEC

T, F
U

LL-IN
T

 an
d

 D
R

O
PT

O
P

IC
 d

irectly affects the syntax of

su
bjects, d

eterm
ining the crosslingu

istic alternation betw
een p

ro-d
rop

 and
 non-p

ro
-

d
rop langu

ages, the com
plem

entary d
istribu

tion of nu
ll and

 overt su
bjects w

ithin pro-

d
rop

 langu
ages, and

 the im
p

ossibility of a gram
m

ar w
ith both referential nu

ll su
bjects

and
 overt expletives.

It is the und
erlying O

ptim
ality T

heoretic fram
ew

ork that m
akes a unified

 analysis of

these phenom
ena possible, and

 w
hich therefore is su

pported
 by the above resu

lts. T
he

cond
itions encod

ed
 by the constraints rem

ind
 w

ell know
n assu

m
p

tions and
 p

rincip
les

of m
ore classic fram

ew
orks, su

ch as the p
rojection of p

hrase stru
ctu

res ou
t of an array

of lexical item
s, the E

xtend
ed

 Projection Principle (C
hom

sky, 1982), the principle of Full

Interpretation (C
hom

sky, 1986), and
 the topic oriented

 function of null subjects (am
ong

others, G
ivón 1983). Y

et, ou
tsid

e an O
T

 p
ersp

ective, these classical p
rincip

les and

assu
m

ptions cannot d
eterm

ine all of the above resu
lts w

ithou
t ad

d
itional d

evices su
ch

as for exam
ple the pro-d

rop param
eter.

A
nother im

p
ortant com

p
onent of the analysis is the assu

m
p

tion that nu
ll su

bjects

lack stru
ctu

ral rep
resentation. T

his assu
m

p
tion w

as show
n to confirm

 and
 extend

C
ard

inaletti &
 Starke's (1994) p

ronom
inal typ

ology d
efined

 in term
s of stru

ctu
ral

d
eficiency. L

ack of structural representation for null subjects w
ill play an im

portant role

also in the follow
ing chapters on contrastive focus, agreem

ent and
 case-assignm

ent.

O
ther resu

lts inclu
d

ed
 the id

entification of the com
plem

entary d
istribu

tion betw
een

nu
ll and

 overt su
bjects in p

ro-d
rop

 langu
ages in correlation to the top

ic vs. non-top
ic

status of their anteced
ent, and

 the d
iscussion of related

 analyses.
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3. C
on

trastive Focu
sin

g

T
he first p

art of this chap
ter, section 3.1, argu

es for the existence of a u
niversal

con
strain

t 
A

LIG
N

-F
O

C
U

S 
requ

irin
g 

th
at 

con
trastively 

focu
sed

 
con

stitu
en

ts 
be

peripherally aligned
, ad

joining to V
P or som

e higher projection. T
he evid

ence that I w
ill

present in section 3.1 for Italian ad
d

s to the significant evid
ence in this d

irection alread
y

know
n; see for exam

p
le the analyses of  H

u
ngarian (K

iss 1981, B
rod

y 1990, H
orvath

1986) and
  C

had
ic langu

ages (T
u

ller 1992, Schu
h 1982). T

his section also show
s that to

speak of pro-d
rop langu

ages like Italian as langu
ages allow

ing for free subject inversion

is im
p

rop
er, and

 that the focu
s statu

s of the su
bject is a cru

cial factor d
eterm

ining its

p
osition in p

hrase stru
ctu

re (see also B
elletti and

 Shlonsky 1994, C
alabrese 1982, 1985,

1992, B
rand

i and
 C

ord
in 1989, V

alld
u

ví 1992, Saccon 1993, Sam
ek-L

od
ovici 1994,

G
rim

shaw
 and

 Sam
ek-L

od
ovici 1995).

Section 3.2 p
u

rsu
es the m

ain goal of this d
issertation, show

ing how
 the d

istribu
tion

of inverted
 su

bjects w
ithin and

 across langu
ages follow

s in a p
rincip

led
 and

 u
nified

m
anner from

 the interaction betw
een A

LIG
N

F
O

C
U

S and
 the other constraints of U

G
. T

he

analysis also d
erives the universal absence of focused

 null subjects, a less obvious result

than it seem
s at first sight, and

 the convergent realization of u
nfocu

sed
 su

bjects in

"canonical su
bject p

osition", i.e. in the p
osition d

eterm
ined

 by the constraints on case

and
 agreem

ent (see chap
ters 4 and

 5). In p
articu

lar, this accou
nts for the convergent

preverbal realization of non-focused
 subjects in Italian and

 E
nglish.

Finally, section 3.3 exam
ines the issu

e of p
aram

etrization, analyzing the focu
sing

p
attern of the C

had
ic langu

age K
anaku

ru
 as involving leftw

ard
 and

 rightw
ard

 focu
s

alignm
ent d

epend
ing on the syntactic context in w

hich it occu
rs. Su

ch a m
ixed

 pattern,

w
hich is p

roblem
atic u

nd
er a P

rincip
les and

 P
aram

eters ap
p

roach, is p
red

icted
 by the

O
T

 analysis d
evelop

ed
 in section 3.2, lend

ing fu
rther su

p
p

ort to the O
T

 ap
p

roach to

Syntax proposed
 in this d

issertation.

3.1. S
tru

ctu
ral C

on
trastive Focu

sin
g in

 Italian

A
ny com

plete accou
nt of su

bject inversion in R
om

ance languages should
 answ

er the

follow
ing questions:
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(i) W

hat m
akes subject inversion possible?

(ii) W
hat triggers subject inversion?

T
he first qu

estion has received
 m

ost attention, becau
se of its correlation w

ith nu
ll

su
bjecthood

 and
 its challenge to the E

xtend
ed

 P
rojection P

rincip
le; see am

ong others

w
ork by P

erlm
u

tter (1971), C
hom

sky &
 L

asnik (1977), T
arald

sen (1979), Jaeggli (1980),

R
izzi (1982), Safir (1985), B

urzio (1986).

B
y com

parison, investigation of the second
 issue has been far less system

atic (but see

w
ork by C

alabrese 1982, 1985, 1992; Shlonsky 1987; D
iesing 1992; Saccon 1993; L

evin

and
 R

appaport 1995). In this first section I w
ill investigate this issu

e and
 show

 that in a

su
bstantial and

 w
ell-d

efined
 class of cases, su

bject-inversion is only an instance of

stru
ctu

ral contrastive focu
s in p

ostverbal p
osition. In p

articu
lar, I w

ill show
 that in

Italian
 an

y V
P

-level con
stitu

en
t, in

clu
d

in
g su

bjects, can
 get con

trastive focu
s

interpretation by raising into a V
P-ad

joined
 A

'-position.

T
he analysis that follow

s is d
evelop

ed
 in ad

herence to the sem
antics for contrastive

focu
s d

evelop
ed

 in R
ooth (1985) and

 all the logic exp
ressions being u

sed
 in the

follow
ing are com

positionally d
erivable w

ithin R
ooth's system

. C
ontrastive focu

sing is

here a prim
itive.

T
he next section introd

u
ces stru

ctu
ral contrastive focu

sing in Italian. Section 3.1.2

d
istin

gu
ish

es th
e focu

sed
 V

P
-ad

join
ed

 p
osition

 from
 a lin

early equ
ivalen

t bu
t

stru
ctu

rally higher p
osition. Section 3.1.3 d

iscu
sses the evid

ence for the focu
sed

 statu
s

of the V
P

-ad
joined

 p
osition at issu

e. Section 3.1.4 exam
ines the evid

ence for its V
P

-

ad
joined

 location and
 A

'-statu
s. A

 com
p

lete d
erivation for a sp

ecific case is given in

A
ppendix A

.

3.1.1. In
trod

u
ction

C
ontrastive focu

s contrasts the d
enotation of a constitu

ent w
ith a set of related

d
en

otation
s. For exam

p
le, in

 (1) below
 em

p
h

atic stress on
 th

e su
bject forces a

con
trastive focu

s in
terp

retation
: it is Joh

n
 w

h
o scream

ed
, as op

p
osed

 to oth
er

presupposed
 or contextually relevant people.

(1)
 JO

H
N

 scream
ed

, (not B
ill, not M

ary, ...).
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D

escriptively, languages vary w
ith respect to the w

ay they express contrastive focus.

Som
e langu

ages u
se stress, E

nglish being one of them
 (am

ong others, see C
hom

sky

1971, Selkirk 1984, C
u

licover and
 R

ochem
ont 1983, R

ochem
ont and

 C
u

licover 1989,

R
ooth

 1985). O
th

er lan
gu

ages exp
ress con

trastive focu
s stru

ctu
rally, by raisin

g

contrastively focused
 constituents to a specific syntactic position. E

xam
ples of the latter

are H
ungarian (H

orvath 1986, K
iss 1981, B

rod
y 1990, am

ong others), C
had

ic L
anguages

(Shu
h 1982, T

u
ller 1992), C

atalan (B
onet 1990), and

 in som
e cases even E

nglish

(R
ochem

ont and
 C

ulicover 1989).

Italian
 exp

resses con
trastive focu

s in
 eith

er w
ay, th

rou
gh

 stress as w
ell as

stru
ctu

rally. For exam
p

le, w
hen p

reverbal, su
bjects are interp

reted
 as contrastively

focused
 only if associated

 w
ith em

phatic stress (in upper case).

(2a) G
IA

N
N

I ha urlato, D
om

enica scorsa.
  John has  scream

ed
, Sund

ay past.
  JO

H
N

 scream
ed last Sunday.

H
ow

ever, contrastive focu
s can also be exp

ressed
 stru

ctu
rally. For exam

p
le, in (2b),

the p
ostverbal su

bject is interp
reted

 as contrastively focu
sed

 even in the absence of

em
phatic stress.

(2b) H
a urlato G

ianni, D
om

enica scorsa.
        H

as scream
ed

 John, Sund
ay past.

 JO
H

N
 scream

ed last Sunday.

In the follow
ing, I w

ill argu
e that the su

bject in (2b) is focu
sed

 stru
ctu

rally in V
P

-

ad
joined

 position, as in structure (3) below
.

(3)  
H

a urlato G
ianni.
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IP

V
P

I'

 I°ha
V

P
FP (Focus Position)
G

ianni
k t

k

   V
°

urlato

V
'

B
efore m

oving to the actu
al analysis, it is w

orth noting that p
reviou

s stu
d

ies have

alread
y recognized

 or hinted
 at a focus factor involved

 in the interpretation of inverted

su
bjects in R

om
ance. A

m
ong others, see w

ork by B
elletti (1988), D

elfitto and
 P

into

(1993), and
 in particular B

onet (1990), C
alabrese (1982, 1985, 1992), B

elletti and
 Shlonsky

(1994), and
 Saccon (1993).

T
h

e an
alysis p

resen
ted

 h
ere d

ifferen
tiates itself from

 th
ese w

orks in
 th

at it

investigates contrastive focu
s, w

hile Saccon, C
alabrese, and

 B
elletti and

 Shlonsky

exam
ine presentational focu

s, w
here the focu

sed
 constitu

ent is interp
reted

 as new

inform
ation. Fu

rther d
istinctions concern the sp

ecific p
rop

erties claim
ed

 here for the

position of stru
ctu

ral focu
s: the claim

 that the focu
s position is V

P
-ad

joined
, as in R

izzi

(1982, 1991), but inherently A
-bar, d

ifferentiates this account from
 B

onet's, and
 Saccon's

analyses, w
ho analyze p

ostverbal su
bjects as in-situ

 (rightw
ard

 sp
ecifier of V

P
 in

B
onet's w

ork; sister of V
 or V

' d
epend

ing on the potential unaccusative nature of verb in

Saccon's).

N
evertheless, the analysis to follow

 also strengthens and
 generalizes the basic claim

of these previou
s accou

nts by show
ing that contrastive focu

sing is stru
ctu

rally encod
ed

m
u

ch like p
resentational focu

sing, and
 that it is available to any V

P
-level constitu

ent,

and
 not a su

bject oriented
 p

henom
enon (see B

elletti and
 Shlonsky 1994 for a sim

ilar

claim
 on presentational focus).

3.1.2. Focu
sin

g vs. R
igh

t-d
islocation

A
s C

alabrese (1992), B
onet (1990), and

 Saccon (1993) also point ou
t, there are at least

tw
o p

ositions for a p
ostverbal su

bject in Italian: one is a right-d
islocated

 u
nfocu

sed

position c-com
m

and
ing Iº; the other is the focu

s position, w
hich I w

ill argu
e to be V

P
-

ad
joined

 and
 c-com

m
and

ed
 by Iº.
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(4)

 I°

R
igh- d

islocated
constituents

V
P

I'

V
P

spec

   V
°

V
'

spec

IP

Focus Position

.. .

A
 cluster of properties d

istinguishes constituents in the tw
o positions (A

ntinucci and

C
inque 1977, C

alabrese 1992; B
onet 1990, Saccon 1993, Sam

ek-L
od

ovici 1993).

(i)
C

onstitu
ents in the focu

s p
osition are interp

reted
 as focu

sed
, w

hile  right-

d
islocated

 ones are not.

(ii)
C

onstitu
ents in the focu

s position are alw
ays insid

e the intonational phrase of

the m
ain sentence, w

hile right-d
islocated

 ones are p
reced

ed
 by an abru

p
t

intonation fall and
, optionally, by a pause.

(iii)
Internal argu

m
ents in the focu

s p
osition cannot co-occu

r w
ith a clitic, w

hile

right-d
islocated

 internal argum
ents can.

(vi)
Q

u
antified

 constitu
ents like ciascun ragazzo 'each boy' m

ay occu
r in the focu

s

position but they cannot be right-d
islocated

.

(v)
A

 local neg-m
arker in Iº m

ay license a negative p
olarity item

 like alcu
n

o,

'anybod
y' or nessuno 'nobod

y' in the focu
s p

osition, bu
t not in the right-

d
islocated

 position.

H
ere, I w

ill only consid
er exam

p
les that illu

strate p
rop

erties (i), (ii) and
 (iii); other

relevant exam
ples can be found

 in A
ntinucci and

 C
inque (1977), C

alabrese (1992), B
onet

(1990), and
 Sam

ek-L
od

ovici (1993).

C
onsid

er the contrast betw
een (5) and

 (7), w
hich share the sam

e w
ord

 ord
er. W

hen

the object is in the focus position, as in (5), it lies w
ithin the m

ain intonational phrase of

the sentence (property (ii)), it is interpreted
 as focu

sed
 (property (i)), and

 it d
isallow

s a

coind
exed

 clitic, as (6) show
s (property (iii)).
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(5) G

ianni non ha presentato a nessuno C
arlo.

      G
ianni non  ha  [vp    [vp  presentato ti  a nessuno ] C

arlo
i  ].

      John not has introd
uced

 to nobod
y C

arl.
It is C

arl that John did not introduce to anybody.

(6) *G
ianni non lo

i  ha presentato a nessuno C
arlo

i .
  John not has him

 introd
uced

 to nobod
y C

arl.

W
hen the object is in right-d

islocated
 p

osition, as in (7), it lies ou
tsid

e the m
ain

intonational p
hrase of the sentence, here rep

resented
 as a d

ou
ble com

m
a,  (p

rop
erty

(ii)),  it is not interp
reted

 as focu
sed

 (p
rop

erty (i)), and
 it allow

s for an op
tional

coind
exed

 clitic (property (iii)).

(7)  G
ianni non  (lo

i ) ha presentato a nessuno,, C
arlo

i .
 G

ianni non [I'   lo
i  ha  presentato ti  a nessuno],, C

arlo
i .

John didn't introduce him
 to anybody,, C

arl.

Strong evid
ence for the existence of tw

o p
ostverbal p

ositions w
as also given in

Saccon (1993) analysis of p
ostverbal su

bjects in C
onegliano, w

here p
resentationally-

focu
sed

 p
ostverbal su

bjects d
o not show

 clitic agreem
ent, w

hile p
reverbal and

 right-

d
islocated

 postverbal subjects d
o.

T
he contrast carries over also for inverted

 contrastively focused
 subjects. A

s (8) below

show
s, a p

ostverbal su
bject overtly m

arked
 as contrastively focu

sed
 by the focu

sing

ad
verb only also lacks agreem

ent, as show
n by the absence of the otherw

ise obligatory

fem
inine subject clitic la .

(8)
E

l a rid
est sol che la M

aria, al cinem
a.

(Saccon 1993:217)
(-agr) has laughed

 only the M
ary, at-the m

ovie.
O

nly M
ary laughed, at the m

ovies.

T
ogether, these exam

p
les show

 that the right-d
islocated

 and
 the contrastively

focu
sed

 p
ositions are d

istingu
ished

 sem
antically, p

honologically, and
 syntactically,

m
aking it possible to stud

y each position in isolation.
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3.1.3. T

h
e C

on
trastive-Focu

s S
tatu

s of th
e FP

 P
osition

L
et m

e m
ove to the core of this first section and

 d
iscu

ss the evid
ence in favor of

structural focus for constituents in the V
P

-ad
joined

 focus position. T
he evid

ence w
ill be

based
 on the analysis of question-answ

er pairs, focusing ad
verbs and

 ergatives.

3.1.3.1. E
vid

ence from
 Q

uestion-A
nsw

er pairs

T
he existence of a stru

ctu
ral focu

s position is su
pported

 by the analysis of qu
estion

-

answ
er p

airs w
ithin R

ooth's (1985) sem
antics for contrastive focu

s, w
hich I assu

m
e

throu
ghou

t this w
ork. In p

articu
lar, I follow

 R
ooth in assu

m
ing that the constitu

ent in

the answ
er corresp

ond
ing to the w

h-p
hrase in the qu

estion is alw
ays contrastively

focused
.

(9) C
entral assu

m
ption: In a qu

estion-answ
er pair, the answ

er's w
h-phrase cou

nterpart

is contrastively focused
.

B
efore tu

rning to the d
ata let m

e briefly exp
lain this assu

m
p

tion. U
nd

er R
ooth's

analysis, w
hich d

raw
s from

 w
ork by H

am
blin (1973), K

arttu
nen (1977), C

hom
sky

(1971), and
 Jackend

off (1972), contrastive focu
sing of a constitu

ent in a sentence

d
eterm

ines a set of p
rop

ositions w
hich is associated

 w
ith the sentence as a w

hole. T
he

relation betw
een this set and

 the set of propositions d
enoted

 by the answ
er once its w

h-

counterpart is taken to be focused
 allow

s us to pred
ict w

hich question-answ
er pairs are

appropriate and
 w

hich are not. R
ou

ghly speaking, in a good
 pair, the qu

estion and
 the

answ
er id

entify the sam
e set of propositions. In a bad

 pair, on the other hand
 the set of

propositions id
entified

 by the question d
oes not m

atch the set id
entified

 by the answ
er.

Since focu
sing of d

ifferent constitu
ents id

entifies d
istinct sets of p

rop
ositions, a

qu
estion and

 an answ
er id

entify the sam
e set of p

rop
ositions only if the focu

sed

constituent of the answ
er is the counterpart of the question w

h-phrase.

T
he resu

lt is a pow
erfu

l d
iagnostic test.  W

henever a qu
estion-answ

er pair is ju
d

ged

gram
m

atical, w
e can safely assu

m
e that the answ

er cou
nterp

art of the w
h-p

hrase is

contrastively focused
.

L
et u

s now
 tu

rn to the d
ata. C

onsid
er the qu

estion-answ
er p

arad
igm

 in (10) below
.

Sentence (10b), w
ith a p

ostverbal su
bject, form

s a good
 p

air w
ith qu

estion (10a). 1

1 T
he m

ost natu
ral answ

er to (10a) is the bare N
P

 G
ianni. N

evertheless, all inform
ants, includ

ing m
yself,

find
 (10b) gram

m
atical.
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A

ccord
ing to ou

r d
iagnostic test, it  follow

s that the p
ostverbal su

bject in (10b) is

contrastively focused
.

(10a) Q
: C

hí ha grid
ato? 

W
ho scream

ed?

(10b) A
: H

a grid
ato G

ianni.
It is John w

ho scream
ed.

T
h

e p
ostverbal su

bject of (10b) n
eed

 n
ot h

ave em
p

h
atic stress. T

h
erefore, its

contrastive focu
s interp

retation m
u

st be d
eterm

ined
 by its p

osition, i.e. stru
ctu

rally.

C
ontrast (10b) w

ith a preverbal subject lacking em
phatic stress, w

hich is unfocused
 and

therefore provid
es an unacceptable answ

er, as show
n in (10c). T

o get a contrastive focus

interpretation, the preverbal su
bject m

u
st be associated

 w
ith em

phatic stress, as show
n

by the acceptable answ
er (10d

).

(10c) A
:  * G

ianni ha grid
ato.

     John scream
ed.

(10d
) A

:  G
IA

N
N

I, ha grid
ato.

It is John w
ho scream

ed.

C
onsid

er now
 the parad

igm
 in (11) below

, w
here the w

h-phrase is the d
irect object of

a d
itransitive. If the object is in situ

 and
 lacks em

p
hatic stress, as in (11b), the p

air is

bad
, a sign that focu

sing of the object has failed
. H

ow
ever, w

hen the d
irect object is

raised
 into focu

s p
osition to the right of the ind

irect object, as in (11c), focu
sing occu

rs

and
 the p

air is good
. O

nce again, the object need
s no em

p
hatic stress, show

ing that

focusing here is structural. 2

(11a) Q
: C

hi non hai presentato a nessuno?    
     

W
ho didn't you introduce to anybody?

(11b) A
: *N

on ho presentato G
ianni a nessuno.

   
I didn't introduce John to anybody.

(11c) A
: N

on ho presentato a nessuno G
ianni.

     
It is John that I didn't introduce to anybody.

2 T
he p

ostverbal su
bject in (10b) and

 the object in (11c) can host the intonational p
itch of the sentence.

T
his p

itch is clearly d
istingu

ished
 from

 the em
p

hatic stress associated
 w

ith focu
sing-by-stress, w

hich is
necessary to tu

rn (10c) and
 (11b) into a good

 answ
er. A

ll native sp
eakers w

ith w
hom

 I tested
 the

parad
igm

 had
 clear and

 sharp linguistic intuitions about the contrast. T
hanks to H

ubert T
ruckenbrod

t for
pointing out this d

istinction.
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T

he analysis of qu
estion-answ

er p
airs thu

s show
s that argu

m
ental constitu

ents can

be focused
 structurally, by raising into a rightw

ard
 focus position.

3.1.3.2. E
vid

ence from
 Focusing ad

verbs

Ind
ep

end
ent evid

ence for stru
ctu

ral focu
s in p

ostverbal p
osition com

es from
 the

analysis of focu
s-sensitive ad

verbs su
ch as only. T

hese ad
verbs are sensitive to any

focu
sed

 con
stitu

en
t w

ith
in

 th
eir scop

e an
d

 alw
ays requ

ire on
e in

 ord
er to be

interp
reted

. W
e m

ay therefore insert the ad
verb only in a sentence and

 then check

w
hether an object in situ

 and
 an object in focu

s p
osition contrast in their focu

s statu
s

w
ith resp

ect to the focu
sing ad

verb. O
nly the object raised

 into focu
s p

osition shou
ld

qu
alify as a focu

sed
 constitu

ent. (T
he test is inform

ative only if both the object in situ

and
 the object raised

 into focu
s p

osition are free of em
p

hatic stress. T
his w

ill thu
s be

true of all constituents involved
 in the follow

ing tests.)

C
onsid

er (12) and
 (13) below

. In (12), the d
irect object is in situ

. A
s p

red
icted

, a

contrastive focu
s interp

retation of the object is u
navailable (association w

ith only is

expressed
 through coind

exation).

(12) H
o soltanto presentato G

ianni a M
aria.

 *H
o soltanto

i  [vp   presentato G
iannii  a M

aria].
  (I) have only introd

uced
 John to M

ary.
* ∀

x [ introd
uce' (I, x, m

ary) => x=john ] 3

*  It is John that I introduced to M
ary.

In contrast, contrastive focu
sing of the object is straightforw

ard
 in (13), w

here the

object is raised
 into focus position, to the right of the ind

irect object.

3 T
he proper logic expression und

er R
ooth's system

 w
ould

 be the follow
ing:

∀
p [ (p

 ∧ p=introd
uce' (I,x,m

ary)) => p=introd
uce' (I,john,m

ary)  ]
For the sake of read

ability, I sim
plify the logic expressions for these sim

ple cases, in accord
 w

ith R
ooth's

practice in his w
ork. W

here necessary, I w
ill use the full logic expression.
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(13) H

o soltanto presentato a M
aria G

ianni.
 H

o soltanto
i    [vp   [vp  presentato  ti  a M

aria ]  G
iannii   ].

∀
x [ introd

uce' (I, x, m
ary) => x=john ]

 It is John that I introduced to M
ary.

T
he p

atterns in (12) and
 (13) show

 that the object m
u

st raise to the rightw
ard

 V
P

-

ad
joined

 focus position in ord
er to get contrastively focused

.

A
lthou

gh (12) d
isallow

s stru
ctu

ral focu
s of the object, it still allow

s for tw
o other

interp
retations: one focu

sing the ind
irect object, and

 the other focu
sing the entire V

P
.

T
hey are both p

red
icted

 by the availability of p
ostverbal stru

ctu
ral focu

s. T
he first

read
ing arises w

hen the constitu
ent raising into focu

s position is the ind
irect object, as

in (12a) below
.

(12a) H
o soltanto

i   [vp   [vp   presentato G
ianni ti  ] [a M

aria]i  ].
∀

x  [ introd
uced

' (I, john, x) => x=m
ary ]

It is to M
ary that I introduced John.

T
he second

 read
ing arises w

hen the w
hole V

P
 raises into focu

s position, 4 so that the

V
P-d

enoted
 event  is focused

, 5 as in  (12b) below
.

4 A
n im

p
ortant qu

estion that is not answ
ered

 here is w
hat requ

ires stru
ctu

rally focu
sed

 constitu
ents to

V
P

-ad
join. It is p

ossible that w
hat p

rom
p

ts V
P

-internal constitu
ents to V

P
-ad

join need
 not ap

p
ly to the

V
P

 as a w
hole, w

hich w
ou

ld
 then not need

 to self-ad
ju

nction. For exam
ple, accessability at the V

P
-level,

w
hich seem

s the m
ost obviou

s p
rop

erty gained
 by V

P
-ad

joined
 constitu

ents, is alread
y available to the

V
P as a w

hole even w
ithout self-ad

joining.

5 K
ayne (p

.c.) p
oints ou

t that in certain cases Italian allow
s a p

ostverbal focu
sing ad

verb to have
sentential scope. T

his is for exam
ple the case in (1) below

, from
 B

enincá and
 Salvi (1988:122). U

nd
er the

relevant read
ing, (1) m

eans that the only thing that the secretary d
id

 w
as put flow

ers on a d
esk.

(1) L
a segretaria ha m

esso solo d
ei fiori sul tuo tavolo.

T
he secretary has put only som

e flow
ers on your d

esk.

It is unclear how
 the ad

verb acquires sentential scope. H
ere I w

ill only m
ake tw

o observations. T
he first is

that this u
se of solo is not p

rod
u

ctive and
 is not fou

nd
 w

ith other verbs. In the follow
ing exam

p
les,

involving transitive and
 intransitive verbs, the interp

retation at issu
e is m

issing u
nd

er the relevant
intonation (u

nd
er the intonation associated

 w
ith right-d

islocation of the constitu
ents follow

ing the
ad

verb, the ad
verb can again gain sentential scope, but this is unsurprising since its position is no longer

constrained
).

(2) G
ianni ha m

esso solo d
ei fiori sul tuo tavolo =

G
ianni ha solo

i  [m
esso d

ei fiori sul tuo tavolo]i
John has put only som

e flow
ers on your desk. 

John has only put som
e flow

ers on your desk
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(12b) H

o soltanto
i    [vp   [vp   ti   ] [vp  presentato G

ianni a M
aria ]i  ].

 ∀
p [ (p ∧ ∃

P p=
P(I) =

>
 p=

introd
uce' (I,john,m

ary)  ]
 T

he only thing I did w
as introduce John to M

ary.

A
s for (13), its linear ord

er exclu
d

es raising of the ind
irect object into focu

s position,

p
red

icting that (13), u
nlike (12), w

ill not ad
m

it focu
sing of the ind

irect object. T
he

pred
iction is borne out.

T
he linear ord

er of (13) is, how
ever, com

patible w
ith focusing of the w

hole V
P, w

hich

in fact is a p
ossible thou

gh m
arginal interp

retation. T
his case also show

s a non-

canonical ord
er of the internal argu

m
ents. I tentatively analyze it as involving nested

focu
sing. Form

ally, the d
irect  object V

P
-ad

joins first. T
hen,  the w

hole V
P

 p
rojection

self-V
P

-ad
joins. T

his yield
s a stru

ctu
re w

here the w
hole V

P
 is focu

sed
, and

 itself

contains a focused
 object. T

he structure follow
s in (13a) below

.

(13a) H
o soltanto  [vp   e

i    [vp    [vp   presentato  th  a M
aria]  G

iannih   ]i   ].

O
verall, the existence of a p

ostverbal p
osition for stru

ctu
ral focu

s w
as show

n to

strongly correlate w
ith the asym

m
etric sets of interp

retations associated
 w

ith (12) and

(13).P
ostverbal stru

ctu
ral focu

s also accou
nts for the set of read

ings arising w
hen the

ind
irect object is right-d

islocated
. T

he object can now
 raise into the focu

s p
osition and

yet rem
ain to the left of the ind

irect object. C
om

p
are sentence (14) below

 w
ith (12). In

(14), the ind
irect object is right-d

islocated
 (w

itness the p
au

se introd
u

cing it, and
 the

(3) G
ianni ha cantato solo ieri. 

≠
G

ianni ha solo
i [cantato ieri]i .

John has sung only yesterday.
John has only sung yesterday.

(4) G
ianni é arrivato solo ieri. 

≠
G

ianni é solo
i [arrivato ieri]i. .

John has arrived only yesterday.
 John has only arrived yesterday.

(5) G
ianni ha chiam

ato solo M
arco.

≠
G

ianni ha solo
i  [chiam

ato M
arco]i .

John has called only M
ark.

John has only called M
ark.

(6) G
ianni ha regalato solo un gatto a M

aria.
≠

G
ianni ha solo

i [regalato un gatto a M
aria]i .

John has given only a cat to M
ary.

   
   

John has only given a cat to M
ary.

T
he lack of sentential scope in (3)-(6)  exclud

es an analysis of (2) based
 on the presence of the verb trace in

the scope of the ad
verb, because this analysis d

oes not d
istinguish (2) from

 (3)-(6). T
he solution should

 be
looked

 for in the sp
ecific p

rop
erties of the verb m

ettere. T
he p

arad
igm

 in (2)-(6) also su
ggests a certain

caution in using m
ettere as the prototypical m

em
ber of the class of d

itransitive verbs in Italian.
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p

resence of the related
 clitic). A

s p
red

icted
, the object can now

 be interp
reted

 as

contrastively focused
.

(14)
L

e ho soltanto presentato G
ianni,, a M

aria.
[IP  Lek -ho soltanto

i   [vp   [vp  presentato ti  tk  ] [G
ianni]i  ]  ]  [a M

aria]k .
∀

x [ introd
uce' (I, x, m

ary) => x=john ]
A

s for M
ary, it is John that I introduced to her.

A
lternatively, the w

hole V
P

 can raise into focu
s p

osition. T
his p

red
icted

 read
ing is

attested
 too, 6 as show

n in (15).

(15)
L

e ho soltanto presentato G
ianni,, a M

aria
[I' Le

k -ho soltantoi  [vp   [vp   ti   ] [vp  presentato G
ianni tk   ]i  ] [a M

aria]k .

∀
p [ (p ∧ ∃

R
 ∃x p=R

(I, x, m
ary)) => p=introd

uce' (I,john,m
ary)  ]

A
s for M

ary, the only thing that happened to her w
as that I IN

T
R

O
D

U
C

E
D

JO
H

N
 to her. 7

P
ostverbal stru

ctu
ral focu

s also p
red

icts the available interp
retations for sentences

w
ith non right-d

islocated
 inverted

 su
bjects. T

he sim
p

lest case is the one w
here the

subject in postverbal position is contrastively focused
, as in (16).

(16)
H

a soltanto cam
m

inato G
ianni.

H
as only w

alked
 John

T
he only person w

ho w
alked is John.

6 T
he m

eanings of (14) and
 (15) can for exam

p
le be d

istingu
ished

 by continu
ing (14) and

 (15) w
ith a

sentence like "bu
t I also w

arned
 her not to see B

ill". C
onju

nction w
ith (14) d

oes not d
eterm

ine the tru
th

-
valu

e of the resu
lting sentence, in fact it is p

ossible that I introd
u

ced
 to M

ary only John, and
 m

oreover
w

arned
 her abou

t B
ill. C

onju
nction w

ith (15) instead
 yield

s a false sentence, becau
se if m

y only action
w

as to introd
uce B

ill, I cannot have also w
arned

 M
ary about B

ill.

7 T
he follow

ing situation d
istinguishes the interpretations of (15) and

 (12b). A
ssum

e the only actions that
I p

erform
ed

 w
ere to introd

u
ce John to M

ary and
 to introd

u
ce John to L

u
cy. T

hen (12b) w
ou

ld
 be false,

becau
se I d

id
 m

ore than only introd
u

ce John to M
ary. H

ow
ever, (15) w

ou
ld

 be tru
e, becau

se as far as
M

ary is concerned
, the only thing I d

id
 w

as introd
uce John to her.

T
o d

erive the p
rop

er d
enotation for (15) u

nd
er R

ooth's system
, I assu

m
e that focu

sing of a com
p

lex
constitu

ent im
p

lies F-m
arking of its lexically overt leaves w

hile traces of m
oved

 constitu
ents are left

u
nm

arked
. In (15), the lexically overt leaves are the verb and

 the d
irect object. T

he sam
e assu

m
p

tion is
need

ed
 in (17). T

his proposal shou
ld

 be taken as a w
orking hypothesis. I leave open for fu

rther research
w

hat the proper d
erivation shou

ld
 be for the focu

sing of constitu
ents w

hich inclu
d

e traces of u
nfocu

sed
constituents.
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T
he stru

ctu
re of (16) is show

n in (16a): the su
bject has raised

 from
 its base-generated

sp
ecV

P
 p

osition to the focu
s p

osition, w
here it is assigned

 a contrastively focu
sed

interpretation.

(16a) H
a soltanto

i    [vp   [vp   ti   cam
m

inato ] G
iannii  ].

 ∀
x [ w

alked
' (x) => x=john ]

 O
nly John w

alked.

A
 m

ore interesting contrast is the one betw
een (17a) and

 (17b). In (17a), the subject is

p
reverbal. H

ence, nothing p
revents the w

hole V
P

 from
 m

oving into focu
s p

osition.

Since the V
P

 contains only the verb, the interp
retation focu

ses the verbal p
red

icate

alone.

(17a) G
ianni ha soltanto cam

m
inato.

 
G

iannik  ha soltanto
i   [vp    [vp   ti   ] [ tk  cam

m
inato]i  ].

     ∀
p [ (p ∧ ∃

P p=
P(john)) =

>
 p=

w
alked

' (john)  ]
John only w

alked.

In contrast, w
hen  the su

bject is in focu
s position, only, w

hich is sensitive to focu
sed

constituents, cannot associate w
ith the low

est V
P projection, but m

ust associate w
ith the

focu
sed

 su
bject. T

he u
navailable stru

ctu
re, w

ith the ad
verb co-ind

exed
 w

ith the low
est

V
P,  is show

n in (17b).

(17b) H
a soltanto

i    [vp   [vp   tk   cam
m

inato ]i  ] G
iannik  ].

  
*∀

p [ (p ∧ ∃P p=P(john)) => p=w
alked

' (john) ]
* John only  w

alked.

T
his contrast thu

s follow
s natu

rally from
 the fact that the p

ostverbal su
bject is

necessarily focused
.

Su
m

m
arizin

g, th
e existen

ce of a V
P

-ad
join

ed
 focu

s p
osition

 accou
n

ts for th
e

in
terp

retation
al sym

m
etries an

d
 asym

m
etries fou

n
d

 in
 sen

ten
ces con

tain
in

g th
e

focusing ad
verb only and

 constituents in postverbal position.
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3.1.3.3. E

vid
ence from

 E
rgatives

Further support for structural focus in Italian com
es from

 the analysis of ergatives. In

her investigation of p
artitive case, B

elletti (1988) id
entifies a d

efiniteness effect on the

in-situ subject of ergatives, as show
n in (18). T

he subject is analyzed
 as in situ because it

p
reced

es a locative argu
m

ent, w
hich in tu

rn is analyzed
 as in situ

 becau
se it is not

introd
uced

 by the intonational fall associated
 w

ith right-d
islocated

 constituents.

(18a) * E
' entrato l'uom

o d
alla finestra.

  
   Is com

e-in the m
an from

-the w
ind

ow
.

   A
 m

an has com
e in from

 the w
indow

.

B
elletti observes that the d

efiniteness effect is absent w
hen the su

bject occu
rs to the

right of the ind
irect locative argu

m
ent. T

he existence of a V
P

-ad
joined

 p
osition for

contrastive focu
s accou

nts for this alternation. In fact, u
nlike the pre-locative su

bject in

object position, a post-locative subject can occur in focus position, and
 since contrastive

focu
sing m

ay affect d
efinite and

 ind
efinite p

hrases alike, d
efinite p

hrases cannot be

exclu
d

ed
 from

 this p
osition, w

here they are fu
lly gram

m
atical and

 interp
reted

 as

contrastively focused
, as in (19) below

.

(19)
E

' entrato ti  d
alla finestra [l'uom

o]i  , (non la d
onna)

It is the m
an that cam

e in from
 the w

indow
 (not the w

om
an).

T
he focu

sed
 interp

retation of V
P

-ad
joined

 su
bjects can be m

ad
e visible throu

gh the

u
se of focu

sing ad
verbs, as w

ith the parallel cases involving nonergative verbs: in (20),

the pre-locative subject cannot be interpreted
 as associated

 w
ith the ad

verb only, w
hich

m
u

st associate w
ith either the w

hole V
P

 or the prepositional phrase, as show
n in (21a)

and (21b).

(20)
E

' soltanto entrato un uom
o d

alla finestra.
Is only entered

 a m
an from

-the w
ind

ow
.

(21a) E
' soltanto

i  [vp    e
i   [vp   entrato un uom

o d
alla finestra]i ].

         T
he only event that happened w

as that a m
an cam

e in through the w
indow

.
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(21b) E

' soltanto
i  [vp   [vp entrato un uom

o  ti   [PP   d
alla finestra ]i  ].

A
 m

an entered only through the w
indow

.

H
ow

ever, w
hen the su

bject follow
s the locative argu

m
ent and

 occu
rs in focu

s

position, it is interpreted
 as contrastively focused

.

(22)
E

' soltanto entrato d
alla finestra un uom

o.
E' soltanto

i  [vp    [vp   entrato ti  d
alla finestra]  [un uom

o]i ].
Is only entered

  from
-the w

ind
ow

 a m
an.

T
he only thing that entered through the w

indow
 w

as a m
an.

T
he analysis of ergatives thu

s confirm
s the existence of a p

ostverbal p
osition for

structural contrastive focus.

3.1.3.4 R
izzi's V

erb Subject A
d

jacency.

B
efore conclu

d
ing this section, it is w

orth exam
ining again sentences su

ch as (23)

below
, w

here a focused
 postverbal subject follow

s an in-situ object.

(23)
Q

: C
hí non ha fatto niente?

W
ho did nothing?

A
: N

on ha fatto niente G
ianni.

JO
H

N
 did nothing.

N
ot has d

one nothing John.

A
ccord

ing to R
izzi's (1991:19) analysis of postverbal subjects, sentence (23) should

 be

as u
ngram

m
atical as (24) below

, becau
se the intervening object p

revents ad
jacency

betw
een the postverbal subject and

 the trace of T
ense, blocking case-assignm

ent.

(24) *H
a fatto questo G

ianni.
H

as d
one this John.

O
nly John did this.

W
hile I d

o not have a fu
ll accou

nt for the d
iverging gram

m
aticality of (23) and

 (24),

w
e m

ay observe that the d
ifference betw

een them
 relates to the referential statu

s of the

in
terven

in
g argu

m
en

t, n
on

referen
tial in

 (23), stron
gly referen

tial in
 (24). T

h
e

im
portance of the referential status is further supported

 by an observation by C
alabrese,

w
ho, in the append

ix to his 1992 w
ork, notices that an ind

efinite expression necessarily
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occu

rs betw
een the verb and

 a presentationally-focu
sed

 su
bject. T

his is tru
e also w

hen

the inverted
 subject is contrastively focused

, as show
n by the contrast in (25a) and

 (25b).

(25a) H
a soltanto scritto una lettera M

aria.
 H

as only w
ritten a letter M

ary.
 O

nly M
ary w

rote a letter.

(25b) *H
a soltanto scritto ti  M

aria una letterai . 8

C
alabrese ties the contrast to the intrinsic new

-inform
ation natu

re of the ind
efinite,

w
hich w

ou
ld

 p
revent it from

 u
nd

ergoing rightw
ard

 em
argination à la A

ntinu
cci and

C
inqu

e (1977), becau
se the latter affects only inform

ationally old
 p

hrases. C
alabrese's

insight is strengthened
 by the exam

p
les in (26a)-(26c) below

, all w
ith a constitu

ent

intervening betw
een the verb and

 the p
ostverbal su

bject. In each case, the intervening

p
hrase is inherently u

nable to exp
ress old

 inform
ation becau

se it is nonreferential,

either becau
se it is a negative exp

ression, as in (26a), or becau
se it is a generic, as in

(26b) and
 (26c) (in (26b), casa has the sam

e sense fou
nd

 in the E
nglish expression going

hom
e.)

(26a) Q
: C

hí non ha fatto niente?
W

ho did nothing?

 A
: N

on ha fatto niente G
ianni.

JO
H

N
 did nothing.

 N
ot has d

one nothing John.

(26b) Q
: C

hí é tornato a casa?
W

ho w
ent back hom

e?

A
:  E

' tornato a casa G
ianni. 

JO
H

N
 w

ent back hom
e.

  Is com
e hom

e John.

(26c) Q
: C

hi' ha lavorato alm
eno un poco?

W
ho w

orked at least a little?

A
: ? H

a fatto qualcosina G
ianni.

JO
H

N
 did som

e w
ork.

 H
as d

one thing-little John.

8 A
ccord

ing to m
y jud

gem
ent, the ind

efinite object can be right-d
islocated

, but only w
hen coind

exed
 w

ith
an object clitic, as in (1) below

. I ow
e this interesting observation to E

ric B
akovic.

(1) L
i 'ha soltanto scritta ti  M

aria,, una letterai .
it  has only w

ritten M
ary,, a letter.
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T

he above d
ata call for a refined

 analysis of R
izzi's d

ata, p
ossibly along the

gu
id

elines offered
 by C

alabrese. For the goal of this chap
ter, it w

as su
fficient to show

that focu
sing of the su

bject d
oes not alw

ays requ
ire obligatory em

argination of the

internal argum
ents separating the subject from

 the verb.

Su
m

m
arizing the entire section, w

e have seen that the analyses of focu
sing ad

verbs,

qu
estion-answ

er p
airs and

 ergatives all converge on the conclu
sion that constitu

ents

can acqu
ire a contrastively focu

sed
 interp

retation stru
ctu

rally, by raising into a

rightw
ard

 focus position.

3.1.4. S
yn

tactic P
rop

erties of th
e Focu

s P
osition

T
his section exam

ines the syntactic p
rop

erties of the focu
s p

osition, i.e. its location

and
 its A

 vs. A
' statu

s.  I w
ill claim

 that the focu
s p

osition is an A
'-p

osition located

betw
een Iº and

 the low
est V

P projection.

3.1.4.1. L
ocation

L
et u

s first look at the location of the focu
s position. W

e alread
y saw

 in the previou
s

section that in ord
er to get focu

sed
, the su

bject of an ergative m
u

st raise from
 its base-

generated
 position to a position to the right of the ind

irect object. T
his suggests that the

focus position is higher than the V
P-com

plex.

T
he id

entical behavior of objects w
ith resp

ect to V
P

-level ad
ju

ncts confirm
s this

hypothesis. In ord
er to be contrastively focused

, the object of (27) m
ust shift to the right

of the V
P-ad

joined
 locative, and

 thus occur higher than the V
P-com

plex.

(27) H
o cucinato in giard

ino le salsicce, (non la zuppa).
  H

o  [vp   [vp    [vp   cucinato ti  ]  in giard
ino]  [le salsicce]i  ] ].

  (I) have cooked
 in the gard

en the sausages.
  It is the sausages that I cooked in the garden, (not the soup).

N
otice that reversing the ord

er betw
een the object and

 the ad
ju

nct is not com
patible

w
ith focusing the object. So, sentence (28) below

 cannot have the m
eaning of (27), listed

in (28c).
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(28) H

o cucinato [le salsicce] [in giard
ino].

 (I) have cooked
 [the sausages] [in the gard

en].
 a. 

I cooked the sausages in the garden. 
   (no focusing)

 b. 
It is in the garden that I cooked the sausages. 

   (locative ad
verb focused

)
 c.   * It is the sausages that I cooked in the garden.

   (object focused
)

W
e can thus m

aintain that the low
est location for the focus position m

ust c-com
m

and

the low
est V

P
 p

rojection. T
he resu

lt is in accord
 w

ith B
elletti and

 Shlonsky's view
 of

p
resentational focu

s of light objects in the rightw
ard

 sp
ecifier of a focu

s p
rojection

taking V
P

 as its com
p

lem
ent (B

elletti and
 Shlonsky 1994), p

rom
p

ting the qu
estion

w
hether presentational and

 contrastive focus occur in the sam
e position. T

he result is in

contrast w
ith B

onet's ad
m

itted
ly u

nargu
ed

-for assu
m

p
tion locating contrastively

focused
 subjects in C

atalan in a rightw
ard

 specV
P position (B

onet 1990).

Saccon (1993) argues that presentational postverbal subjects are w
ithin the low

est V
P

p
rojection becau

se they p
reced

e second
ary p

red
icates, w

hich, Saccon argu
es, m

u
st

them
selves be located

 in specV
P

 if they are to satisfy the cond
itions on the licensing of

second
ary p

red
ication id

entified
 by M

cN
u

lty (1988). W
hen ap

p
lied

 to contrastively

focu
sed

 su
bjects, this argu

m
ent provid

es fu
rther evid

ence for the V
P

-ad
joined

 position

of contrastively focu
sed

 su
bjects. In fact, as show

n in (29) below
, contrastively focu

sed

su
bjects m

u
st follow

 a second
ary pred

icate, and
 therefore m

u
st be in a higher position

than the pred
icate itself.

Sen
ten

ce (29a) sh
ow

s th
at th

e con
trastively focu

sed
 su

bject can
 follow

 object

second
ary pred

ication. Sentence (29b) show
s that the su

bject cannot preced
e second

ary

pred
ication w

hen this is w
ithin the m

ain intonational phrase. Finally, in sentence (29c)

the su
bject p

reced
es the second

ary p
red

icate, bu
t the latter is introd

u
ced

 by an

intonational breakd
ow

n and
 an optional pause and

 is interpreted
 as if the pred

icate had

been introd
u

ced
 in p

reviou
s d

iscou
rse; all ind

ications of rightw
ard

 d
islocation of the

pred
icate.
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(29a) L

i 'ha m
angiata ti  crud

a M
arco,, la carne

i , (non G
ianni).

 It has eaten           raw
     M

ark,, the m
eat, (not John).

 T
he m

eat, it w
as M

ark w
ho ate it raw

, (not John).

(29b) *L
i 'ha m

angiata ti  M
arco crud

a,, la carne
i , (non G

ianni).

(29c) L
i 'ha m

angiata ti  M
arco,,  crud

a,, la carne
i , (non G

ianni).

Su
m

m
arizin

g th
e d

iscu
ssion

 so far, it is p
ossible to con

clu
d

e th
at p

ostverbal

contrastively focused
 subjects lie in a position c-com

m
and

ing the low
est V

P projection.

T
he upper bound

ary for the location of the focus position is Iº, w
hich can be show

n to

c-com
m

and
 it. T

here are three argu
m

ents for this claim
. First, u

nd
er the syntax of

au
xiliaries given in B

elletti (1990), Iº c-com
m

and
s the ad

verb on
ly in (30), and

 the

ad
verb only in turn c-com

m
and

s the focused
 subject, because the latter is in the scope of

only. B
y transitivity, it follow

s that Iº c-com
m

and
s the focused

 subject and
 therefore the

focus position as w
ell.

(30) H
a soltanto cantato G

ianni,, ieri.
  [I'   H

a  [vp   soltanto
i   [vp   [vp    ti   cantato]   G

iannii  ] ] ]  ieri.
  H

as  only   sung   John, yesterd
ay

  O
nly John sang yesterday.

Second
, u

nlike V
P

-level ad
verbs su

ch as sem
pre, 'alw

ays', sentence-level ad
verbs like

probabilm
ente, 'p

robably', cannot be stru
ctu

rally  focu
sed

. T
his fact is p

red
icted

 if

structural focus is w
ithin the com

plem
ent of Iº and

 therefore too low
 to be accessed

 by a

sentence-level ad
verb. C

om
p

are the qu
estion-answ

er p
airs in (31) and

 (32). In (31), the

qu
estion requ

ires focu
sing of a V

P
-level ad

verb in the answ
er. T

here are three

gram
m

atical answ
ers: either the ad

verb is p
rovid

ed
 in isolation, as in (31a), or it is

focu
sed

 by stress p
reverbally, as in

 (31b), or, fin
ally, it is focu

sed
 stru

ctu
rally,

postverbally.
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(31) Q

: Q
uanto spesso pensi che verrá,, B

ill?
       H

ow
 often do you think that B

ill w
ill com

e?

(31a) A
: Sem

pre.
A

lw
ays.

(31b) A
: SE

M
PR

E
,, verrá,, B

ill.
B

ill,, he w
ill alw

ays com
e.

(31c) A
: B

ill verrá sem
pre.

B
ill w

ill alw
ays com

e.

W
hen w

e tu
rn to qu

estion-answ
er p

airs involving sentence-level ad
verbs, w

e

d
iscover that structural focus is no longer available. See (32) below

, w
hich parallels (31)

but for the lack of option (31c), involving structural focus in V
P-ad

joined
 position.

(32) Q
: C

red
i che B

ill verra' D
om

enica?
       D

o you think that B
ill w

ill com
e on  Sunday?

(32a) A
: Probabilm

ente.
   

        P
robably.

(32b) A
: PR

O
B

A
B

IL
M

E
N

T
E

 verra',, B
ill,, D

om
enica.

     
 B

ill, he w
ill probably com

e, on Sunday.

(32c) A
: * B

ill verra' probabilm
ente.

           B
ill w

ill probably com
e, on Sunday.

T
his is p

recisely the exp
ected

 p
attern if the location of stru

ctu
ral focu

s is insid
e the

com
plem

ent of Iº, thus out of reach for  sentence-level ad
verbs.

A
 third

 argu
m

ent id
entifying Iº as the c-com

m
and

ing bou
nd

ary for the p
osition of

the focu
sed

 su
bject is p

rovid
ed

 in B
rand

i and
 C

ord
in (1989:138), w

ho notice how

focu
sed

 p
ostverbal su

bjects are in the scop
e of the sentential neg-m

arker, w
hich I

assu
m

e w
ith B

elletti (1990) to be cliticized
 to Iº. Sentence (33) show

s that the focu
sed

su
bject can be in the scop

e of the neg-m
arker (the original argu

m
ent is given for

Fiorentino and
 T

rentino, su
ggesting that these tw

o d
ialects also allow

 for stru
ctu

ral

contrastive focusing in postverbal position.)

(33) N
on hanno telefonato le m

ie sorelle, m
a le m

ie cugine!
  N

ot have called
 the m

y sisters, but the m
y cousins.

  It w
as not m

y sisters w
ho called, but m

y cousins.
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In conclu

sion, the focu
s p

osition has been show
n to c-com

m
and

 the low
est V

P

projection w
hile being c-com

m
and

ed
 by Iº, C

onsistent w
ith these resu

lts, I assu
m

e it to

be right-ad
joined

 to the V
P projection.

3.1.4.2. A
'-status

T
here are tw

o sou
rces of evid

ence for the A
'-statu

s of the focu
s p

osition. T
he first

sou
rce involves the stu

d
y of its anap

hor-bind
ing p

rop
erties. C

onsid
er sentence (34a)

below
 and

 its stru
ctu

re p
rior to m

ovem
ent in (34b). In its base-generated

 p
osition, the

anaphor c-com
m

and
s the subject's base-generated

 position in the em
bed

d
ed

 clause, but

it is c-com
m

and
ed

 by both the sp
ecIP

 su
bject and

 the focu
s p

osition of the m
atrix

clause.

(34a) A
 se stesso, G

ianni sem
brava lavorare troppo.

   
    T

o him
selfi , John

i  seem
ed to-w

ork too-m
uch.

(34b)

If the focu
s p

osition w
ere an A

-p
osition, it shou

ld
 be able to A

-bind
 the anap

hor

m
u

ch like a raised
 su

bject in the m
atrix p

reverbal p
osition d

oes. T
his is not the case.

C
om

p
are (35a) an

d
 (35b) below

. B
oth

 sen
ten

ces in
volve a top

icalized
 an

ap
h

or

(topicalization is irrelevant for the argu
m

ent, bu
t seem

s to im
prove the contrast). A

s in

other reconstru
ction stru

ctu
res, bind

ing takes place from
 the anaphor's base-generated
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p

osition. W
hile sentence (35a) is gram

m
atical, sentence (35b), w

ith the su
bject in focu

s

position, is ungram
m

atical.

(35a) A
 se stesso, G

ianni sem
brava lavorare troppo.

[A
 se stesso

k  ]i   G
iannik  [sem

brava ti   [ tk  lavorare troppo] ].
 T

o him
self, John seem

ed to w
ork w

ay too m
uch.

(35b) *A
 se stesso, sem

brava lavorare troppo G
ianni.

  [A
 se stesso

k  ]i  [vp   [vp  sem
brava  ti    [IP   tk  lavorare troppo]] G

iannik  ].
 It w

as John w
ho seem

ed to w
ork too m

uch to him
self.

Since p
ostverbal focu

sing is gram
m

atical w
hen the top

icalized
 ind

irect object is not

anap
horic, as show

n in (35c) below
, the u

ngram
m

atical statu
s of (35b) is d

u
e to the

focu
sed

 su
bject's inability to A

-bind
 the anap

hor. B
u

t the focu
sed

 su
bject c-com

m
and

s

the anaphor, therefore the failure m
ust be d

ue to the A
'-status of the focus position.

(35c)  A
 m

e, sem
brava lavorare troppo G

ianni.
 [A

 m
e ]i     [vp   [vp sem

brava  ti    [IP   tk  lavorare troppo]]   G
iannik  ].

 
 It w

as John w
ho seem

ed to w
ork too m

uch to m
e.

T
here are tw

o possible objections to this argum
ent.

T
he first d

isp
u

tes the location of the focu
s p

osition in (34b). If raising verbs w
ere

u
nable to license a focu

s position, then the focu
s position of (34b) w

ou
ld

 be w
ithin the

em
bed

d
ed

 clau
se, and

 cou
ld

 not c-com
m

and
 the ind

irect object of the m
atrix clau

se at

s-structure, explaining the ungram
m

aticality of (35b).

T
his is not the case. In fact, the exam

ple in (36) show
s that raising verbs can license a

structural focus position. In particular, in (36b) the infinitival com
plem

ent preced
es the

raising verb, but its subject follow
s the m

atrix raising verb.  If this subject is structurally

focused
 in a m

atrix V
P-ad

joined
 position, as in (37a), the gram

m
aticality of the sentence

follow
s straightforw

ard
ly, w

ith the trace of the su
bject governed

 by the raising verb

once the p
rep

osed
 IP

-com
p

lem
ent is reconstru

cted
. If instead

 the focu
sed

 su
bject is

taken to occur in its base-generated
 position, as in (37b), its contrastively focused

 status
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in the absence of em

p
hatic stress w

ou
ld

 be a m
ystery, and

 in sharp
 contrast w

ith the

absence of a contrastive-focus interpretation for all other nonem
phatic specIP subjects. 9

(36)   a. 
T

u non sei sem
pre sem

brato lavorare poco...
Y

ou not are alw
ays seem

ed
 to-w

ork little...
Y

ou did not alw
ays seem

 to w
ork little. ..

  b. 
... [L

avorar poco]  (lo) é sem
pre  sem

brato tuo fratello.
    ... T

o-w
ork little    it    is alw

ays   seem
ed

 your brother.
    ...It is your brother w

ho alw
ays seem

ed to w
ork little.

(37a)... [IP  ti  lavorar poco]k  (lo
k ) é sem

pre [[ sem
brato  tk  ]  [tuo fratello]i  ].

(37b)...[vp  lavorar poco]k    (lo
k ) é sem

pre [ sem
brato  [IP  [tuo fratello] tk  ]].

A
 second

 instance show
ing licensing of the postverbal focu

sed
 su

bject by the m
atrix

verb is presented
 in (38) below

. H
ere, the w

hole em
bed

d
ed

 IP
 has been postposed

, and

occu
rs to the right of the focu

sed
 su

bject. If the m
atrix raising verb cou

ld
 not license its

ow
n focu

sed
 p

osition, the su
bject in (38) shou

ld
 not have the focu

sed
 interp

retation it

has.

9 Sentence (36b), w
hich has been fou

nd
 gram

m
atical by all inform

ants I tested
, raises interesting

problem
s concerning the licensing of em

pty-categories. O
n the basis of d

ata like (1) below
, R

izzi (1990:38)
argu

es that reconstru
ction is not available for the infinitival com

p
lem

ents of raising infinitivals. For
exam

ple, sentence (1) w
ould

 be ungram
m

atical because the subject trace violates the E
C

P.

(1) *E'  [tk  lavorare d
i piú]i   che G

iannik  sem
bra ti .

R
izzi also show

s that the infinitival com
plem

ent resists left- and
 right-d

islocation; see the d
ata below

.

(2) * [L
avorar m

ale],, non ved
o il m

od
o in cui possa sem

brar-lo.
    W

orking bad
ly,,  (I) not see the w

ay in w
hich (I) could

 seem
-it

          T
o-w

ork in a bad w
ay, I do not see how

 I m
ay seem

 it.

(3) * L
uca lo sem

brava spesso,, [lavorar poco].
        Luke seem

eed it often,, to w
ork little.

P
ossibly, the gram

m
aticality of sentence (36b) relies on the fact that the d

isplaced
 infinitival com

plem
ent

is su
fficiently local to its trace to reconstru

ct su
ccessfu

lly. K
ayne (p

.c.) notes how
 the land

ing site of the
em

argination ru
le of A

ntinu
cci and

 C
inqu

e (1977) cou
ld

 be d
istinct from

 the right-d
islocated

 p
osition.

T
his op

ens the p
ossibility that (36b) is gram

m
atical becau

se its com
p

lem
ent occu

rs in a m
ore local

p
osition than left-d

islocated
 constitu

ents. A
ccord

ing to m
y intu

itions, even (3) above im
p

roves greatly
w

hen the clitic is absent, and
 the ad

verb is focused
.
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(38)

Sem
brava B

ill,, aver sem
pre cantato, (non M

arco).
[IP   [IP  Sem

brava
i   [vp  [vp  e

i   th  ] Billf ], [IP  tf  aver sem
pre cantato ]h  ].     

Seem
ed

 B
ill, to-have alw

ays sung, (not M
ark).

It is B
ill w

ho seem
ed to have sung all tim

e, (not M
ark).

A
 second

 objection to the analysis of (35b), arises if the m
atrix V

P
 licensed

 a base-

generated
 sp

ecifier p
osition for the raising su

bject to land
 in on its w

ay to the m
atrix

focu
s p

osition. A
s a potentially theta-m

arked p
osition, this p

osition cou
ld

 have an A
-

statu
s, and

 the trace left in this p
osition cou

ld
 then A

-bind
 the reconstru

cted
 anap

hor,

casting d
oubts on the analysis of (35b).

T
here is host of reasons to exclu

d
e the existence of su

ch nonthem
atic base-generated

specifier. T
o begin w

ith, if V
P

-internal nonthem
atic positions w

ere possible, w
e w

ou
ld

exp
ect the existence of nonthem

atic object p
ositions as w

ell; how
ever, m

ovem
ent into

nonthem
atic object p

osition has never been attested
. Fu

rtherm
ore, notice that w

hen a

(them
atic) sp

ecV
P

 p
osition d

oes exist, it d
oes A

-bind
 an anap

horic ind
irect argu

m
ent,

as in (39) below
. T

he fact that the anap
hor in (35b) d

oesn't get bou
nd

 constitu
tes

evid
ence for the absence of a specV

P position.

(39)
H

a pensato a se stesso B
ill.

H
a [vp  [vp   pensato ti  [a se stesso] ] B

illi  ].
H

as thought to him
self B

ill.
It is B

ill w
ho has thought about him

self.

Finally, the lack of a base-generated
 Sp

ecV
P

 p
osition in raising verbs has also been

argued
 for by Safir (1993) in his analysis of bare infinitives, and

 it also follow
s from

 the

d
esign of the process generating phrase m

arkers in the M
inim

alist P
rogram

, w
here the

G
T

 operation responsible for com
bining/

extend
ing phrase m

arkers is explicitly d
enied

the possibility of creating a position and
 leaving it unfilled

 (C
hom

sky, 1992:30-32).

In conclu
sion, the u

ngram
m

atical statu
s of (35b) show

s that the rightw
ard

 V
P

-

ad
joined

 structural focus position has A
'-status.

A
d

d
itional evid

ence com
es from

 the exam
ination of W

eak C
ross-O

ver effects.

C
onsid

er sentence (40a) below
. T

he su
bject is a qu

antifier p
hrase raised

 into sp
ecIP

from
 the em

bed
d

ed
 clause. Since specIP

 is an A
-position and

 it c-com
m

and
s the m

atrix

V
P

, it bind
s the p

ronou
n in the m

atrix ind
irect argu

m
ent w

hen this reconstru
cts.  T

he
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sentence therefore allow

s for an operator-variable read
ing w

here the pronoun is bound

by the subject quantified
 phrase.

(40a)
A

i suoi genitori, ogni bam
bino e' sem

brato m
angiar poco.

[A
i suoii  genitori]k   [[ogni bam

bino]i  e'  [vp  sem
brato  tk   [ti   m

angiare poco]]].
T

o his.m
.pl parents.m

.pl, each child
 is seem

ed
 to eat little.

E
ach child seem

ed to eat too little to his parents.

C
om

p
are (40a) to (40b) below

. In (40b) the sam
e qu

antified
 su

bject has raised
 to the

m
atrix focus position. If the focus position w

ere an A
-position, sentence (40b) w

ould
 be

ind
istingu

ishable from
 (40a) bind

ing-w
ise and

 shou
ld

 be gram
m

atical u
nd

er the sam
e

operator-variable interpretation. Instead
, (40b) is ungram

m
atical.

(40b)
* A

i suoi genitori,  e' sem
brato m

angiar poco ogni bam
bino.

 [A
i suoii  genitori]k  e' [vp [vp  sem

brato tk  [IP  ti  m
angiare poco]][ogni bam

bino]i ].
E

A
C

H
 child seem

ed to eat too little to his parents.

T
he u

ngram
m

aticality follow
s from

 the A
'-statu

s of the focu
s position. In fact, being

in an A
'-p

osition, the qu
antified

 su
bject cannot bind

 the p
ronou

n at s-stru
ctu

re.

R
econstru

ction of the qu
antified

 p
hrase and

 su
ccessive Q

R
 p

ast the reconstru
cted

ind
irect object d

eterm
ines the W

C
O

-violation.

Su
m

m
arizing, in raising stru

ctu
res, bind

ing of  anap
hors and

 p
ronou

ns in the

ind
irect object is either gram

m
atical or u

ngram
m

atical d
ep

end
ing on w

hether the

su
bject has raised

 into specIP
 or into focu

s position. T
he A

'-statu
s of the focu

s position

accou
nts for this alternation, w

hich w
ou

ld
 be com

p
letely u

nexp
ected

 if it had
 an A

-

status.

3.1.5. S
u

m
m

ary

W
e have seen that in Italian any V

P
-level constitu

ent can be stru
ctu

rally focu
sed

 by

raising to a rightw
ard

 V
P

-ad
joined

 A
'-p

osition. T
he m

ain evid
ence cam

e from
 the

analysis of qu
estion-answ

er p
airs, the analysis of sentences involving focu

s-sensitive

ad
verbs, and

 the analysis of raising constru
ctions involving bind

ing by a focu
sed

subject.
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T
ogether w

ith the results on postverbal presentational focus of C
alabrese (1982, 1985,

1992), Saccon
 (1993) an

d
 B

elletti an
d

 Sh
lon

sky (1994), th
e resu

lts on
 stru

ctu
ral

contrastive focus attained
 here show

 that the concept of free subject inversion, often used

in the p
ro-d

rop
 literatu

re, hid
es an im

p
rop

er generalization. A
s Saccon (1993) also

p
oin

ted
 ou

t, su
bject in

version
 is n

ot 
free. In

 fact, in
verted

 su
bjects are eith

er

p
resentationally or contrastively focu

sed
, and

 since their interp
retation d

istingu
ishes

them
 from

 their p
reverbal cou

nterp
arts they cannot fu

nction as op
tional equ

ivalent

alternatives of preverbal subjects.

M
oreover, structural focus in V

P
-ad

joined
 position w

as show
n to be available to any

V
P

-level con
stitu

en
t an

d
 h

en
ce n

ot to be a sp
ecific p

rop
erty affectin

g su
bjects.

T
herefore, the expression subject inversion only d

escribes a specific instance of the m
ore

general syntactic phenom
enon of structural focus in postverbal position. T

he peculiarity

of su
bject inversion arises only by virtu

e of the fact that non-focu
sed

 su
bjects occu

r in

sp
ecIP

 p
osition

, m
akin

g th
e con

trast betw
een

 focu
sed

 an
d

 u
n

focu
sed

 su
bjects

p
articu

larly evid
ent, bu

t it shou
ld

 not be seen as a syntactic p
henom

enon targeting

subjects.

In the follow
ing, I w

ill analyze su
bject inversion as being d

eterm
ined

 by the

in
teraction

 
betw

een
 

th
e 

stru
ctu

ral 
con

strain
t 

p
laced

 
on

 
focu

sed
 

con
stitu

en
ts,

A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S, and

 the conflicting constraint S
U

BJEC
T. T

he ranking of the tw
o constraints

w
ill d

eterm
ine for any given inp

u
t w

hether the su
bject m

ay or m
ay not occu

r in the

stru
ctu

ral focu
s position. T

he analysis w
ill thu

s im
plem

ent the insight that inversion is

not free, d
eriving the d

istribu
tion of focu

s-d
eterm

ined
 su

bject inversion w
ithin nu

ll

su
bject langu

ages as w
ell as crosslingu

istically, for any langu
age presenting rightw

ard

V
P-ad

joined
 structural focus.

3.2.  S
u

b
ject In

version
: a C

on
flict b

etw
een

 S
U

B
JE

C
T an

d
 A

LIG
N

F
O

C
U

S

I assu
m

e that stru
ctu

ral focu
s in p

erip
heral p

osition is in p
rincip

le available to all

languages. T
his is m

od
elled

 through the constraint A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S below

, w
hich specifies

that a focused
 constituent should

 be aligned
 to the right ed

ge of the verbal projection of

the clause (G
rim

shaw
 and

 Sam
ek-L

od
ovici 1995a,b , M

cC
arthy and

 Prince 1993).
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(41) A

L
IG

N
F

O
C

U
S (X

P
, L

eft, V
P

, R
ight): A

lign the left ed
ge of the focu

sed
    constitu

ent
X

P w
ith the right ed

ge of V
P.

   Failed
 by non-aligned

 focused
 constituents.

T
h

e con
strain

t is cast in
 term

s of align
m

en
t to em

p
h

asize th
e p

arallel w
ith

P
honology, w

here the notion of alignm
ent is p

ervasive (M
cC

arthy and
 P

rince, 1993).

T
he constraint can thu

s be seen as an instance of a m
ore abstract constraint not

sp
ecifying the p

rojection and
 the ed

ge of the target p
rojection w

hich the focu
sed

phrases shou
ld

 be aligned
 to. T

he above constraint w
ou

ld
 then be only an instance of a

fam
ily of alignm

ent constraints form
alized

 throu
gh the general schem

a below
, w

hich

closely parallels the d
efinition of generalized

 alignm
ent fou

nd
 in M

cC
arthy and

 P
rince

(1993).

(42) A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S (X

P, E
d

ge1, Y
P, E

d
ge2): ∀

 X
P, ∃ Y

P such that E
d

ge1 of X
P and

  E
d

ge2
of Y

P
 coincid

e, w
here X

P
 is a focu

sed
 X

P
, Y

P
 is a verbal p

rojection of the extend
ed

projection, and
 E

d
ge1 and

 E
d

ge2 are m
am

bers of the set {L
eft, R

ight}.

Id
eally, w

hich ed
ges align and

 w
hich p

rojection fu
nctions as target are eventu

ally

d
eterm

ined
 by the interaction of A

LIG
N

F
O

C
U

S w
ith other constraints. A

lternatively, one

cou
ld

 hyp
othesize the sim

u
ltaneou

s existence of d
istinct  A

LIG
N

F
O

C
U

S constraints

d
ifferentiated

 by the value assigned
 to the variables of (42). In other w

ord
s, the fact that

Italian has rightw
ard

 alignm
ent bu

t H
u

ngarian has leftw
ard

 alignm
ent cou

ld
 either be

d
erived

 from
 other p

rop
erties of these langu

ages that m
ake their sp

ecific alignm
ent

solu
tions op

tim
al, or it cou

ld
 be a sign of the actu

al existence of a leftw
ard

 and
 a

rightw
ard

 instance of the A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S constraint, both p

resent in U
G

, and
 thu

s both

p
resent in the gram

m
ar of any langu

age, w
ith one ranked

 higher than the other. I w
ill

com
e back to this issue in section 3.3, w

here I analyze the m
ixed

 focusing system
 of the

C
had

ic langu
age K

anaku
ru

 as evid
ence for the sim

u
ltaneou

s existence of a rightw
ard

and
 a leftw

ard
 instance of the A

LIG
N

F
O

C
U

S constraint.

In the follow
ing analysis, I w

ill assu
m

e that the p
aram

eters of A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S are

specified
 as in its first d

efinition, in (41) above.

T
h

ere 
is 

con
sid

erable 
evid

en
ce 

in
 

favor 
of 

a 
u

n
iversal 

con
strain

t 
su

ch
 

as

A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S. T

his inclu
d

es K
iss's argu

m
ent for the existence of a left-p

erip
heral focu

s

p
osition to the left of the verb in H

u
ngarian (the exact location has been analyzed

 in
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various w

ays: S-ad
joined

, or in specV
P

, or form
ing a constituent w

ith the m
ain verb, or

in the specifier of a focu
s projection taking V

P
 as com

plem
ent. See w

ork by K
iss (1981,

1987, 1990), H
orvath (1986), B

rod
y (1990) respectively).

L
eft-peripheral focu

sing, in C
P

 or other clau
se-initial position, has been also claim

ed

for B
asqu

e (O
rtiz d

e U
rbina, 1989), and

 for the A
frican langu

ages of K
ru

 (Ivory coast),

T
ikar (C

am
eroon) and

 G
u

ngbe (K
w

a fam
ily, B

enin); see w
ork by K

oop
m

an (1984),

Stanley (1994), and
 A

boh (1995) respectively.

Finally, structural focus w
ithin the V

P projection has been argued
 for by T

uller (1992)

for A
froasiatic C

had
ic langu

ages, by R
ochem

ont and
 C

u
licover  (1989) for E

nglish, by

B
onet (1990) for C

atalan, and
 in this w

ork for Italian (also Sam
ek-L

od
ovici 1993, 1994).

T
he existence of the u

niversal constraint A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S d

oes not entail that focu
sed

p
hrases occu

r in p
erip

heral p
osition in all langu

ages. T
he constraint is in fact going to

be violated
 in all those gram

m
ars w

here it is ranked
 low

er than other conflicting

constraints. B
efore exam

ining how
 this analysis d

eterm
ines the lack of  su

bject

inversion in E
nglish and

 sim
ilar langu

ages, it is w
orth review

ing the evid
ence for

structural focus in V
P-ad

joined
 position in E

nglish by R
ochem

ont and
 C

ulicover (1989).

3.2.1. S
tru

ctu
ral focu

s in
 E

n
glish

 an
d

 th
e D

esign
 of U

G

C
ulicover and

 R
ochem

ont (1989:24) show
 how

, in accord
 w

ith the universal nature of

the constraint A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S, structural contrastive focusing is present in E

nglish as w
ell,

although in this language it d
oes not affect subjects.

T
heir evid

ence is based
 on the Q

A
-p

airs in (43) and
 (44) w

hich contain tw
o d

istinct

questions, but a unique answ
er w

ith the d
irect object follow

ing the ind
irect object. T

his

answ
er is ap

p
rop

riate for the qu
estion in (43), w

hich focu
ses the d

irect object, bu
t

inap
p

rop
riate for the qu

estion in (44), w
hich focu

ses the ind
irect object. Since the

answ
er w

ith the inverted object is ap
p

rop
riate only w

here the object is focu
sed

,

C
u

licover and
 R

ochem
ont conclu

d
e that focu

sing is a cru
cial factor licensing its V

P
-

ad
joined

 position.

(43) Q
: W

hat d
id

 John purchase for his w
ife?

 A
: John purchased

 for his w
ife [a brand

 new
 fur coat].
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(44) Q

:   For w
hom

 d
id

 John purchase a brand
 new

 fur coat?
       A

: *John purchased
 for his w

ife [a brand
 new

 fur coat].

A
d

d
itional evid

ence com
es from

 the stu
d

y of focu
sing ad

verbs. R
ochem

ont (1986)

p
rovid

es th
e follow

in
g exam

p
le, w

h
ere th

e con
trastive focu

sin
g ad

verb also is

associated
 w

ith the right-ad
joined

 constituent a new
 girlfriend.

(45) A
: Sam

 just cam
e back from

 E
ngland

, and
 brought m

e a new
 bracelet.

  B
: W

ell I d
on't know

 if you know
 this yet, but Sam

 also brought back
    from

 E
ngland

 [a new
 girlfriend].

M
oreover, C

u
licover and

 R
ochem

ont p
oint ou

t that in the follow
ing sentences, the

constitu
ent associated

 w
ith the contrastive focu

sing ad
verb only is alw

ays to the right

ed
ge of the V

P; see the und
erlined

 constituents in (45a) through (45f).

(45a) I only gave  a book about linguistics to M
ary.

(45b) I only gave  a book about linguistics to M
ary

.
(45c) *I only gave  a book about linguistics to M

ary.

(45d
) I only gave to M

ary  a book about linguistics.
(45e) ?I only gave to M

ary  a book about linguistics.
(45f) *I only gave to M

ary  a book about linguistics.

T
his d

istribu
tion, w

hich m
atches a sim

ilar d
istribu

tion in Italian, is accou
nted

 for if

focusing occurs in V
P-ad

joined
 position, like in the Italian case.

E
nglish is thu

s like Italian w
ith regard

 to contrastively focu
sed

 objects and
 ind

irect

objects, bu
t d

iverges from
 Italian w

ith resp
ect to contrastively focu

sed
 su

bjects.

C
onsequ

ently, it is natu
ral to seek an analysis w

here E
nglish and

 Italian u
nd

ergo the

sam
e requ

irem
ent on stru

ctu
ral focu

s, and
 d

erive the d
ivergent behaviou

r of su
bjects

from
 other, ind

epend
ent factors.

3.2.2. Focu
sed

 an
d

 U
n

focu
sed

 S
u

b
jects in

 Italian
 an

d
 E

n
glish

T
he goal of the O

T
 analysis p

resented
 here is to d

erive both (i) the absence of

p
ostverbal u

nfocu
sed

 su
bjects in Italian, and

 (ii) the absence of p
ostverbal focu

sed
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subjects in E

nglish, from
 the ranking of A

LIG
N

F
O

C
U

S relative to the constraints S
U

BJEC
T,

P
A

R
SE, 

an
d

 
F

U
LL-IN

T. T
h

ese latter con
strain

ts, listed
 again

 below
, h

ave been

in
d

ep
en

d
en

tly establish
ed

 an
d

 m
otivated

 th
rou

gh
 th

e an
alysis of th

e p
ro-d

rop

alternation of chap
ter 2. T

herefore, the analysis of stru
ctu

ral focu
sing below

 w
ill also

have to respect all the alread
y established

 ranking relations for the gram
m

ars of Italian

and
 E

nglish.

- S
U

BJEC
T: T

he highest A
-specifier of a clause m

ust be structurally realized
.

   Failed
 w

hen the highest A
-specifier of a clause is left structurally unrealized

.

- P
A

R
SE: Structurally realize input item

s into phrase structure.
    Failed

 by unrealized
 input item

s.

- F
U

LL IN
T

E
R

PR
E

T
A

T
IO

N
:

L
exical conceptual structure is parsed

.
   Failed

 by uninterpreted
 lexical m

aterial.

T
he analysis of focu

sed
 and

 u
nfocu

sed
 su

bjects in the tw
o langu

ages w
ill be

p
resented

 in the follow
ing w

ay. First, I w
ill consid

er only three basic cand
id

ate

stru
ctu

res: one w
ith a p

reverbal su
bject, one w

ith a V
P

-ad
joined

 su
bject, and

 one w
ith

an unrealized
 subject. T

hen, I w
ill extend

 the analysis to expletive structures and
 to the

nu
ll stru

ctu
re. Finally, I w

ill show
 that these stru

ctu
res exhau

st the set of p
otential

optim
a because they harm

onically bound
 any other structure in the cand

id
ate set.

3.2.3. Focu
sed

 S
u

b
jects

Inversion of focu
sed

 su
bjects in Italian is d

u
e to the higher ranking of A

L
IG

N
F

O
C

U
S

relative to S
U

BJEC
T.

T
his is show

n in T
1 below

. T
he p

reverbal-su
bject cand

id
ate (a), w

ith the su
bject in

sp
ecIP

, violates A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S, w

hile the stru
ctu

ral-focu
sing cand

id
ate (b), w

ith a V
P

-

ad
join

ed
 

su
bject, 

violates 
S

U
BJEC

T. Since A
L

IG
N

F
O

C
U

S 
ou

tran
ks 

S
U

B
JE

C
T, the

A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S violation is fatal to (a). C

and
id

ate (b) beats the null subject cand
id

ate in (c)

as w
ell, since both violate S

U
B

JE
C

T, but (c) also violates P
A

R
SE. T

he ranking of P
A

R
SE is

irrelevan
t in

 th
is case, sin

ce (b) an
d

 (c) are equ
ivalen

t on
 all oth

er con
strain

ts

(nevertheless, w
e know

 that P
A

R
SE d

om
inates S

U
B

JE
C

T from
 the analysis of top

ic-

related
 null subjects).
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T

1. Italian focused
 subjects: 

A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S >> S

U
BJEC

T

<cantare(x), x=G
ianni, x=focus, T

=pres.perf.>
            sing              John

F.I.
P

A
R

SE
A

.F
.

S
U

BJ.

a.        preverbal subj: 
[  G

.  ha cantato ]
                                             J.   has sung

*!

b. ☞
  postverbal subj:

[ -- ha cantato G
. ]

*

c.        null subj:
[ --  ha cantato ]

*!
*

In E
nglish, on the other hand

, S
U

BJEC
T outranks A

LIG
N

F
O

C
U

S, m
aking the preverbal-

su
bject cand

id
ate (a) the op

tim
al cand

id
ate, see T

2 below
. In fact, both (b) and

 (c)

violate S
U

B
JE

C
T, w

hich now
 constitu

te a w
orse violation than violating A

L
IG

N
F

O
C

U
S.

T
he new

 ranking thus d
erives the preverbal position of E

nglish focused
 subjects.

T
2. E

nglish focused
 subjects: S

U
BJEC

T
 >> A

LIG
N

F
O

C
U

S

<
sing(x), x=

<
M

ark>
, x=

focus, T
=

pres. perf.>
S

U
BJ.

P
A

R
SE

F.I.
A

.F
.

a. ☞
   preverbal subj:      [  M

. has sung ]
*

b.       postverbal subj:    [ -- has sung M
. ]

*!

c.        null subj:                [ --  has sung ]
*!

*

T
he ranking betw

een S
U

B
JE

C
T and

 A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S thu

s d
eterm

ines w
hether focu

sed

su
bjects occu

r p
reverbally in sp

ecIP
 p

osition, as in E
nglish, or p

ostverbally, focu
sed

structurally in peripheral position, as in Italian.

3.2.4. U
n

focu
sed

 S
u

b
jects an

d
 Focu

sed
 O

b
jects

W
hen su

bjects are not focu
s-m

arked
, A

LIG
N

F
O

C
U

S is vacu
ou

sly satisfied
, d

issolving

the conflict w
ith S

U
BJEC

T. T
he ranking of the tw

o constraints is u
ninflu

ential, and
 the

tw
o gram

m
ars are correctly p

red
icted

 to converge on the sam
e op

tim
al form

. T
his is

show
n in tableau

 T
3 for the Italian ranking and

 tableau
 T

4 for the E
nglish ranking: in

both tableau
s, the op

tim
al cand

id
ate is the p

reverbal su
bject cand

id
ate in (a), w

hich

satisfies all constraints.
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3. Italian unfocused
 subjects.

<cantare(x), x=<G
ianni>, --, T

=pres.perf>
F.I.

P
A

R
SE

A
.F

.
S

U
BJ.

a. ☞
   preverbal subj:

[  G
.  ha cantato ]

b.      postverbal subj:
[ -- ha cantato G

. ]
*!

c.        null subj:
[ --  ha cantato ]

*!
*

T
4. E

nglish unfocused
 subjects.

<sing(x), x=<M
ark>, -- , T

=pres.perf>
S

U
BJ.

P
A

R
SE

F.I.
A

.F
.

a. ☞
   preverbal subj:      [  M

. has sung ]

b.       postverbal subj:    [ -- has sung M
. ]

*!

c.        null subj:                [  --  has sung ]
*!

*

T
he vacu

ou
s satisfaction of A

LIG
N

F
O

C
U

S thu
s exp

lains w
hy E

nglish and
 Italian

converge in parsing u
nfocu

sed
 su

bjects in specIP
. In fact, since the preverbal cand

id
ate

in (a) violates no constraints, it is optim
al across all 4!=

24 rerankings of them
, w

hich is

equ
ivalent to saying that other constraints notw

ithstand
ing, u

nfocu
sed

 su
bjects w

ill

alw
ays occur in specIP position.

C
onvergence also occu

rs w
hen the focu

sed
 constitu

ent is not the su
bject.  S

U
BJEC

T

can then be satisfied
 by parsing the subject in specIP. In the tableaus below

, the focused

constitu
ent is the object, w

hich is parsed
 in focu

s position in both langu
ages, satisfying

A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S. T

his is show
n in T

5 for Italian and
 in T

6 for E
nglish (see also section

3.2.1).

T
5. Italian focused

 objects.
<com

prare(x,y,z),(x=G
.,y=cap.,z=M

.), y=focus,T
=pres.perf.>

  purchase  
John     coat      M

ary
F. I.

P
A

R
SE

A
.F

.
S

U
BJ.

a. 
obj in situ: G

. ha [com
prato [un cappotto] a M

.]
                    

   J. has  bought a coat to M
ary

*!

b. ☞
 obj in focus pos.:

 G
. ha [vp [vp com

prato ti a M
.] [un cappotto]i ]
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6. E
nglish focused

 objects.

<
purschase(x,y,z),(x=

J.,y=
coat,z=

M
.),y=

focus, T
=

pres.perf>
S

U
BJ.

P
A

R
SE

F.I.
A

.F.

a. obj in situ: J. has [vp purchased
 [a brand

 new
 fur coat]

                       for M
ary]

*!

b. ☞
 obj in focus position: J. has [vp [vp purchased ti for

                                              M
ary] [a brand

 new
 fur coat]i ]

W
hile other factors seem

 to restrict the occurrence of structural focus of contrastively

focu
sed

 objects in E
nglish, w

hich ap
p

ears to be less system
atic than in Italian, the O

T

analysis accou
nts for the observed

 convergences am
ong the tw

o langu
ages in the

syntactic exp
ression of focu

sed
 objects and

 u
nfocu

sed
 su

bjects, w
hile at the sam

e tim
e

pred
icting the d

ivergence in the analysis of focused
 subjects.

3.2.5. E
xp

letive S
u

b
jects

A
 structure w

ith an expletive in specIP and
 a focused

 subject in V
P-ad

joined
 position

satisfies S
U

B
JE

C
T and

 A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S sim

u
ltaneou

sly and
 thu

s constitu
tes a challenge to

the optim
al structures seen above. T

his structure how
ever, violates F

U
LL-IN

T, w
hich, as

w
e w

ill see, is p
otentially in conflict w

ith both S
U

BJEC
T and

 A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S. W

hat

d
eterm

ines the statu
s of the exp

letive cand
id

ate is thu
s the relative ranking am

ong

these constraints .

W
e alread

y know
 from

 the d
iscu

ssion of exp
letives in chap

ter 2 that  F
U

LL-IN
T

d
om

inates S
U

BJEC
T in Italian. For exam

p
le, for the raising verb sem

brare (to seem
), the

stru
ctu

re w
ith an overt expletive, in (b), is beaten by that w

ith an u
nrealized

 su
bject, in

(a). T
his can only occu

r if failing S
U

BJEC
T is a lesser violation than failing F

U
LL-IN

T, as

tableau T
7 show

s.

T
7. Italian expletives:

F
U

LL IN
T. >> S

U
BJEC

T

<
sem

brare(-,x), x=
<

...>
, --,T

=
pres.>

F. I.
P

A
R

SE
A

.F.
S

U
BJ.

a.  ☞
  null subj: [  --  sem

bra [che ...]]
*

b. explet. subj: 
[expl.  sem

bra [che ...]]
*!

T
he sam

e ranking correctly pred
icts the su

boptim
al statu

s of the expletive cand
id

ate

in focu
sing contexts. A

s T
8 show

s, the inversion cand
id

ate in (a) beats the exp
letive
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cand

id
ate in (b) becau

se u
nd

er this ranking failing S
U

B
JE

C
T is a lesser violation than

failing F
U

LL-IN
T.

T
8. Italian focused

 subjects. F
U

LL IN
T. >> S

U
BJEC

T

<cantare(x), x=G
., x=focus, T

=pres.perf>
F. I.

P
A

R
SE

A
.F

.
S

U
BJ.

a. ☞
 postverbal subj: [ -- ha cantato G

. ]
*

b.  expletive subj: [ expl.  ha cantato G
. ]

*!

In E
nglish, the op

tim
al stru

ctu
re for focu

sed
 su

bjects realizes them
 in sp

ecIP
,

violating A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S, w

hile the exp
letive cand

id
ate satisfies A

LIG
N

F
O

C
U

S and
 fails

F
U

LL-IN
T. It is thu

s the ranking betw
een A

LIG
N

F
O

C
U

S and
 F

U
LL-IN

T that m
atters. T

he

suboptim
al status of the expletive cand

id
ate show

s that violating F
U

LL-IN
T is fatal, and

thu
s that F

U
LL-IN

T d
om

inates A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S. T

his ranking is also consistent w
ith the

rankings found
 so far for E

nglish.

T
9. E

nglish focused
 subjects. F

U
LL-IN

T >> A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S

<sing(x), x=M
ark, x=focus, T

=pres.perf>
S

U
BJ.

P
A

R
SE

F.I.
A

.F
.

a. ☞
   preverbal subj:

[  M
.  has sung ]

*

b.       expletive subj:
[  it  has sung M

.]
*!

T
he statu

s of the expletive cand
id

ate thu
s provid

es inform
ation on the relative ranking

of the constraint F
U

LL-IN
T, w

hich d
om

inates S
U

B
JE

C
T in Italian and

 A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S in

E
nglish.

3.2.6. T
h

e N
u

ll C
an

d
id

ate

A
 final challenge to the op

tim
al stru

ctu
res id

entified
 above com

es from
 the nu

ll

stru
ctu

re, w
hich vacu

ou
sly satisfies all constraints excep

t P
A

R
SE. Its su

bop
tim

al statu
s

w
ill thus provid

e inform
ation on the relative ranking of this latter constraint in the tw

o

languages.

A
s far as Italian is concerned

, the su
bop

tim
al statu

s of the nu
ll cand

id
ate in (b)

relative to the op
tim

al inversion cand
id

ate in (a) p
rovid

es evid
ence for the higher

ranking of P
A

R
SE relative to S

U
BJEC

T, confirm
ing a find

ing from
 the analysis of top

ic-

anteced
ents in chapter 2.
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T

10. Italian focused
 subjects: P

A
R

SE  >> S
U

BJEC
T

<cantare(x), x=G
., x=focus, T

=pres.perf>
F. I.

P
A

R
SE

A
.F.

S
U

BJ

a. ☞
  postverbal subj:  [ -- ha cantato G

. ]
*

b.        null struct:
*!**

In E
nglish, on the other hand

, the su
bop

tim
al statu

s of the nu
ll-stru

ctu
re follow

s

from
 the higher ranking of P

A
R

SE relative to A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S.

T
11. E

nglish focused
 subjects: P

A
R

SE  >> A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S

 <sing(x), x=M
ark, x=focus, T

=pres.perf>
S

U
BJ.

P
A

R
SE

F.I.
A

.F
.

a. ☞
   preverbal subj:      [  M

.  has sung ]
*

b.        null struct:
*!**

3.2.7. C
an

d
id

ate S
et E

xh
au

stion
 an

d
 C

ross-lin
gu

istic V
ariation

T
he cand

id
ates exam

ined
 in the p

reced
ing tableau

s and
 listed

 below
 exhau

st the

crosslinguistic variation attainable through reranking of the four constraints consid
ered

in this chapter for an input involving a focused
 subject.

(46)
O

ptim
al C

and
id

ate 
Structure

V
iolated

 C
onstraint

a. preverbal subject
[D

P aux V
]

A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S

b. inverted
 subject

[ -- aux V
 D

P]
S

U
BJEC

T

c. expletive subject
[ expl. aux V

 D
P]

F
U

LL-IN
T

d
. null structure

[      ]
P

A
R

SE (three tim
es)

A
ll other com

p
eting cand

id
ates are harm

onically bou
nd

 by one of the stru
ctu

res

above, and
 thus can never be optim

al. A
 brief proof follow

s below
.

(47) Proof: assum
e the existence of a cand

id
ate C

and not harm
onically bound

 (h
-bound)

by (46a)-(46d
).

1. C
and  cannot violate tw

o constraints, because in this case it w
ould

 violate a constraint
am

ong A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S, S

U
B

JE
C

T, F
U

LL-IN
T, and

 an ad
d

itional constraint C
. It w

ou
ld

then be h-bound
 by one of the cand

id
ates in (a) through (c), since these d

o not violate
any ad

d
itional constraint C

.
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2. C

an
d cannot satisfy all constraints, becau

se satisfying A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S and

 S
U

BJEC
T

sim
u

ltaneou
sly brings abou

t a violation of either F
U

LL-IN
T or P

A
R

SE, as show
n in the

p
aragrap

hs d
iscu

ssing the exp
letive and

 nu
ll stru

ctu
res. C

and w
ou

ld
 then end

 u
p h

-
bound

 by (b) and
 (c), w

hich violate only S
U

BJEC
T, and only F

U
LL-IN

T respectively.

3. Steps 1 and
 2 above show

 that C
and m

ust violate exactly one constraint.

3.1 C
and cannot violate A

LIG
N

F
O

C
U

S, becau
se to be d

istinct from
 (a), C

and w
ould

 have
to either inclu

d
e ad

d
itional exp

letive m
aterial, violating F

U
LL-IN

T, or avoid
 p

arsing
som

e elem
ents of the inp

u
t, violating P

A
R

SE. In either case C
and w

ou
ld

 end
 u

p
 h

-
bound

 by (a), w
hich fails A

LIG
N

F
O

C
U

S alone.

3.2 C
and cannot violate S

U
B

JE
C

T, becau
se in ord

er to be d
istinct from

 (b), C
and  w

ou
ld

have to either inclu
d

e ad
d

itional exp
letive m

aterial, failing F
U

LL-IN
T, or p

arse the
su

bject elsew
here, failing A

LIG
N

F
O

C
U

S, or not p
arse the su

bject, failing P
A

R
SE. In all

cases, C
and is h-bound

 by (b), w
hich fails only S

U
BJEC

T.

3.3 C
and cannot violate F

U
LL-IN

T, becau
se in ord

er to be d
istinct from

 (c), C
and w

ould
have to either inclu

d
e other m

aterial, lead
ing to fu

rther violations of F
U

LL-IN
T, or the

exp
letive or the su

bject w
ou

ld
 be p

arsed
 elsew

here, lead
ing C

and to violate S
U

BJEC
T

or A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S. In all cases, C

and end
s up h-bound

 by (c), w
hich fails F

U
LL-IN

T alone.

3.4 C
an

d cannot ou
tp

erform
 (d

) by violating P
A

R
SE only once (w

hereas the nu
ll

stru
ctu

re fails it three tim
es), becau

se the only legitim
ate com

p
eting cand

id
ates thu

s
p

rod
u

ced
 w

ou
ld

 be either (i) the nu
ll su

bject cand
id

ate [-- aux V
] in (b), or (ii) the

expletive cand
id

ate [expl. aux V
] in (c). Step

s 3.2 and
 3.3 alread

y exam
ined

 w
hy C

and

cannot outperform
 these cand

id
ates.

4. N
o other option is given.

A
ssu

m
ing that the rankings selecting the nu

ll stru
ctu

re as op
tim

al are u
nlearnable

(see the d
iscu

ssion in chap
ter 2), the p

ictu
re that em

erges is that of a fu
nd

am
ental

crosslingu
istic trip

artition in the realization of focu
sed

 su
bjects. R

ankings m
aking

cand
id

ate (a) optim
al w

ill realize focu
sed

 and
 u

nfocu
sed

 su
bjects in the sam

e position.

W
hether this "canonical" position is specIP, as in E

nglish, or another position, as in V
SO

langu
ages, d

ep
end

s on the constraints governing case and
 agreem

ent, and
 p

ossibly

other constraints as w
ell. A

ll other constraints being equal, these languages should
 also
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show

 a sp
lit betw

een focu
sed

 su
bjects and

 focu
sed

 internal argu
m

ents, objects in

p
articu

lar, w
hich are not being su

bject to the S
U

BJEC
T constraint, and

 are thu
s free to

respond
 to the d

em
and

s of A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S.

A
 second

 grou
p

 of langu
ages is id

entified
 by cand

id
ate (b), w

hich stand
s for

langu
ages w

here A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S affects su

bjects as w
ell. In these langu

ages, focu
sed

su
bjects p

attern w
ith other focu

sed
 argu

m
ents, and

 the sp
lit occu

rs betw
een the

position of focused
 subjects and

 that of unfocused
, canonical subjects.

T
he final grou

p
, is rep

resented
 by the exp

letive cand
id

ate in (c), and
 contains

langu
ages that resem

ble those in the p
reviou

s grou
p

, w
ith focu

sed
 su

bjects p
atterning

w
ith other focu

sed
 argu

m
ents, bu

t w
ith the d

ifference that the specIP
 position is filled

by an expletive.

T
h

e first an
d

 secon
d

 lan
gu

age-grou
p

 are exem
p

lified
 by E

n
glish

 an
d

 Italian

resp
ectively. I have no rep

resentative for the third
 grou

p
 yet. N

otice how
ever that the

op
tim

al stru
ctu

re exem
p

lifying the third
 grou

p
 is fam

iliar, being like E
nglish there

constru
ctions. Ind

eed
, E

nglish p
resentational focu

s cou
ld

 be analyzed
 along the sam

e

lin
es as con

trastive focu
sin

g, th
rou

gh
 a con

strain
t A

LIG
N

-P
R

ES-F
O

C
U

S requ
iring

constitu
ents m

arked
 as p

resentationally focu
sed

 to occu
r in rightw

ard
 V

P
-ad

joined

p
osition

. T
h

e h
igh

er ran
kin

g of 
A

LIG
N

-P
R

ES-F
O

C
U

S relative to 
S

U
BJEC

T selects

postverbal presentational focu
s as optim

al. T
he obligatory expletive there then follow

s

necessarily from
 the ind

ep
end

ently established
 higher ranking of S

U
BJEC

T relative to

F
U

LL-IN
T.

T
12. E

nglish presentationally focused
 subjects.

<arrive(x),x=m
an,x=focus, T

=pres.perf>
A

.P
R.F.

S
U

BJ.
P

A
R

SE
F. I.

a
preverbal subj:

 [  a m
an arrived

 ]
*!

b. 
postverbal subj: [ -- arrived

 a m
an ]

*!

c.
null subj:

 [  --  arrived
 ]

*!
*

d. ☞
 expl. subj:

 [ there arrived
 a m

an]
*

e.
null struct:

*!**

U
nd

er this analysis of p
resentational focu

s, E
nglish w

ou
ld

 be an instance of a

language of the expletive class exem
plified

 by (46c) above.
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3.2.8. Focu
sed

 N
u

ll S
u

b
jects

A
 langu

age w
hich the analysis p

red
icts to be im

p
ossible is one w

ith focu
sed

  nu
ll

su
bjects. T

his resu
lt follow

s necessarily from
 the analysis given here becau

se the

cand
id

ate leaving the subject unparsed
 is h-bound

 by the cand
id

ate realizing the subject

in focus position.

A
s the follow

ing tableau show
s, the null subject cand

id
ate in (b) violates S

U
BJEC

T and

P
A

R
SE, w

hile cand
id

ate (a) violates only S
U

BJEC
T. T

hu
s (a) h-bou

nd
s (b), m

aking (b)

suboptim
al universally, und

er any ranking.

T
13. N

ull subject is h-bound
 by postverbal subject cand

id
ate.

<sing(x), x=M
ark, x=focus, T

=pres.perf>
F. I.

S
U

BJ
P

A
R

SE
A

.F.

a.  ☞
 postverbal subj:

[  -- has sung M
. ]

*

b.
null subject: 

[  -- has sung ]
*

*!

It is im
p

ortant to notice that the sam
e resu

lt d
oes not necessarily follow

 if w
e

rep
resent nu

ll su
bjects stru

ctu
rally, as pro. N

othing in fact p
revents the p

ossibility of

focu
sing pro. For exam

p
le, in Italian, pro cou

ld
 occu

r in focu
s p

osition, being case-

licensed
 the sam

e w
ay as overt su

bjects. Y
et, it obviou

sly d
oes not, as the exam

p
le

below
 show

s, and
 as ind

epend
ently argued

 for by C
ard

inaletti (1994) in her stud
y of the

p
ositions available to pro. (In the exam

p
les below

, the w
ord

 deictic sym
bolizes a

pointing gesture id
entifying a referent for the pronoun.)

(48) Q
: C

hí ha grid
ato?

W
ho scream

ed?

 A
: H

a grid
ato lui  [d

eictic]!
H

E
 scream

ed!

 A
: * H

a grid
ato pro [deictic]!

(H
e) scream

ed!

T
he p

ossibility of a focu
sed

 nu
ll su

bject is u
su

ally rejected
 on the basis of the belief

that focu
sing alw

ays requ
ires stress, w

hich nu
ll su

bjects evid
ently cannot su

p
p

ort.

H
ow

ever, it w
as argu

ed
 in section 3.1 that stru

ctu
rally focu

sed
 su

bjects need
 no

em
p

hatic stress, a claim
 also m

ad
e in B

elletti and
 Shlonsky (1994). B

u
t if stress is not

needed, then pro is a potential target for structural focusing.

N
or is it p

ossible to argu
e that pro cannot be focu

sed
 becau

se it is not inform
ative

enou
gh. In a Q

A
-p

air like that in (48) above it is u
nclear w

hat inform
ation the overt
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pronoun is supplying that could

 not be supplied
 by pro. T

his is even clearer in C
hinese,

w
here overt p

ronom
inals d

o not su
p

p
ly gend

er inform
ation, yet they are obligatory

w
hen pronom

inals are focused
.

(49) C
hinese:

Q
: Shei d

apo le nazhi beizi?
W

ho broke that glass?

    
 W

ho break A
SP that glass.

A
: T

a [d
eictic]   d

apo  d
e!

She/he did it!

     
 S/he 

break did.

A
: * pro [d

eictic] d
apo  d

e!
She/he) did it!

In the O
T

 accou
nt, the im

p
ossibility of nu

ll su
bjects follow

s d
irectly from

 their

u
n

realized
 n

atu
re, w

ith
ou

t fu
rth

er stip
u

lation
. U

n
realized

 su
bjects are n

o less

referential than overt su
bjects. T

he only d
ifference is that they are not realized

. T
heir

d
istribution is d

eterm
ined

 by their failing the S
U

BJEC
T and

 P
A

R
SE constraints. T

hey can

be op
tim

al w
hen there is a top

ic-referring anteced
ent and

 the constraint D
R

O
PT

O
PIC

outranks S
U

BJEC
T and

 P
A

R
SE. T

hey cannot be optim
al in focu

sed
 contexts becau

se they

are h-bound
 by the cand

id
ate w

ith the overt subject in focus position.

W
e can now

 see a d
ifference betw

een the conception of structural d
eficiency ad

opted

here and
 that p

rop
osed

 in C
ard

inaletti and
 Starke (1994). In C

ard
inaletti and

 Starke's

analysis, the restricted
 referential range of nu

ll su
bjects and

 their u
nfocu

sed
 natu

re

follow
 from

 specific assu
m

ptions on the representation of pro, w
hich is conceived

 of as

a d
eficient pronoun lacking its ow

n case projection, w
hich in turn is an essential part of

fu
ll nou

n p
hrases. T

his m
issing p

rojection forces pro to occu
r only in case-assignm

ent

positions, thus ruling out its occurrence in focus position.

In the proposal d
efend

ed
 here, on the other hand

, leaving su
bjects u

nrealized
 is ju

st

one of the m
any things G

E
N

 can d
o w

ith a su
bject in the inp

u
t. O

therw
ise, u

nrealized

su
bjects are like overt su

bjects. In p
rincip

le, they have the sam
e referential range as

overt su
bjects, and

 like overt su
bjects they m

u
st be assigned

 case (see chap
ter 1 and

chapter 5). T
heir lim

ited
 referential range (occu

rrence w
ith topic anteced

ents only) and

their u
nfocu

sed
 natu

re follow
s d

irectly and
 necessarily from

 their being stru
ctu

rally

unrealized
 and

 no assum
ption specific to null subjects other than their unrealized

 status

need
 be m

ad
e. B

ecause they are optim
al only und

er pressure of D
R

O
PT

O
PIC, their range
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is lim

ited
 to top

ic anteced
ents. B

ecau
se they violate P

A
R

SE, they are less op
tim

al than

overt subjects in focus position and
 therefore they never occur as focused

.

T
he u

niversal absence of focu
sed

 nu
ll su

bjects is thu
s a strong p

red
iction of the

analysis p
resented

 here, and
 constitu

tes evid
ence for the view

 of nu
ll su

bjects as

unrealized
, on w

hich it is crucially based
.

3.2.9 S
u

m
m

ary

Sum
m

ing up, the interaction of the four constraints A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S, F

U
LL-IN

T, S
U

BJEC
T,

an
d

 
P

A
R

SE accou
n

ts for th
e lan

gu
age-in

tern
al altern

ation
 betw

een
 focu

sed
 an

d

u
nfocu

sed
 su

bjects in Italian, as w
ell as for the crosslingu

istic alternation betw
een

Italian and
 E

nglish in the analysis of focused
 subjects. T

he analysis also accounts for the

convergent analysis of focu
sed

 objects in the tw
o langu

ages, and
 for the alternation

betw
een focu

sed
 su

bjects and
 focu

sed
 objects internal to E

nglish, w
here only the latter

can focus structurally.

 M
oreover, the analysis is consistent w

ith the analysis of nu
ll su

bjects d
evelop

ed
 in

chapter 2, w
ith w

hich it shares the use of three constraints.

T
he relevant rankings argued

 for in this chapter are sum
m

arized
 below

.

(50) R
ankings for Italian and

 E
nglish:

Italian:

SU
B

JE
C

T

PA
R

SE
FU

L
L

-IN
T

A
L

IG
N

FO
C

U
S

E
nglish:

SU
B

JE
C

T
PA

R
SE

FU
L

L
-IN

T

A
L

IG
N

FO
C

U
S

3.3. P
aram

etrization
 Issu

es: O
T

 vs. P
rin

cip
les an

d
 P

aram
eters

D
ifferent langu

ages show
 stru

ctu
ral contrastive focu

s in d
ifferent p

ositions. For

exam
p

le, w
hereas Italian, C

atalan and
 E

nglish show
 rightw

ard
 stru

ctu
ral focu

s,

H
u

ngarian, B
asqu

e, T
ikar and

 G
u

ngbe have leftw
ard

 stru
ctu

ral focu
s (Sam

ek-L
od

ovici
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1994, B

onet 1990, R
ochem

ont and
 C

u
licover 1989, K

iss 1981, 1987, 1990, H
orvath 1986,

B
rod

y 1990, O
rtiz d

e U
rbina 1989, K

oopm
an 1984, Stanley 1994, A

boh 1995).

H
ow

 is this op
p

osition in the d
irection of stru

ctu
ral focu

s to be cap
tu

red
? T

he

im
p

ortance of this qu
estion lies in the d

istinction it brings ou
t betw

een the O
p

tim
ality

T
heoretic and

 the P
rinciples and

 P
aram

eters perspectives of gram
m

ar. In the P
rinciples

an
d

 P
aram

eters p
ersp

ective, d
istin

ct valu
es of a p

aram
eter exclu

d
e each

 oth
er.

T
herefore, once the value of an hypothetical param

eter specifying the d
irection of focus-

alignm
ent as either leftw

ard or rightw
ard is set, the opposite value becom

es inaccessible.

In the O
p

tim
ality T

heoretic p
ersp

ective, on the other hand
, all constraints are

u
niversal, and

 therefore they are p
resent in the gram

m
ar of every langu

age. T
hu

s, if

there exist a leftw
ard

 and
 a rightw

ard
 version of the abstract A

LIG
N

F
O

C
U

S constraint,

they shou
ld

 both be part of each langu
age's gram

m
ar (a sim

ilar perspective is ad
opted

in
 G

rim
sh

aw
 (1995) in

 h
er d

iscu
ssion

 of th
e p

osition
 of a h

ead
 relative to its

com
plem

ent in d
ifferent languages).

T
he cru

cial qu
estion is w

hether there are em
p

irical consequ
ences d

istingu
ishing

am
ong these tw

o perspectives. T
he answ

er is yes, as the follow
ing analysis of the m

ixed

focusing pattern of K
anakuru w

ill show
.

3.3.1. M
ixed

 Focu
sin

g P
attern

 in
 K

an
ak

u
ru

T
he focu

s d
ata rep

orted
 in T

u
ller (1992) for the C

had
ic langu

age K
anaku

ru
 can be

classified
 into the follow

ing three basic p
atterns. (Sim

ilar d
ata are also fou

nd
 in

Southern B
ad

e, T
angale, and

 N
gizim

; see T
uller, 1992).

(i) P
attern 1 - C

lau
ses. W

hen the m
ain verb takes a clau

sal com
plem

ent, the focu
sed

constitu
ent follow

s the m
ain verb and

 p
reced

es the clau
se, as in (51) below

. T
his is

show
n by the exam

p
les in (52), w

here the focu
sed

 w
h-su

bject intervenes betw
een the

verb and
 the clau

sal com
p

lem
ent. (A

ccord
ing to T

u
ller, in the absence of focu

s

K
anaku

ru
 follow

s a strict SV
O

 p
attern, w

ith u
nfocu

sed
 su

bjects in p
reverbal p

osition.

T
u

ller also show
s that the d

istribu
tion of w

h-p
hrases m

atches that of other focu
sed

constituents and
 should

 thus also be analyzed
 as focused

.)

(51) C
lausal C

om
plem

ents: V
 FocusX

P C
P.
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(52a) Y

im
bεn nu

NN NN
[ka bom

e w
at

g
O B

illiri].
(T

uller, ex. (23a), p.321)
Think     w

ho
      that B

om
e w

ent B
illiri.

W
ho thinks that B

om
e w

ent to B
illiri?

(52b) N
eigon n

u
NN NN [ka A

ish w
at

g B
illiri].

(T
uller, ex. (23b), p.321)

 Said
      w

ho
 that A

sh w
ent to B

illiri.
    W

ho said that A
isha w

ent to B
illiri?

(ii) P
attern 2 - C

om
p

lex D
P

. W
hen the com

p
lem

ent is a com
p

lex D
P

 containing an

ad
joined

 P
P

-m
od

ifier or relative clau
se, then the focu

sed
 constitu

ent intervenes

betw
een the nom

inal head
 N

 of the D
P and

 the ad
joined

 m
od

ifier or relative clause, as if

the head
 had

 incorp
orated

 into the verbal head
. T

his p
attern is show

n in (53). Som
e

exam
ples are given in (54).

(53) C
om

plex D
Ps: V

  N
i   FocusX

P  [D
P ti  Y

P].

(54a) W
upe [d

ow
i] m

«« ««ni [g
«n lai].

(T
uller, ex. (20b), p.319)

 Sold horse-the w
e w

ith cow
-the.

W
E

 sold the horse and the cow
.

(54b) A
d

e [shiruw
oi] NN NNgadlai [m

« shee w
ura ane].

(T
uller, ex. (9a), p.309)

 A
te   fish-the cat-the R

M
  she  fried

 up.
T

H
E

 C
A

T
 ate the fish that she fried.

(iii) P
attern 3 - Sim

p
le D

P
. W

hen the verb takes a sim
p

le D
P

 com
p

lem
ent, i.e. a D

P

w
ith no m

ore than num
ber or possessive specifications, the focused

 constituent follow
s

the D
P com

plem
ent, as in (55). Som

e exam
ples follow

 in (56).

(55) Sim
ple D

Ps: V
 D

P FocusX
P.

(56a) T
ui [w

orom
 m

ono] sh
ire.

(T
uller, ex.  (21a), p319)

A
te    bean    m

y     sh
e.

SH
E

 ate m
y beans.
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(56b) º

«
k
 [p

«
 m
«nai] am

nai.
(T

uller, ex. (22), p319)
 built new

 house ch
ief-th

e
10.

T
H

E
 C

H
IE

F built the new
 house.

(56c) W
upe

[landa
Ngin rap ] m

«« ««n
i.

(T
uller, ex.  (i)b, p320)

 Sold 
gow

ns        tw
o  w

e.
 W

E
 sold tw

o gow
ns.

I follow
 T

u
ller (1992) in analyzing p

atterns (i) and
 (ii) as involving leftw

ard
 V

P
-

ad
ju

nction of the focu
sed

 p
hrase. A

s T
u

ller p
rop

oses, the tw
o p

atterns arise from
 the

requ
irem

ent that the D
P

 com
p

lem
ent be assigned

 case u
nd

er ad
jacency. W

hen the

com
p

lem
ent is a clau

se, the requ
irem

ent is vacu
ou

sly satisfied
 and

 the focu
sed

 p
hrase

can left-ad
join to V

P
, as in (57i) below

. H
ow

ever, w
hen the com

p
lem

ent is a D
P

, the

intervening focu
sed

 p
hrase interferes w

ith the ad
jacency requ

irem
ent. T

he nom
inal

head
 then incorp

orates into the verbal com
p

lex in ord
er to get case u

nd
er ad

jacency,

leaving behind
 any D

P ad
juncts (T

uller, 1992). T
he structure for this latter case is show

n

in (57ii) below
. T

he focu
sed

 p
hrase is m

arked
 as '+

focu
s.' I also assu

m
e that in (57ii)

w
hat incorporates is the com

plex D
eterm

iner+
N

oun, as T
uller's glosses suggest.

(57) K
anakuru, focusing of clausal and

 com
plex D

Ps.

(i) C
lausal com

plem
ents

    (ii) C
om

plex D
P com

plem
ents

I'

I

I
V

i

V
P

X
P

+focus
V

P
i

I
V

ii

I'

I
V

P

X
P

V
P

I
V

ii

V
i

j

C
P

+focus

D

D
N

k
V

'

t ti

n

C
P/PP

D
P

D
PD

'N
P

N
'tj

tk

tn
tn

n

V
'

ti

10 T
his gloss is not given in the original paper, but can be d

ed
uced

.
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T

he problem
atic pattern for T

uller's analysis is the third
 one, as she herself points out

(see her d
iscu

ssion in footnote 16 p
age 320). In these cases, a w

hole D
P

 p
reced

es the

focused
 phrase, and

 therefore an incorporation analysis is exclud
ed

. M
y proposal is that

in this case the head
 of the D

P
 stays in situ

 u
naffected

, w
hile the focu

sed
 p

hrase V
P

-

ad
joins to the right, rather than to the left, as in structure (58) below

.

(58) Sim
ple D

P com
plem

ents.

I'

I

I
V

V
P

X
P

+FO
C

V
P

i

tn

D
P

ti

V
'

n

In the next section, I w
ill claim

 that head
-incorp

oration is not p
ossible in these

constru
ction. L

eftw
ard

 focu
s alignm

ent w
ou

ld
 thu

s inevitably block case-assignm
ent

u
nd

er ad
jacency. P

recisely in these cases, the constraint requ
iring rightw

ard focu
s-

alignm
ent has a chance to be satisfied

 by the op
tim

al cand
id

ate in ord
er to m

aintain

case-ad
jacency, d

eterm
ining the otherw

ise m
ysterious focusing pattern of K

anakuru.

3.3.2. O
p

p
osite A

lign
m

en
t C

on
strain

ts

In ord
er to d

erive the patterns of K
anakuru, I m

ake the follow
ing assum

ptions.

First, I assu
m

e that T
u

ller's case ad
jacency is a constraint C

A
SEA

D
J requ

iring linear

ad
jacency betw

een the verb and
 the D

P it assigns case to.

Second
, I assu

m
e the existence of a constraint E

C
P

, rem
iniscent of the E

C
P

 principle

of the Principles and
 Param

eters trad
ition

, violated
 by ungoverned

 traces, and
 applying

also to the traces left behind
 by head

-m
ovem

ent (B
aker 1988, T

ravis 1984). In particular,

the EC
P

 is sensitive to the D
P

 context in w
hich nou

n incorp
oration occu

rs. W
hen the

D
P

 d
oes not inclu

d
e any possessive or nu

m
ber specifications, the nou

n can first head
-

m
ove into D

º and
 then incorp

orate into the verb. In this case, each trace is anteced
ent-

governed
, and

 E
C

P
 is satisfied

. H
ow

ever, w
hen a possessive or a nu

m
ber projection is

p
art of the D

P
, the p

ossessive or nu
m

eral head
 blocks anteced

ent governm
ent of the

trace in N
º, cau

sing a violation of the constraint E
C

P
. Su

ch blocking d
oes not occu

r

w
hen the D

P
 p

rojection contains only p
rep

ositional and
 relative-clau

se m
od

ifiers,
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w

hich are external and
 ad

joined
 to the D

P
-nod

e, and
 therefore d

o not interfere w
ith

head
-m

ovem
ent nor anteced

ent-governm
ent.

For com
p

leteness, I also inclu
d

e in the analysis the constraints S
U

BJEC
T and

 S
TA

Y.

S
U

B
JE

C
T

 is satisfied
 by the cand

id
ate placing the focu

sed
 su

bject preverbally, in specIP

position. S
U

B
JE

C
T

 m
u

st be d
om

inated
 by the focu

s constraints, since in the absence of

focu
sing the su

bject occu
rs in sp

ecIP
 p

osition. S
T

A
Y

 is alw
ays violated

 by m
ovem

ent,

therefore it is violated
 every tim

e  a focu
sed

 constitu
ent aligns, and

 w
hen a head

incorporates. T
he role of S

T
A

Y
 w

ill becom
e clearer in section 3.3.3.

Finally, I assu
m

e that G
E

N
 is extend

ed
 so as to allow

 for nou
n-incorp

oration, and

that the theory of inp
u

ts can be fu
rther d

evelop
ed

 in ord
er to rep

resent the internal

structure of D
Ps, but I leave the actual d

evelopm
ent to further research.

T
he pattern of K

anakuru is d
eterm

ined
 by the interaction of the constraints C

A
SEA

D
J,

EC
P

, and
 the tw

o opposite versions of A
L

IG
N

F
O

C
U

S,  A
F

right and A
F

left . T
he constraint

A
F

rig
h

t  is th
e con

strain
t requ

irin
g righ

tw
ard

 V
P

-ad
join

ed
 align

m
en

t of focu
sed

constituents seen in the previous analyses of Italian and
 E

nglish. T
he constraint A

F
left  is

its leftw
ard

 cou
nterp

art. T
he p

attern of K
anaku

ru
 follow

s w
hen C

A
SEA

D
J and

 E
C

P

d
om

inate A
F

left  and
 A

F
right ,  A

F
left  d

om
inates A

F
right , w

hich d
om

inates S
U

BJEC
T, as in

the ranking in (59).

(59) K
anakuru:   {EC

P, C
A

SEA
D

J} >> A
F

left  >> A
F

right  >> S
U

BJEC
T >> S

TA
Y

11

T
he tableaus below

 show
 how

 a focused
 subject end

s up left- or right-ad
joined

 to V
P,

obeying either A
F

left  or A
F

right , d
epend

ing on the form
 of the com

plem
ent.

L
et us start w

ith the sim
ple case of clausal com

plem
ents. C

onsid
er first cand

id
ates (b)

an
d

 (c), w
h

ich
 align

 th
e focu

sed
 su

bject in
 leftw

ard
 an

d
 righ

tw
ard

 p
osition

,

resp
ectively. C

and
id

ate (b) satisfies A
F

left  and
 violates A

F
righ

t , w
hile (c) d

oes the

opposite. Since A
F

left  outranks A
F

right , cand
id

ate (b) w
ins the com

petition betw
een the

tw
o. N

ext com
es cand

id
ate (a), w

ith the su
bject in sp

ecIP
 p

osition. T
his cand

id
ate

satisfies S
U

BJEC
T, bu

t fails both focu
s constraints, and

 A
F

left in p
articu

lar. Since this is

11 T
he ranking S

U
B

JE
C

T
 >

>
 S

TA
Y

 is not d
eterm

ined
 by the tableau

s p
resented

 here; how
ever, if  this

ranking d
id

 not hold
, unfocused

 subjects could
 not m

ove to specIP position, as they d
o.
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ranked

 higher than S
U

B
JE

C
T, cand

id
ate (b) also w

ins this com
petition and

 is selected
 as

optim
al, d

eriving the pattern associated
 w

ith clausal com
plem

ents. 12

T
14. C

lausal com
plem

ents: A
F

left  >> {A
F

right. , S
U

BJEC
T}

<
V

(x,y), (x=
X

, y=
<

...>
), x=

focus, T
=

pres.>
EC

P
C

.A
.

A
F

L
A

F
R

S
U

BJ
S

TA
Y

a. 
  X

P
f  V

 
 

 [vp   C
P   ]

*!
*

*

b. ☞
 

V
   [vp X

P
f   [vp  C

P
    ]]

*
*

*

c.
V

   [vp           [vp  C
P   ] X

P
f  ]

*!
*

*

T
he second

 p
attern is that of D

P
s w

ith ad
joined

 m
od

ifiers, bu
t no p

ossessive or

nu
m

ber sp
ecifications. H

ere w
e have the fou

r cand
id

ates show
n in T

15 below
. In the

op
tim

al cand
id

ate (d
), the nom

inal head
 of the D

P
 com

p
lem

ent incorp
orates into the

verbal com
plex w

here it is assigned
 case (I represent it only as N

, w
ith no reference to

p
otential incorp

orated
 D

s). T
he leftw

ard
 V

P
-ad

joined
 su

bject intervenes betw
een the

nou
n and

 its ad
joined

 m
od

ifiers, bu
t d

oes not interfere w
ith case-assignm

ent u
nd

er

ad
jacency, hence C

A
SEA

D
J is satisfied

, and
 so is A

F
left .

A
ll other cand

id
ates violate one or the other of these tw

o high ranked
 constraints.

C
and

id
ate (a), w

ith the subject in specIP
, fails both focus constraints, and

 thus A
F

left  as

w
ell. It satisfies S

U
B

JE
C

T, but S
U

BJEC
T is ranked

 low
er than A

F
left as w

e know
 from

 the

analysis of the p
reviou

s tableau
. It also violates S

TA
Y

 one less tim
e than (d

), show
ing

that S
T

A
Y

 is low
er ranked

 than A
F

left , else (a) w
ou

ld
 w

in and
 (d

) w
ou

ld
 not be

gram
m

atical.

C
and

id
ate (b), id

entical to (d
) bu

t for the lack of nou
n incorp

oration, fails C
A

SEA
D

J,

becau
se the focu

sed
 p

hrase intervenes betw
een the verb and

 the com
p

lem
ent D

P
, bu

t

violates S
TA

Y
 one tim

e less than (d
). S

T
A

Y
 is thu

s also low
er ranked

 than C
A

SEA
D

J,

otherw
ise (b) w

ould
 w

in over (d
).

Finally, cand
id

ate (c), w
ith rightw

ard
 ad

ju
nction of the focu

sed
 p

hrase, fails  A
F

left

and
 satisfies A

F
righ

t , w
hile (d

) d
oes the reverse. B

u
t as w

e alread
y know

, A
F

right  is

ranked
 low

er than A
F

left , and
 thus failing A

F
left is fatal to (c). C

and
id

ate (c) also violates

12W
hether the su

bject in (a) violates C
A

SA
D

J or not is u
ninflu

ential to the analysis, thu
s I w

ill assu
m

e it
d

oes not. B
oth (b) and

 (c) violate S
T

A
Y

 once d
u

e to the alignm
ent m

ovem
ent. T

he incorp
oration

cand
id

ate is not show
n, since no nom

inal com
p

lem
ent is p

resent in the inp
u

t. A
 p

ossible incorp
oration

cand
id

ate cou
ld

 involve incorp
oration of the verbal head

 of the com
p

lem
ent. T

his cand
id

ate w
ou

ld
 fail

E
C

P, and
 therefore it w

ould
 have suboptim

al status.
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S

TA
Y

 one tim
e less than (d

), bu
t S

TA
Y

 w
as show

n to be low
er ranked

 than A
F

left

alread
y in the analysis of the status of (a).

T
15. O

bject D
P w

ith ad
joined

 m
od

ifiers:
A

F
left  >> {S

U
BJEC

T, S
TA

Y, A
F

right }
C

A
SEA

D
J >> S

TA
Y

<
V

(x,y), (x=
X

, y=
N

), x=
focus, T

=
pres.perf>

EC
P

C
.A

.
A

F
L

A
F

R
Subj

Stay

a.         X
P

f  V
                [vp   D

P   ]
*!

*
*

b. 
 V

  [vp X
P

f   [vp  D
P

    ]]
*!

*
*

*

c.  
 V

  [vp          [vp   D
P  ] X

P
f  ]

*!
*

*

d. ☞
 V

+N
i   [vp  X

P
f   [vp [D

P  ti  PP/C
P]]]

*
*

* *

Finally, let u
s d

erive the d
iverging pattern involving D

P
s containing possessive and

num
ber projections. T

he optim
al cand

id
ate is (c), focusing the subject in rightw

ard
 V

P
-

ad
joined

 p
osition. C

and
id

ate (a) satsfies S
U

B
JE

C
T bu

t fails A
F

right , w
hile (c) d

oes the

reverse. T
he op

tim
al statu

s of (c) thu
s show

s that A
F

righ
t  ou

tranks S
U

B
JE

C
T. T

he

su
bop

tim
al statu

s of (a) also show
s that A

F
righ

t  is ind
eed

 p
art of the gram

m
ar of

K
anaku

ru
. If A

F
right  d

id
 not exist in K

anaku
ru

, (c) cou
ld

 not be gram
m

atical, becau
se

its set of violations w
ou

ld
 then be a su

p
erset of those of (a). C

and
id

ate (a) w
ou

ld

therefore harm
onically bou

nd
 (c), w

hich cou
ld

 not be op
tim

al u
nd

er any reranking of

the given constraints.

T
he su

bop
tim

al statu
s of (b) show

s that violating case ad
jacency is w

orse than

violating leftw
ard

 focu
s alignm

ent. In fact, (b) and
 (c) conflict on C

A
SEA

D
J and

 A
F

left ,

and
 since (c) w

ins, C
A

SEA
D

J m
u

st be higher ranked
 than A

F
left . T

hese cand
id

ates also

conflict on A
F

right  and
 A

F
left , bu

t violating A
F

right  cannot be fatal to (b), becau
se w

e

alread
y know

 that A
F

right  is ranked
 low

er than A
F

left .

Finally, let u
s consid

er the nou
n-incorp

oration cand
id

ate in (d
), w

hich accord
ing to

the assum
ptions d

iscussed
 in the previous section violates the constraint E

C
P

, w
hich (c)

satisfies. Its su
bop

tim
al statu

s tells u
s that violating the E

C
P

 is w
orse than failing

leftw
ard

 structural focusing, giving us the ranking EC
P>>A

F
left . C

and
id

ate (d
) violates

also S
TA

Y
, but this constraint w

as alread
y show

n to be low
er ranked

 than A
F

left .
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T

16. O
bject D

P w
ith num

ber and
 possessive projections:

{EC
P, C

A
SEA

D
J >> A

F
left >>

A
F

right  >> {S
U

BJEC
T, S

TA
Y}

<V
(x,y), (x=X

, y=N
), x=focus,T

=pres.perf>
EC

P
C

.A
.

A
F

L
A

F
R

S
U

BJ
S

TA
Y

a.         X
P

f  V
                  [vp   D

P   ]
*

*!
*

b.               V
   [vp X

P
f   [vp  D

P
    ]]

*!
*

*
*

c.  ☞
          V

   [vp  [vp   D
P  ] X

P
f  ]

*
*

*

d.   V
+N

i   [vp X
P

f  [vp [D
P  [#P  [

N
  ti  ] #]]]]

 *!
*

*
* *

T
he p

attern of K
anaku

ru
 is thu

s d
erived

 in term
s of the interaction of the focu

s

constraints A
F

left  and A
F

right  and
 the constraints EC

P, C
A

SEA
D

J, S
U

BJEC
T, and S

TA
Y. In

p
articu

lar, w
hen the inp

u
t involves a D

P
 com

p
lem

ent w
ith nu

m
ber and

 p
ossessive

projections, there is no w
ay to satisfy both A

F
left  and

 the constraints EC
P and C

A
SEA

D
J.

T
he low

er constraint A
F

left  is thus violated
, and

 the effects of A
F

right  m
ay then surface.

O
nce p

u
t together, the rankings argu

ed
 for in these tableau

s, together w
ith the

ranking S
U

B
JE

C
T>>S

T
A

Y d
iscu

ssed
 in footnote 11, id

entify the hierarchy p
resented

 in

(59) and
 repeated

 below
.

(60)  K
anakuru: 

{EC
P, C

A
SEA

D
J} >>

 A
F

left  >> A
F

right  >> S
U

BJEC
T >> S

TA
Y

3.3.3. C
on

strain
t R

eran
k

in
g: W

estern
 B

ad
e, P

od
ok

o an
d

 A
gh

em

In her stu
d

y, T
u

ller also exam
ines stru

ctu
ral focu

s in the C
had

ic langu
ages W

estern

B
ad

e, P
od

oko, and
 A

ghem
. In these langu

ages the focu
sed

 p
hrase alw

ays occu
rs

im
m

ed
iately ad

jacent to the verb and
 T

uller analyzes it as leftw
ard

 V
P

-ad
joined

 (T
uller

1992).

(61) A
 t«la d

«« «« ykw
«« ««
ºº ºº
«« ««g
«« «« m

al« sl«d«. 
(Podoko)

 
  C

ooki  [ in
 th

e k
itch

en
  [m

other-m
y ti  m

eat]].

 M
y m

other cooked m
eat IN

 T
H

E
 K

IT
C

H
E

N
.

P
atterns 2 and

 3 of K
anaku

ru
, i.e. nou

n incorp
oration and

 rightw
ard

 focu
sing, are

both m
issing. W

hy? U
nd

er T
u

ller's analysis, the verb trace of these langu
ages can

assign case to its com
plem

ent, m
aking noun incorporation unnecessary. T

he solution is

thu
s cast in p

aram
etric term

s: the sp
ecific d

evice of case-assignm
ent by a verb trace is

assu
m

ed
 to be available to W

estern B
ad

e, P
od

oko, and
 A

ghem
 bu

t not to K
anaku

ru
. A

class of langu
ages have it, another lacks it com

p
letely. B

y contrast, in the O
T

 analysis,
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the focu

sing p
attern of W

estern B
ad

e, P
od

oko, and
 A

ghem
 follow

s d
irectly from

 the

reranking of C
A

SEA
D

J below
 S

TA
Y

, w
ith no need

 to postu
late a new

 d
evice and

 restrict

its use through a param
eter. T

his is show
n below

.

T
he pattern involving clau

sal com
plem

ents is not affected
 by the reranking, and

 the

analysis is analogou
s to that given for K

anaku
ru

. C
onsid

er instead
 the case of D

P

com
p

lem
ents w

ith ad
joined

 m
od

ifiers. A
s the tableau

 below
 show

s, u
nd

er the new

ranking the op
tim

al cand
id

ate is (b), w
ith a left-ad

joined
 focu

sed
 su

bject and
 no

incorp
oration. In fact, (b) now

 w
ins over the incorp

oration cand
id

ate (d
), becau

se

incorporation ad
d

s violations of  S
T

A
Y that (b) spares at the price of violating C

A
SEA

D
J,

w
hich is now

 ranked
 low

er than S
TA

Y
. C

and
id

ate (b) also ou
tp

erform
s (a) and

 (c)

becau
se it satisfies A

F
left , w

hich the latter fail. T
he p

rice is once again a violation of

C
A

SEA
D

J, w
hich (a) and

 (c) satisfy. B
u

t  C
A

SEA
D

J is now
 low

er ranked
 than A

F
left , and

therefore  (b) is optim
al.

T
he other ranking relations inferrable from

 the op
tim

al statu
s of (b) w

ere alread
y

observable in K
anaku

ru
. T

he su
boptim

al statu
s of (a) vs. (b) show

s that A
F

left  outranks

S
U

BJEC
T, otherw

ise putting the subject in specIP
 w

ould
 be a better choice than focusing

it in leftw
ard

 V
P

-ad
joined

 p
osition. Sim

ilarly, if A
F

left  d
id

 not ou
trank A

F
righ

t , as in

K
anaku

ru
, rightw

ard
 focu

sing w
ou

ld
 w

in over leftw
ard

 focu
sing, m

aking (c) op
tim

al

rather than (b).

T
17. Focusing w

ith object D
P w

ith ad
joined

 m
od

ifiers
13.

A
F

left >>{F
right ,S

U
BJEC

T, C
A

SEA
D

J}
S

TA
Y

>> C
A

SEA
D

J

<V
(x,y), (x=X

, y=N
), x=focus,T

=pres.perf>
EC

P
A

F
L

A
F

R
S

TA
Y

S
U

BJ
C

.A
.

a.        X
P

f   V
                  [vp   D

P  ]
*!

*
*

b.  ☞
          V

   [vp X
P

f   [vp  D
P

   ]]
*

*
*

*

c.                V
   [vp           [vp   D

P  ] X
P

f ]
*!

*
*

d.   V
+N

i   [vp  X
P

f   [vp [D
P  ti  PP/C

P]]]
*

*! *
*

13 A
s this tableau

 and
 tableau

 T
18 show

, in P
od

oko S
T

A
Y

 is ranked
 above S

U
BJEC

T
, accounting for the

V
P

-internal p
osition of the u

nfocu
sed

 su
bject of exam

p
le (61). T

his corrects an inconsistency in the
version of the d

issertation officially filed
 at R

u
tgers U

niversity, w
hich contains the reverse ranking. N

o
other changes have been m

ad
e. T

he read
er m

ay check on his/
her ow

n that the p
rop

osed
 ranking

correctly d
eterm

ines the w
ord

 ord
er of (61) w

hen the focu
sed

 constitu
ent is a locative m

od
ifier rather

than the them
atic subject.
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T

he reranking of C
A

SEA
D

J m
akes leftw

ard
 focu

sing op
tim

al also w
hen the D

P

com
p

lem
ent has nu

m
ber and

 p
ossessive p

rojections, as show
n in T

18 below
. In fact,

A
F

left  now
 outranks both A

F
right  and

 C
A

SEA
D

J, ensuring that rightw
ard

 focusing in (c)

loses to leftw
ard

 focu
sing in (b). L

ack of stru
ctu

ral focu
sing, in (a), is exclu

d
ed

 becau
se

it violates A
F

left , w
hich (b) satisfies, and

 w
hich ou

tranks both C
A

SEA
D

J, and
 S

U
BJEC

T.

N
ou

n incorp
oration in (d

) is also exclu
d

ed
, becau

se (d
) violates S

T
A

Y one m
ore tim

e

than (b), and
 S

T
A

Y
 w

as show
n to ou

trank C
A

SEA
D

J, the highest violation of (b)

u
nm

atched
 by (d

). If E
C

P
 has the sam

e ranking that it has in K
anaku

ru
, its violation is

also fatal to (d
), since E

C
P then outranks A

F
left , w

hich in turn outranks C
A

SEA
D

J, w
hich

is the constraint to beat.

T
18. O

bject D
P w

ith num
ber and

 possessive projections:
A

F
left >>{A

F
right ,, S

U
BJEC

T, C
A

SEA
D

J}.
(EC

P or S
TA

Y)>> C
A

SEA
D

J.

 <
V

(x,y), (x=
X

, y=
N

), x=
focus,T

=
pres.perf>

EC
P

A
F

L
A

F
R

S
TA

Y
S

U
BJ

C
.A

.

a.        X
P

f   V
                 [vp   D

P  ]
*!

*
*

b.  ☞
          V

   [vp X
P

f   [vp  D
P

  ]]
*

*
*

*

c.                V
   [vp           [vp   D

P  ] X
P

f  ]
*!

*
*

d.  V
+N

i  [vp X
P

f  [vp  [D
P [#P [

N  ti  ]# ]]]]
 *!

*
* *

*

T
he p

attern of W
estern B

ad
e, P

od
oko, and

 A
ghem

 thu
s follow

s from
 the the sam

e

constraints u
sed

 in the analysis of the m
ixed

 p
attern of K

anaku
ru

, once C
A

SEA
D

J is

ranked
 low

er than S
TA

Y
.

In closing this section, let m
e tu

rn again to the original argu
m

ent that the analysis is

taken to support. D
escriptively, structural focus across languages appears param

etric in

natu
re, som

etim
es involving rightw

ard
 alignm

ent, as in Italian, som
etim

es leftw
ard

alignm
ent, as for exam

p
le in H

u
ngarian. T

he issu
e is how

 this alternation is best

accounted
 for.

U
nd

er the P
rincip

les and
 P

aram
eters fram

ew
ork, a langu

age w
ou

ld
 have to set a

p
aram

eter d
eterm

ining the d
irection of alignm

ent on one or the other valu
e. M

ixed

focu
sin

g p
attern

s w
ou

ld
 be u

n
exp

ected
, an

d
 focu

sin
g p

attern
s su

ch
 as th

e on
e

d
isp

layed
 by K

anaku
ru

 becom
e very d

ifficu
lt to accou

nt for, as attested
 by T

u
ller's

d
ifficulties w

ith the analysis of D
Ps w

ith possessive and
 num

ber specifications.
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U

nd
er the O

T
 fram

ew
ork, langu

ages w
ith consistent alignm

ent in one or the other

d
irection are d

erived
 by the interaction of U

G
 constraints w

ith A
F

righ
t  or A

F
left ,

d
ep

end
ing on w

hich is ranked
 highest in the gram

m
ar of each sp

ecific langu
age. T

his

w
as show

n in the analysis of leftw
ard

 focu
sing in W

estern B
ad

e, P
od

oko, and
 A

ghem
,

w
here the low

er ranked
 A

F
right  has no opportunity to select the optim

al cand
id

ate. T
he

opposite situation occurs in Italian, w
here the higher-ranked

 focus constraint is A
F

right ,

leaving A
F

left  no opportu
nity to show

 its effects (the read
er m

ay check for him
/

herself

by ad
d

ing the constraint A
F

left  at the bottom
 of the tableaus in section 3.2).

H
ow

ever, since the constraints are u
niversal, the O

T
 fram

ew
ork pred

icts that u
nd

er

sp
ecific rankings, both constraints w

ill affect the selection of the op
tim

al stru
ctu

re,

giving rise to m
ixed

 p
atterns. T

his is p
recisely w

hat occu
rs in K

anaku
ru

, w
here the

relatively high ranking of E
C

P
 and

 C
A

SEA
D

J forces a violation of A
F

left  w
hen the D

P

com
plem

ent has nu
m

ber or possessive specifications, giving A
F

right  an opportu
nity to

d
eterm

ine the optim
al form

.

P
u

t d
ifferently, not only d

oes the O
T

 analysis accou
nt in a p

rincip
led

 w
ay for the

problem
atic pattern of K

anaku
ru

, bu
t this pattern constitu

tes precisely the kind
 of case

one expects to find
 und

er an O
ptim

ality T
heoretic view

 of Syntax.

3.4. C
on

clu
sion

s

L
ike the p

receed
ing chap

ter, this chap
ter too show

s how
 lingu

istic variation w
ithin

and
 across langu

ages is accou
nted

 for in a u
nified

 m
anner u

nd
er an O

T
 ap

p
roach to

syntax. In p
articu

lar, I first d
em

onstrated
 how

 a system
atic class of su

bject inversion

structures in Italian are actually instances of rightw
ard

 structural focus. T
hen, I show

ed

how
 the d

istribu
tion of this typ

e of su
bject inversion and

 its absence in langu
ages like

E
nglish both follow

 from
 the interaction of the constraint A

LIG
N

F
O

C
U

S w
ith

 th
e

constraints S
U

BJEC
T, P

A
R

SE, and
 F

U
LL-IN

T, w
hich in the previou

s chapter w
ere alread

y

show
n to govern together w

ith D
R

O
PT

O
P

IC
 the langu

age-internal and
 crosslingu

istic

d
istribu

tion of nu
ll su

bjects.  T
he im

p
ossibility of having stru

ctu
rally focu

sed
 nu

ll

su
bjects w

as show
n to follow

 inevitably from
 the analysis, w

hile it d
oes not ap

p
ear to

follow
 as inevitably und

er Principles and
 Param

eters.

T
he last section tu

rned
 to the issu

e of p
aram

etrization, contrasting the m
u

tu
ally

exclu
sive p

aram
eter valu

es of the P
rincip

les and
 P

aram
eters p

ersp
ective w

ith the

coexistence of op
p

osite constraints in O
T

. I claim
ed

 that the focu
sing p

attern of
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K

anaku
ru

 is evid
ence for the latter view

, since both leftw
ard

 and
 rightw

ard
 focu

s

alignm
ent are fou

nd
 w

ithin the sam
e langu

age, and
 their gram

m
aticality d

ep
end

s on

their statu
s relative to the hierarchy of U

G
 constraints that id

entifies the gram
m

ar of

K
anakuru.

Finally, the analysis of W
estern B

ad
e, Pod

oko, and
 A

ghem
 show

ed
 how

 the existence

of m
ixed

 patterns is contingent on particular constraint rankings, accounting for w
hy in

m
ost languages focusing alignm

ent is attested
 only in one d

irection.
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4. O
p

tim
al A

greem
en

t

T
his chap

ter p
rop

oses an O
p

tim
ality T

heoretic analysis of agreem
ent. A

s in the

analyses of nu
ll and

 focu
sed

 su
bjects, the O

.T
. ap

p
roach p

erm
its u

s to accou
nt for

crosslingu
istic variation in term

s of conflicting constraints, and
 yet d

erive u
niversal

generalizat

ions from
 the sam

e constraints. M
oreover, as in the analysis of exp

letives in chap
ter 2,

here too a p
rop

erty like agreem
ent, w

hich has been classically conceived
 as lexically

d
eterm

ined
 is instead

 d
erived

 by gram
m

ar.

In particular, reranking of agreem
ent-related

 constraints w
ill account for presence vs.

absence of agreem
ent on d

istinct stru
ctu

res across langu
ages. A

t the sam
e tim

e, the

analysis d
erives the universal im

plication that if an inflectional head
 agrees on feature φ

w
ith a subject in its c-com

m
and

ing d
om

ain, it w
ill also agree on feature φ w

ith a subject

in its specifier, w
hile the opposite d

oes not hold
 true.

A
d

d
itional and

 im
p

ortant su
p

p
ort for m

od
eling agreem

ent in term
s of violable

constraints w
ill also com

e from
 the d

iscu
ssion of case in chap

ter 5, w
here a variety of

syntactic p
arad

igm
s w

ithin and
 across langu

ages w
ill be show

n to follow
 from

 the

interaction of the agreem
ent constraints proposed

 in this chapter and
 the constraint on

case-assignm
ent introd

uced
 in the next chapter.

T
his chap

ter is organized
 as follow

s. Section 4.1 show
s evid

ence for the u
niversal

im
p

lication on non sp
ec-head

 and
 sp

ec-head
 agreem

ent. Section 4.2 introd
u

ces the

agreem
ent constraints and

 show
s how

 they d
erive the u

niversal im
p

lication of section

4.1. Section 4.3 extend
s the analysis to instances of m

ixed
 agreem

ent in Italian and

Stand
ard

 A
rabic, w

here d
istinct agreem

ent featu
res give rise to d

istinct agreem
ent

parad
igm

s. Section 4.4 exam
ines lack of agreem

ent across extend
ed

 projections, as w
ell

as agreem
ent w

ith nu
ll su

bjects, w
ith exp

letives, and
 in p

ast-p
articip

les. Section 4.5

d
iscu

sses the interaction betw
een the agreem

ent constraints introd
u

ced
 in section 4.2

an
d

 th
e con

strain
ts th

at w
ere in

trod
u

ced
 in

 ch
ap

ters 2 an
d

 3, con
clu

d
in

g an
d

recap
itu

lating the analysis of agreem
ent w

ith p
ostverbal and

 nu
ll su

bjects. Section 4.6

conclud
es the chapter.
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4.1. C

rosslin
gu

istic T
yp

ology

T
he stu

d
y of agreem

ent in langu
ages allow

ing for su
bject inversion reveals the

u
niversal im

plication in (1), m
entioned

 in inform
al term

s by M
oravcsik (1978:365), and

for sp
ecific lan

gu
ages also by Saccon

 (1993:104) an
d

 by Fassi Feh
ri (1993). A

n

inflectional head
 agreeing on an agreem

ent feature F w
ith a subject in its c-com

m
and

ing

d
om

ain, also agrees on that sam
e featu

re w
ith a su

bject in its sp
ecifier. P

u
t d

ifferently,

there is no langu
age w

here an inflectional head
 H

 d
isp

lays a richer agreem
ent

m
orphology w

ith a subject that H
 c-com

m
and

s than w
ith a subject in the specifier of the

projection projected
 by H

. 1

(1)  Prim
acy of Spec-H

ead
 A

greem
ent: L

et X
º be the head

 carrying agreem
ent features in

a clau
se S, and

 D
P

 be the su
bject of S. T

hen, if X
º agrees w

ith D
P

 on featu
re F w

hen  X
º

c-com
m

and
s D

P, X
º  agrees on F also w

hen D
P is in specIP.

T
he evid

ence for the above u
niversal im

p
lication is su

m
m

arized
 in table (2). T

he first

colum
n lists the set of languages allow

ing for m
ultiple subject positions that I exam

ined
.

T
he com

parison betw
een the second

 and
 third

 colu
m

ns show
s that w

hen m
oving from

a sp
ec-head

 to a c-com
m

and
ing configu

ration, agreem
ent on a sp

ecific featu
re can be

preserved
 or lost, but never acquired

, in accord
 w

ith the above im
plication.

1 T
his stu

d
y w

as lim
ited

 to langu
ages of the accu

sative typ
e (as p

er the classification of case system
s in

B
ittner and

 H
ale 1996) and

 lacking sim
ultanous subject and

 object agreem
ent (see B

ittner and
 H

ale 1996).
Fu

rther investigation is requ
ired

 to see if the generalization hold
s also for other langu

ages N
otice

how
ever that the existence of object agreem

ent in ad
d

ition to subject agreem
ent d

oes not per se contrad
ict

the generalization. T
his w

ou
ld

 be contrad
icted

 only if object agreem
ent w

ou
ld

 cease once the object is in
the sp

ecifier of the head
 hosting object agreem

ent. For exam
p

le, the generalization w
ou

ld
 be clearly

falsified
 if Italian p

ast-p
articip

les agreed
 w

ith in situ
 objects bu

t not w
ith object-clitics raised

 into the
sp

ecifier p
osition of the p

ast-p
articip

le (I am
 here referring to K

ayne's 1987 analysis of p
ast p

articip
le

agreem
ent; see also C

hom
sky 1989 section 2.5).
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(2) A

greem
ent in gend

er (gen), num
ber (num

) and
 person (ps) betw

een Iº and
      a  subject und

er a spec-head
 and

 a c-com
m

and
 configurations.

L
anguage:

spec-head
agreem

ent
agreem

ent und
er

c-com
m

and
R

eferences

M
oroccan A

rabic,
Italian,
Spanish,
C

hinese.

num
, ps, gen

num
, ps

num
, ps

none

num
, ps, gen

num
, ps

num
, ps

none

Fassi Fehri (1993)

Stand
ard

 A
rabic,

French.
num

, ps, gen
num

, ps
ps, gen
ps

Fassi Fehri (1993)

Fassan,
G

enoese,
A

m
pezzan,

R
om

agnol.

num
, ps, gen

num
, ps, gen

num
, ps, gen

num
, ps, gen

(num
) 2, ps

(num
), ps

(num
), ps

(num
), ps

H
aim

an &
B

enincá (1992)

C
onegliano,

T
rentino,

Fiorentino.

num
, ps, gen

num
, ps, gen

num
, ps, gen

pspsps

Saccon (1993),
B

rand
i &

C
ord

in (1989).

T
he relevant d

ata are listed
 in ap

p
end

ix B
. H

ow
ever, to clarify the interp

retation of

the table, the agreem
ent p

atterns of Italian, Stand
ard

 A
rabic, and

 C
onegliano are

p
resen

ted
 below

. T
h

ese in
volve in

stan
ces of p

reservation
 of agreem

en
t u

n
d

er

c-com
m

and
 configu

ration, as w
ell as of agreem

ent loss. T
he d

iscu
ssion w

ill help
 to

und
erstand

 the kind
 of linguistic variation that any theory of agreem

ent m
ust d

eal w
ith.

T
his inclu

d
es variation in the set of agreem

ent featu
res that are realized

, and
 am

ong

these variation in the set of features allow
ing for unrestricted

 agreem
ent, i.e. agreem

ent

und
er spec-head

 as w
ell as und

er c-com
m

and
 configuration.

U
nrestricted

 agreem
ent is exem

p
lified

 by Italian. In this langu
age, sp

ecIP
 su

bjects

agree w
ith Iº in nu

m
ber and

 p
erson, as show

n in (3a). A
n equ

ally rich p
attern hold

s

w
ith the postverbal focused

 subjects in (3b), w
hich w

ere show
n to occur in V

P
-ad

joined

p
osition in chap

ter 3, and
 are therefore c-com

m
and

ed
 by Iº (evid

ence for the low

p
osition of  p

ostverbal su
bjects is also fou

nd
 in R

izzi 1982, 1990, B
rand

i and
 C

ord
in

1989:footnote 8, Saccon 1993, B
elletti and

 Shlonsky 1994 and
 Sam

ek-L
od

ovici 1993,

1994).

2 H
aim

an &
 B

enincá (1992) notice in p
assing that w

hile loss in nu
m

ber agreem
ent d

oes not affects
m

ascu
line su

bjects, it can affects fem
inine su

bjects: p
lu

ral fem
inine su

bjects in p
ostverbal p

osition can
occur w

ith singular third
 person m

orphology.
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(3a)
Io ho/*ha/*abbiam

o [vp cam
m

inato]. 
I have.1s/*3s/*1pl w

alked
.

I w
alked.

(3b)
H

o/*ha/*abbiam
o [vp [vp cam

m
inato] io ].

H
ave.1s/*3s/*1pl  w

alked
  I.

T
he person w

ho w
alked is m

e.

U
nrestricted

 agreem
ent coexists w

ith agreem
ent loss in Stand

ard
 A

rabic. Fassi Fehri

(1993) show
s that althou

gh su
bjects in sp

ecIP
 are p

ossible, as in (4a), the p
osition of

p
ragm

atically neu
tral su

bjects is sp
ecV

P
, as in (4b), w

here the su
bject is c-com

m
and

ed

by Iº. A
s seen in the com

p
arison betw

een (4a) and
 (4b), w

hile gend
er and

 p
erson

agreem
ent is available u

nd
er both agreem

ent configu
rations, nu

m
ber agreem

ent is

restricted
 to the spec-head

 configuration of (4a).

(4a) L
-banaat-u 

D
arab- na/*-at

[vp  tsubj   tverb  
 l-?aw

laad
-a ].

   T
he-girls-N

om
 

hit-pst-3Fpl/*-3Fs 
the-boys-A

cc.
   T

he girls hit the boys.

(4b) D
arab- at/*-na

[vp
?al-banaat-u

tverb
Z

ayd-an ].
   H

it-pst-3Fs/*-3Fpl
  

 the-girls-N
om

Z
ayd-A

cc.
   T

he girls hit Z
ayd.

A
greem

ent loss, this tim
e in nu

m
ber and

 gend
er, is also attested

 in C
onegliano, a

northern Italian d
ialect stu

d
ied

 by Saccon  (1993). In C
onegliano, su

bjects m
ay occu

r

p
reverbally, in sp

ecIP
, or p

ostverbally, w
here they are assigned

 a p
resentational

interp
retation. A

ccord
ing to Saccon, p

ostverbal su
bjects lie w

ithin the V
P

 p
rojection,

and
 are therefore c-com

m
and

ed
 by Iº. T

hird
 p

erson nu
m

ber and
 gend

er agreem
ent is

expressed
 through an obligatory preverbal clitic w

hich is obligatorily lost w
hen passing

from
 the sp

ec-head
 agreem

ent configu
ration of sp

ecIP
 su

bjects to the c-com
m

and

configuration of postverbal subjects: com
pare (5a) w

ith (5b). 3

3 For the statu
s of su

bject clitics as agreem
ent m

arkers see R
izzi (1986). N

otice m
oreover, that it is

im
p

ortant to d
istingu

ish am
ong d

istinct p
ostverbal su

bjects, as w
as d

one in the stu
d

y of Italian
p

ostverbal su
bjects in chap

ter 3. Saccon (1993) d
istingu

ishes p
resentational p

ostverbal su
bjects, w

hithin
V

P
, from

 right-d
islocated

 ones. T
he latter su

bjects, w
hich are com

m
only assu

m
ed

 to c-com
m

and
 Iº,

cannot om
it the subject clitics.
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(5a)
L

a M
aria  la  riva.

vs.
*L

a M
aria  riva.

T
he M

ary 3Fs arrive.3.
T

he M
ary  arrive.3.

M
ary arrives.

M
ary arrives.

(5b)
*L

a riva la M
aria.

vs.
R

iva la M
aria.

3Fs  arrive.3 the M
ary.

arrive.3 the M
ary.

M
ary arrives.

M
ary arrives.

T
he three p

atterns ju
st introd

u
ced

 alread
y d

isp
lay a significant d

egree of lingu
istic

variation concerning w
hich agreem

ent featu
res are realized

, and
 w

hether they are

realized
 only und

er the spec-head
 configuration or also und

er c-com
m

and
. T

he analysis

d
eveloped

 in the next section w
ill explain su

ch variation throu
gh constraint reranking,

w
hile still d

eriving the universal im
plication just established

.

4.2. C
on

strain
ts on

 A
greem

en
t

A
s m

entioned
 in chapter 1, I assu

m
e that G

E
N

 m
ay freely ad

d
 agreem

ent featu
res to

a head
, generating both cand

id
ates w

ith and
 w

ithou
t agreem

ent. T
herefore, w

hether a

langu
age allow

s for agreem
ent or lacks it is not a lexical choice, bu

t w
ill eventu

ally

d
ep

end
 on w

hether the op
tim

al stru
ctu

res selected
 by a langu

age gram
m

ar hosts

agreem
ent features or not. 4

4.2.1 T
h

e A
greem

en
t C

oin
d

exation

B
efore introd

u
cing the constraints governing agreem

ent, let m
e clarify the notion of

agreem
ent itself. A

greem
ent is here a coind

exation betw
een agreem

ent featu
res on a

head
 and

 the referential role of a potential nom
inal constituent, i.e. the referential role  of a

realized
 or an unrealized

 nom
inal argum

ent, or of an expletive. I assum
e that agreem

ent

features are collectively or ind
ivid

ually expressed
 by overt agreem

ent m
orphology. T

his

choice elim
inates the need

 to d
istingu

ish betw
een the lack of agreem

ent d
u

e to absence

of agreem
ent features, from

 invisible covert agreem
ent by non overt agreem

ent features.

4 O
ne cou

ld
 also im

agine a theory w
here agreem

ent featu
res are provid

ed
 in inpu

t and
 then parsed

 into
sp

ecific fu
nctional head

s or left u
np

arsed
, accord

ing to the gram
m

ar of each langu
age. I chose to keep

inpu
ts as m

inim
al as possible, containing only the inform

ation that is m
inim

ally necessary to d
eterm

ine
m

eaningful sets of legitim
ate com

petitors.
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W

hen a head
-com

p
lex hosts a case-assigner, the agreem

ent featu
res on any head

 of

the com
p

lex are by assu
m

p
tion coind

exed
 w

ith the corresp
ond

ent case-assignee (for a

d
ifferent view

 see B
ittner and

 H
ale 1996). Su

p
p

ort for this strong correlation betw
een

agreem
ent and

 case-assignm
ent can be found

 in languages w
ith overt case m

orphology,

as show
n in the follow

ing G
erm

an exam
p

le. A
s (6) and

 (7) show
, the verb sein 'to be'

and
 geben 'to give' m

ay both introd
u

ce a p
resentationally focu

sed
 D

P
. H

ow
ever, only

w
ith sein

 d
oes Iº agree w

ith the low
er D

P.

(6)
Es 

*ist   / sind
 

d
rei 

Igel im
 G

arten.
E

xpl
is.3s / are.3pl

three
urchins in the gard

en.
T

here are three urchins in the garden.

(7)
Es 

gibt   / *geben 
d

rei 
Igel im

 G
arten.

E
xpl

gives.3s / give.3pl
three

hed
gehogs in the gard

en.
T

here are three hedgehogs in the garden.

W
hen w

e exam
ine the correspond

ent sentences w
ith a singu

lar ind
efinite D

P
, w

here

the nom
inative case is overtly m

arked
 on the D

P
 d

eterm
iner, w

e observe that the

agreeing Iº of sein assigns nom
inative case to the low

er subject, w
hile the agreem

entless

Iº of geben d
oes not, in w

hich case the D
P surfaces in the accusative case (for d

irect case-

assignm
ent from

 Iº to the low
er D

P see the analysis of case in chapter 5).

(8)
Es 

ist 
ein.N

O
M

 / *einem
.A

C
C

Igel im
 G

arten.
E

xpl
is

  a
hed

gehog in the gard
en.

T
here is a hedgehog in the garden.

(9)
Es 

gibt
*ein.N

O
M

 / einem
.A

C
C

 
Igel im

 G
arten.

Expl
gives

a
hed

gehog in the gard
en.

T
here is a hedgehog in the garden..

T
he effect of this correlation betw

een case-assignm
ent and

 agreem
ent for the

langu
ages exam

ined
 here is that the agreem

ent featu
res on a nom

inative-assigning Iº

are alw
ays coind

exed
 w

ith the nom
inative-assigned

 subject.
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4.2.2 T

h
e con

strain
ts A

G
R

φ , L
O

O
SEA

G
R

φ , and
 N

O
 Φ

-F
TS

L
et u

s now
 tu

rn to the constraints d
eterm

ining the agreem
ent p

atterns observed
 in

section 4.1. Intu
itively, the first tw

o constraints, A
G

R
φ  and

 L
O

O
SEA

G
R

φ , state that

stru
ctu

res w
ith su

fficiently local agreem
ent are p

referred
 to stru

ctu
res w

ith less local

agreem
ent. T

he constraint A
G

R
φ  requ

ires a head
 to host sp

ec-head
 agreem

ent w
ith the

referential role of a potential nom
inal constituent.

(10) A
G

R
φ : A

 head
 H

 should
 host spec-head

 agreem
ent betw

een an agreem
ent  feature φ

and
 the referential role of a potential nom

inal constituent.
   Failed

 w
hen no spec-head

 agreem
ent occurs on H

 relative to φ.

In the next few
 sections, I w

ill restrict the d
iscu

ssion to agreem
ent w

ith realized

su
bjects. In this case, A

G
R

φ  is satisfied
 only if the su

bject occu
rs in the sp

ecifier of the

head
 carrying the agreem

ent featu
re. For exam

ple, agreem
ent betw

een Iº and
 a su

bject

in specIP satisfies A
G

R
φ , but agreem

ent betw
een Iº and

 a subject in a low
er position fails

it. Section 4.4.2 w
ill exam

ine agreem
ent w

ith u
nrealized

 su
bject, show

ing w
hy they

alw
ays satisfy A

G
Rφ .

L
ike A

G
R

φ , the constraint L
O

O
SEA

G
R

φ  favors cand
id

ates hosting agreem
ent. B

u
t

L
O

O
SEA

G
R

φ  im
p

oses a looser cond
ition on the configu

ration of agreem
ent, only

requiring that the relation hold
 w

ithin the clause, intend
ed

 as the extend
ed

 projection of

the head
 carrying the agreem

ent featu
res (G

rim
shaw

 1991). T
he constraint is violated

w
hen a head

 d
oes not host agreem

ent w
ithin its clau

se, either becau
se it lacks the

relevant agreem
ent feature, or because the coind

exed
 referential role is in another clause

(this latter case is ad
d

ressed
 in section 4.4.1).

(11) L
O

O
SEA

G
R

φ : A
 head

 H
 should

 host clause-bound
 agreem

ent betw
een an agreem

ent
feature φ and

 the referential role of a potential nom
inal constituent.

   Failed
 w

hen no clause-bound
 agreem

ent occurs on H
 relative to φ.

T
he fact that langu

ages d
iffer in the set of agreem

ent featu
res that they realize lead

s

to d
esign the above constraints as constraint-fam

ilies, relativizing them
 throu

gh a

variable φ
 w

hich can vary over featu
res of p

erson, nu
m

ber and
 gend

er (on constraint

fam
ilies see also P

rince &
 Sm

olensky 1993, M
cC

arthy &
 P

rince 1993). For the sake of

sim
plicity, I w

ill initially leave such relativization in the background
, and

 m
ake full use
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of it only later, in the analyses of the actual languages. A

lso, in the follow
ing the nam

es

A
G

R
 an

d
 L

O
O

S
E

A
G

R
, w

ith no φ
-su

bscrip
t, are in

ten
d

ed
 to refer to 

A
G

R
φ  and

L
O

O
SEA

G
Rφ .

B
oth constraints above conflict w

ith a third
 constraint, N

O
 Φ

-F
T

S, w
hich m

ilitates

against agreem
ent-features.

(12) N
O

 Φ
-F

T
S: A

void
 agreem

ent-features.
   Failed

 once by each agreem
ent feature.

A
s I w

ill show
, these constraints p

red
ict p

recisely the kind
 of lingu

istic variations

exam
ined

 in the previous section. In fact, their reranking establishes a partition of three

language groups:

-(i) langu
ages w

ith u
nrestricted

 agreem
ent, i.e. langu

ages p
reserving agreem

ent on

featu
re φ w

hen m
oving from

 a sp
ec-head

 to a c-com
m

and
 agreem

ent configu
ration.

Italian belongs to this grou
p

 w
ith resp

ect to p
erson and

 nu
m

ber agreem
ent, and

Stand
ard

 A
rabic relative to gend

er agreem
ent;

-(ii) langu
ages w

ith agreem
ent loss, i.e. langu

ages w
hich show

 agreem
ent on featu

re φ

und
er the spec-head

 configuration but not und
er the c-com

m
and

 configuration, such as

Stand
ard

 A
rabic on num

ber, and
 C

onegliano on num
ber and

 gend
er agreem

ent;

-(iii) langu
ages w

ith no agreem
ent, i.e. langu

ages lacking featu
re φ, hence lacking φ

-

agreem
ent und

er any configuration, such as Italian on gend
er agreem

ent or C
hinese on

any agreem
ent feature.

In ord
er to d

erive the p
artition from

 the constraints, it is im
p

ortant to keep
 in m

ind

that for any specific head
 H

 and
 feature φ, gram

m
ars alw

ays have a choice betw
een tw

o

structures: one w
here H

 hosts φ and
 hence φ-agreem

ent, and
 one w

here H
 d

oes not host

φ, and
 thu

s lacks φ-agreem
ent. T

he ranking of A
G

R, L
O

O
SEA

G
R

, and
  N

O
 Φ

-F
T

S d
rives

the choice w
ithin these tw

o structures in the m
anner exam

ined
 below

.

•
 U

nrestricted
 agreem

ent occu
rs w

hen L
O

O
SEA

G
R

 d
om

inates N
O

 Φ
-F

T
S, as in the

tableau
 below

. A
s far as sp

ec-h
ead

 agreem
en

t is con
cern

ed
, th

e stru
ctu

re w
ith

agreem
ent, in (a), w

ins over the one lacking it, in (a'), becau
se it satisfies L

O
O

SEA
G

R,

w
hich the no-agreem

ent alternative fails. A
s far as agreem

ent u
nd

er c-com
m

and
 is
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concerned

, the structure w
ith agreem

ent, in (b) w
ins over the one lacking agreem

ent, in

(b') for the sam
e reason. T

his ranking thu
s d

eterm
ines langu

ages w
ith u

nrestricted

agreem
ent.

T
1. Preserved

 agreem
ent:

L
O

O
SEA

G
R >> N

O
 Φ

-F
TS

C
om

petitions:      a vs. a'     and
    b vs. b'

L
O

O
SEA

G
R

N
O

 Φ
-F

TS
A

G
R

a. ☞
 spec-head

 agreem
ent

*

a'.      no-agreem
ent

*!
*

b. ☞
  agreem

ent und
er c-com

m
and

*
*

b'.      no agreem
ent

*!
*

N
otice that no cond

ition hold
s on the ranking of A

G
R

. T
his because A

G
R concord

s w
ith

L
O

O
SEA

G
R w

hen agreem
ent occu

rs u
nd

er a sp
ec-head

 configu
ration, as in (a), and

 is

failed
 by both stru

ctu
res otherw

ise, as show
n in (b) and

 (b'). H
ence, stru

ctu
res (a) and

(b') are selected
 as op

tim
al ind

ep
end

ently of the actu
al rank taken by A

G
R

, w
hich is

th
erefore irrelevan

t for th
e ch

aracterization
 of th

e ran
kin

g con
d

ition
s yield

in
g

unrestricted
 agreem

ent.

•
 A

greem
ent loss arises w

hen A
G

R
 d

om
inates N

O
 Φ

-F
, w

hich in tu
rn d

om
inates

L
O

O
SEA

G
R. In fact, w

hen agreem
ent occurs und

er spec-head
, as in (a), it w

ins over non
-

agreem
ent, in (a'), because it satisfies the highest ranked

 A
G

R, w
hich (a') fails. H

ow
ever,

w
hen agreem

ent occu
rs u

nd
er a non sp

ec-head
 configu

ration, as in (b), it ties w
ith the

agreem
entless cand

id
ate (b') on A

G
R

. T
hanks to its rank, w

hich is higher than that of

L
O

O
SEA

G
R, N

O
 Φ

-F
T

S d
eterm

ines the ou
tcom

e, selecting as op
tim

al the agreem
entless

structure (b').

T
2. Spec-head

 agreem
ent only:

A
G

R
>> N

O
 Φ

-F
TS >> L

O
O

SEA
G

R

C
om

petitions:  a vs. a'   and
  b vs. b'

A
G

R
N

O
 Φ

-F
TS

L
O

O
SEA

G
R

a. ☞
 spec-head

 agreem
ent

*

a'.      no-agreem
ent

*!
*

b.        agreem
ent und

er c-com
m

and
*

*!

b'.  ☞
 no agreem

ent
*

*
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•

 Finally, langu
ages w

ith no agreem
ent em

erge w
hen N

O
 Φ

-F
T

S d
om

inates both

L
O

O
SEA

G
R

 and
 A

G
R

. In this case, the no-agreem
ent cand

id
ate is alw

ays op
tim

al,

ind
ep

end
ently of the agreem

ent configu
ration u

nd
er consid

eration and
 ind

ep
end

ently

of the ranking of the tw
o agreem

ent constraints relative to each other.

T
3. L

ack of agreem
ent: N

O
 Φ

-F
TS >> {A

G
R

, L
O

O
SEA

G
R

)

C
om

petitions:    a vs. a'   and
  b vs. b'

N
O

 Φ
-F

TS
A

G
R

L
O

O
SEA

G
R

a.         spec-head
 agreem

ent
*!

a'.  ☞
 no agreem

ent
*

*

b.       agreem
ent und

er c-com
m

and
*!

*

b'.  ☞
 no agreem

ent
*

*

A
 synthesis of the resu

lts illu
strated

 by the above tableau
s is show

n in the table

below
. R

em
em

ber that the agreem
ent constraints are relativized

 w
ith resp

ect to

agreem
ent features. T

herefore, a language m
ay fall into one class relative to one feature

bu
t in another w

ith resp
ect to a d

ifferent featu
re. For exam

p
le, Italian has u

nrestricted

agreem
ent w

ith resp
ect to p

erson and
 nu

m
ber, bu

t lacks agreem
ent in gend

er, thu
s

belonging to the no-agreem
ent class gend

er-w
ise. A

 sim
ilar p

ictu
re hold

s tru
e for

Stand
ard

 A
rabic, w

hich has u
nrestricted

 agreem
ent in gend

er, bu
t agreem

ent loss in

num
ber.

(13) A
greem

ent on feature φ.

A
greem

ent-T
ype and

 R
anking.

E
ffect

•
 U

nrestricted
 A

greem
ent.

   L
O

O
SEA

G
Rφ >>

N
O

 Φ
-F

TS

   (ranking of A
G

R
φ  irrelevant)

A
greem

ent on φ und
er spec-head

 as w
ell

as c-com
m

and
 configurations.

(M
oroccan A

rabic on num
 &

  ps &
  gen;

 Italian on p
s &

 nu
m

; Stand
ard

 A
rabic on gen;

French , C
onegliano, T

rentino, Fiorentino on ps)

• A
greem

ent L
oss.

   A
G

R
φ >>

N
O

 Φ
-F

TS >>
L

O
O

SEA
G

R
φ

A
greem

ent on φ only u
nd

er sp
ec-head

configurations.

(C
onegliano, T

rentino, Fiorentino on num
 &

  gen;
Fassan, G

enoese, A
m

p
ezzan, R

om
agnol on gen;

Stand
ard

 A
rabic, French on num

)

• N
o A

greem
ent.

   N
O

 Φ
-F

TS>>{A
G

R
φ , L

O
O

SEA
G

Rφ }
φ absent, no agreem

ent.

(Italian on gen; C
hinese on ps &

 num
 &

  gen)
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A

ny p
ossible gram

m
ar created

 by the three agreem
ent constraints falls into one

region of the trip
artition. A

ny gram
m

ar w
ill in fact either rank L

O
O

SEA
G

R
 over N

O
 Φ

-

F
T

S, and
 fall into the first grou

p, or rank them
 in the reverse ord

er. In this latter case, a

gram
m

ar w
ill either rank A

G
R

 over N
O

 Φ
-F

T
S, and

 fall into the second
 grou

p, or d
o the

reverse, and
 fall into the third

 grou
p

. N
o other agreem

ent p
attern is thu

s p
ossible. In

p
articu

lar, w
hat is exclu

d
ed

 from
 this list, and

 hence is p
red

icted
 im

p
ossible by this

theory of agreem
ent, is a langu

age w
here agreem

ent u
nd

er c-com
m

and
 is richer than

agreem
ent u

nd
er a sp

ec-head
 configu

ration. H
ence the analysis entails the u

niversal

im
plication on the prim

acy of spec-head
 agreem

ent.

4.3. In
stan

ces of M
ixed

 A
greem

en
t C

on
figu

ration
s

O
ne issu

e that d
eserves fu

rther d
iscu

ssion concerns how
 langu

ages can belong to a

certain class w
ith resp

ect to one agreem
ent-featu

re and
 to another w

ith resp
ect to

another agreem
ent-featu

re. If the agreem
ent constraints are relativized

 w
ith resp

ect to

featu
res, su

ch
 d

istribu
tion

 follow
s au

tom
atically. For exam

p
le, a gram

m
ar w

ith

L
O

O
SEA

G
R

num
 d

om
inating N

O
 Φ

-F
T

S falls into the class of u
nrestricted

 agreem
ent

relative to agreem
ent in nu

m
ber. T

he sam
e gram

m
ar m

ay sim
u

ltaneou
sly rank N

O
 Φ

-

F
T

S higher than both L
O

O
S

EA
G

R
gen  and

 A
G

R
gen , and

 therefore lack agreem
ent in

gend
er, thus belonging to the no-agreem

ent class w
ith respect to gend

er agreem
ent.

T
he expression of this analysis in tableau-form

at requires a brief d
igression about the

rep
resentation of the com

p
eting cand

id
ates. I w

ill rep
resent the com

p
eting cand

id
ates

in the abstract term
s p

rop
osed

 in (14) below
, i.e. as the list of p

ossible com
binations of

the person, gend
er and

 num
ber features.

(14) C
and

id
ate-set of agreem

ent features.

a.     ps
c.    num

e.  ps,   num
g. ps,   gen,   num

b.    gen
d

.  ps,   gen
f.   gen,  num

h.  none

E
ach abstract cand

id
ate in (14) represents all structures w

ith a particular com
bination

of agreem
ent featu

res. For exam
p

le, cand
id

ate (f), rep
resents any cand

id
ate w

here

agreem
ent is restricted

 to gend
er and

 nu
m

ber, cand
id

ate (b) rep
resent any cand

id
ate

d
isp

layin
g agreem

en
t u

n
d

er gen
d

er on
ly, an

d
 fin

ally, can
d

id
ate (h

) rep
resen

ts

cand
id

ates lacking agreem
ent com

p
letely. H

ence, to say that Stand
ard

 A
rabic show

s
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agreem

ent in gend
er and

 nu
m

ber on p
reverbal su

bjects is equ
ivalent to saying that

cand
id

ate (f) is the optim
al cand

id
ate for Stand

ard
 A

rabic preverbal su
bjects. L

ikew
ise,

if Stand
ard

 A
rabic show

s only gend
er agreem

ent w
ith specV

P
 su

bjects, the m
od

el w
ill

have to p
red

ict (b) as the op
tim

al cand
id

ate for this case. T
he follow

ing analysis of

Italian and
 Stand

ard
 A

rabic agreem
ent should

 further clarify this proposal.

4.3.1. Italian

In Italian ind
icative finite-tense clau

ses, Iº show
s u

nrestricted
 agreem

ent w
ith

su
bjects in p

erson and
 nu

m
ber, bu

t show
s no-agreem

ent relative to gend
er (for p

ast-

p
articip

le agreem
ent in gend

er see section 4.4.4). T
his w

as show
n in (3), and

 is show
n

again in (15) and
 (16), w

hich have overt agreem
ent in p

erson and
 nu

m
ber for sp

ecIP

and
 postverbal V

P-ad
joined

 subjects.

(15)
Le

auto
funziona-no/

*{o,i,a,iam
o,te}  

bene.
T

he.Fpl
car.Fpl

w
ork.3pl/*{1s,2s,3s,1pl,2pl}

w
ell.

T
he cars w

ork fine.

(16) 
Funziona-no/*{o,i,a,iam

o,te}
bene 

le auto.
W

ork.3pl/
*{1s,2s,3s,1pl,2pl}

w
ell

the.Fpl car.Fpl.
It is the cars that w

ork fine.

T
he overall p

attern can be seen as the m
erging of three rankings characterizing

u
nrestricted

 agreem
ent in p

erson, u
nrestricted

 agreem
ent in nu

m
ber and

 lack of

agreem
ent in gend

er. A
s w

e know
 from

 the previous d
iscussion, these three subpatterns

are characterized
 by the ranking cond

itions show
n in (17) below

.

(17)  Italian agreem
ent-pattern.

-U
nrestricted

 agreem
ent in num

ber:
L

O
O

SEA
G

R
num

 >> N
O

 Φ
-F

TS   

-U
nrestricted

 agreem
ent in person:

L
O

O
SEA

G
R

ps  >> N
O

 Φ
-F

TS

-N
o agreem

ent in gend
er: 

N
O

 Φ
-F

TS   >> {L
O

O
SEA

G
R

gen , A
G

R
gen } 

A
ny total ranking com

p
atible w

ith all the above ranking cond
itions w

ill d
erive the

overall agreem
ent pattern of Italian. T

his is show
n for specIP subjects in tableau T

4, and

for p
ostverbal su

bjects in tableau
 T

5 below
. N

otice that the constraints A
G

R
p

s  and

A
G

R
num

 are not p
resent in (17), becau

se their ranking w
as show

n ininflu
ential in
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d

eterm
ining unrestricted

 agreem
ent (see the d

iscussion of T
1 in section 4.2). T

o im
prove

read
ability, I om

it them
 from

 the tableaus below
.

In T
4, the com

petition betw
een the optim

al cand
id

ate (e), representing agreem
ent in

person and
 nu

m
ber, and

 the no–agreem
ent cand

id
ate in (h), m

otivates the higher rank

of L
O

O
SEA

G
R

num
 and

 L
O

O
SEA

G
R

p
s  over N

O
 Φ

-F
T

S: w
ere N

O
 Φ

-F
T

S ranked
 highest

rath
er th

an
 low

est, can
d

id
ate (e) w

ou
ld

 be su
bop

tim
al relative to (h

) an
d

 th
u

s

ungram
m

atical, contrary to observation.

T
he sam

e ranking is also responsible for the suboptim
al status of all other cand

id
ates

except for the fu
ll agreem

ent cand
id

ate (g). H
ow

ever, by expressing gend
er agreem

ent,

w
hich (e) lacks, (g) violates N

O
 Φ

-F
TS one tim

e m
ore than (e). Since N

O
 Φ

-F
T

S is ranked

higher than L
O

O
SEA

G
R

gen  and
 A

G
R

gen , the violation is fatal to (g), and
 the op

tim
al

status of (e) is successfully d
eterm

ined
.

T
4. Spec-head

 agreem
ent in person and

 num
ber in Italian.

L.A
G

R
num

L.A
G

R
ps

N
O

 Φ
-F

TS
L.A

G
R

gen
A

G
R

gen

a.         ps
*!

*
*

*

b.         gen
*!

*
*

c.         num
*!

*
*

*

d
.       ps, gen

*!
* *

e.  ☞
 ps, num

* *
*

*

f.     gen, num
*!

* *

g. ps, gen, num
* *! *

h.      none
*!

*
*

*

T
he sam

e ranking hierarchy d
eterm

ines u
nrestricted

 agreem
ent in p

erson and

nu
m

ber on postverbal su
bjects, as show

n in tableau
 T

5. T
he only change in the tableau

concerns A
G

R
gen , w

hich is now
 alw

ays violated
, becau

se the su
bject is never in a spec-

head
 relation w

ith Iº. T
he d

iscu
ssion p

rop
osed

 for the form
er tableau

 ap
p

lies to this

tableau as w
ell, and

 is therefore not repeated
. T

he optim
al status of (e) show

s that und
er

th
is ran

kin
g agreem

en
t in

 p
erson

 an
d

 n
u

m
ber is p

reserved
 u

n
d

er c-com
m

an
d

configurations.
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T
5. A

greem
ent in person and

 num
ber und

er c-com
m

and
 in Italian.

L.A
G

R
num

L.A
G

R
ps

N
O

 Φ
-F

TS
L.A

G
R

gen
A

G
R

gen

a.         ps
*!

*
*

*

b.         gen
*!

*
*

*

c.         num
*!

*
*

*

d
.       ps, gen

*!
* *

*

e.  ☞
 ps, num

* *
*

*

f.     gen, num
*!

* *
*

g.  ps, gen, num
* *! *

*

h.      none
*!

*
*

*

Sum
m

ing up, w
e have seen how

 com
bining the proper ranking cond

itions from
 table

(13) p
red

icts the u
nrestricted

 agreem
ent in p

erson and
 nu

m
ber fou

nd
 in Italian. B

y

changing the agreem
ent featu

re ind
ex at the foot of each constraint, this sp

ecific stu
d

y

can be system
atically extend

ed
 to any language show

ing unrestricted
 agreem

ent on one

or m
ore features, w

hile lacking agreem
ent on one or m

ore d
ifferent features.

T
he analysis can also be extend

ed
 to any language lacking agreem

ent on one or m
ore

featu
res, by ran

kin
g N

O
 Φ

-F
TS h

igh
er th

an
 th

e relevan
t A

G
R

φ  and
 L

O
O

SEA
G

Rφ

constraints, m
u

ch like the ranking of N
O

 Φ
-F

TS in T
4 ad

 T
5 exclu

d
es gend

er agreem
ent

in Italian.

4.3.2. S
tan

d
ard

 A
rab

ic

T
his second

 stud
y ad

d
resses languages show

ing agreem
ent loss, exem

plified
 here by

Stand
ard

 A
rabic.

In Stand
ard

 A
rabic, Iº agrees in person, nu

m
ber and

 gend
er w

ith specIP
 su

bjects bu
t

only in person and
 gend

er w
ith specV

P
 su

bjects (see section 4.1). Stand
ard

 A
rabic thu

s

show
s u

nrestricted
 agreem

ent w
ith resp

ect to p
erson and

 gend
er agreem

ent, bu
t

agreem
ent loss w

ith resp
ect to nu

m
ber. D

raw
ing from

 table (13), w
e com

bine the

follow
ing ranking cond

itions:



148
(18) R

anking cond
itions for the Stand

ard
 A

rabic agreem
ent pattern.

-U
nrestricted

 agreem
ent in person:

L
O

O
SEA

G
R

ps  >> N
O

 Φ
-F

TS

-U
nrestricted

 agreem
ent in gend

er:
L

O
O

SEA
G

R
gen  >> N

O
 Φ

-F
TS

-A
greem

ent loss in num
ber:

A
G

R
num

 >>
N

O
 Φ

-F
TS >>

L
O

O
SEA

G
R

num

A
ny total ranking, consistent w

ith these cond
itions, p

rod
u

ces the sou
ght agreem

ent

pattern. T
his is show

n in the tw
o tableaus below

. O
nce again, for reasons of read

ability I

om
it from

 the tableaus the ininfluential constraints A
G

R
gen  and A

G
R

ps .

C
onsid

er agreem
ent in sp

ecIP
 first, in T

6. T
he higher ranking of L

O
O

SEA
G

R
p

s  and

L
O

O
SEA

G
R

gen  relative to N
O

 Φ
-F

T
S is su

fficient to exclu
d

e from
 the com

p
etition all

cand
id

ates that violate one or both constraints, leaving only (d
) and

 (g) as p
otential

op
tim

a. V
iolation of A

G
R

num
, cru

cially ranked
 higher than N

O
 Φ

-F
TS, is fatal to (d

),

leaving the full-agreem
ent cand

id
ate (g) as the optim

al.

T
6. Spec-head

 agreem
ent in person, num

ber and
 gend

er in  Stand
ard

 A
rabic.

L.A
G

R
ps

L.A
G

R
gen

A
G

R
num

N
O

 Φ
-F

TS
L.A

G
R

num

a.         ps
*!

*
*

*

b.         gen
*!

*
*

*

c.         num
*!

*
*

d
.       ps, gen

*!
* *

*

e.       ps, num
*!

* *

f.       gen, num
*!

* *

g.☞
 ps, gen, num

* * *

h.      none
*!

*
*

*

A
 m

ajor change occu
rs w

hen tu
rning to sp

ecV
P

 su
bjects, w

hich are no longer in a

sp
ec-head

 configu
ration w

ith Iº. A
ll the A

G
R

 constraints are now
 violated

 by all

cand
id

ates. T
his has no effect on gend

er and
 person agreem

ent, w
hich is m

otivated
 by

the sam
e reasoning ap

p
lied

 before. H
ow

ever, the change affects nu
m

ber agreem
ent,

w
hich becom

es su
boptim

al. In fact, A
G

R
num

 is now
 violated

 by all cand
id

ates, and
 the

responsibility of d
eterm

ining the m
ost harm

onic form
 betw

een the num
ber-d

eficient (d
)

and
 the full-agreem

ent cand
id

ate (g) now
 falls onto N

O
 Φ

-F
TS.  But N

O
 Φ

-F
TS selects (d

)

as op
tim

al by virtu
e of its m

inor nu
m

ber of violations. H
ence, the op

tim
al cand

id
ate

preserves num
ber and

 person agreem
ent, but not num

ber agreem
ent.
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T
7. A

greem
ent in person, num

ber and
 gend

er und
er c-com

m
and

 in S. A
rabic.

L.A
G

R
ps

L.A
G

R
gen

A
G

R
num

N
O

 Φ
-F

TS
L.A

G
R

num

a.         ps
*!

*
*

*

b.         gen
*!

*
*

*

c.         num
*!

*
*

*

d. ☞
  ps, gen

*
* *

*

e.       ps, num
*!

*
* *

f.       gen, num
*!

*
* *

g.     ps, gen, num
*

* * *!

h.      none
*!

*
*

*

In su
m

m
ary, the Stand

ard
 A

rabic case has show
n how

 the reranking of agreem
ent

constraints can accou
nt for loss of nu

m
ber agreem

ent w
hile p

reserving p
erson and

gend
er agreem

ent.

M
ore generally, any agreem

ent p
attern involving lack, loss, or p

reservation of any

agreem
ent featu

res can be accou
nted

 for by reranking the agreem
ent constraints in

accord
 w

ith the relevant cond
itions found

 in table (13).

4.4. Issu
es in

 th
e T

h
eory of A

greem
en

t

T
his section is d

evoted
 to som

e issu
es that have been left op

en in the p
receed

ing

d
iscussion. Section 4.4.1 exam

ines agreem
ent w

ith subjects in a separate clause. Sections

4.4.2 and
 4.4.3 ad

d
ress agreem

ent w
ith nu

ll su
bjects and

 w
ith exp

letives, resp
ectively.

Section 4.4.4 d
iscusses past participle agreem

ent .

4.4.1. L
ack

 of A
greem

en
t w

ith
 S

u
b

jects of S
ep

arate C
lau

ses

T
he d

efinition of L
O

O
SEA

G
Rφ  requ

ires agreem
ent to occu

r w
ithin a clau

se, i.e. the

agreem
ent coind

exation shou
ld

 not cross any extend
ed

 p
rojection bou

nd
aries. T

his

requ
irem

ent is necessary to accou
nt for the u

ngram
m

aticality of agreem
ent betw

een a

m
atrix verb and

 the su
bject of a low

er clau
se in langu

ages w
ith u

nrestricted
 agreem

ent

(lan
gu

ages 
lackin

g 
agreem

en
t 

or 
w

ith
 

agreem
en

t 
restricted

 
to 

th
e 

sp
ec-h

ead

configu
ration alread

y exclu
d

e su
ch cases). A

s (19) show
s, even w

hen the m
atrix clau

se

lacks a su
bject, the m

atrix verb cannot agree w
ith the low

er su
bject, and

 su
rfaces w

ith
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w

hat I assu
m

e to be a d
efau

lt m
orp

hology associated
 w

ith the absence of agreem
ent

features (see also H
arris 1991).

(19) Sem
bra /

 *sem
brano

che abbiano votato pochi elettori.
   Seem

-(3s)d
efault /

seem
-3pl that have.3pl voted

 few
 voters.

  It seem
s that few

 voters voted,

T
he tw

o verb form
s in (19) com

p
ete w

ith each other and
 are evalu

ated
 in accord

 to

the ranking of Italian id
entified

 in section 4.3.1.  A
s show

n in T
8 below

, both the

cand
id

ate lacking agreem
ent, in (a), and

 the one w
ith agreem

ent w
ith the low

er clau
se

su
bject, in (b), violate the high ranked

 constraints L
O

O
SEA

G
R

nu
m

 and
 L

O
O

SEA
G

R
ps ,

becau
se neither cand

id
ate hosts a clau

se-bou
nd

 agreem
ent coind

exation. C
and

id
ate (a)

d
oes not becau

se it lacks agreem
ent, and

 cand
id

ate (b) becau
se the coind

exation spans

over tw
o clau

ses. H
ow

ever, cand
id

ate (a) satisfies the next low
er constraint, N

O
 Φ

-F
TS,

w
hile cand

id
ate (b) violates it tw

ice, and
 is therefore suboptim

al, d
eriving the correct re-

su
lt. N

otice that if L
O

O
SEA

G
R

 had
 no cond

itions on the d
om

ain of the agreem
ent

relation, cand
id

ate (b) w
ould

 satisfy the higher ranked
 L

O
O

SEA
G

R
num

 and L
O

O
SEA

G
R

ps ,

and
 incorrectly su

rface as optim
al. (T

he low
er constraints L

O
O

SEA
G

R
gen  and

 A
G

R
gen  as

w
ell as the constraints A

G
R

ps , A
G

R
num

 are all failed
 by both cand

id
ates and

 therefore

ininfluential.

T
8. L

ack of agreem
ent w

ith subjects in a separate clause.
<sem

bra( ,y),y=<...,T
=pres.perf.>,--,T

=pres.>
seem

L.A
G

R
num

L.A
G

R
ps

N
O

 
Φ

-F
TS

L.A
G

R
gen

A
G

R
gen

 a. ☞
 sem

bra
no-agreem

.    [C
P ....  D

P ....]
*

*
*

*

 b. 
sem

brano
ps,num

      [C
P .... D

P ....]
*

*
*! *

*
*

W
hen seem

 takes an infinitival IP as com
plem

ent, I w
ill assum

e that it form
s a unique

extend
ed

 projection w
ith it, as the availability of su

bject raising seem
s to confirm

 (for a

p
rop

osal exp
laining this p

ossibility in term
s of the intrinsic syntactic and

 sem
antic

p
rop

erties of seem
 and

 of C
P

s see W
illiam

s 1994). In this latter case, the agreem
ent

coind
exation betw

een seem
 and

 the low
er su

bject is analo
gou

s to that betw
een a verb

and
 a p

ostverbal su
bject in sim

p
le d

eclarative clau
ses. Since Italian has u

nrestricted

agreem
ent, w

e exp
ect agreem

ent in gend
er and

 nu
m

ber to occu
r in this case as w

ell.

T
he pred

iction is correct, as show
n in (20).
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(20) Sem
brano /

 *sem
bra aver votato pochi elettori.

   Seem
-3pl / seem

-(3s)default to- have voted
 few

 voters.
  Few

 voters seem
s to have voted,

T
he gram

m
aticality of agreem

ent in this case follow
s from

 the gram
m

ar of Italian. A
s

tableau
 T

9 show
s, the agreem

ent cand
id

ate in (b) satisfies the high ranked
 constraints

L
O

O
SEA

G
R

num
 and L

O
O

SEA
G

R
ps , because the agreem

ent coin
d

exation d
oes not cross an

extend
ed

 p
rojection bou

nd
ary. T

he cand
id

ate lacking agreem
ent in (a) instead

 fails

these constraints, and
 is therefore suboptim

al.

T
9. A

greem
ent w

ith subjects in a separate clause.

<sem
bra( ,y),y=<....,T

=non finite>,--,T
=pres.>

L.A
G

R
num

L.A
G

R
ps

N
O

 
Φ

-F
TS

L.A
G

R
gen

A
G

R
gen

 a. 
sem

bra
no-agreem

.    [IP ....  D
P ....]

*!
*

*
*

 b. ☞
 sem

brano
ps,num

      [IP .... D
P ....]

* *
*

*

In conclusion, w
e have seen how

 the cond
ition on the d

om
ain of agreem

ent im
posed

by L
O

O
SEA

G
R

 correctly accou
nts for the lack of agreem

ent w
ith su

bjects of low
er

clauses in languages w
ith unrestricted

 agreem
ent such as Italian.

4.4.2. A
greem

en
t w

ith
 N

u
ll S

u
b

jects

If nu
ll su

bjects are not rep
resented

 throu
gh an overt p

rojection, how
 can agreem

ent

w
ith nu

ll su
bjects occu

r? T
he answ

er relies on the assu
m

ption that agreem
ent betw

een

X
º and

 a D
P

 in specX
P

 actu
ally relates the agreem

ent featu
res on X

º and
 the referential

role of the D
P (for a sim

ilar proposal und
erlying the view

 taken here see W
illiam

s 1994).

In p
articu

lar, I assu
m

e that the agreem
ent featu

res on X
º have access to X

º's m
axim

al

p
rojection X

P
, w

hether by p
ercolation or by any other m

echanism
 exp

loiting the fact

that m
axim

al p
rojections shou

ld
 recap

itu
late the p

rop
erties of their head

s. U
nd

er this

view
, spec-head

 agreem
ent w

ith an overt D
P

 is actu
ally a relation of d

irect d
om

ination

betw
een the projected

 agreem
ent features on the X

P
 nod

e and
 the referential role of the

D
P in specIP. B

y contrast, agreem
ent und

er c-com
m

and
 involves a relation betw

een the

projected
 features on X

P and
 the referential role of a D

P w
hich is not d

irectly d
om

inated

by X
P

, hence involving a non local relation. T
his is illu

strated
 by the follow

ing figu
res,
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w

here X
 is Iº, φ is an agreem

ent featu
re, and

 D
P

 rep
resents a su

bject in sp
ecIP

 and
 in

V
P-ad

joined
 position respectively.

Spec-head
 agreem

ent.
A

greem
ent und

er c-com
m

and
.

IP

V
P

I'
D

P

I°φ

φ

φi

i
i

i

i

i

i

i

IP

V
P

I'

D
P

I°φ

φ

φ

V
P

A
greem

ent w
ith an u

nrealized
 su

bject is agreem
ent w

ith the referential role of the

lexical head
 of the u

np
arsed

 su
bject in inp

u
t.  T

he lexical head
 is associated

 w
ith a

th
em

atic role in
 th

e in
p

u
t w

h
ich

 is left u
n

assign
ed

 in
 th

e p
h

rase m
arker. T

h
e

unassigned
 them

atic role percolates throughout the extend
ed

 projection, until it reaches

the IP
 nod

e. T
he relation betw

een the p
rojected

 agreem
ent featu

res on IP
 and

 the

p
ercolated

 them
atic role also in IP

 is as local as the relation betw
een IP

 and
 the

referential role of the D
P

 in its sp
ecifier (if nod

es d
om

inate them
selves the relation is

form
ally id

entical). It follow
s that agreem

ent betw
een a nu

ll su
bject and

 a head
 Iº

hosting the agreem
ent feature φ qualifies as a spec-head

 configuration and
 thus satisfies

both A
G

R
φ  and L

O
O

SEA
G

R
φ .

A
 pred

iction of this analysis is that null subjects w
ill alw

ays pattern w
ith overt specIP

subjects in languages carrying Iº-agreem
ent. N

ull subjects should
 thus alw

ays show
 the

fu
llest agreem

ent p
arad

igm
 available in the langu

age, even w
hen the langu

age allow
s

for agreem
ent loss.

T
o the best of m

y know
led

ge, the p
red

iction is correct and
 no langu

age w
ith nu

ll

su
bjects show

s instances of nu
ll su

bjects w
ith p

oorer agreem
ent than that available to

overt specIP subjects.

T
he case of Stand

ard
 A

rabic is p
articu

larly interesting, becau
se this langu

age p
laces

canonical, i.e. p
ragm

atically neu
tral, su

bjects in sp
ecV

P
, w

here nu
m

ber agreem
ent is

lost. Y
et, and

 as p
red

icted
 by the above assu

m
p

tions, Stand
ard

 A
rabic nu

ll su
bjects

d
isp

lay fu
ll agreem

ent, inclu
d

ing nu
m

ber agreem
ent, in fu

ll parallel w
ith their overtly

realized
 sp

ecIP
 cou

nterp
arts (Fassi Fehri 1993). T

he relevant d
ata are in (21) below

.

C
om

p
are the nu

m
ber-d

eficient p
ostverbal su

bjects of (21a) w
ith the fu

ll-agreem
ent
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sp

ecIP
 su

bjects in (21b), and
 then both w

ith the nu
ll su

bject in (22), also show
ing fu

ll

agreem
ent.

(21a) Jaa?-at
l-banaatu.

(21b) L
-banaat-u

ji?-na.
C

am
e-3Fs

the girls.Fpl.
 T

he girls.Fpl
cam

e-3Fpl.
T

he girls cam
e.

 T
he girls cam

e.

(22)
Ji?-na.
C

am
e-3Fpl.

T
hey  (f) cam

e.

4.4.2.1. E
vid

ence for A
greem

ent through T
hem

atic A
ssignm

ent

Su
p

p
ort for the analysis of agreem

ent ju
st p

rop
osed

 com
es from

 the fact that

agreem
ent w

ith nu
ll su

bjects is sensitive to inform
ation w

hich can only be encod
ed

lexically. A
ccess to this inform

ation thus requires access to the unrealized
 item

 in input,

as pred
icted

 by the above analysis.

C
onsid

er (23) below
. T

he p
ast p

articip
le agrees in nu

m
ber and

 gend
er w

ith the

subject.

(23)
L

a tazza é cad
ut-a.

T
he.Fs cup.Fs is.3s fallen.Fs.

T
he cup has fallen.

C
ru

cially, the fact that the w
ord

 for cup is fem
inine is an id

iosyncrasy of Italian,

unrelated
 to any property of the referent d

enoted
 by tazza 'cup', w

hich being inanim
ate,

has no intrinsic gend
er. W

hat interests u
s is that the nu

ll su
bject cou

nterpart of (23), in

(24) below
, also show

s obligatory gend
er agreem

ent.

(24)
E

' cad
ut-a.

Is.3s fallen.Fs.
(T

he cup) has fallen.

T
he qu

estion is how
 agreem

ent com
es abou

t in (24), given that it relates to a lexical

p
rop

erty of the Italian nou
n tazza. N

otice that no ap
p

eal to a p
reviou

sly m
entioned

d
iscou

rse anteced
ent can be m

ad
e, becau

se (24) can be u
ttered

 in isolation, getting a
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referent for its null subject through the d

eictic context. For exam
ple, one could

 utter (24)

w
hile pointing at a broken cup on the floor.

T
he analysis ju

st given p
rovid

es a sim
p

le answ
er to the above qu

estion. A
s (25)

show
s, the lexical elem

ent in the input is d
irectly accessible through the them

atic theta-

role assigned
 to it, m

aking agreem
ent in gend

er p
ossible (I am

 assu
m

ing that the

referential role of a nou
n encod

es all the syntactic p
rop

erties of the lexical item
,

includ
ing its syntactic gend

er 5).

(25)
<

 cad
ere(x), x=

tazza, --, T
=

pres.perfect>
   fall

   cup

Fu
rther evid

ence for the role played
 by inpu

ts in nu
ll su

bject agreem
ent com

es from

the stud
y of agreem

ent w
ith honorific pronouns. In m

any lan
guages,  includ

ing Italian,

French, G
erm

an, H
u

ngarian, T
igrinya and

 m
any other (see M

oravcsik 1978:361), it is

p
ossible to ad

d
ress the hearer w

ith conventional p
ronom

inal form
s that d

o not m
atch

the p
erson, nu

m
ber, and

 gend
er of the hearer. For exam

p
le, in Italian, a single hearer

can be honorifically ad
d

ressed
 w

ith the second
 plural form

 V
oi as w

ell as the third
 per-

son fem
inine singu

lar form
 Lei  rather than w

ith the fam
iliar second

 singu
lar form

 T
u.

T
he corresp

ond
ing three sentences are listed

 below
. N

otice that  Iº alw
ays agrees in

person and
 num

ber w
ith the pronom

inal subject, rather than w
ith the actual referent.

(26a)
T

u parler-ai ?
W

ill you speak?

Y
ou.2s speak.Fut.2s ?

(26b)
V

oi parler-ete?
W

ill you speak?

Y
ou.2pl speak.Fut.2pl?

(26c)
L

ei parler-á?
W

ill you speak?

She.3Fs speak.Fut.3s?

E
ach of the sentences above has a su

bject less cou
nterpart, w

hich can also be u
sed

 to

ad
d

ress a single hearer. T
he agreem

ent pattern is unchanged
.

5 T
he theory of inp

u
ts shou

ld
 be refined

 in ord
er to d

istingu
ish the root  tazza, w

hich com
es w

ith its
gend

er specification, from
 the singular agreem

ent m
arker -a  in tazz-a. I leave this to further research.
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(27a)

parler-ai ?
W

ill you speak?

speak.Fut.2s?

(27b)
parler-ete?

W
ill you speak?

speak.Fut.2pl?

(27c)
parler-á?

W
ill you speak?

speak.Fut.3s?

H
ow

 d
oes the perfect m

atch in agreem
ent betw

een the cases in (27) and
 those in (26)

com
e abou

t? If the su
bject of the exam

p
les in (27a) throu

gh (27c) w
ere pro, the p

erfect

m
atch betw

een (27) and
 (26) w

ou
ld

 be accid
ental. E

ven if pro w
ere listed

 in the lexicon

w
ith all p

ossible agreem
ent sp

ecifications, w
hat w

ou
ld

 w
arrant that p

recisely those

pro's w
ith

 th
e sam

e sp
ecification

s of overt h
on

orific p
ron

om
in

als can
 be u

sed

honorifically and
 not others? A

nd
 if pro w

ere instead
 licensed

 and
 interpreted

 throu
gh

agreem
ent-id

entification, as in R
izzi (1986), w

hy is the honorific interpretation possible

only w
hen the agreem

ent specifications m
atch those of the overt honorific pronom

inals?

T
he analysis proposed

 here has a straightforw
ard

 answ
er to this: if the id

iosyncratic

form
s of honorific p

ronom
inals cou

nt as lexical elem
ents and

 m
u

st therefore be

sp
ecified

 in the inp
u

t, then the p
airw

ise m
atch betw

een (27) and
 (26) follow

s from
 the

fact that the inp
u

t of the sentences of each p
air share the sam

e them
atic su

bject. For

exam
ple, (26b) and

 (27b) w
ould

 have the tw
o inputs in (28a) and

 (28b). In either case, Iº

sim
p

ly agrees w
ith the su

bject, and
 since this is id

entical in both cases, id
entical

agreem
ent obtains.

(28a)
<

parlare(x), x=
V

oi, -- , T
=

future>
   speak

 you,2pl

(28b)
<parlare(x), x=V

oitopic , -- ,  T
=future>

   speak
   you.2pl

In
 su

m
m

ary, con
ceivin

g agreem
en

t w
ith

 n
u

ll su
bjects as agreem

en
t w

ith
 th

e

referential role of the unrealized
 subject in input explains w

hy null subjects are im
m

une

to agreem
ent loss and

 also how
 lexically-based

 featu
res are accessed

 in the case of

honorifics. T
hese argu

m
ents also show

 that a m
issing argu

m
ent is better u

nd
erstood

 as

an argu
m

ental item
 left stru

ctu
rally u

nrealized
 bu

t still accessible in the inp
u

t. Su
ch
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accessibility perm

its u
s to accou

nt for the properties of agreem
ent ju

st observed
, w

hich

are eith
er u

n
accou

n
ted

 for or at best accid
en

tal in
 th

e ap
p

roach
es favorin

g an

independent pro subject.

4.4.3. A
greem

en
t w

ith
 E

xp
letives

A
greem

ent w
ith expletives occurs in som

e structures and
 not in others. For exam

ple,

w
hile the verb agrees w

ith the E
nglish expletive it in the english sentence (29), in (30) it

clearly agrees w
ith the postverbal subject rather than w

ith the expletive there.

(29) It seem
s that .....

(30a) T
here is a m

an in the gard
en.

(30b) T
here are three m

en in the gard
en.

T
he asym

m
etry d

oes not d
ep

end
 on sp

ecific p
rop

erties of there, and
 in fact can be

replicated
 in G

erm
an, w

here the expletive is invariant.

(31)
E

s scheint d
ass .....

it seem
s that ...

(32) 
E

s ist ein M
ann im

 G
arten.

vs.
E

s sind
 d

rei M
änner im

 G
arten.

T
here is a m

an in the garden.
vs.

T
here are three m

en in the garden.

T
he analysis of this asym

m
etry relies on the analysis of case-assignm

ent, w
hich is

exp
lained

 in d
etail in chap

ter 5. A
s I w

ill show
 there, the d

ifference betw
een (29) and

(30) concerns the assignm
ent of nom

inative case, w
hich is assigned

 to it in (29), bu
t

d
irectly to a m

an in (30). Since agreem
ent featu

res on a case-assigning head
 are d

irectly

coind
exed

 w
ith the case-assignee, the agreem

ent coind
exation in (30) relates the

nom
inative-assigning au

xiliary is d
irectly to the D

P
 a m

an.  A
greem

ent thu
s occu

rs

u
nd

er c-com
m

and
 configu

ration, analo
gou

s to that betw
een Iº and

 p
ostverbal su

bjects

in Italian. T
herefore, the sam

e ranking cond
itions d

eriving u
nrestricted

 p
erson and

nu
m

ber agreem
ent in Italian ap

p
ly here, ranking L

O
O

SEA
G

R
p

s and
 L

O
O

SEA
G

R
num

above N
O

 Φ
-F

T
S. T

ableau
 T

10 illu
strates the d

erivation of (29). I assu
m

e that the

m
orphem

e is encod
es p

erson and
 nu

m
ber agreem

ent at the sam
e tim

e. C
and

id
ate (a)

hosts person and
 num

ber agreem
ent und

er a spec-head
 configuration betw

een the verb

and
 the referential role of the exp

letive p
ronou

n, w
hile cand

id
ate (b) lacks agreem

ent.
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T

he agreem
ent cand

id
ate (a) is optim

al because it satisfies the higher ranked
 constraints

L
O

O
SEA

G
R

num
,  and

 L
O

O
SEA

G
R

ps  w
hich (b) fails. R

anking of A
G

R
num

 and  A
G

R
ps in any

position d
oes not change the outcom

e, since their pattern of failures m
atches that of the

L
O

O
SEA

G
R constraints. For reasons of sp

ace I also om
it the gend

er-related
 constraints

A
G

R
gen , L

O
O

SEA
G

R
gen . T

hey should
 be ranked

 low
er than N

O
 Φ

-F
T

S, yield
ing total lack

of gend
er agreem

ent. T
he exact sam

e analysis ap
p

lies of cou
rse to the G

erm
an case,

w
hich is structurally id

entical to the E
nglish one.

T
10.  A

nalysis of (29):
{L

O
O

SEA
G

R
num

, L
O

O
SEA

G
R

ps } >> N
O

 Φ
-F

TS

<
seem

(,y),y=
<

...>
,y=

pres.focus,T
=

pres.>
L.A

.

num

L.A
.

ps

N
O

 Φ
F

TS

A
G

R

num

A
G

R

ps

a. ☞
 spec-head

 agreem
ent: it seem

s that ...
* *

b.     no-agreem
ent:

 it seem
 that ...

*!
*

*
*

L
et u

s now
 consid

er the d
erivation of the there-clau

se in (30), show
n in T

11. I w
ill

assu
m

e that the au
xiliary form

 are encod
es third

 p
erson p

lu
ral agreem

ent. 6 T
he low

p
osition of the su

bject is assu
m

ed
 to be d

eterm
ined

 by a high ranked
 constraint

targeting p
resentationally focu

sed
 su

bjects, along the lines given in tableau
 T

12, in

chapter 3. A
s m

entioned
 above, the agreem

ent featu
res are d

irectly coind
exed

 w
ith the

case-assigned
 subject, w

hich I w
ill assum

e to be in specV
P. N

othing w
ould

 change If the

su
bject had

 actu
ally raised

 to a leftw
ard

 A
' V

P
-ad

joined
 p

osition, in w
hich case

nom
inative case w

ould
 be assigned

 to its trace in specV
P position (see chapter 5).

T
h

e can
d

id
ate w

ith
 p

erson
 an

d
 n

u
m

ber agreem
en

t is sh
ow

n
 in

 (a), w
ith

 th
e

agreem
ent feature of the Iº auxiliary, und

erlined
, coind

exed
 w

ith the subject in specV
P

,

also u
nd

erlined
. C

and
id

ate (b) has third
 p

erson agreem
ent bu

t no nu
m

ber agreem
ent,

since is in E
nglish is singu

lar. Finally, the cand
id

ate w
ith no agreem

ent is given in (c).

A
s the tableau show

s, cand
id

ate (a) beats both (b) and
 (c), because it satisfies the higher

ranked
 constraints L

O
O

SEA
G

R
num

 an
d

 
L

O
O

SEA
G

R
p

s . Since they are failed
 by all

6 N
o visible person agreem

ent occu
rs w

ith E
nglish plu

rals, provid
ing a non uniform

 parad
igm

 (along the
d

efinition of Jaggli &
 Safir 1989). A

ssu
m

ing that are expresses person agreem
ent is thu

s in contrad
iction

w
ith the assu

m
ption at the beginning of this chapter that agreem

ent m
u

st alw
ays be overtly encod

ed
. A

w
eaker requirem

ent w
ould

 assum
e that agreem

ent on a feature φ m
ust be overtly encod

ed
 on at least one

form
 of the p

arad
igm

, else no agreem
ent occu

rs. Su
ch w

eakened
 requ

irem
ent is com

p
atible w

ith the
analysis given so far.
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com

p
etitors, the constraints A

G
R

num
, and

 A
G

R
num

 rem
ain ininflu

ential and
 their rank

und
eterm

ined
.

T
11.  A

nalysis of (30):
{L

O
O

SEA
G

R
num

, L
O

O
SEA

G
R

ps } >> N
O

 Φ
-F

TS.

<
seem

( ,y),y=
m

an,y=
pres.focus,T

=
pres.>

L.A
.

num

L.A
.

ps

N
O

 Φ
F

TS

A
G

R

num

A
G

R

ps

a.☞
 c-com

. ps,num
 agr:there are   3 m

en ...
* *

*
*

b.   c-com
m

and
 ps agr: there  is    3 m

en
 ...

*!
*

*
*

c.    no-agreem
ent:         there be 3 m

en ...
*!

*
*

*

A
s is w

ell know
n, there are varieties of E

nglish w
here agreem

ent in nu
m

ber in there-

clau
ses d

oes not occu
r (B

aker 1989:359), and
 w

hich w
ou

ld
 reject (30) in favor of (33)

below
:

(33)
T

here is three m
en in the gard

en.

T
hese varieties of E

nglish p
rovid

e the E
nglish equ

ivalent of loss of nu
m

ber agreem
ent

u
n

d
er c-com

m
an

d
. T

h
eir agreem

en
t p

attern
 follow

s from
 th

e reran
kin

g of th
e

constraints N
O

 Φ
-F

T
S on top

 of L
O

O
SEA

G
R

nu
m

 and
 A

G
R

num
 on top

 of N
O

 Φ
-F

T
S (see

table (13)). T
his is show

n in T
12, w

hich lists the sam
e cand

id
ates of T

11, bu
t has

reranked
 the constraints. T

he cand
id

ate w
ith no agreem

ent is still blocked
 by the high

ranked
 L

O
O

SEA
G

R
p

s . T
he rem

aining com
p

etitors, (a) and
 (b), fail the next constraint,

A
G

R
num

, becau
se their agreem

ent relation is not su
fficiently local. T

he next constraint,

N
O

 Φ
-F

T
S, is violated

 by both once, bu
t one ad

d
itional tim

e by (a), leaving (b) as the

optim
al structure.

T
12.  A

nalysis of (33): {L
O

O
SEA

G
R

ps , A
G

R
num

} >> N
O

 Φ
-F

TS >> L
O

O
SEA

G
R

num

<be(x), x=pres. focus, x=<...>, T
=pres.>

L.A
.

ps

A
G

R

num

N
O

 Φ
F

TS

L.A
.

num

A
G

R

ps

a.     c-com
. ps,num

 agr:there are   3 m
en ...

*
* *!

*

b.☞
 c-com

m
and

 ps agr: there  is    3 m
en

 ...
*

*
*

*

c.      no-agreem
ent:       there be 3 m

en ...
*!

*
*

*

In conclu
sion, once cou

p
led

 w
ith the analysis of case d

evelop
ed

 in chap
ter 5, the

an
alysis of agreem

en
t d

evelop
ed

 in
 th

is ch
ap

ter straigh
tforw

ard
ly accou

n
ts for
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agreem

ent in there-insertion structures. In particular, no appeal is m
ad

e to transm
ission

of agreem
ent featu

res, w
hich is instead

 necessary in a theory w
here agreem

ent occu
rs

on
ly u

n
d

er a sp
ec-h

ead
 con

figu
ration

 (see for exam
p

le R
izzi 1982, Safir 1985).

Su
bstitu

tion of the exp
letive by the low

er D
P

 at L
F, as in C

hom
sky (1986), w

ou
ld

 not

requ
ire agreem

ent transm
ission, bu

t it is u
nclear how

 it w
ou

ld
 accou

nt for the case

lacking agreem
ent in (33).

4.4.4. S
im

u
ltan

eou
s A

greem
en

t on
 M

u
ltip

le H
ead

s

T
he theory of agreem

ent presented
 so far is not specific to the Iº head

, and
 extend

s to

other instances of agreem
ent. H

ow
ever, som

e ad
ju

stm
ents are necessary, becau

se

sim
u

ltaneou
s agreem

ent on d
ifferent head

s of the sam
e clau

se can involve d
istinct and

even opposite sets of features. For exam
ple, in Italian, w

hile Iº agrees in person but lacks

agreem
ent in gend

er, as show
n in (34a) and

 (34b), the op
p

osite hold
s for the p

ast

participle of passives and
 unaccusatives 7, w

hich agrees in gend
er and

 num
ber but lacks

agreem
ent in person, as show

n in (34c) and
 (34d

).

(34a) L
uca.3M

s é.3s arrivat-o.M
s.

(34b) M
aria.3Fs é.3s arrivat-a.Fs.

Luca has arrived.
M

aria has arrived.

7 A
n im

portant issue that I leave open to further research is w
hy past participles of transitive verbs show

no agreem
ent w

ith in situ
 objects in Italian, bu

t show
 agreem

ent w
ith object clitics, as show

n by the tw
o

exam
ples below

 ad
apted

 to Italian from
 K

ayne (1987):

(1) *L
uca ha d

ipinte le sed
ie.

(2) 
L

uca le ha d
ipinte.

       L
uca has painted

.Fpl the.Fpl  chairs.pl.
L

uca them
.3Fpl has painted

.Fpl .

A
n accou

nt of the above asym
m

etry that d
oes not allow

 for the kind
 of long d

istance agreem
ent allow

ed
u

nd
er sp

ecific circu
m

stances in the O
.T

. analysis d
evelop

ed
 here, is p

rovid
ed

 in K
ayne (1987). U

nd
er

K
ayne's analysis, the in situ

 object of (1) is too far from
 the low

er agreem
ent p

rojection resp
onsible for

p
art-p

articip
le agreem

ent (P
P

A
) to trigger agreem

ent, w
hile the clitic in (2) can trigger it by leaving a

trace in the specifier of the P
P

A
 projection w

hile on its w
ay to its final position. N

otice how
ever that  the

introd
uction of the V

P
-internal hypothesis by K

oopm
an and

 Sportiche (1988) appears to reopen the issue
of p

ast-p
articip

le agreem
ent even w

ith resp
ect to K

ayne's analysis. In fact, the V
P

-internal su
bject of an

unergative intransitive verb such as cantare 'to sing' could
 m

ove through the specifier of the PPA
 w

hile on
its w

ay to specIP, thus triggering agreem
ent w

here no agreem
ent should

 occur. M
oreover, und

er K
ayne's

analysis  agreem
ent w

ith the in situ subject of unaccusatives w
ould

 appear to require the raising of a null
exp

letive p
ronom

inal throu
gh the sp

ecifier of P
P

A
. W

hile the existence of nu
ll exp

letives has been a
frequent assum

ption in R
om

ance linguistics since R
izzi's (1982) w

ork, they are not uncontroversial . Som
e

of the associated
 problem

s w
ill be review

ed
 in chapter 5.
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(34c) N

oi.1pl siam
o.1pl arrivat-i.M

pl.
(34d

) V
oi.2pl siete.2pl arrivat-i.M

pl.
W

e  boys have arrived.
Y

ou (pl) have arrived.

T
he p

rop
osal exp

lored
 here is a fu

rther relativization of the agreem
ent constraints,

w
hich are ind

exed
 w

ith resp
ect to head

s. T
hu

s, each constraint in the A
G

R
Φ

 and

L
O

O
SEA

G
RΦ

 fam
ilies d

ou
bles into a constraint for Iº, and

 one for the p
ast-p

articip
le

head
 (or m

ore p
recisely, for the head

 hosting the m
orp

hem
e that absorbs the external

them
atic role). T

he grou
p

 of constraints so generated
 is listed

 in (35) (infl stand
s for Iº,

and
 pp for past participle).

(35) A
greem

ent constraints.
Iº

Past Participle H
ead

Person
A

G
R

ps,infl

L
O

O
SEA

G
R

ps,infl

A
G

R
ps,pp

L
O

O
SEA

G
R

ps,pp

N
um

ber
A

G
R

num
,infl

L
O

O
SEA

G
R

num
,infl

A
G

R
num

,pp

L
O

O
SEA

G
R

num
,pp

G
ender

A
G

R
gen,infl

L
O

O
SEA

G
R

gen,infl

A
G

R
gen,pp

L
O

O
SEA

G
R

gen,pp

R
anking cond

itions w
ill now

 have to be d
eterm

ined
 for each head

. For exam
ple, the

Italian agreem
ent pattern for Iº and

 for the past-participle of passives and
 unaccusatives

is d
eterm

ined
 by the follow

ing ranking cond
itions:

(36) Iº and
 past-participle agreem

ent in Italian:
- Iº-agreem

ent in person and
 num

ber:
  {L.A

G
R

num
,infl ,  L.A

G
R

ps,infl } >>
N

O
 Φ

-F
TS >> {L.A

G
R

gen,infl , A
G

R
gen,infl }

- Past Participle agreem
ent in num

ber and
 gend

er:
  {L.A

G
R

num
,pp ,  L.A

G
R

gen,pp } >>
N

O
 Φ

-F
TS >> {L.A

G
R

ps,pp , A
G

R
ps,pp }

W
hile the nu

m
ber of generated

 constraints m
ay seem

 large, the w
ay they are

generated
 is fu

lly system
atic. T

he actu
al p

rim
itives of the analysis of agreem

ent are

lim
ited

 in num
ber and

 elem
entary in character, involving the follow

ing elem
ents:

161
(i)

the set of d
istinct agreem

ent features;

(ii) the set of d
istinct agreeing head

s (these need
 not be categorically d

istinct, bu
t only

be represented
 by d

istinct nod
es in the phrase-structure representation).

(iii) a basic fu
nd

am
ental constraint favoring agreem

ent, split into a stricter and
 a looser

version (i.e. A
G

R and L
O

O
SEA

G
R

).

(iv) the constraint N
O

 Φ
-F

T
S, against any agreem

ent feature.

W
hile relativization accounts for the ind

epend
ent patterns of agreem

ent on d
ifferent

head
s, the overall analysis cap

tu
res the im

p
ortant generalization that agreem

ent is

invariant across syntactic structure: w
hatever head

 it con
cerns and

 w
hatever features it

involves, agreem
ent is alw

ays governed
 by the sam

e fu
nd

am
ental m

echanism
: the

interaction betw
een A

G
R

φ  and L
O

O
SEA

G
Rφ  w

ith N
O

 Φ
-F

TS.

T
he analysis also p

red
icts that the initial generalization m

otivating this theory of

agreem
ent, i.e. the p

rim
acy of sp

ec-head
 agreem

ent is not sp
ecific to agreem

ent in Iº,

and
 extend

s to any instance of agreem
ent. T

o the best of m
y know

led
ge the pred

iction

is correct.

C
onversely, the sam

e agreem
ent classes that w

e observed
 for Iº-agreem

ent exist for

p
ast p

articip
le agreem

en
t as w

ell. T
h

e follow
in

g exam
p

les illu
strate cases of

u
nrestricted

 agreem
ent and

 agreem
ent loss in p

ast-p
articip

le agreem
ent. T

he case for

unrestricted
 agreem

ent is exem
plified

 by Italian, w
here agreem

ent in unaccusative past

p
articip

le is insensitive to the p
osition of the su

bject. In accord
 w

ith K
ayne (1987), the

p
ast-p

articip
le of (37) has m

oved
 to an agreem

ent p
rojection higher than V

P
.  P

ast

participle agreem
ent in gend

er and
 num

ber m
ay occur und

er a spec-head
 configuration

involving the p
ast-p

articip
le and

 the trace of the su
bject in the sp

ecifier of the p
ast-

participle projection.

(37) A
lcune ragazze sono entrate d

alla finestra.
   [ip [A

lcune ragazze]i  sono [agr-pp  ti   entratk -e [vp  tk   ti   d
alla finestra ]]].

  
Som

e.3Fpl  girls.3Fpl are.3pl 
entered

.Fpl  
from

 the w
ind

ow
.

   Som
e girls entered from

 the w
indow

.

In (37b) below
, the su

bject is in its original object position, w
here it is c-com

m
and

ed

by the p
ast-p

articip
le  (B

elletti 1988). N
evertheless, agreem

ent is p
reserved

 in gend
er

and
 num

ber.
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(37b) Sono entrate alcune ragazze d
alla finestra.

[ip Sono  [agr-pp   entratk -e  [vp  tk  [alcune ragazze]i  d
alla finestra ].

      
A

re. 3pl 
entered

.Fpl  
som

e.3Fpl   girls.3Fpl  from
 the w

ind
ow

.
T

here entered from
 the w

indow
 som

e girls.

P
ast p

articip
le agreem

ent loss in gend
er and

 nu
m

ber occu
rs in C

onegliano (Saccon

1989). In (38a), the past participle agrees in gend
er and

 num
ber w

ith the trace left by the

su
bject in the past participle specifier. H

ow
ever, w

hen the su
bject rem

ains in the low
er

object position, as in (38b), the past participle no longer agrees.

(38a)
N

a tosa
 

la e 
  rivad

a.
[ip  N

a  tosa
i      

la-e     
[pp  ti   riv

k- ad
a   

[vp   ti   tk   ]]].
A

.3Fs girl.3Fs
cl.3Fs-is.3s 

  arrived
.Fpl.

A
 girl has arrived.

(38b)
El-e 

rivá 
na tosa.

[ip El-e     
[pp     riv

k -á
   

 [vp  tk   
   [na tosa]  ]]].

cl.3M
s-is.3s   arrived

  
 

    
a.3Fs girl.3Fs.

T
here arrived a girl.

In Su
m

m
ary, w

e saw
 how

 relativizing the agreem
ent constraints for the available

agreem
ent head

s p
erm

its u
s to accou

nt for variation in the set of agreem
ent featu

res

active on d
istinct head

s w
ithin the sam

e clau
se w

hile m
aintaining a u

nified
 theory of

agreem
ent. T

he analysis also d
erives the fact that the P

rim
acy of Spec-H

ead
 A

greem
ent

is not specific to Iº.

4.5. In
teraction

 b
etw

een
 A

greem
en

t C
on

strain
ts an

d
 oth

er U
G

 C
on

strain
ts

In previous sections, w
e have exam

ined
 reranking of the basic agreem

ent constraints

relative to each other. H
ow

ever, the agreem
ent constraint A

G
R

φ  also interacts w
ith the

A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S constraint d

iscu
ssed

 in chap
ter 3, and

 is thu
s relevant for the analysis of

th
e su

bject p
osition

. In
 p

articu
lar, th

e in
teraction

 am
on

g th
ese tw

o con
strain

ts

d
eterm

ines w
hether inversion is p

ossible in langu
ages w

ith u
nrestricted

 agreem
ent

and
/

or agreem
ent loss. H

ere, I w
ill first exam

ine in abstract term
s each of the three
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langu

age-typ
es p

reviou
sly id

entified
 agreem

entw
ise. T

hen I w
ill p

rovid
e a d

etailed

analysis of Italian to illustrate the results arrived
 at abstractly.

4.5.1. L
an

gu
ages w

ith
 U

n
restricted

 A
greem

en
t

In languages w
ith unrestricted

 agreem
ent, i.e. w

ith L
O

O
SEA

G
R

 dom
inating N

O
 Φ

-F
TS,

the agreem
ent com

p
onent as a w

hole favors cand
id

ates w
ith the su

b
ject in sp

ecIP

position or unrealized
. T

his is show
n below

. T
he tableau on the left lists cand

id
ates w

ith

the su
bject in d

ifferent p
ositions, w

ith and
 w

ithou
t agreem

ent. T
he colu

m
n for A

G
R is

p
rovid

ed
 sep

arately, to rep
resent the fact that A

G
R

 selects (a) and
 (b) as op

tim
al

ind
epend

ently of its ranking. If ranked
 high

est, it d
oes so d

irectly, since all other form
s

violate it. If ranked
 low

er than one or both the other constaints, it selects (a) and
 (b) as

op
tim

al becau
se (c) an

d
 (d

), th
e on

ly ad
d

ition
al can

d
id

ates satisfyin
g an

d
 th

u
s

surviving L
O

O
SEA

G
R and N

O
 Φ

-F
TS, violate A

G
R.

T
13. Subject position in languages w

ith unrestricted
 agreem

ent.

<V
(x),x=N

,--,T
=pres.perf.>

(V
 and

 N
 lexical. N

 head
s D

P)
L

O
O

SEA
G

R
N

O
 Φ

-F
TS

A
G

R

a. ☞
 D

P
i  aux

+agr   [  ti     V
 ]

*

b.☞
  --    aux

+agr   [  --    V
]

*

c.      --    aux
+agr   [ D

P  V
]

*
*

d
.     --    aux

+agr   [ ti     V
] D

P
i  ]

*
*

e.    D
P

i   aux-agr    [  ti     V
]

*!
*

f.       --    aux
-agr    [ --   V

]
*!

*

g.     --    aux
-agr     [ D

P  V
]

*!
*

h.     --    aux
-agr    [ ti      V

] D
P

i  ]
*!

*

It follow
s, that in this group of languages, focused

 related
 inversion can occur only if

A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S d

om
inates A

G
R, or else A

G
R

 w
ould m

ake the cand
id

ate w
ith the inverted

su
bject su

bop
tim

al. T
his is show

n schem
atically in the tableau

 below
, restricted

 to the

preverbal cand
id

ate in (a) and
 the inversion cand

id
ate in (b) (for the su

boptim
al statu

s

of null subjects in relation to inputs w
ith focused

 them
atic subjects see chapter 2).



164
T

14. Focus-related
 inversion in languages w

ith unrestricted
 agreem

ent.

<V
(x),x=N

,--,T
=pres.perf.>

A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S

A
G

R

a.        D
P

i    aux
+agr    [  ti     V

 ]
*!

d.  ☞
    --    aux+agr    [ ti      V

 ]   D
P

i  ]
*

H
en

ce, 
am

on
g 

lan
gu

ages 
w

ith
 

u
n

restricted
 

agreem
en

t, 
on

ly 
th

ose 
w

h
ere

A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S d

om
inates A

G
R

 w
ill show

 focus-related
 inversion. T

his is characterized
 in

the cond
ition below

:

(39) Focus-related
 inversion in languages w

ith unrestricted
 agreem

ent:

   A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S >> A

G
R

.

A
s for nu

ll su
bjects, the ranking of A

G
R

 relative to D
R

O
PT

O
P

IC d
oes not d

eterm
ine

w
hether they are possible or not, because null subjects are ind

istin
guishable from

 overt

subjects agreem
entw

ise, as w
e saw

 in section 4.4.2. T
he optim

al status of the null subject

cand
id

ate thu
s d

ep
end

s only on the ranking of D
R

O
PT

O
P

IC
 relative to S

U
B

JE
C

T
 an

d

P
A

R
SE, as d

iscussed
 in chapter 2.

4.5.2. L
an

gu
ages w

ith
  A

greem
en

t L
oss

L
angu

ages w
ith agreem

ent loss have A
G

R
 as the highest ranked

 constraint in the

agreem
ent system

 (see table (13) in section 4.2). T
herefore, the situ

ation is id
entical to

that ju
st exam

ined
 for langu

ages w
ith u

nrestricted
 agreem

ent. T
aken collectively, the

agreem
ent constraints favor cand

id
ates w

ith the subject in specIP or left unrealized

T
15. Subject position in languages w

ith  agreem
ent loss.

<V
(x),x=N

,--,T
=pres.perf.>

A
G

R
N

O
 Φ

-F
TS

L
O

O
SEA

G
R

a. ☞
 D

P
i  aux

+agr   [  ti     V
 ]

*

b.☞
  --    aux

+agr   [  --    V
]

*

c.      --    aux
+agr   [ D

P  V
]

*!
*

d
.     --    aux

+agr   [ ti     V
] D

P
i  ]

*!
*

e.    D
P

i   aux-agr    [  ti     V
]

*!
*

f.       --    aux
-agr    [ --   V

]
*!

*

g.     --    aux
-agr     [ D

P  V
]

*!
*

h.     --    aux
-agr    [ ti      V

] D
P

i  ]
*!

*
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H

ere too, focus-related
 inversion w

ill only be possible in languages w
here A

L
IG

N
F

O
C

U
S

dom
inates A

G
R, for the sam

e reasons given before.

(40) Focused
 inversion in languages w

ith agreem
ent loss:

   A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S >> A

G
R

.

A
s in the form

er langu
age grou

p
, the availability of nu

ll su
bjects d

oes not hinge on

the ranking of the agreem
ent constraints, bu

t only on  the ranking of D
R

O
PT

O
PIC

relative to S
U

BJEC
T and P

A
R

SE.

4.5.3. L
an

gu
ages L

ack
in

g A
greem

en
t

L
an

gu
ages w

ith
 n

o agreem
en

t sh
ow

 n
o in

teraction
 betw

een
 th

e agreem
en

t

constraints and
 the constraints A

LIG
N

F
O

C
U

S and
 D

R
O

PT
O

P
IC. In fact, the high ranking

of N
O

 Φ
-F

T
S m

akes cand
id

ates w
ith agreem

ent su
boptim

al, bu
t says nothing abou

t the

position of the su
bject or its realization am

ong the potential optim
al cand

id
ates lacking

agreem
ent in (e)-(h), w

hich violate the sam
e constraints. T

his is show
n in the tableau

below
. (T

he tw
o low

er constraints are sep
arated

 by a d
otted

 line ind
icating that their

ranking relative to each other has no consequ
ences on the selection of the op

tim
al

cand
id

ate.)

T
16. Subject position in languages w

ith unrestricted
 agreem

ent.

<V
(x),x=N

,--,T
=pres.perf.>

N
O

 Φ
-F

TS
L

O
O

SEA
G

R
A

G
R

a.     D
P

i  aux
+agr   [  ti     V

 ]
*!

b.     --    aux
+agr   [  --    V

]
*!

c.      --    aux
+agr   [ D

P  V
]

*!
*

d
.     --    aux

+agr   [ ti     V
] D

P
i  ]

*!
*

e.☞
 D

P
i   aux-agr    [  ti     V

]
*

*

f.☞
   --    aux

-agr    [ --   V
]

*
*

g.☞
  --    aux

-agr     [ D
P  V

]
*

*

h.☞
  --   aux

-agr    [ ti      V
] D

P
i  ]

*
*

It follow
s, that the ranking of N

O
 Φ

-F
T

S and
 the other agreem

ent constraints relative

to A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S and

 D
R

O
PT

O
P

IC
 has no bearing on the availability of inversion or

subject non-realization.
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4.5.4. Featu

re R
elativization

: th
e C

ase of Italian

A
s w

e know
 from

 the p
reviou

s sections, langu
ages belong to one or the other

agreem
ent class only relative to sp

ecific featu
res. For exam

p
le, Italian has u

nrestricted

agreem
ent relative to p

erson and
 nu

m
ber, bu

t no-agreem
ent relative to gend

er. T
he

cond
itions on the interaction betw

een A
G

R
 and A

LIG
N

F
O

C
U

S m
ust then be relativized

 to

agreem
ent featu

res. H
ence, the fact that Italian allow

s focu
s-triggered

 inversion

translates into the requ
irem

ent that A
G

R
num

 an
d

  
A

G
R

p
s  are ranked

 low
er than

A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S, w

hile no ranking cond
ition is set on A

G
R

gen  in accord
 to w

hat w
as said

about languages w
ith no-agreem

ent.

(41) C
ond

itions on the availability of focus-related
 inversion in Italian:

  A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S  >> {A

G
R

num
, A

G
R

ps  }.

T
he effects of (41) are illustrated

 in the follow
ing tableau T

17, show
ing a total ranking

com
p

atible w
ith the above cond

ition in (41) as w
ell as w

ith the ranking cond
itions

responsible for the agreem
ent pattern of Italian, repeated

 in (42) below
.

(42) Italian agreem
ent-pattern.

-U
nrestricted

 agreem
ent in num

ber:
L

O
O

SEA
G

R
num

 >> N
O

 Φ
-F

T 

-U
nrestricted

 agreem
ent in person:

L
O

O
SEA

G
R

ps  >> N
O

 Φ
-F

TS

-N
o agreem

ent in gend
er: 

N
O

 Φ
-F

TS   >> {L
O

O
SEA

G
R

gen , A
G

R
gen }

For the sake of sim
p

licity, the tableau
 is restricted

 to cand
id

ates w
ith the su

bject in

preverbal position and
 in postverbal position, each is split into the 8 possible agreem

ent

com
binations. T

he cand
id

ates w
ith the p

refix preV
 rep

resent the p
reverbal cand

id
ate

[D
P

 aux V
P

]; the cand
id

ates p
refixed

 w
ith Inv, rep

resent the inversion cand
id

ate

[ aux  V
P

 D
P

 ]. T
o im

p
rove legibility, the cand

id
ates are rearranged

 w
ith the op

tim
al

one on top, w
ith increasing d

ivergence going d
ow

nw
ard

 from
 the optim

al cand
id

ate.

T
he contrast betw

een the inversion cand
id

ate in (a) and
 the p

reverbal cand
id

ate in

(b) show
s clearly how

 inversion m
ay occu

r only if A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S d

om
inates both

A
G

R
num

 and A
G

R
ps .
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T

17. Focus-related
 inversion in Italian in relation to agreem

ent.

<
V

(x), x=
N

, x=
focus,

         T
=pres.perfect>

L.A
.

num

L.A
.

ps

N
O

Φ
F

TS

L.A
.

gen

A
G

R

gen

A
.F.

A
G

R

ps

A
G

R

num

a.  ☞
  Inv:      ps, num

* *
*

*
*

*

b.        preV
:   ps, num

* *
*

*
*!

c.        preV
:   ps, gen, num

* *! *
*

d
.        Inv:     ps, gen, num

* *! *
*

*
*

e.        Inv:     num
*!

*
*

*
*

*

f.         preV
:  num

*!
*

*
*

*
*

g.        preV
:  gen, num

*!
* *

*
*

h.        Inv:     gen, num
*!

* *
*

*
*

i.         Inv:     ps
*!

*
*

*
*

*

j.         preV
:  ps

*!
*

*
*

*
*

k.        preV
:  ps, gen

*!
* *

*
*

l.         Inv:     ps, gen
*!

* *
*

*
*

m
.       Inv:     none

*!
*

*
*

*
*

n.        preV
:  none

*!
*

*
*

*
*

*

o.        preV
:  gen

*!
*

*
*

*
*

p.        Inv:     gen
*!

*
*

*
*

*

In su
m

m
ary, this section has show

n how
 the system

 of agreeing constraints cou
pled

w
ith the top

ic and
 focu

s related
 constraints id

entified
 in the p

reviou
s sections,

accu
rately p

red
icts the p

osition of the su
bject for d

ifferent inp
u

ts as w
ell as its

agreem
ent p

attern. It w
as also show

n that langu
ages w

ith u
nrestricted

 agreem
ent or

agreem
ent loss w

ith respect to som
e feature φ allow

 for focus-triggered
 inversion only if

the constraint A
L

IG
N

F
O

C
U

S is ranked
 above A

G
R

φ . M
ore generally, this w

ill be tru
e for

any constraint C
 requ

iring the su
bject p

osition to be elsew
here than in sp

ecIP
. T

he

effects of C
 w

ill surface only in those languages w
here C

 d
om

inates  A
G

Rφ .

4.6. C
on

clu
sion

s

In this chap
ter w

e have seen how
 the p

resence and
 lack of agreem

ent in d
ifferent

lan
gu

ages an
d

 u
n

d
er d

ifferen
t agreem

en
t con

figu
ration

s follow
 from

 th
e O

.T
.

interaction of three sim
ple constraints, one against agreem

ent, and
 tw

o requiring it, one

u
nd

er a narrow
er and

 one u
nd

er a broad
er d

om
ain. T

his investigation thu
s confirm

ed
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.T
., alread

y seen at w
ork in the analysis of the expletive in chapter 3, of

d
eriving ap

p
arent lexical p

rop
erties by w

ay of gram
m

ar rather than throu
gh lexical

specification.

T
he analysis has also show

n once m
ore how

 d
eriving lingu

istic variation throu
gh

constraint reranking is not in conflict w
ith the d

erivation of lingu
istic u

niversals. W
e

m
ay now

 ad
d

 to the u
niversals d

erived
 in chap

ters 2 and
 3 the u

niversal im
p

lication

restricting agreem
ent loss to non spec-head

 configu
rations, w

hich w
as show

n to follow

from
 the sam

e constraints resp
onsible for crosslingu

istic variation in agreem
ent

patterns.

O
ther resu

lts p
rovid

ed
 in this chap

ter concerned
 an analysis of agreem

ent w
ith

p
ostverbal su

bjects and
 w

ith exp
letives w

hich m
akes no reference to agreem

ent

transm
ission, and

 thu
s has no need

 to p
ostu

late a nu
ll exp

letive in nu
ll su

bject

languages, in accord
 w

ith the assum
ptions m

ad
e in the previous chapters. L

ikew
ise, the

chapter provid
ed

 an analysis of agreem
ent w

ith null subjects w
hich m

akes no reference

to structurally realized
 em

pty pronom
inal subjects.

L
ast bu

t not least, the agreem
ent constraints id

entified
 here are exp

ected
 to interact

w
ith the other constraints of U

G
. W

e have alread
y briefly exam

ined
 the interaction

betw
een the agreem

ent constraints A
G

R
 and

 A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S, and

 its role in d
eterm

ining

the p
osition of focu

sed
 su

bjects. In the next chap
ter w

e w
ill see how

 the interaction of

A
G

R
 w

ith the case-related
 constraint C

A
SEG

O
V

 provid
es a unified

 analysis for pattern of

v
ariation

 
in

 
case-assig

n
m

en
t 

fou
n

d
 

both
 

lan
g

u
ag

e-in
tern

ally
 

as 
w

ell 
as

crosslingu
istically. In m

any w
ays, those analyses and

 the sim
p

lification of case-theory

that they m
ake possible are am

ong the best evid
ence in su

pport of an O
.T

. approach to

agreem
ent such as that d

eveloped
 on ind

epend
ent ground

s in this chapter.
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5. O
p

tim
al C

ase

T
his chap

ter d
evelop

s a u
nified

 analysis of abstract case-assignm
ent, w

hich is

red
u

ced
 to a single constraint, C

A
SEG

O
V

, requ
iring that case be assigned

 u
nd

er proper

governm
ent. L

inguistic variation in case-assignm
ent configurations w

ithin and
 betw

een

langu
ages w

ill be show
n to follow

 d
irectly from

 the interaction betw
een C

A
SEG

O
V

 and

the other constraints of U
G

, w
ith no need

 to p
aram

etrize case theory, as in K
oop

m
an

and
 Sp

ortiche (1991), nor to stip
u

late sp
ecial case-assignm

ent configu
rations as in

R
izzi's account of Italian aux-to-com

p infinitivals (R
izzi, 1982).

O
ther im

portant results in line w
ith the claim

s m
ad

e in previous chapters concern the

status of subjects and
 expletives.

T
he analysis of case-assignm

ent w
ill confirm

 that there is no universal d
efault subject

p
osition, bu

t only op
tim

al su
bject p

ositions relative to an inp
u

t and
 a gram

m
ar. T

his

w
ill be show

n tru
e even for canonical su

bjects, w
hich for exam

p
le take d

ifferent

p
ositions in Italian and

 Stand
ard

 A
rabic in relation to the reranking of A

G
R

 relative to

C
A

SEG
O

V
 and S

TA
Y

.

T
he analysis w

ill also su
p

p
ort the view

 of overt exp
letives d

evelop
ed

 by G
rim

shaw

(1993, 1995) and
 G

rim
shaw

 and
 Sam

ek-L
od

ovici (1995), tying their crosslingu
istic

d
istribution to the rank of F

U
LL-IN

T in a given gram
m

ar (see chapter 2 and
 3). T

he stud
y

of E
nglish and

 A
rabic w

ill in fact p
rovid

e u
s w

ith cases w
here exp

letive elem
ents are

d
eterm

ined
 by the low

 rank of F
U

LL-IN
T w

ith respect to C
A

SEG
O

V.

T
he chap

ter is organized
 as follow

s. Section 5.1 argu
es for the need

 for a u
nified

theory of case-assignm
ent. Section 5.2 introd

u
ces the C

A
SEG

O
V

 constraint, w
hich is

central to the analysis d
evelop

ed
 here. Section 5.3 d

erives case-assignm
ent variation

w
ithin Italian, accou

nting for case-assignm
ent in d

eclaratives w
ith inverted

 and
 non

-

in
verted

 
su

bjects, 
an

d
 

for 
case-assign

m
en

t 
altern

ation
s 

con
trastin

g 
geru

n
d

ive

aux-to
-com

p
 stru

ctu
res w

ith d
eclarative clau

ses and
 cond

itional su
bju

nctives. Section

5.4 ad
d

resses crosslinguistic variation in finite clauses, contrasting Italian and
 Stand

ard

A
rabic w

ith
 resp

ect to th
e p

osition
 of can

on
ical su

bjects. Section
 5.5 ad

d
resses

crosslingu
istic variation in infinitival clau

ses w
ith overt su

bjects, show
ing how

 in these

stru
ctu

res Italian au
x-to-com

p, P
ortu

gu
ese agreem

ent, and
 E

nglish case-assignm
ent by
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a preposition in C
º are all d

eterm
ined

 throu
gh constraint reranking. Finally, section 5.6

exam
in

es th
e evid

en
ce again

st an
alyses of case-assign

m
en

t in
volvin

g case an
d

agreem
ent transm

ission throu
gh a nu

ll exp
letive pro

expl   elem
ent. Section 5.7 p

resents

the conclusions.

5.1. T
h

e N
eed

 of a U
n

ified
 A

n
alysis of C

ase A
ssign

m
en

t

T
he need

 for a u
nified

 analysis of case-assignm
ent is effectively illu

strated
 by the

follow
ing three Italian sentences, w

hich accord
ing to the lingu

istic literatu
re assign

nom
inative case to the overt subject in three d

istinct w
ays.

(1)
M

arco ha vinto.
M

ark has w
on.

(2)
H

a vinto M
arco

(3)
pro

expl,i  [ha vinto M
arco

i ].
        has w

on M
ark.

It is M
ark w

ho w
on.

(4)
A

vend
o M

arco vinto,
(5)

A
vendo

i   [M
arco ti  [ vinto]], ...

H
aving M

ark w
on, ...

M
ark having w

on,...

In p
articu

lar, in sentence (1) case is assigned
 u

nd
er a sp

ec-head
 configu

ration.

Sentence (2) instead
 has been analyzed

 as involving case transm
ission to the postverbal

su
bject by a phonetically nu

ll expletive pro
expl  or som

e equ
ivalent elem

ent in specIP
, as

represented
 in (3) (R

izzi 1982, C
hom

sky 1982, 1986, Safir 1985, B
u

rzio 1986). Finally, in

sentence (4) the au
xiliary avere assigns case into sp

ecIP
 from

 the C
º p

osition, as in (5)

(R
izzi, 1982).

E
ven m

ore recent attem
p

ts to p
rovid

e a u
nified

 theory of case-assignm
ent d

o not

straightforw
ard

ly accou
nt for (1), (2) and

 (4). For exam
p

le, u
nd

er the m
inim

alist

p
rogram

 (C
hom

sky 1992), the su
bject of (1) raises to sp

ecA
grs  to check its strong

nom
inative features. It is unclear how

 this analysis extend
s to the inversion structure in

(2), if the strong featu
res of the su

bject m
u

st be checked
 in sp

ecIP
 in the overt syntax.

A
ppeal to case-transm

ission by a strong-featured
 expletive pro

expl  is possible, but as w
e
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w
ill see in section 5.6, u

nd
esirable. M

oreover, the m
inim

alist analysis d
oesn't d

irectly

relate the analysis of (1) to that of (4). For exam
p

le, a recent p
rop

osal by L
ongobard

i

(1996) w
hich exp

lains au
x-to-com

p
 m

ovem
ent in (4) by requ

iring that case-featu
res be

checked
 in the internal d

om
ain of the geru

nd
ive au

xiliary in C
º, m

u
st then rely on the

ad
d

itional option of checking case through agreem
ent in ord

er to d
erive (1).

T
he d

ata in (1), (2) and
 (4) seem

 p
roblem

atic also for B
ittner and

 H
ale's (1996)

analysis of case. For exam
p

le, in B
ittner and

 H
ale's m

od
el nom

inative su
bjects are

requ
ired

 to be governed
 by C

º or a chain head
ed

 in C
º (their C

ase-Filter). In (1), this

requ
irem

ent triggers raising of the su
bject into sp

ecIP
 p

osition. It is u
nclear, how

ever,

how
 the sam

e requ
irem

ent can be satisfied
 by the inverted

 su
bject in (2) w

ithou
t

appealing once again to a pro
expl  elem

ent, w
ith all the associated

 p
roblem

s (see section

5.6). A
nalyzing the aux-to-com

p construction in (4) is technically less problem
atic, given

that the au
xiliary in C

º d
oes govern the su

bject, bu
t there is no obviou

s w
ay to connect

this analysis w
ith that of (1) and

 (2).

Finally, R
izzi (1990) avoid

s the problem
s associated

 w
ith the pro

expl -analysis of (2) by

assu
m

ing that T
º assigns case d

irectly to the V
P

-ad
joined

 su
bject. H

ow
ever, this

solu
tion d

oes not extend
 to a case like (6) below

, w
here the low

er su
bject n

essu
n

o

(nobod
y) is licensed

 by the su
bord

inate neg-m
arker non of the su

bord
inate clau

se, and

is therefore too low
 to receive case d

irectly from
 the m

atrix T
º, forcing u

s back to case-

transm
ission by a raising pro

expl .

(6)
pro

expl,i  sem
bra [ti  non aver votato nessuno

i ].
       seem

s   not  to-have voted
 anybod

y.
  

It seem
s that nobody voted.

In
 con

trast, view
in

g variation
 in

 case-assign
m

en
t con

figu
ration

s in
 term

s of

constraint interaction w
ill m

ake it p
ossible to red

u
ce the theory of case-assignm

ent to

one u
niversal sim

p
le constraint requ

iring that the case-assigner p
rop

erly governs the

case-assignee.  T
his constraint is introd

uced
 in the next section.

5.2.  A
b

stract C
ase A

ssign
m

en
t in

 O
T

: th
e C

ase-Filter an
d

 C
A

SEG
O

V

In analogy w
ith the analysis of agreem

ent d
evelop

ed
 in chap

ter 4, I w
ill consid

er

structural case a relation hold
ing betw

een a case-assigning head
 and

 the referential role

of a p
otential nom

inal constitu
ent, w

here the latter term
 refers to exp

letives and
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nom
inal argum

ents, w
hether parsed

 as overt D
Ps or left unparsed

. I w
ill represent case-

assignm
ent as a coind

exation betw
een the case-assigner and

 the case-assignee. For

exp
letive and

 overt argu
m

ental D
P

s, the case-assignee is the referential role of the

constitu
ent, and

 is accessible on the D
P

 nod
e, w

hich therefore constitu
tes the target of

the case coind
exation. For u

np
arsed

 nom
inal argu

m
ents, the case-assignee is the

u
nassigned

 them
atic role associated

 w
ith the nom

inal argu
m

ent in inp
u

t, in p
arallel

w
ith the analysis of agreem

ent (see section 4.4.2 on agreem
ent w

ith null subjects).

T
he syntactic configuration of a case coind

exation is d
eterm

ined
 by the final position

of the case-assigner and
 case-assignee, i.e. on the p

osition of the head
s of their

respective chains. W
hen the nom

inal constituent is a chain, the case coind
exation occurs

betw
een the case-assigner and

 the highest A
-p

osition in the chain, w
here A

-p
ositions

are d
efined

 operationally as any position w
hich can host the anteced

ent of a reflexive or

recip
rocal, as in B

ittner and
 H

ale (1996). A
-p

ositions relevant for this analysis are the

specIP position, the specV
P position, and

 the position of in situ
 objects.

W
hat has been said

 so far leaves the case-relation u
nconstrained

 w
ith respect to tw

o

im
p

ortant asp
ects. T

he first concerns the existence of case-assignm
ent: so far, nothing

p
revents the case coind

exation from
 being absent, thu

s allow
ing for case-u

nm
arked

D
P

s. T
he second

 aspect concerns the existence of lingu
istic constraints on the syntactic

configu
ration of the case-assignm

ent coind
exation. A

bsen
ce vs. presen

ce of case-

assignm
ent, and

 configuration
 of case-assignm

ent are here separate issues. T
he first issue

is 
regu

lated
 

by 
th

e 
in

violable 
C

ase-Filter, 
d

efin
ed

 
below

, 
w

h
ich

 
rejects 

as

u
n

gram
m

atical an
y stru

ctu
re w

h
ere th

e referen
tial role of a p

oten
tial n

om
in

al

constituent is not case-m
arked

.

(7)
C

ase Filter: C
oind

ex the referential role R
 of a potential nom

inal constituent w
ith a

case-assigner H
.

T
he C

ase-Filter  belongs to the filtering com
p

onent of G
E

N
: any stru

ctu
re violating

the C
ase-Filter is exclud

ed
 from

 the cand
id

ate set.

A
s for the second

 issue, I propose that case coind
exation is governed

 by C
A

SEG
O

V, a

constraint requiring a case-assignee to be locally properly governed
 by its case-assigner.
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(8a) C
A

SEG
O

V: A
 case-assignee is locally properly governed

 by its case-assigner.
Failed

 if the case-assignee is not locally properly governed
 by its case-assigner.

(8b) L
ocal proper governm

ent: X
º locally proper-governs Y

P if:
- (i)

Y
P is the sister of X

º, or
- (ii)

Y
P is in the specifier position of X

º's sister.

C
A

SEG
O

V
  is  violated

 w
hen the case-assignee is not the com

p
lem

ent of the case-

assigner or the sp
ecifier of the com

p
lem

ent. For exam
p

le, in the stru
ctu

re below
 the

case-assigner X
º w

ou
ld

 satisfy C
A

SEG
O

V
 w

hen case-m
arking Y

P
 or Z

P
, bu

t it w
ou

ld

violate it w
hen case-m

arking U
P, W

P, or V
P.

(9) C
ase-assignm

ent configurations:

X
P

U
P

X
'

X
Y

P

Z
P

Y
Y

'

W
P

W
'

W
V

P

T
he id

ea that case-assignm
ent occu

rs u
nd

er governm
ent d

ates back to R
ou

veret &

V
ergnaud

 (1980), C
hom

sky (1981) and
 A

oun &
 Sportiche (1983). C

ase-assignm
ent und

er

proper governm
ent has also been proposed

 by K
oopm

an and
 Sportiche (1991), bu

t as a

p
aram

etric op
tion internal to case theory (see also the analyses of V

SO
 langu

ages

in
volvin

g case-assign
m

en
t in

to sp
ecV

P
 p

rop
osed

 by C
h

u
n

g &
 M

cC
loskey 1987,

M
cC

loskey 1991, an by Fassi Fehri for Stand
ard

 A
rabic, 1993). T

hese au
thors m

aintain

that there are tw
o ind

epend
ent param

eters for case-assignm
ent configurations:

(i)
± assignm

ent-through-spec-head
-agreem

ent.
(ii)

± assignm
ent-und

er-proper-governm
ent.

L
angu

ages, and
 even sp

ecific stru
ctu

res w
ithin a langu

age, are m
arked

 for one or the

other valu
e w

ith resp
ect to each featu

re. T
he analysis p

rop
osed

 here sim
p

lifies the

th
eory of case assign

m
en

t, p
rop

osin
g p

rop
er govern

m
en

t as th
e on

ly con
d

ition
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governing case-assignm
ent. A

ll linguistic variation follow
s from

 the interaction betw
een

C
A

SEG
O

V and
 the other constraints.

C
ase-assignm

ent und
er c-com

m
and

 is also entailed
 by the recent proposal by B

ittner

and
 H

ale (1996). W
hat is specific to the analysis d

eveloped
 here is the statu

s of the case

requ
irem

ent: C
A

SEG
O

V
 is a violable constraint. W

hether violating C
A

SEG
O

V
 m

akes a

stru
ctu

re S u
ngram

m
atical d

ep
end

s only on how
 S fares relative to its com

p
etitors.

Ind
eed

, in som
e cases, violating C

A
SEG

O
V

 m
ay op

en u
p

 the op
p

ortu
nity of satisfying

higher ranked
 constraints, m

aking S
 m

ore harm
onic than any other com

p
etitor,

includ
ing those satisfying C

A
SEG

O
V

.

Finally, the p
rop

osal is com
p

lem
entary to and

 can thu
s be seen as an integration of

L
egend

re, R
aym

ond
 and

 Sm
olensky 1993's analysis of case-typ

ology, w
hich d

oes not

exam
ine the issue of case-assignm

ent configuration.

5.2.1. G
en

eratin
g C

ase A
ssign

m
en

t C
oin

d
exation

s

H
ow

 d
o com

p
eting case-coind

exations com
e abou

t? N
on controversially, I assu

m
e

that only T
ense, V

erbs and
 Prepositions are case-assigners, and

 that the case they assign

is sp
ecified

 in the lexicon; in p
articu

lar, finite tense can assign nom
inative case and

transitive verbs can assign accusative case.

A
s stated

 before, the configuration of the case coind
exation is d

eterm
ined

 by the final

positions of the case-assigner and
 of the case-assignee. H

ow
ever,  the m

apping betw
een

case-assigners and
 case-assignees, i.e. w

hat is coind
exed

 w
ith w

hat, is d
eterm

ined
 by

the p
osition of the foot of their resp

ective chains.. In p
articu

lar, I assu
m

e that a case-

assignee X
 selects as its case-assiger that case-assigner Y

 w
hose chain-foot c-com

m
and

s

and
 is closest to X

's ow
n chain-foot. For exam

p
le, consid

er the inp
u

t in (10), w
ith tw

o

case-assigners, V
º and

 T
º, and

 the stru
ctu

re in (11), w
here the finite verb has raised

 and

w
here therefore Iº contains at once the nom

inative and
 the accusative case-assigners.

(10)
<

 m
eet(x,y), (x=

John , y=
M

ary), --, T
=

present>

(11) 
 [IP   John

i    m
etv,nom

,acc    [ti   tv   M
ary]].

T
he only legitim

ate coind
exation for this stru

ctu
re is the one w

here the object is

coind
exed

 w
ith V

º and
 the su

bject w
ith T

º, as in (12a) below
. In fact, the case-assigner

w
hose chain-foot c-com

m
and

s and
 is closest to the object chain-foot is that of the

accu
sative case-assigner V

º. In contrast, (12b) is not a legitim
ate coind

exation for (11),
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since neither the object nor the subject is coind
exed

 w
ith the closest case-assigner in the

sense specified
 above.

(12a)    [IP     John
i,nom

  
m

etv,nom
,acc    [ti   tv  

M
ary

acc ]].

(12b)    [IP     John
i,acc    

m
etv,nom

,acc    [ti   tv  
M

ary
nom

]].

Since the foot of the object alw
ays selects the verb as its closer case-assigner, the

above d
efinition ensu

res that in transitive stru
ctu

res, nom
inative case w

ill alw
ays be

coind
exed

 w
ith the them

atic su
bject, and

 accu
sative case w

ith the them
atic object 1.

Intransitives, passives and
 u

naccu
satives stru

ctu
res involve only one case-assigner and

one case-assignee. T
herefore the m

apping is trivial, since there is only one possible case-

coind
exation relating the case-assigner and

 ther case-assignee.

T
he assu

m
p

tion on the case-coind
exation m

ap
p

ing ju
st d

iscu
ssed

 d
oes not p

revent

G
E

N
 from

 build
ing d

istinct cand
id

ates w
ith respect to the syntactic configuration und

er

w
hich a sp

ecific coind
exation occu

rs. For exam
p

le, variation in the p
osition of the

su
bject p

rovid
es case-assignm

ent configu
rations w

hich fare d
ifferently w

ith resp
ect to

C
A

SEG
O

V
. T

his is show
n in (13) below

. W
hile cand

id
ate (13a) satisfies C

A
SEG

O
V,

cand
id

ate (13b) d
oes not, because the specIP subject is not properly governed

 by Iº.

(13a)
 [IP   -- hasnom

  [John
i,nom

  m
etacc  M

ary
acc ]].

(13b)  
 [IP     John

i,nom
  hasnom

  [   ti   m
etacc   M

ary
acc ]].

5.2.2. C
an

d
id

ates w
ith

 sp
ecV

P
 S

u
b

jects an
d

 w
ith

 E
xp

letives

I am
 assu

m
ing a sim

p
lified

 version of clau
se stru

ctu
re, d

istingu
ishing only betw

een

the V
P

, IP
 and

 C
P

 projections. In particu
lar, I treat the tense operator alw

ays as part of

the Iº head
, and

 therefore able to p
rop

er govern a su
bject in sp

ecV
P

. T
herefore, in a

cand
id

ate like (14) below
, the tense operator is part of the auxiliary has and

 assigns case

to the specV
P subject und

er proper governm
ent, thus satisfying C

A
SEG

O
V.

1 Id
eally, G

E
N

 should
 be free to build

 all possible coind
exations, and

 the the fact that nom
inative alw

ays
gets assigned

 to them
atic su

bjects in transitives stru
ctu

res shou
ld

 follow
 from

 the constraints of U
G

.
Ind

eed
, it alm

ost follow
s from

 the constraints given here. T
he only problem

atic case is precisely the pair
show

n in (12), w
here C

A
SEG

O
V

 is violated
 tw

ice by each stru
ctu

re, and
 no locality criteriu

m
 seem

s to
d

istinguish one structure from
 the other.
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(14) [IP     --  has  [V
P   John  sung ]].

A
n alternative view

 of clau
se stru

ctu
re w

ou
ld

 d
ecom

p
ose IP

 into a p
lu

rality of

fu
nctional p

rojections. For exam
p

le, follow
ing B

elletti's (1990) reanalysis of P
ollock's

(1989) proposal, one cou
ld

 d
istingu

ish betw
een a low

er T
ense and

 a higher A
greem

ent

p
rojection. C

onsequ
ently, one cou

ld
 d

istingu
ish betw

een a cand
id

ate like (15a) w
here

the su
bject rem

ains in sp
ecV

P
 and

 one like (15b) w
here the su

bject raises into sp
ecT

P

position. C
and

id
ate (15a) violates C

A
SEG

O
V

 but spares a S
T

A
Y

 violation on the p
art of

the subject, w
hile (15b) satisfies C

A
SEG

O
V

 but violates S
TA

Y
.

(15a)  [A
grP     --  hasi   [TP   John

k   ti   [V
P   tk   sung ]]].

(15b)  [A
grP     --  hasi   [TP   --  ti   [V

P   John sung ]]].

W
hich representation to choose d

epend
s am

ong other things on w
hether inflectional

features such as tense are ind
epend

ent syntactic nod
es to w

hich the verb m
ust m

ove, as

in P
ollock (1989) and

 B
elletti (1990), or w

hether the lexicon m
akes available fu

lly

inflected
 verbs and

 au
xiliaries, as for exam

p
le in C

hom
sky (1992), W

illiam
s (1994) and

G
rim

shaw
 (1995). Since u

sing the cand
id

ates in (15) instead
 of the one in (14) d

oes not

affect the analyses in this chapter, I w
ill use the sim

pler cand
id

ate in (14) and
 leave this

topic open to further investigation. A
s the read

er m
ay check, w

henever cand
id

ate (14) is

su
bop

tim
al, the cand

id
ates in (15) are also su

bop
tim

al, and
 w

henever (14) is op
tim

al,

either (15a) or (15b) is optim
al, d

epend
ing on the ranking of C

A
SEG

O
V

 and
 S

TA
Y

2. T
his

is easily show
n by su

bstitu
ting (15a) and

 (15b) in all tableau
s w

ith cand
id

ate (14) and

then checking their status relative to the other cand
id

ates.

A
 second

 class of cand
id

ates generated
 by G

E
N

 d
eserving som

e clarification is  that

allow
ing for an exp

letive in sp
ecIP

 p
osition together w

ith a low
er su

bject D
P

, like for

exam
ple that in (16) below

.

(16) T
here are three m

en in the gard
en.

2T
his hold

s also for the variou
s "versions" of (14) and

 (15) w
hose invariant characteristic is to have the

su
bject follow

ing Iº bu
t preced

ing the object in transitives constru
ctions. T

hese "versions" m
ay involve a

finite verb in Iº, or a gerund
ive or infinitival auxiliary, or the presence vs. lack of agreem

ent features on Iº,
or finally an expletive subject in specIP.
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H
ere, w

e have tw
o D

P
s and

 one case-assigner: how
 is the case-filter satisfied

?

Faithfu
lness to an O

.T
. perspective w

ou
ld

 su
ggest that the case filter itself is a violable

constraint, and
 that this is a structure w

here it is violated
 (G

rim
shaw

, p.c.). For the tim
e

being how
ever, I w

ill resort to the classic proposal that view
s the expletive and

 the D
P

as coind
exed

 together and
 sharing case. T

his coind
exation ap

p
lies only to overt

expletives, since in the analysis d
eveloped

 here no null expletive is possible.

N
otice also that in (16) case is d

irectly assigned
 to the D

P
 three m

en
, w

hich is the

nom
inal constitu

ent p
rop

erly governed
 by the case-assigner T

º, and
 then shared

 w
ith

the coind
exed

 exp
letive there. Since the agreem

ent featu
res are coind

exed
 w

ith the

nom
inative case-assignee, agreem

ent occu
rs d

irectly w
ith the su

bject D
P

 three m
en

,

explaining w
hy agreem

ent occurs w
ith the low

er subject in these constructions (see also

chapter 4, section 4.4.3).

5.2.3. In
p

u
ts w

ith
 N

on
-fin

ite T
en

se

D
escrip

tively sp
eaking, there are tw

o typ
e of stru

ctu
res involving non finite tense.

T
he first typ

e allow
s for an overt su

bject, as in Italian au
x-to-com

p
 geru

nd
ives and

infinitivals, and
 in E

nglish infinitivals involving a p
rep

ositional case-assigner, as in for

John to go. T
o accou

nt for these case, I assu
m

e that G
E

N
 can freely generate cand

id
ates

w
ith case-assigning au

xiliaries, as in the Italian case, or case-assigning p
rep

ositions, as

in the E
nglish case. T

hese stru
ctu

res com
p

ete w
ith each other, and

 w
hich stru

ctu
re is

gram
m

atical is d
eterm

ined
 by the constraint hierarchy of each langu

age. A
 d

etailed

analysis is given in section 5.5.

T
he second

 typ
e of infinitival stru

ctu
res has no overt su

bject, and
 inclu

d
e all

stru
ctu

res trad
itionally analyzed

 as involving a PR
O

 su
bject. I w

ill not p
rovid

e an

analysis of this second
 typ

e of infinitivals, since the investigation of the related

phenom
ena of control and

 im
personal P

R
O

 w
ould

 take m
e too far afield

. L
et m

e how
ever

briefly suggest tw
o possible lines of analysis w

ithin the fram
ew

ork d
eveloped

 so far.

T
he first analysis view

s infinitivals as topic-referring subjects. Id
eally, the analysis of

nu
ll su

bjects in finite and
 non finite clau

ses shou
ld

 be fu
lly parallel, possibily bu

ild
ing

on the analyses and
 intuitions laid

 out either in B
orer (1989) or in H

uang (1989). A
 m

ore

m
od

est solu
tion w

ou
ld

 assu
m

e the existence of a constraint C
O

N
T

R
O

L requ
ring that a

su
bject be left u

nrealized
 w

henever the cond
itions for control obtain, inclu

d
ing for

exam
ple the presence of non finite tense as w

ell as coreference betw
een a controller and

the controllee. L
angu

ages w
ith C

O
N

TR
O

L su
fficiently high in the constraint hierarchy
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w
ou

ld
 show

 infinitivals of this kind
. A

 p
roblem

atic asp
ect of this analysis is that the

su
bject of the infinitivals w

ou
ld

 have to be assigned
 case, against the stand

ard
 analysis

of infinitivals as non case-assigning syntactic contexts (bu
t see Sigu

rd
sson 1991 for

evid
ence for a case m

arked
 PR

O
).

A
lternatively, subjectless infinitivals could

 be treated
 as lacking an input specification

for their su
bject. T

he inp
u

t for the clau
se to go w

ou
ld

 then look like <
go(x), x=

--, --,

T
=

non finite>
. T

he them
atic role for the subject w

ould
 still require an interpretation, but

this w
ou

ld
 have to be attained

 either throu
gh a controlling anteced

ent or im
personally,

throu
gh context. Since no su

bject is sp
ecified

, no referential role is associated
 to the

theta role, and
 therefore the theta role d

oes not need
 to be assigned

 case. A
 problem

atic

asp
ect, how

ever, concerns the new
ly introd

u
ced

 p
ossibility of leaving the theta roles

unassigned
 also in inputs w

ith finite tense.

5.2.4. C
on

strain
ts C

on
flictin

g w
ith

 C
A

SEG
O

V

B
efore conclu

d
ing this section, let u

s consid
er the constraints that m

ay d
irectly

conflict w
ith C

A
SEG

O
V

. T
hese inclu

d
e any constraint that requ

ires a case-assigned

argum
ent to occur elsew

here than in the position required
 by C

A
SEG

O
V

, as for exam
ple

S
U

BJEC
T, w

hich m
ay force raising of a constitu

ent to the specIP
 position. T

he constraint

A
G

R
 and S

T
A

Y
 also belongs to this list: A

G
R

  because it favors the occurrence of an overt

su
bject in the specifier of IP

, w
here it is not properly governed

 by the nom
inative case-

assigner; S
T

A
Y

 becau
se it m

ay op
p

ose a m
ovem

ent step
 requ

ired
 to establish an

ap
p

rop
riate case-assignm

ent configu
ration (see the analysis of au

x-to-com
p

 stru
ctu

res

in the next section). T
he d

efinitions of these constraints follow
 below

.

-S
U

BJEC
T: T

he highest A
-specifier of a clause m

ust be structurally realized
.

   Failed
 w

hen the highest A
-specifier of a clause is left structurally unrealized

.

- A
G

R
φ : A

 head
 H

 should
 host spec-head

 agreem
ent betw

een an agreem
ent

   feature φ and
 the referential role of a potential nom

inal constituent.
   Failed

 w
hen no spec-head

 agreem
ent occurs on H

 relative to φ.

- S
T

A
Y

 (G
rim

shaw
 1993, 1995):

T
races are not allow

ed
.

   Failed
 by traces.

O
th

er con
strain

ts th
at w

ill be relevan
t in

 sp
ecific d

erivation
s are 

F
U

LL-IN
T,

A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S, D

R
O

PT
O

P
IC, P

A
R

SE, O
BH

D
, O

PS
P

E
C and

 E
C

P, all introd
u

ced
 in previou

s
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chap
ters. I also assu

m
e the existence of a constraint -T

/-A
G

R
 w

hich p
enalizes the

occu
rrence of agreem

ent on a head
 hosting non-finite tense, as in infinitivals and

geru
nd

ives. T
his constraint cap

tu
res the w

ell know
n fact that m

any langu
ages w

ith

agreem
ent show

 no agreem
ent in infinitivals and

 geru
nd

ives. W
hat in P

rincip
les and

P
aram

eters analysis is assu
m

ed
 to be a lexical specification is thu

s here form
alized

 as a

constraint of U
G

.

- T
/-A

G
R: A

 head
 hosting non finite tense  cannot host agreem

ent features.
V

iolated
 w

hen a head
 hosting finite tense hosts agreem

ent features.

5.3. N
om

in
ative C

ase in
 Italian

 C
lau

ses

T
his section contains the analysis of nom

inative case-assignm
ent in Italian. In

p
articu

lar, 
I 

w
ill 

d
erive: 

(i) th
e 

sp
ecIP

 
p

osition
 

of 
su

bjects 
in

 
d

eclaratives,

(ii) aux-to
-com

p structures in gerund
ives and

 infinitival constructions, (iii) aux-to
-com

p

ord
er in

 con
d

ition
al su

bju
n

ctives, w
h

ich
 w

ill be sh
ow

n
 n

ot to in
volve actu

al

aux-to
-com

p
 m

ovem
en

t, (iv) th
e altern

ation
 betw

een
 overt com

p
lem

en
tizers an

d

aux-to
-com

p
 lin

ear ord
er in

 con
d

ition
al su

bju
n

ctives, an
d

 (v) th
e lack of su

ch

alternation in gerund
ives and

 infinitivals.

A
ll these stru

ctu
res w

ill be show
n to be fu

lly p
red

icted
 from

 the interaction of

C
A

SEG
O

V
 w

ith the other constraints of U
G

.

In particu
lar, the follow

ing constraint hierarchy em
erges as the u

nd
erlying gram

m
ar

of Italian, d
eterm

ining all the syntactic stru
ctu

res listed
 above, w

ith each ranking

relation of (17) su
p

p
orted

 by one or m
ore of the d

erivations exam
ined

 in the next

subsections.

(17) {A
.F

.,P
A

R
SE, O

BH
D

, O
PS

PEC
, -T

/-A
}>>

A
G

R
 >>C

A
SEG

O
V

 >>S
U

BJ.>>S
TA

Y

In the follow
ing analysis, I w

ill restrict m
y exam

p
les to intransitives. H

ow
ever, the

analysis extend
s straightforw

ard
ly to transitives as w

ell. T
he few

 sp
ecific cand

id
ates

that arise only in the case of transitive constru
ctions w

ill be exam
ined

 in section 5.3.3. I

w
ill also restrict m

yself to p
resent p

erfect tense, w
here the au

xiliary is overt. A
ll the

d
erivations below

 hold
 also for the au

xiliaryless p
resent and

 p
ast tenses, u

nd
er the

assum
ption that in Italian the verb raises from

 V
º to Iº, as is stand

ard
ly assum

ed
, see for

exam
ple B

elletti (1990), and
 V

ikner (1995). A
s the read

er m
ay check, V

º to Iº m
ovem

ent
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w
ou

ld
 only ad

d
 an ad

d
itional violation of S

TA
Y

 to all com
p

eting cand
id

ates, not

affecting the overall outcom
e of any tableau.

T
he relevant cand

id
ates are represented

 by the structures in (a)-(d
) below

: (a) has the

su
bject in sp

ecIP
, (b) has the su

bject in sp
ecV

P
, (c) has the su

bject in sp
ecIP

 and
 the

auxiliary m
oved

 to C
º. C

and
id

ate (d
), w

ith the subject in the rightw
ard

 V
P

-ad
joined A

'-

p
osition, is casew

ise equ
ivalent to cand

id
ate (b), w

ith nom
inative case assigned

 to the

trace in sp
ecV

P
, as exp

lained
 in section 5.3.2 below

. I w
ill exam

ine this cand
id

ate only

w
hen its analysis d

iverges from
 that of cand

id
ate (b). O

ther specific cand
id

ates w
ill be

introd
uced

 w
here relevant, alw

ays listed
 und

er a letter d
ifferent from

 (a)-(d
).

(18) C
om

peting cand
id

ates. C
ase-assigner and

 case-assignee are in bold
.

a.
Luca

k  h
a

[ tk  riso ]
Luca   has     laughed.

b.
-- ha   [ Luca  riso]

c.
hai  [ Luca

k    ti 
[ tk riso ]]

d.
-- ha [ [    tk     riso]  L

uca
k ]

For reasons of sp
ace and

 clarity of exp
osition, I w

ill also feel free to om
it sp

ecific

constraints from
 a tableau

 w
henever they are satisfied

 by all cand
id

ates being listed
. In

such cases in fact, a constraint m
akes no d

istinction am
ong the given cand

id
ates, and

 its

inclusion is therefore uninform
ative.

5.3.1. T
h

e A
u

x-to-com
p

 A
ltern

ation

L
et u

s first exam
ine tensed

 d
eclaratives w

ith canonical su
bjects, i.e. u

nfocu
sed

 and

non top
ic-referring su

bjects. T
he op

tim
al statu

s of the cand
id

ate w
ith a p

reverbal

subject in specIP in (a) below
 is possible only if A

G
R

 outranks C
A

SEG
O

V
. In fact, since T

is tensed
, the constraint -T

/
-A

G
R is vacu

osly satisfied
 by any stru

ctu
re. A

greem
ent can

then occu
r, com

plying w
ith the agreem

ent system
 of Italian exam

ined
 in chapter 4. B

u
t

A
G

R
 and

 C
A

SEG
O

V
 conflict, becau

se A
G

R requ
ires the su

bject to occu
r in sp

ecIP
 to

establish a sp
ec-head

 agreem
ent configu

ration, as in (a), w
hile C

A
SEG

O
V

 requ
ires it to

be p
rop

erly governed
 by the case-assigner, as in (b) and

 (d
).  T

he op
tim

al statu
s of (a)

show
s that violating A

G
R

 is fatal for (b) and
 (c). T

herefore, A
G

R
 m

u
st be higher ranked

th
an

 C
A

SEG
O

V
. T

h
is argu

m
en

t relies on
 th

e assu
m

p
tion

 th
at C

A
SEG

O
V

 in tu
rn

d
om

inates S
U

B
JE

C
T and

 S
T

A
Y

, w
hich w

ill be show
n tru

e in the next tableau
 for S

TA
Y

and
 in section 5.3.3 for S

U
B

JE
C

T.



181

T
1.  D

eclaratives w
ith neutral subjects: A

G
R

 >> C
A

SEG
O

V

<
rid

(x), x=
L

uca, -, T
=

pres perf.>
-T

/-A
A

G
R

C
.G

.
S

U
BJ

S
TA

Y

a. ☞
   L

u
ca

k  ha  [ tk  riso ]
          Luca has laughed

*
*

b.               -- ha [ Luca riso]
*!

*

c. ha
i  [ Luca

k  ti [ tk riso]]
*!

* *

T
he sam

e constraint ranking selects the aux-to-com
p structure in (c) as optim

al w
hen

tense is non finite, p
rovid

ed
 that the non finite au

xiliary is the assigner of nom
inative

case (this is here sim
ply assum

ed
, but is later d

erived
 in section 5.5).

T
ableau

 T
2 p

rovid
es the analysis for geru

nd
ives w

ith canonical su
bjects (au

x-to
-

com
p in non-geru

nd
ive infinitivals is fu

lly analogou
s). Since T

 is non-finite, -T
/

-A
G

R is

now
 violated

 by any stru
ctu

re w
ith agreem

ent. Its higher rank relative to A
G

R, show
n

by the com
p

arison betw
een (e) and

 (a) w
hich tie on all other constraints, m

akes

stru
ctu

res w
ith agreem

ent su
ch as the one in (e) su

bop
tim

al, restricting the search for

the op
tim

al cand
id

ate to the agreem
entless stru

ctu
res in (a) throu

gh (c), w
hich are the

agreem
entless counterparts of the structures just exam

ined
 in T

1. Since these structures

violate all A
G

R
, the selection of the op

tim
al cand

id
ate is p

assed
 on to the low

er

constraints. T
he optim

al status of (c) vs. (a) show
s that C

A
SEG

O
V

 outranks S
TA

Y, else (a)

w
ou

ld
 su

rface as op
tim

al. Sim
ilarly, the su

bop
tim

al statu
s of (c) show

s that  S
U

BJEC
T

outranks S
T

A
Y, else (b) and

 not (c) w
ould

 be the optim
al structure.

T
2. G

erund
ive aux-to-com

p w
ith neutral subjects:  -T

/
-A

G
R

 >> A
G

R,
    {C

A
SEG

O
V

 ,S
U

BJEC
T}>>

S
TA

Y

<rid
(x), x=L

uca,--,T
=com

p.gerund
ive>

-T
/-A

.
A

G
R

C
.G

.
S

U
BJ 3

S
TA

Y

a.                   L
u

ca
k   aven

d
o [tk  riso ]

                       L.       having laughed
*

*!
*

b.                       -- aven
d

o [ Luca riso]
*

*!

c. ☞
 aven

d
o

i  [ Luca
k  ti      [tk  riso] ]

*
* *

e.         Luca
k   aven

d
o+φ

agr  [ tk  riso]
*!

*
*

3 I am
 assum

ing that the specifier of C
P

 is not an A
-position even w

hen C
º is filled

 by a raising auxiliary.
T

herefore S
U

B
JE

C
T

 is sensitive only to the filling of the specIP
 position, w

hich is filled
 in (a), (c) and

 (d
),

but not in (b).
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T
he O

.T
. analysis achieves a u

nification of the analysis of d
eclaratives and

 au
x-to-

com
p structures. A

ux-to-com
p occurs in ord

er to satisfy C
A

SEG
O

V
 w

henever A
G

R
 does

not block it. R
ather than being governed

 by com
p

letely ind
ep

end
ent case-assignm

ent

requ
irem

ents, as in R
izzi (1982), the d

ifferent p
atterns are tied

 to the conflict betw
een

the agreem
ent and

 case-assignm
ent constraints, and

 to the lack of agreem
ent in

structures w
ith non finite tense.

A
 sim

ilar intu
ition, relating w

ord
 ord

er to the relation betw
een case-assignm

ent and

agreem
ent, has been ind

ep
end

ently p
u

rsu
ed

 by L
ongobard

i (1996), w
ho d

evelop
s a

m
inim

alist theory of case w
here case featu

res m
u

st be checked
 w

ithin the internal

d
om

ain of the case checking head
, hence u

nd
er c-com

m
and

, excep
t w

hen they are

verified
 throu

gh agreem
ent. A

s in the above O
.T

. analysis, L
ongobard

i p
red

icts the

alternation betw
een d

eclaratives and
 geru

nd
ives exam

ined
 here, and

 fu
rther observes

how
 this alternation is  just one case of a m

ore general behavior d
escribed

 by G
reenberg

U
niversal 33 (1966,94) stating that "w

hen num
ber agreem

ent betw
een the noun and

 the

verb is su
sp

end
ed

 and
 the ru

le is based
 on ord

er, the case is alw
ays one in w

hich the

verb preced
es and

 the verb is in the singu
lar". T

his generalization is pred
icted

 by both

analyses. In the O
T

 analysis, the verb p
reced

es the su
bject in ord

er to case-assign it in

accord
 w

ith C
A

SEG
O

V
 w

hen agreem
ent is absent because T

 is non finite, or w
hen A

G
R

 is

low
er ranked

 than C
A

SEG
O

V, as in the analysis of Stand
ard

 A
rabic in section 5.4.

N
otice that L

ongobard
i's m

inim
alist analysis sp

ecifies one cond
ition on case-

checking, bu
t then relies also on the ad

d
itional op

tion of checking case throu
gh

agreem
ent in the case of d

eclaratives. N
o su

ch ad
d

ition is necessary in the O
.T

.

ap
p

roach, w
here C

A
SEG

O
V

 and
 A

G
R are left free to conflict w

ith each other, and
 the

gram
m

atical stru
ctu

re is alw
ays the one that m

akes the overall stru
ctu

re op
tim

al w
ith

respect to the given input and
 constraint hierarchy of evaluation.

A
 second

 resu
lt of the analysis in T

2 above concerns the d
istinction betw

een the

stru
ctu

res in (b) and
 (c), w

hich have the sam
e linear ord

er. T
his d

istinction w
as not

relevant at the tim
e of R

izzi's analysis, bu
t it is relevant tod

ay after the ad
vent of the

V
P

-internal-su
bject hyp

othesis (K
oop

m
an &

 Sp
ortiche 1988, 1991) and

 the p
rop

osals

lin
kin

g V
SO

 ord
er to case-assign

m
en

t in
to sp

ecV
P

 (C
h

u
n

g &
 M

cC
loskey 1987,

M
cC

loskey 1991, K
oop

m
an and

 Sp
ortiche 1991, Fassi Fehri 1993). T

hese analyses raise

the qu
estion w

hether in the geru
nd

ive and
 infinitival stru

ctu
res u

nd
er d

iscu
ssion the

su
bject occu

p
ies the sp

ecV
P

 p
osition. R

izzi's original argu
m

ent for au
x-to-com

p
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m
ovem

ent is not sufficient to settle the issue, because it is entirely based
 on the analysis

of the com
plem

entizer-auxiliary alternation in cond
itional subjunctives. B

ut gerund
ives

and
 infinitivals d

o not show
 an alternation w

ith C
º, and

 therefore their subjects could
 in

p
rincip

le be case-assigned
 in sp

ecV
P

. T
he p

arallel w
ord

 ord
er of au

x-to
-com

p
 and

su
bju

nctives cou
ld

 have d
ifferent cau

ses. T
he p

rop
osal p

resented
 here achieves the

need
ed

 d
istinction, and

 confirm
s R

izzi's original aux-to-com
p analysis.

5.3.1.1. A
ux-to-com

p in Subjunctives

T
he analysis of non-finite aux-to-com

p in the previous section w
ould

 not be com
plete

w
ithou

t ad
d

ressing the analysis of au
x-to-com

p
 in cond

itional su
bju

nctive clau
ses,

exam
ined

 by R
izzi (1982). T

he O
T

 analysis given for geru
nd

ives and
 infinitivals d

oes

not extend
 to those stru

ctu
res w

hose tense is finite and
 w

hich p
resent agreem

ent in

nu
m

ber and
 p

erson, m
u

ch like d
eclaratives. H

ow
ever, cond

itionals are d
istingu

ished

from
 ind

icative d
eclaratives by the p

resence of an op
erator in their highest sp

ecifier.

T
hat this is the case is p

roven by the licensing of a negative p
olarity item

 (N
P

I) like

alcunché 'anything' in object p
osition. In the cond

itional in (19), the N
P

I is licensed
 by

the op
erator, w

hile in the d
eclarative in (20) the N

P
I is u

nlicensed
 and

 therefore

ungram
m

atical .

(19)
[O

p
avesse M

arco d
etto alcunché],, l'avrebbero azzittito.

H
ad M

ark said anything,, (they) w
ould have silenced him

.

(20)
*M

arco ha d
etto alcunché prim

a che lo azzittissero.
 M

ark said anything before they silenced him
.

T
he analysis of cond

itional subjunctives follow
s once w

e assum
e that the cond

itional

op
erator is p

art of the inp
u

t and
 is thu

s su
bject to P

A
R

SE. G
rim

shaw
's (1993, 1995)

analysis of E
nglish cond

itional inversion then extend
s to the Italian case. W

e have only

to take into consid
eration the constraints introd

u
ced

 by G
rim

shaw
 (1993, 1995) in her

analysis of E
nglish inversion, w

hich inclu
d

e O
BH

D
 (O

bligatory H
ead

s), violated
 by

non-overt head
s, and

 O
P-S

P
E

C, requiring operators to occur in specifier position. T
hese

tw
o constraints are vacu

osly satisfied
 by the cand

id
ates of all the analyses seen so far,

and
 their om

ission from
 the preceed

ing tableaus is thus unproblem
atic.

T
he d

erivation of cond
itional subjunctives is given in tableaus T

3 and
 T

4. T
ableau T

3

contains the cand
id

ates (a)-(d
), each p

arsing the cond
itional op

erator ju
st exam

ined
 in
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its highest available specifier position: in specC
P

 in (a) and
 (b), and

 in specIP
 in (c) and

(d
).  A

ll cand
id

ates thus satisfy both P
A

R
SE and O

P-S
P

E
C. T

hey also all satisfy -T
/-A

G
R,

since they involve finite tense, and
 S

U
B

JE
C

T, w
hich is either filled

 by a su
bject or by the

operator. T
hese constraints are therefore om

itted
 from

 the tableau.

C
and

id
ate (a) is suboptim

al because the head
 of the C

P is left em
pty, violating O

BH
D

.

T
his violation is fatal to (a), show

ing that O
BH

D
 outranks A

G
R, otherw

ise (a) w
ould

 be

the optim
al cand

id
ate, since all other cand

id
ates fail A

G
R

4. O
f the rem

aining cand
id

ates,

(c) and
 (d

) are su
boptim

al relative to (b), becau
se they violate S

TA
Y

, w
hich (b) satisfies.

C
and

id
ate (b) is thus optim

al.

T
3. C

ond
itional subjunctive w

ith neutral subject:   O
bH

d >> A
G

R

<rid
(x),x=L

.,-,T
=com

pound
 subjun., O

p>
O

bH
d

A
G

R
C

.G
.

S
U

BJ
S

TA
Y

a. 
O

p e [ Luca
k  avesse  [ tk riso ]]

                     Luca  had laughed
*!

*
*

b. ☞
   

   O
p avesse [ Luca  riso ]

*

c. 
O

p avessei  [ Luca
k  ti  [tk  riso ]]

*
*!*

d. 
O

p avesse [ [tk  riso ] L
uca

k ]
*

*!

L
et u

s now
 consid

er tw
o ad

d
itional cand

id
ates for the sam

e com
p

etition: the

cand
id

ate in (e), w
hich d

oes not p
arse the op

erator and
 therefore violates P

A
R

SE, and

cand
id

ate (f), w
ith the op

erator in ad
joined

 p
osition, violating O

P-S
PEC

. L
et them

com
pete w

ith the optim
al form

 (b) of the preced
ing tableau

 T
3. T

he constraint O
bH

d
 is

satisfied
 by all three cand

id
ates and

 om
itted

. A
s tableau

 T
4 show

s, (e) and
 (f) are

suboptim
al only if P

A
R

SE and O
P-S

PEC are ranked
 above A

G
R

, w
ith w

hich they conflict.

 T
4. C

ond
itional Subjunctive w

ith neutral subject: {P
A

R
SE, O

P-S
PEC} >> A

G
R

<
rid

(x), x=
L

., -,T
=

com
pound

 subjun, O
p>

O
P-S

P
P

A
R

SE
A

G
R

C
.G

.
S

U
BJ

S
TA

Y

b. ☞
 

O
p avesse [ Luca  riso ]

*

e. 
 [ Luca

k   avesse [ tk  riso ]]
*!

*
*

f.  
Luca

k  avesse [[ tk  riso ] O
p ]

*!
*

*

4 R
em

em
ber that agreem

ent coind
exes the agreem

ent featu
res to the nom

inative assignee. C
and

id
ate (b)

thu
s fails A

G
R

 even if the su
bject is in sp

ecIP
, becau

se its agreem
ent coind

exation occu
rs u

nd
er c-

-com
m

and
, from

 C
º to specIP.
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T
he op

tim
al cand

id
ate (b) has no au

x-to-com
p

. H
ow

 are then the alternations

betw
een the au

xiliary and
 the com

p
lem

entizer if th
at 

m
otivated

 R
izzi's original

p
rop

osal accou
nted

 for? W
e only need

 to assu
m

e that the com
p

lem
entizer if is p

art of

the input, and
 the optim

al cand
id

ate changes accord
ingly. T

his assum
ption is plausible,

since if is associated
 w

ith a specific lexical conceptual structure, and
 therefore cannot be

the kind
 of sem

antically em
pty com

plem
entizer freely generated

 by G
E

N
 d

iscu
ssed

 by

G
rim

shaw
 in her w

ork (1993, 1995).

C
onsid

er tableau
 T

5 below
. T

he com
plem

entizer is now
 overt, therefore O

BH
D

 is no

longer violated
. T

he ranking A
G

R
>>C

A
SEG

O
V, m

otivated
 in the previou

s section, now

selects structure (a) as optim
al, because A

G
R

 is violated
 by (b), (c) and

 (d
) but not by (a).

(T
he tableau

 d
oes not contain P

A
R

SE, and
 O

P-S
PEC

, w
hose role in the analysis is

id
entical to that they had

 in the p
reviou

s case. T
he constraint -T

/
-A

G
R is also om

itted

because it is alw
ays vacuously satisfied

).

 T
5. C

ond
itional subjunctive w

ith neutral subject and
 C

º: A
G

R
>> C

A
SEG

O
V

<rid
(x),x=L

.,-,T
=com

pound
 subj,C

º=se,O
p>

O
bH

d
A

G
R

C
.G

.
S

U
BJ

S
TA

Y

a. ☞
 O

p se [ L
u

ca
k  avesse  [tk  riso]]

              if Luca  had laughed
*

*

b.  O
p se [-- avesse [ Luca  riso]]

*!
*

c.  O
p se [avesse

i  [Luca
k  ti [tk  riso]]

*!
* *

d. O
p se [-- avesse [[tk  riso ]Luca

k ]]
*!

*
*

5.3.1.2. L
ack of C

om
plem

entizers in G
erund

ives

A
s m

entioned
 earlier, unlike cond

itional subjunctives, gerund
ives and

 infinitivals d
o

not show
 an alternation betw

een au
x-to-com

p and
 an overt com

plem
entizer. T

his, too,

follow
s from

 the analysis presented
 here. B

ut first let m
e sum

m
arize the relevant facts.

C
ond

itional su
bju

nctives allow
 for the com

plem
entizer alternation illu

strated
 in (21)

below
 and

 just analyzed
 in tableaus T

3, T
4 and

 T
5 above.

(21a) 
W

ith C
º:

Se L
uca avesse riso,...

              
 

If Luca  had laughed,...

(21b)
W

ithout C
º:

A
vesse L

uca riso,...
                  

H
ad Luca  laughed,...
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In contrast,
u

nd
er no syntactic context an infinitive or geru

nd
ive com

plem
ent w

ith

an overt su
bject m

ay be introd
u

ced
 by an overt com

p
lem

entizer, ind
ep

end
ently of the

p
osition of the su

bject. For instance, a verb like ritenere (believe), m
ay take infinitival

com
plem

ents w
ith overt su

bjects, bu
t these can only occu

r in com
plem

entizerless au
x-

to-com
p structures, as in (22).

(22)
 R

itengo [aver L
uca parlato abbastanza].

I believe Luca spoke enough.

In particular, an overt com
plem

entizer such as di 'of' is ungram
m

atical ind
epend

ently

of th
e p

osition
 of th

e su
bject, as sh

ow
n

 in
 (23a) an

d
 (23b), alth

ou
gh

 th
e sam

e

com
plem

entizer can introd
uce subjectless infinitival com

plem
ents, as show

n in (24).

(23a)
*R

itengo 
di 

aver L
uca parlato abbastanza.

(23b) 
*R

itengo 
di 

L
uca aver parlato abbastanza.

(24)
R

itengo 
di 

aver parlato abbastanza.
I believe 

of 
to-have spoken enough.

I believe I spoke enough.

Follow
ing a sim

ilar proposal in G
rim

shaw
 (1993, 1995), I m

aintain that the d
ifference

betw
een cond

itional su
bju

nctives and
 geru

nd
ives and

 infinitivals w
ith overt su

bjects

follow
s from

 the role of the com
p

lem
entizer: the com

p
lem

entizer se 'if' u
sed

 in the

cond
itional su

bju
nctive has its ow

n sem
antic im

port, and
 is thu

s part of the inpu
t. T

he

su
bju

nctive cond
itionals in (30a) and

 (30b), rep
eated

 below
, are therefore the op

tim
al

structures of  tw
o d

istinct inputs, as w
e saw

 in the previous section.

(25)
inputs w

ithout C
º: 

A
vesse L

uca riso.
(see tableaus T

3 and
 T

4)       
H

ad Luca  laughed.

(26)
inputs w

ith C
º=se: 

Se L
uca avesse riso.

(see tableau T
5)         

If Luca  had laughed.

In contrast, the com
p

lem
entizer di contribu

tes no sem
antic content and

 is freely

supplied
 by G

E
N

. Structures w
ith di are thus in com

petition w
ith structures w

ithout di.

In the tableau
 below

, stru
ctu

res (a)-(c) lacking the com
p

lem
entizer di, are contrasted

w
ith those in (a') and

 (b'), w
ith the com

plem
entizer di. N

o such correspond
ent exists for
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(c), since C
º is alread

y occu
p

ied
 by the au

xiliary. T
he op

tim
al cand

id
ate is the au

x-to-

com
p stru

ctu
re, becau

se thou
gh it violates S

TA
Y

 the m
ost, it satisfies the higher ranked

constraints C
A

SEG
O

V, failed
 by (a) and

 (a'), and
 S

U
B

JE
C

T, failed
 by (b) and

 (b'). T
he lack

of a com
p

lem
entizer alternation for geru

nd
ives and

 infinitivals w
ith su

bjects is thu
s

d
erived

.

T
6. N

on-finite aux-to-com
p w

ith neutral subjects and
 C

º:
{S

U
BJEC

T, C
A

SEG
O

V} >>
S

TA
Y

<rid
(x), x=L

uca,--, T
=com

p. non fin.>
O

bH
d

-T
/-A

A
G

R
C

.G
.

S
U

BJ
S

TA
Y

a.       
 [Luca

k  aver  [tk  riso]]
      Luca  to-have laughed

*
*!

*

b.                 [ -- aver  [Luca riso]
*

*!

c. ☞
[ averi   [Luca

k   ti   [ tk  riso]]
*

* *

a'.  d
i   [L

u
ca

k   aver  [tk  riso ]]
*

*!
*

b'. d
i            [--  aver [Luca riso]]

*
*!

T
he above analyses follow

 closely the analysis given in G
rim

shaw
 (1993,1995) for

optional that in extraction-contexts and
 for the alternation betw

een com
plem

entizer and

au
xiliary inversion in cond

itionals. T
hey thu

s constitu
te ind

ep
end

ent evid
ence for

G
rim

sh
aw

's an
alysis an

d
 are th

em
selves stren

gth
en

ed
 in

 retu
rn

 by G
rim

sh
aw

's

ind
epend

ent analysis.

5.3.2. S
u

b
ject In

version

Finally, let u
s look at su

bject inversion. A
s w

e know
 from

 preced
ing chapters, w

hen

the su
bject is focu

s-m
arked

, it occu
rs in a rightw

ard
 V

P
-ad

joined
 A

' p
osition, as in

cand
id

ate (d
) below

. N
om

inative case is assigned
 to the highest A

-p
osition of the

su
bject chain, and

 therefore it is d
irectly assigned

 to the su
bject trace in sp

ecV
P

. W
e

alread
y know

 that the availability of structural focus in Italian is d
ue to the higher rank

of A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S relative to S

U
B

JE
C

T, w
h

ich
 is also su

fficien
t to accou

n
t for th

e

su
bop

tim
al statu

s of th
e au

x-to-com
p

 stru
ctu

re in
 (c) below

, sin
ce on

 all oth
er

constraints (c) perform
s like or w

orse than (d
).

T
he suboptim

al status of (b) tells us that A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S also outranks S

TA
Y

, otherw
ise

(b) w
ou

ld
 w

in over (d
), becau

se these are the constraints on w
hich (b) and

 (d
) conflict.

T
his resu

lt is consistent w
ith and

 confirm
s on ind

epend
ent grou

nd
s the higher ranking
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of A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S over S

U
B

JE
C

T and
 of S

U
BJEC

T over S
T

A
Y, w

hich by transitivity entails

precisely the higher ranking of A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S over S

TA
Y

.

T
he su

bop
tim

al statu
s of (a) tells u

s that A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S also ou

tranks A
G

R. In fact,

w
ere A

G
R to ou

trank A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S, (d

) w
ou

ld
 lose to (a), given that w

e alread
y know

that the rem
aining constraints C

A
SEG

O
V

 and
 S

TA
Y

, violated
 by (a), are ranked

 below

A
G

R
.

T
7. Inversion of focused

 subjects: A
LIG

N
F

O
C

U
S >> {S

U
BJ EC

T, A
G

R, C
A

SEG
O

V}

<rid
(x), x=L

uca, x=focus, T
=pres.perf.>

A
. F

.
-T

/-A
A

G
R

C
.G

.
S

U
BJ

S
TA

Y

a.         
[Luca

k  ha   [tk  riso]]
     Luca  to-have laughed

*!
*

*

b.                [ -- 
   ha  [Luca riso]

*!
*

*

c.
     [hai   [Luca

k   ti   [ tk  riso]]
*!

*
* *

d. ☞
          [-- 

   ha [[tk  riso] Luca
k ]

*
*

*

W
ith the analysis of su

bject inversion, the goal of a u
nified

 analysis of case-p
atterns

in d
eclaratives, au

x-to-com
p

 and
 inversion stru

ctu
res has been m

et. T
his resu

lt show
s

how
 once the constraints of gram

m
ar are allow

ed
 to interact, the exp

lanation of each

single com
p

onent of the gram
m

ar is greatly sim
p

lified
. Su

bject inversion is exem
p

lary

in this resp
ect: once the constraint on focu

s is allow
ed

 to interact w
ith the constraint

governing case-assignm
ent, the ap

p
arently d

eviant case-p
attern fou

nd
 in inversion-

stru
ctu

res receives a p
rincip

led
 exp

lanation w
ith no recou

rse to a d
u

m
m

y pro
expl

elem
ent, nor to structure specific case-assignm

ent d
evices.

5.3.3. T
ran

sitives

A
ll the tableau

s analyzed
 so far extend

 straightforw
ard

ly to inp
u

ts w
ith transitive

verbs, w
here the verb assigns accu

sative case to the object. If the object is raised
 to an

A
'-p

osition, the case-assignee is the trace left behind
. H

ow
ever, transitives m

ake

available som
e ad

d
itional cand

id
ates w

hich have not been yet consid
ered

. T
hey are

exam
ined

 in this section.

A
 cand

id
ate w

hich is legitim
ate only in association w

ith inpu
ts w

ith transitive verbs

is the one w
here the su

bject rem
ains in sp

ecV
P

, w
here it is assigned

 nom
inative case,

and
 the object raises into sp

ecIP
 p

osition, w
here it is assigned

 accu
sative case. T

his

cand
id

ate, listed
 alw

ays und
er (e) in the follow

ing tableaus, is alw
ays suboptim

al.
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T
he first case concerns d

eclaratives. A
s w

e know
 from

 the d
erivation of intransitives,

the op
tim

al cand
id

ate is the one w
ith a sp

ecIP
 su

bject in (a). In (e), agreem
ent occu

rs

w
ith the nom

inative subject in specV
P, und

er a non spec-head
 configuration. T

herefore,

cand
id

ate (e) fails the higher ranked
 constraint A

G
R, and

 is thus suboptim
al.

T
8. T

ransitive d
eclaratives: A

G
R

 >> C
A

SEG
O

V

<
ved

(x,y),(x=
L

uca,y=
U

go),--,T
=

pres.perf.>
A

G
R

C
.G

.
S

U
BJ

S
TA

Y

a. ☞
  [Luca

nom
,k  

ha   [tk  visto U
go

acc ]]
     Luca 

  
have 

seen U
go

*
*

e.   
[ U

go
acc,k 

ha  [Luca
nom

 visto tk  ]]
*!

*

C
and

id
ate (e) loses also against the aux-to-com

p optim
al structure of gerund

ives and

infinitivals. H
ere A

G
R

 is not a factor, since it is violated
 by both stru

ctu
res by p

ressu
re

from
 -T

/-A
G

R
. H

ow
ever, w

hile the au
x-to

-com
p

 stru
ctu

re satisfies C
A

SEG
O

V
, the

com
p

etitor in (e) fails it, becau
se the accu

sative case is not assigned
 u

nd
er p

rop
er

governm
ent, and

 given the higher rank of C
A

SEG
O

V
 w

ith resp
ect to S

T
A

Y
, (e) is

su
bop

tim
al. N

or can the violation of C
A

SEG
O

V
 be elim

inated
 by raising the p

ast

participle on top of the object, as in (f), since this m
ovem

ent w
ould

 m
ove through the Iº

head
, and

 thu
s violate the E

C
P

 constraint introd
u

ced
 in chap

ter 3. T
his violation is in

ad
d

ition to the violations of A
G

R
 and

 S
T

A
Y, w

hich (f) shares w
ith (c), and

 therefore is

sufficient to m
ake (f) suboptim

al ind
epend

ently of the ranking of the E
C

P constraint.

T
9. T

ransitive gerund
ives: C

A
SEG

O
V

 >> S
TA

Y

<ved
(x,y),(x=L

uca,y=U
go),--,T

=com
p. gerund

ive>
-T

/

-A

A
G

R
C

.
G

.
S

U
BJ

S
TA

Y
E

C
P

c. ☞
 avendo

i  [Luca
nom

,k  ti  [tk visto U
go

acc ]]
    having 

Luca 
  seen U

go

*
* *

e.
      [U

go
acc,k aven

d
o [Luca

nom
 visto tk ]]

*
*!

*

f.    visto
s [U

go
acc,k aven

d
o [Luca

nom
 ts  tk ]]

*
* *

*!

Finally, w
e have to consid

er the com
petition betw

een (e) and
 the optim

al structure of

p
ostverbal focu

sed
 su

bjects, show
n in (d

) below
. H

ere the com
p

eting cand
id

ate (e)

p
rovid

es a filler for the sp
ecIP

 p
osition, satisfying S

U
B

JE
C

T, bu
t the raised

 object no

190

longer gets case u
nd

er p
rop

er governm
ent, failing C

A
SEG

O
V

. T
he higher rank of

C
A

SEG
O

V vs. S
U

BJEC
T thus accounts for the suboptim

al status of (e).

T
10. Focused

 subjects in transitive d
eclaratives: C

A
SEG

O
V>>

S
U

BJEC
T

<
ved

(x,y),(x=
L

uca,y=
U

go),--,T
=

pres.perf.>
A

G
R

C
.G

.
S

U
BJ

S
TA

Y

d. ☞
     [ -- ha   [tnom

,k  visto U
go

acc ] Luca
k ]

Luca have seen U
go

*
*

*

e.   
[ U

go
acc,i ha   [tnom

,k  visto ti ] Luca
k ]

*
*!

*

T
he above analyses can easily be extend

ed
 to the cond

itional su
bju

nctive stru
ctu

res

previously exam
ined

, w
ith no change in the suboptim

al status of cand
id

ate (e).

5.3.4. N
u

ll S
u

b
jects

T
he above analyses d

id
 not consid

er cand
id

ates w
ith nu

ll su
bjects. T

heir analysis

casew
ise is parallel to their agreem

ent analysis, provid
ed

 in section 4.4.2. T
he them

atic

role associated
 w

ith the unparsed
 nom

inal argum
ent in input is also asso

ciated
 w

ith its

referential role, and
 m

u
st be assigned

 case to satisfy the case filter. T
he them

atic role is

free to p
ercolate to the IP

 nod
e and

 the case coind
exation that it establishes w

ith the

case-assigner d
ep

end
s on its final p

osition in the extend
ed

 p
rojection. For exam

p
le,

com
pare the nu

ll su
bject cand

id
ate in (b) w

ith the one having an overt su
bject in (a) for

an inp
u

t w
ith finite tense and

 a top
ic-referring su

bject. T
he u

nassigned
 theta role

associated
 w

ith the referential role of the inp
u

t's them
atic su

bject p
ercolates in the

extend
ed

 p
rojection u

ntil it reaches the IP
 nod

e. A
s exp

lained
 in section 4.4.2, the

coind
exation betw

een Iº and
 the teta role in IP

 satisfies A
G

R, bu
t it d

oes not satisfy

C
A

SEG
O

V
, becau

se the theta role is not p
rop

erly governed
 by the au

xiliary in Iº. T
he

null subject cand
id

ate is thus equivalent to cand
id

ates w
ith overt preverbal subjects. Its

op
tim

al statu
s follow

s from
 the higher ranking of D

R
O

PT
O

PIC
 relative to S

U
B

JE
C

T, as

alread
y seen in chapter 2.

T
11.  D

eclaratives w
ith neutral subjects: D

R
O

PT
O

PIC
 >> {P

A
R

SE, S
U

BJEC
T}

<rid
(x), x=L

uca
top , -,T

=pres. perf.>
D

R.T
O

P
P

A
R

SE
A

G
R

C
.G

.
S

U
BJ

S
TA

Y

a. 
Luca

k  
h

a  
[ tk  riso ]

        Luca 
has l

aughed
*!

*
*

b. ☞
    --

h
a 

[ -- riso ]
*

*
*
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5.3.5. S
u

m
m

ary

T
his section p

rovid
ed

 a u
nified

 analysis for the com
p

lex p
attern of case-assignm

ent

configurations d
isplayed

 by Italian, thus ad
d

ressing one of the goals of this chapter. T
he

analysis appeals to very sim
ple and

 know
n constraints, su

ch as case-assignm
ent u

nd
er

local p
rop

er governm
ent, sp

ec-head
 agreem

ent in finite tense contexts and
 lack of

agreem
ent in infinitivals. W

ith these notions and
 by exploiting constraint interaction, it

w
as p

ossible to d
erive case-assignm

ent alternations in d
eclaratives, and

 au
x-to-com

p

constru
ctions. T

he analysis w
as then extend

ed
 to su

bject inversion stru
ctu

res, to the

com
p

lem
entizer/

inversion alternation in cond
itionals, and

 to the lack of a sim
ilar

altern
ation

 in
 geru

n
d

ives an
d

 in
fin

itivals. T
h

ese latter an
alyses also p

rovid
ed

ind
epend

ent evid
ence for com

parable analyses proposed
 in G

rim
shaw

 (1993, 1995) for

contentfu
l and

 contentless com
p

lem
entizers in E

nglish and
 for the alternations they

give rise to.

M
ore im

portantly, this analysis show
ed

 how
 the position of the su

bject is a fu
nction

of the overall harm
ony of the clause relative to the constraint-hierarchy of the language,

d
ep

end
ing on the ranking of sp

ecific constraints relative to each other, as w
ell as the

particular input at issue.

T
he final ranking em

erging from
 the analyses in this and

 the p
reviou

s chap
ter

id
entifying (a portion of) the gram

m
ar of Italian follow

s below
:

(27) Italian.

A
lign-Focus

Parse

C
aseG

ov

Stay

 

S
ubject

-T
/-A

gr
O

p-S
pec

H
bH

d
E

cp

A
gr D

rop
Topic

F
ull-

Int.
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5.4. C
ase A

ssign
m

en
t in

 A
rab

ic D
eclaratives

U
nd

er O
ptim

ality T
heory, crosslingu

istic typology arises from
 constraint-reranking.

T
h

is section
 sh

ow
s h

ow
 th

e A
rabic basic p

attern
 of n

om
in

ative an
d

 accu
sative

assignm
ent follow

s from
 the reranking of A

G
R

 and S
TA

Y
 and

 from
 their interaction w

ith

C
A

SEG
O

V
 and F

U
LL-IN

T.

A
rabic show

s a com
plex pattern of case-assignm

ent to subjects w
hich d

epend
s on the

location of the su
bject relative to the verb, and

 on the m
atrix vs. com

p
lem

ent statu
s of

the clau
se. T

he basic generalizations are illu
strated

 below
, as d

escribed
 in Fassi Fehri's

(1993) stu
d

y of A
rabic Syntax, and

 K
halaily's (1993) analysis of Stand

ard
 A

rabic

com
plem

entizers.

In m
atrix clau

ses, the su
bject is alw

ays nom
inative, ind

ep
end

ently of its p
osition.

A
greem

ent is in person, gend
er and

 num
ber w

ith preverbal-subjects and
 only in person

and
 gend

er w
ith postverbal-subjects, as show

n in (28).

(28a) SpecV
P subjects: 

D
arab-at/*-na

?al-banaat-u
Z

ayd-an.
   

H
it-pst-3fs/3fp

the-girls-N
om

Z
ayd-A

cc.
T

he girls hit Z
ayd.

(28b) SpecIP subjects:
L

-banaat-u 
D

arab-na/*-at
l-?aw

laad
-a.

T
he-girls-N

om
 hit-pst-3fp/3fs 

the-boys-A
cc.

T
he girls hit the boys.

In com
p

lem
ent clau

ses introd
u

ced
 by the com

p
lem

entizer ?anna, p
reverbal su

bjects

are in the accu
sative, p

ostverbal su
bjects are in the nom

inative and
 an obligatory

expletive hu
 occu

rs in preverbal position. A
s in m

atrix clau
ses, agreem

ent is in person,

gend
er and

 nu
m

ber w
ith p

reverbal-su
bjects and

 only in p
erson and

 gend
er w

ith

postverbal-subjects.

(29a)  SpecV
P subjects:  ... ?anna hu       D

arab-at     l-banaat-u
   l?aw

laad
-a.

... T
hat  it-3m

s  hit-pst-3fs  the-girls-N
om

 the-boys-A
cc.

... T
hat the girls hit the boys.

(29b) SpecIP subjects: 
...

?anna l-banaat-a 
D

arab-na/*-at 
 l?aw

laad
-a.

...  T
hat   the-girls-A

cc 
hit-pst-3fp/3fs   the-boys-A

cc.
... T

hat the girls hit the boys.



193

T
he agreem

ent p
attern of Stand

ard
 A

rabic w
as alread

y analyzed
 in chap

ter 4. W
hat

interests u
s here is only that Stand

ard
 A

rabic has agreem
ent, and

 therefore w
e exp

ect

the interaction betw
een A

G
R

 and
 C

A
SEG

O
V

 to play an im
portant role. H

ere, I w
ill show

that the sp
ecV

P
 p

osition of canonical su
bjects arises w

hen A
G

R
 and

 S
U

B
JE

C
T are

reranked
 low

er than C
A

SEG
O

V
 and S

TA
Y

.

M
oreover, Stand

ard
 A

rabic casts light on the rank of F
U

LL-IN
T

 w
ith resp

ect to

C
A

SEG
O

V
. B

oth Italian and
 Stand

ard
 A

rabic rank it higher than S
U

B
JE

C
T, and

 therefore

lack exp
letive su

bjects in m
atrix d

eclaratives. H
ow

ever, exp
letive su

bjects d
o arise in

Stan
d

ard
 

A
rabic 

in
 

su
bord

in
ate 

clau
ses 

in
trod

u
ced

 
by 

th
e 

case 
 

assign
in

g

com
plem

entizer ?anna. T
hey w

ill be show
n to follow

 from
 the higher rank taken by

C
A

SEG
O

V
 over F

U
LL-IN

T. T
he sam

e inference cannot be m
ad

e in Italian because it lacks

case-assigning com
plem

entizers.

In the follow
ing analysis, I w

ill om
it the constraint -T

/-A
G

R
, w

hich is vacu
ou

sly

satisfied
 by all cand

id
ates, w

hich have all finite tense. A
s before, I w

ill assu
m

e that

nom
inative case is assigned

 by T
º, and

 accu
sative case by V

º. In accord
 w

ith Fassi Fehri

(1993), I also assu
m

e that the verb m
oves into Iº, w

here it linearly follow
s a su

bject in

specIP but preced
es a subject in specV

P position.

5.4.1. A
rab

ic N
om

in
ative P

ostverb
al S

u
b

jects

T
ableau

 T
12 below

 d
erives the specV

P
 position of m

atrix su
bjects. T

his is d
u

e to the

higher ranking that Stand
ard

 A
rabic assigns to C

A
SEG

O
V

  and S
TA

Y
 relative to A

G
R and

S
U

BJEC
T.

C
onsid

er the cand
id

ates in T
12 below

. C
and

id
ate (a) has the su

bject in sp
ecV

P
 and

d
oes not realize the sp

ecIP
 p

osition. C
and

id
ate (b) raises the su

bject into sp
ecIP

.

C
and

id
ate (c) realizes sp

ecIP
 throu

gh the exp
letive elem

ent hu
. Finally, cand

id
ate (e)

realizes sp
ecIP

 by raisin
g th

e object in
to th

is p
osition

 (th
e letters in

d
exin

g th
e

cand
id

ates are the sam
e as for the correspond

ing cand
id

ates consid
ered

 in the analysis

of Italian). A
ll cand

id
ates violate C

A
SEG

O
V

 at least once, d
u

e to accu
sative case-

assignm
ent by V

º in Iº to the object, w
hich never occu

rs u
nd

er p
rop

er governm
ent

becau
se V

º is in Iº position, too high to satisfy C
A

SEG
O

V
 . In the follow

ing d
iscu

ssion I

w
ill om

it references to this violation, w
hich is nevertheless represented

 in the tableus.
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T
he op

tim
al syntactic analysis of m

atrix canonical su
bjects is in (a). T

he contrast

betw
een (a) and

 (b) show
s that S

U
B

JE
C

T an
d

 
A

G
R

 are low
er ranked

 than either

C
A

SEG
O

V
 or S

TA
Y

, else (b) w
ou

ld
 be the op

tim
al cand

id
ate. T

he rank of A
G

R w
ill

rem
ain only partially d

eterm
ined

, w
hile S

U
BJEC

T w
ill be show

n to be ranked
 low

er than

both constraints. In fact, the higher rank of S
T

A
Y

 w
ith resp

ect to S
U

BJEC
T is alread

y

ap
p

arent from
 the contrast betw

een (a) and
 (e), since u

nd
er the reverse ranking (e)

w
ould

 be optim
al.

Finally, the su
bop

tim
al statu

s of (c) show
s that S

U
B

JE
C

T is also ranked
 low

er than

F
U

LL-IN
T, else (c) w

ould
 overrid

e (a) and
 be selected

 as optim
al.

T
12. M

atrix postverbal subjects:
{S

TA
Y

, F
U

LL IN
T} >> S

U
BJEC

T

[C
A

SEG
O

V
 or  S

TA
Y

] >>A
G

R

<d
rb(x,y), (x=banaat, y=Z

ayd
), -- , T

=past>
C

.G
.

S
TA

Y
F. I.

S
U

BJ
A

G
R

a. ☞
 

--      [V
-T

º]i   [vp  S
nom

 ti   O
acc ]

*
*

*
*

b. 
S

k,nom
  [V

-Tº]i    [vp  tk       ti   O
acc  ]

* *!
* *

c.  
 hu       [V

-T
º]i    [vp  S

nom
  ti   O

acc ]
*

*
*!

*

e. 
O

s,acc    [V
-Tº]i    [vp  S

nom
   ti     ts  ]

*
* *!

*

In com
plem

ent clau
ses introd

u
ced

 by the case-assigner ?anna, the gram
m

atical form

show
s a nom

inative-m
arked

 su
bject in postverbal specV

P
 position, w

ith an accu
sative-

m
arked

 exp
letive in sp

ecIP
, as in cand

id
ate (c). T

he exp
letive p

icks u
p

 the accu
sative

case assigned
 by C

º, in accord
 w

ith Fassi Fehri's (1993) analysis of A
rabic expletives as

case-catchers 5 (the exp
letive is assigned

 its ow
n case from

 the com
p

lem
entizer and

therefore need
 not be coind

exed
 w

ith the subject).

T
he com

p
arison of (c) w

ith (a) show
s that C

A
SEG

O
V

 ou
tranks F

U
LL-IN

T. In fact, w
e

alread
y know

 from
 the analysis in T

12 that F
U

LL-IN
T outranks S

U
B

JE
C

T, and
 therefore

the violation of S
U

B
JE

C
T cannot be the cau

se of the su
bop

tim
al statu

s of (a). T
he only

other violation of (a) u
nm

atched
 by an analogou

s violation in (c) is that of C
A

SEG
O

V.

C
and

id
ate (a) violates C

A
SEG

O
V one m

ore tim
e than (c) because the case-assigner ?anna

is necessarily coind
exed

 w
ith the su

bject in sp
ecV

P
 and

 thu
s d

oes not assign its case

u
n

d
er 

p
rop

er 
govern

m
en

t 
(I 

am
 

assu
m

in
g 

th
at 

stacked
 

case-assign
m

en
t 

is

5 A
rabic exp

letives inflect for nu
m

ber and
 gend

er, bu
t not for case. For the exp

letive hu
 in accu

sative
contexts, see chapter 2 of Fessi Fehri's book. For a rare exam

ple of expletive hu in nom
inative contexts, see

footnote 51, p.94.
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u
n

p
roblem

atic: th
e m

orp
h

ologically realized
 case is th

e on
e assign

ed
 from

 th
e

closestcase-assigner). T
he su

bop
tim

al statu
s of (a) then show

s that C
A

SEG
O

V
 ou

tranks

F
U

LL-IN
T, w

hich is violated
 by (c) bu

t satisfied
 by (a). M

oreover, since F
U

LL-IN
T

outranks S
U

BJEC
T, C

A
SEG

O
V

 M
U

ST
 outrank S

U
B

JE
C

T as w
ell, confirm

ing the previou
sly

anticipated
 low

er rank of S
U

BJEC
T relative to both C

A
SEG

O
V

  and S
TA

Y
.

T
he higher rank of C

A
SEG

O
V

 relative to F
U

LL-IN
T is also su

fficient to d
erive the

su
bop

tim
al statu

s of (e), leaving u
nd

eterm
ined

 the rank of S
TA

Y
 relative to F

U
L

L-IN
T.

T
he sam

e ranking, together w
ith the low

er rank of A
G

R
 relative to one or both of the

constraints C
A

SEG
O

V
 and

 S
T

A
Y

 also exp
lains the su

bop
tim

al statu
s of (b), w

hich

violates both C
A

SEG
O

V
  and S

TA
Y

.

T
13. C

om
plem

ent postverbal subjects: C
A

SEG
O

V
 >> {F

U
LL IN

T, S
U

BJEC
T},

[C
A

SEG
O

V
 or  S

TA
Y

] >>A
G

R

<d
rb(x,y), (x=banaat, y=Z

ayd
), --,T

=past>
C

.G
.

S
TA

Y
F. I.

S
U

BJ
A

G
R

a.      C
º   --    [V

-Iº]i    [vp  S
nom

, acc  ti   O
acc ]

* *!
*

*
*

b.      C
º S

k,acc,nom
  [V

-Iº]i    [vp  tk   ti    O
acc ]

* *!
* *

c. ☞
 C

º hu
acc   [V

-Iº]i    [vp  S
nom

 ti   O
acc ]

*
*

*
*

 e.     C
º O

s,acc  [V
-Tº]i    [vp  S

nom
   ti     ts  ]

* *!
* *

*

A
 cand

id
ate not consid

ered
 in tableau T

14 is the one w
ith an expletive in specV

P:

(30) 
C

º  S
acc   [V

-Iº]i    [vp hu  ti    O
acc ].

H
ow

ever, (30) is n
ot a legitim

ate can
d

id
ate becau

se it violates L
ocal T

h
eta-

A
ssignm

ent. In fact, specV
P

 should
 be occupied

 by the trace of the subject. Substituting

the trace w
ith the expletive am

ounts to preventing theta-assignm
ent to the subject D

P.

B
efore tu

rning to p
reverbal su

bjects, it's w
orth exam

ining com
p

lem
ent-clau

ses

introd
u

ced
 by the com

p
lem

entizer ?an
 (that), w

hich u
nlike ?an

n
a d

oes not assign

accusative case. A
s expected

, no expletive occurs, confirm
ing the analysis just given.

(31) 
?araad

-at 
Y

asm
in-u

[?an
 ta-D

rib-a 
l-banaat-u 

Z
ayd-an].

   
W

anted
-3fs

Y
.-N

om
 that 3fs-hit-subj

the-girls-N
om

Z
.-A

cc.
Y

asm
in w

anted that the girls hit Z
ayd.
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T
he su

bord
inate clau

se of (31) is analyzed
 in tableau

 T
14 below

, w
hich parallels that

of m
atrix clauses in T

12 above. H
ere too, the low

er rank of S
U

B
JE

C
T and A

G
R

 relative to

C
A

SEG
O

V
 and

 S
TA

Y
 explains the su

boptim
al statu

s of (b) and
 (e), w

hile the low
er rank

of S
U

BJEC
T relative to F

U
LL-IN

T explains the suboptim
al status of (c).

T
14. C

om
plem

ent postverbal subjects w
ith ?an  : {S

TA
Y

, F
U

LL IN
T} >> S

U
BJEC

T,
[C

A
SEG

O
V

 or  S
TA

Y
] >>A

G
R

<
d

rb(x,y), (x=
banaat, y=

Z
ayd

), -- ,T
=

past>
C

.G
.

S
TA

Y
F. I.

S
U

BJ
A

G
R

a. ☞
  C

  --  
[V

-Iº]i    [vp  S
nom

  ti  O
acc ]

*
*

*
*

b. 
C

 S
k,nom

 
[V

-Iº]i     [vp  tk   ti   O
acc  ]

* *!
* *

c. 
C

 hu  
[V

-Iº]i     [vp  S
nom

 ti  O
acc ]

*
*

*!
*

e. 
C

 O
s,acc

 [V
-Tº]i   [vp  S

nom
   ti   ts  ]

*
* *!

*

5.4.1.1. A
rabic Preverbal Subjects

H
ow

 d
o stru

ctu
res w

ith p
reverbal su

bjects com
e abou

t? I m
aintain that Stand

ard

A
rabic p

reverbal su
bjects are fu

nctionally m
arked

, and
 are requ

ired
 to occu

r in

p
reverbal p

osition
 by a con

strain
t A

LIG
N

-F d
em

an
d

in
g leftw

ard
 align

m
en

t of

fu
nctionally m

arked
 constitu

ents. T
his is in line w

ith the observation by Fassi Fehri

(1993) and
 by trad

itional A
rabic gram

m
arians (K

halaily p.c.), that preverbal subjects are

not "pragm
atically neu

tral" the w
ay postverbal su

bjects are. T
here is am

ple evid
ence of

the m
arked

 interpretation associated
 w

ith preverbal subjects, even if it rem
ains d

ifficult

to p
inp

oint its p
recise character, p

erhap
s becau

se m
ore than one fu

nction is associated

w
ith this p

osition. Fassi Fehri d
iscu

sses the follow
ing tw

o sem
antic d

ifferences in

relation to the u
nm

arked
 postverbal su

bjects (all exam
ples below

 are provid
ed

 in their

original form
 and

 translation from
 Fassi Fehri, 1993):

(i) C
on

trastive Focu
s. A

ccord
in

g to Fassi Feh
ri (1993, ex129, p

57), p
reverbal

pronom
inals are "licensed

 by focus interpretation", as in the exam
ple below

:

(32)
H

uw
a 

jaa?-a.
H

e  
cam

e.
(It is) he (w

ho) cam
e.
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(ii)  Sp
ecific Interp

retation. U
nlike p

ostverbal su
bjects, p

reverbal su
bjects cannot be

p
u

re non-sp
ecific ind

efinites. T
hu

s, the follow
ing p

reverbal su
bject m

u
st refer to a

specific cow
 (Fassi Fehri (1993), ex31 p28):

(33)
Baqarat-un 

takallam
-at.

C
ow

-nom
spoke-3sf.

A
 cow

 has spoken.

I w
ill sim

ply assum
e that argum

ents m
arked

 as f are required
  by A

LIG
N

-F  to fill the

sp
ecIP

 p
osition, w

here f stand
 for a m

arker for sp
ecificity or contrastive focu

s. T
his

analysis of the p
reverbal/

p
ostverbal asym

m
etry is in line w

ith the analysis of Italian

focu
sed

 p
ostverbal su

bjects d
evelop

ed
 in chap

ter 3 and
 in G

rim
shaw

 and
 Sam

ek-

L
od

ovici (1995a,b). N
otice that sim

ilar assu
m

p
tions w

ou
ld

 be need
ed

 also w
ithin a

m
inim

alist ap
p

roach, w
here strong vs. w

eak featu
res w

ou
ld

 have to be associated
 to

d
istinct d

iscou
rse fu

nctions in ord
er to accou

nt for the  p
reverbal/

p
ostverbal su

bject

alternation.

L
et u

s start the analysis of p
reverbal su

bjects w
ith m

atrix clau
ses. T

he op
tim

al

cand
id

ate (b) in T
15 below

, the only one w
ith the su

bject in sp
ecIP

, satisfies A
L

IG
N

-F,

bu
t violates C

A
SEG

O
V

 tw
ice, becau

se both the su
bject and

 the object are not case

assigned
 u

nd
er proper governm

ent. M
oreover, it violates S

T
A

Y tw
ice, because both the

su
bject and

 the verb m
ove. It follow

s that A
LIG

N
-F outranks both C

A
SEG

O
V

 and
 S

T
A

Y,

else cand
id

ate (a) w
ould

 be optim
al, since it violates C

A
SEG

O
V

 and S
TA

Y
 only once. T

he

sam
e ranking is su

fficient to exp
lain the su

bop
tim

al statu
s of cand

id
ates (c) and

 (e) as

w
ell. (T

he statu
s of S

U
BJEC

T and
 A

G
R

 is irrelevant in the com
p

arison, since they have

been show
n to be low

er ranked
 than one or both of the constraints C

A
SEG

O
V

 and S
TA

Y
).

T
15.  M

atrix preverbal subjects: A
LIG

N
-F >> {C

A
SEG

O
V

 , S
TA

Y}

<
d

rb(x,y), (x=
banaat, y=

Z
ayd

), -- ,T
=

past>
A

L-F
C

.G
.

S
TA

Y
F. I.

S
U

BJ
A

G
R

a.              --
[V

-Iº]i   [vp  S
nom

 ti O
acc ]

*!
*

*
*

*

b. ☞
   S

k ,nom
 [V

-Iº]i   [vp  tk   ti   O
acc  ]

* *
* *

c.     
hu  

[V
-Iº]i   [vp  S

nom
 ti  O

acc ]
*!

*
*

*
*

e.    
  O

s,acc  [V
-Tº]i   [vp  S

nom
 ti    ts  ]

*!
*

* *
*
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T
u

rning to clau
ses introd

u
ced

 by the accu
sative-assigner C

º ?anna, once again

stru
ctu

res (a), (c), and
 (e) are su

bop
tim

al becau
se they violate the constraint A

L
IG

N
-F.

C
and

id
ates (c) fares better than (b) relative to C

A
SEG

O
V

  and S
T

A
Y, but these constraints

are ranked
 low

er than A
LIG

N
-F, w

hich (b) violates. L
ikew

ise, (a) fares better than (b) on

S
TA

Y
, bu

t it too violates th
e h

igh
er ran

ked
 con

strain
t 

A
LIG

N
-F. Fin

ally, (e) is

harm
onically bound

 by the optim
al (b), since it violates the sam

e constraints violated
 by

(b), plus A
LIG

N
-F and A

G
R

 .

T
16.  C

om
plem

ent preverbal subjects: A
LIG

N
-F>>

C
A

SEG
O

V

<
d

rb(x,y), (x=
banaat, y=

Z
ayd

), -- ,T
=

past>
A

L-F
C

.G
.

S
TA

Y
F. I.

S
U

BJ
A

G
R

a. 
C

º    --  [V
-Iº]i   [vp  S

nom
,acc  ti   O

acc ]
*!

*
*

*
*

b. ☞
 C

º  S
k,acc,nom

 [V
-Iº]i   [vp  tk  ti  O

acc ]
*

* *

c. 
C

º  hu
acc    [V

-Iº]i   [vp  S
nom

 ti  O
acc ]

*!
*

*
*

e. 
C

º  O
s,acc    [V

-Tº]i    [vp  S
nom

 ti    ts  ]
*!

*
* *

*

T
he ranking relations d

eriving the pattern of Stand
ard

 A
rabic are sum

m
arized

 in the

follow
ing chart.

(34) Stand
ard

 A
rabic:

S
ubject

A
gr

 Align-F

Stay
C

aseG
ov

F
ull-Int

or

5.4.2. S
u

m
m

ary

C
onclu

d
ing the analysis of p

ostverbal su
bjects in A

rabic, let m
e stress its m

ost

interesting aspects.

First of all it p
rovid

es another case w
here crosslingu

istic variation follow
s from

 the

reranking of ind
ep

end
ently m

otivated
 U

G
 constraints. In p

articu
lar, the reranking of

C
A

SEG
O

V
 and

 S
T

A
Y

 relative to A
G

R
 and

 S
U

BJEC
T affects the p

osition of canonical

su
bjects in m

atrix and
 su

bord
inate clau

ses in Italian and
 Stand

ard
 A

rabic. T
he analysis
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also su
pports the constraint on case-assignm

ent proposed
 in this chapter. In particu

lar,

C
A

SEG
O

V
 d

eterm
ines the sp

ecIP
 exp

letive of com
p

lem
ents introd

u
ced

 by ?an
n

a in

Stand
ard

 A
rabic and

, possibly, also the specV
P

 position of Stand
ard

 A
rabic su

bjects, in

case S
T

A
Y

 w
ere eventually show

n to be low
er ranked

 than A
G

R
.

T
he analysis also p

rovid
es u

s w
ith a case w

here exp
letives are m

otivated
 by case-

assignm
ent requ

irem
ents rather than by the need

 to stru
ctu

rally realize the su
bject

position on pressure of S
U

B
JE

C
T. In fact, this latter kind

 of expletive is ungram
m

atical in

A
rabic, as show

s the su
bop

tim
al statu

s of the exp
letive cand

id
ate (c) in m

atrix clau
ses

(see tableau T
12). T

his d
ifference in the gram

m
atical role of expletives is expected

 und
er

an
 op

tim
ality fram

ew
ork. L

ike ep
en

th
esis in

 p
h

on
ology, exp

letives are p
ossible

w
henever a constraint that can be satisfied

 throu
gh an exp

letive elem
ent is ranked

h
igh

er th
an

 F
U

LL-IN
T

, 
an

d
 

m
ore 

h
arm

on
ic 

stru
ctu

res 
are 

n
ot 

available. 
T

h
e

crosslingu
istic d

istribu
tion of exp

letives is thu
s governed

 by the gram
m

ar of each

language. Pred
ictably, languages w

here F
U

LL-IN
T is d

om
inated

 by d
ifferent constraints

use expletives in d
ifferent syntactic contexts.

5.5. In
fin

itival C
lau

ses w
ith

 O
vert S

u
b

jects C
rosslin

gu
istically

In the p
reviou

s tw
o sections, w

e saw
 how

 d
ifferences in the syntax of d

eclarative

stru
ctu

res in Italian and
 Stand

ard
 A

rabic follow
 from

 the reranking of U
G

 constraints.

T
he goal of this section is to further support this claim

 by show
ing how

 the reranking of

the sam
e constraints also d

eterm
ines crosslinguistic variation in the syntax of infinitival

clauses w
ith overt subjects. In particular, the analysis w

ill show
 how

 the follow
ing three

infinitival stru
ctu

res from
 Italian, P

ortu
gu

ese and
 E

nglish are d
istinct optim

al form
s of

the sam
e u

nd
erlying inp

u
t, and

 that the d
ifferences w

ith resp
ect to agreem

ent and
 to

the source of abstract case follow
 from

 the gram
m

ar of each language. 6

6 I am
 here abstracting from

 issues of prod
uctivity, w

hich d
istinguish the less prod

uctive Portuguese and
Italian structures from

 the E
nglish one. O

n this issue, see the insights of R
aposo (1987) and

 R
izzi (1982).
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(35a)
R

itengo [aver G
ian

n
i giá approvato la proposta].

I believe  [to-have John  alread
y approved

 the proposal].
I believe John to have already approved the proposal.

(35b)
E im

possivel [o João ter aprovad
o  essa proposta].

(It) is im
possible the John to-have-3sg approved

 that proposal.
It is im

possible that John has approved that proposal.

(35c)
[For Joh

n
 to have approved

 the proposal] w
ould

 have been insane.

T
he inp

u
t shared

 by the above infinitival stru
ctu

res sp
ecifies that T

 is non finite. In

the analysis of Italian I assu
m

ed
 that non finite T

 of geru
nd

ives and
 infinitivals cou

ld

assign nom
inative case. H

ere, I w
ould

 like to analyze this case-assignm
ent capability as

d
eterm

ined
 by gram

m
ar, and

 thu
s as a resu

lt of com
p

etition. L
et u

s assu
m

e that the

nom
inative case featu

re is actu
ally provid

ed
 by G

E
N

. T
his can be associated

 to the non

finite tense operator T
 of the infinitival, bu

t it can also be associated
 to other elem

ents.

In particular, it can be associated
 to an expletive preposition in C

º. T
herefore, am

ong the

possible cand
id

ates for an input w
ith a them

atic subject and
 non finite tense like (36) are

those in (37a) and
 (37b). In (37a), the case feature is associated

 w
ith the non-finite T

 in Iº,

p
rovid

ing the au
xiliary w

ith case-assignm
ent p

ow
er. In (37b),  the case featu

re is

associated
 to the preposition P in C

º, w
hich thus functions as case assigner. 7

(36) <
V

(x), x=
N

, -- , T
=

 com
pound

 non finite>

(37a) D
P

k
A

ux
case   [ tk   PastParticiple ].

(37b) [cp  P
case   [ D

P
k   A

ux  [ tk   PastParticiple ]]].

For each structure in (37) there are tw
o correspond

ent cand
id

ates, one w
ith auxiliary

agreem
ent and

 one w
ithou

t. M
oreover, the su

bject m
ay raise to sp

ecIP
, as in all

stru
ctu

res in (37), bu
t it m

ay also rem
ain in sp

ecV
P

. Fu
rtherm

ore, the au
xiliary m

ay

itself raise to C
º. A

ll the p
ossible relevant cand

id
ates are show

n below
, starting w

ith

7 H
ere, I d

o not exam
ine the consequ

ences of letting G
E

N
 alw

ays freely assign a case featu
re, inclu

d
ing

cases w
here the inpu

t has a finite tense operator. N
otice how

ever that su
ch an option is com

patible w
ith

the d
erivations m

ad
e so far, since in stru

ctu
res w

ith finite tense the op
tional ad

d
itional case featu

res
w

ou
ld

 create ad
d

itional violations of C
A

SE
G

O
V

, F
U

LL
-IN

T
 or O

B
H

D
 excep

t w
hen assigned

 to T
º, hence

w
ith no effect on the selection of the optim

al structure.
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those lacking agreem
ent. P

resence of agreem
ent is rep

resented
 by an u

nd
erlined

auxiliary.

(38a)
--

A
ux

case  
[ D

P
k   

PastParticiple ].

(38b)
 D

P
k

A
ux

case  
[ tk   

PastParticiple ].

(38c)
[cp  A

ux
i,case   [D

P
k   

   ti   
[ tk   

PastParticiple ]]].

(38d)
[cp  P

case  
 [  --

A
ux 

 [ D
P

k
PastParticiple ]]].

(38e)
[cp  P

case  
 [ D

P
k  

A
ux  

[ tk   
PastParticiple ]]].

(38f)
--

A
ux

case  
[ D

P
k   

PastParticiple ].

(38g)
   D

P
k

A
ux

case  
[ tk   

PastParticiple ].

(38h)
[cp  A

ux
i,case   [D

P
k   

   ti   
[ tk   

PastParticiple ]]].

(38i)
[cp  P

case  
 [  --

 A
ux 

 [ D
P

k
PastParticiple ]]].

(38j)
[cp  P

case  
 [ D

P
k    A

ux  
[ tk   

PastParticiple ]]].

W
hat stru

ctu
re is eventu

ally selected
 as optim

al shou
ld

 follow
 from

 the gram
m

ar of

each specific langu
age, w

here each gram
m

ar is a reranking of the sam
e U

G
 constraints.

In p
articu

lar, the gram
m

ar of Italian shou
ld

 select (38c) as op
tim

al, i.e. au
x-to-com

p

structures lacking agreem
ent, as alread

y partially show
n in section 5.3. T

he gram
m

ar of

P
ortu

gu
ese shou

ld
 select as op

tim
al (38g), w

ith an agreeing infinitival au
xiliary and

 a

preverbal subject. A
nd

 the gram
m

ar of E
nglish should

 select (38e), w
ith case assigned

 to

the specIP subject from
 a preposition in C

º.

L
et u

s start w
ith Italian, w

hose d
erivation is show

n in tableau
 T

17. T
he su

bop
tim

al

statu
s of cand

id
ates (a) and

 (b) in relation to the op
tim

al cand
id

ate au
x-to-com

p

stru
ctu

re in (c) has been exam
ined

 in section 5.3, and
 follow

s from
 the higher rank of

C
A

SEG
O

V
 and

 S
U

BJEC
T vs. S

T
A

Y
. T

he agreem
entfu

ll cou
nterparts of (a)-(c) in (f)-(h) are

su
boptim

al becau
se they violate -T

/-A
G

R
, w

hich (c) satisfies. In fact, T
/

-A
G

R
 is ranked

higher than A
G

R
, as w

as show
n alread

y in section 5.3, and
 A

G
R

 is the highest constraint

violated
 by (c). In particu

lar, it is this ranking that elim
inates cand

id
ate (g), and

 w
hich

w
e w

ill find
 reversed

 in Portuguese gram
m

ar, w
here (g) is the optim

al cand
id

ate.
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T
17. Infinitivals w

ith overt subjects in Italian.

<V
(x), x=N

, -,T
=com

pound
 non finite>

F.I.
-T

/-A
A

G
R

C
.G

.
S

U
BJ

S
TA

Y

a.
  --

A
ux

case  [ D
Pk

  PP ]
*

*!

b. 
D

P
k

A
ux

case  [ tk   
PP ]

*
*!

*

c. ☞
  [cp  A

ux
i,case   [D

Pk
    ti   [ tk

  
PP ]]]

*
* *

d.
[cp  Pcase   [   --

 A
ux   [ D

P
k  PP ]]]

*!
*

*
*

e.
[cp  Pcase   [ D

P
k  

 A
ux  [ tk      PP  ]]]

*!
*

*

f.
  --

A
ux

case  [ D
Pk

  PP ]
*!

*
*

g. 
D

P
k

A
ux

case  [ tk   
PP ]

*!
*

*

h.
[cp  A

ux
i,case   [D

Pk
    ti   [ tk

  
PP ]]]

*!
*

* *

i.
[cp  Pcase   [   --

A
ux   [ D

P
k  PP ]]]

*!
*

*
*

*

j.
[cp  Pcase   [ D

P
k  

A
ux

    [ tk
    PP ]]]

*!
*

*

T
he rem

aining su
bop

tim
al cand

id
ates (d

), (e), (i) and
 (j) all involve a p

rep
osition in

C
º. T

his preposition is acting as an expletive, provid
ing a head

 for an otherw
ise em

pty

p
osition, m

u
ch like do d

oes in G
rim

shaw
's (1995) analysis of E

nglish d
o-su

p
p

ort (see

also B
risson (1994) for an analysis of of-insertion based

 on com
parable assum

ptions). T
he

intrinsic lexical concep
tu

al stru
ctu

re of the p
rep

osition is not interp
reted

, violating

F
U

LL-IN
T. W

hile the su
bop

tim
al statu

s of (d
), (i) and

 (j) cou
ld

 be d
u

e to their other

violations, failing F
U

LL-IN
T is the only violation responsible for the suboptim

al status of

(e). In fact, a com
p

arison betw
een (e) and

 (c) show
s that F

U
LL-IN

T is ranked
 higher

than S
TA

Y
, else (e) w

ou
ld

 beat (c), w
hich violates S

T
A

Y one less tim
e. P

recisely the

reranking of these tw
o constraints w

ill be resp
onsible for d

eriving (e) as the op
tim

al

cand
id

ate selected
 by E

nglish.

T
his conclu

d
es the d

iscu
ssion of Italian. W

e have seen how
 the su

boptim
al statu

s of

m
ost 

com
p

etin
g 

can
d

id
ates 

follow
s 

from
 

ran
kin

g 
relation

s 
th

at 
h

ave 
been

ind
ep

end
ently m

otivated
 in the analysis of Italian in section 5.3, and

 w
hich are now

confirm
ed

 by this d
erivation. T

he rem
aining cand

id
ates w

ere elim
inated

 becau
se of

their failing F
U

LL-IN
T, w

hich w
as show

n to be higher ranked
 than S

T
A

Y
. T

his too

confirm
s a previou

sly fou
nd

 ranking. In fact, F
U

LL-IN
T w

as show
n to ou

trank S
U

BJEC
T

in chap
ter 2, and

 S
U

B
JE

C
T

 w
as show

n to ou
trank S

T
A

Y in section 5.3, and
 therefore by

transitivity F
U

LL-IN
T could

 only outrank S
TA

Y
.
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L
et u

s now
 tu

rn to P
ortu

gu
ese, w

hich selects as op
tim

al the infinitival constru
ction

w
ith agreem

ent and
 sp

ecIP
 su

bject in (g). T
he new

 op
tim

al form
 follow

s from
 the

reranking of A
G

R
 over -T

/
-A

G
R. O

nly u
nd

er this ranking can cand
id

ate (g) beat the

agreem
entless cand

id
ate (b), w

hich otherw
ise shares the sam

e set of violations. T
he

sam
e ranking is responsible for the suboptim

al status of the agreem
entless aux-to-com

p

cand
id

ate in (c), w
hich is op

tim
al in Italian. In fact, violating A

G
R

 is fatal to all the

cand
id

ates lacking agreem
ent features in (a)-(e), because A

G
R

 is a higher constraint than

-T
/-A

G
R, w

hich is the highest constraint violated
 by (g). T

he higher rank of A
G

R
 vs.

-T
/-A

G
R is also resp

onsible for the su
bop

tim
al statu

s of cand
id

ates (f) and
 (h), w

hich

host an agreem
ent coind

exation, but not und
er a spec-head

 configuration, thus violating

A
G

R
.

T
18. Infinitivals w

ith overt subjects in Portuguese.

<V
(x), x=N

, -,T
=com

pound
 non finite>

F.I.
A

G
R

-T
/-A

C
.G

.
S

U
BJ

S
TA

Y

a.
  --

A
ux

case  [ D
Pk

  PP ]
*!

*

b. 
D

P
k

A
ux

case  [ tk   
PP ]

*!
*

*

c.
 

[cp  A
ux

i,case   [D
Pk

    ti   [ tk
  

PP ]]]
*!

* *

d.
[cp  Pcase   [  --

A
ux   [ D

Pk  PP ]]]
*!

*
*

*

e.
[cp  Pcase   [ D

P
k  

A
ux    [ tk

    PP ]]]
*!

*
*

f.
  --

A
ux

case   [ D
P

k   PP ]
*!

*
*

g.  ☞
  

D
P

k
A

ux
case   [ tk

  
PP ]

*
*

*

h.
[cp  A

ux
i,case   [D

Pk
    ti   [ tk

     PP ]]]
*!

*
* *

i.
[cp  Pcase   [   --

A
ux

  [ D
P

k  PP ]]]
*!

*
*

*
*

j.
[cp  Pcase   [ D

P
k  

A
ux   [ tk     PP ]]]

*!
*

*

T
he fact that cand

id
ates (d

), (e), and
 (i) also violate F

U
LL-IN

T, w
hich I kep

t in the

sam
e position of the preced

ent tableau to facilitate com
parison, is not sufficient to tell us

anything abou
t the ranking of this constraint. H

ow
ever, nothing p

revents it from

having the high ranking show
n above and

 therefore sharing resp
onsibility for the

suboptim
al status of (d

), (e) and
 (i). In any event, F

U
LL-IN

T m
ust be ranked

 higher than

C
A

SEG
O

V
. It is in fact violated

 by (j), w
hich shares w

ith (g) the violations of -T
/-A

G
R

and
 S

T
A

Y
. H

ence, (g)'s op
tim

al statu
s can be m

aintained
 only if its violation of

C
A

SEG
O

V is low
er ranked

 than the violations of F
U

LL-IN
T by (j).

T
his conclud

es the d
iscussion of P

ortuguese, w
hose optim

al cand
id

ate w
as show

n to

follow
 by reranking -T

/-A
G

R
 above A

G
R. T

he fact that all other ranking relations are
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sim
ilar to those of Italian also ensu

res the sim
ilarity of P

ortu
gu

ese w
ith Italian in the

syntax of tensed
 d

eclaratives. In fact, w
hen T

 is tensed
, -T

/-A
G

R
 is vacuosly satisfied

 by

any cand
id

ate. H
ence its reranking w

ith A
G

R
 has no consequ

ences, and
 the P

ortu
gu

ese

constraint hierarchy thus provid
es the sam

e results exam
ined

 in 5.3 for tensed
 clauses in

Italian.

Finally, let u
s tu

rn to E
nglish, w

hose gram
m

ar selects the P
-in-C

º cand
id

ate in (e).

T
he cand

id
ates w

ith agreem
ent in (f)-(j) are all su

bop
tim

al becau
se they fail -T

/-A
G

R,

w
hich in E

nglish ou
tranks A

G
R, as in Italian, otherw

ise the stru
ctu

rally sim
ilar bu

t

agreem
entfull (j) w

ould
 be the optim

al cand
id

ate, rather than the agreem
entless (e).

O
f the rem

aining cand
id

ates, the su
bop

tim
al statu

s of (a) confirm
s on ind

ep
end

ent

grou
nd

s the low
er rank of F

U
LL-IN

T w
ith resp

ect to S
U

B
JE

C
T, else (a) w

ou
ld

 be m
ore

harm
onic than (e). T

his ranking had
 alread

y been ind
icated

 as the cause of the presence

of overt su
bject exp

letivs in E
nglish in chap

ter 2 (see also G
rim

shaw
 and

 Sam
ek-

L
od

ovici 1995).

T
he analysis also ind

icates that F
U

LL-IN
T m

u
st be ranked

 low
er than C

A
SEG

O
V

 and

S
TA

Y
, or else cand

id
ates (c) and

 (b) w
ou

ld
 w

in over the op
tim

al (e). T
he sam

e ranking

also accou
nts for the su

bop
tim

al statu
s of (d

), w
hich violates both C

A
SEG

O
V

 an
d

S
U

BJEC
T.

T
19. Infinitivals w

ith overt subjects in E
nglish

.

<V
(x), x=N

, -,T
=com

pound
 non finite>

-T
/-A

A
G

R
C

.G
.

S
U

BJ
S

TA
Y

F.I.

a.
  --

A
ux

case  [ D
Pk

  PP ]
*

*!

b. 
D

P
k

A
ux

case  [ tk   
PP ]

*
*!

*

c.
[cp  A

ux
i,case   [D

Pk
    ti   [ tk

  
PP ]]]

*
*! *

d.
[cp  Pcase   [   --

A
ux   [ D

Pk  PP ]]]
*

*!
*

*

e. ☞
  [cp  Pcase   [ D

P
k  

A
ux   [ tk     PP ]]]

*
*

*

f.
 --

A
ux

case  [ D
Pk

  PP ]
*!

*
*

g. 
D

P
k

A
ux

case  [ tk   
PP ]

*!
*

*

h.
[cp  A

ux
i,case   [D

Pk
    ti   [ tk

  
PP ]]]

*!
*

* *

i.
[cp  Pcase   [   --

A
ux

   [ D
Pk  PP ]]]

*!
*

*
*

*

j.
[cp  Pcase   [ D

P
k  

A
ux   [ tk     PP ]]]

*!
*

*

E
nglish can license an overt su

bject in an infinitival also by E
C

M
, in w

hich case the

p
rep

osition in C
º is u

nneed
ed

, since case is d
irectly assigned

 by the governing verb.
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T
his show

s that the preposition of infinitivals is ind
eed

 pleonastic. T
he presence of the

E
C

M
 verb m

akes it p
ossible to assign case to the su

bject w
ithou

t violating F
U

LL-IN
T,

m
aking the cand

id
ate w

ith the preposition su
boptim

al. A
s the tableau

 below
 show

s, in

this case the stru
ctu

re w
ith the D

P
 in sp

ecIP
 p

osition case-assigned
 by the E

C
M

 verb

and
 w

ith no case-feature on the auxiliary, in (k) below
, w

ins over cand
id

ate (e), the best

of the previously exam
ined

 cand
id

ates. In fact, even if case-assignm
ent by an E

C
M

 verb

w
ere op

tional and
 therefore (e) d

id
 not violate C

A
SEG

O
V

 by long d
istance case-

assignm
ent by the E

C
M

-verb, (e) w
ou

ld
 in any case violate F

U
LL-IN

T, w
hich (k)

satisfies, and
 thus (e) end

s up harm
onically bound

 by (k).

T
20. Infinitivals w

ith overt subjects as com
plem

ents of E
C

M
 verbs in E

nglish
.

<V
(x), x=N

, -,T
=com

pound
 non finite>

-T
/-A

A
G

R
C

.G
.

S
U

BJ
S

TA
Y

F.I.

e.    EC
M

-V
(acc)  [cp Pacc  [ D

Pk
 A

ux  [tk
  PP ]]]

*
(*!)

*
*!

k. ☞
 EC

M
-V

acc          [ip D
P

k A
ux [ tk    PP ]]

*
*

Sum
m

ing up, w
e have seen how

 the reranking of F
U

LL-IN
T below

 S
T

A
Y

 accounts for

the stru
ctu

re of E
nglish infinitivals w

ith overt su
bjects, w

hile still d
eriving the optim

al

status of E
C

M
 constructions.

T
he latter rem

arks conclud
e the d

erivation of infinitival constructions involving overt

n
om

in
als. W

e h
ave seen

 h
ow

 reran
kin

g of a fin
ite set of u

n
iversal con

strain
ts

ind
epend

ently m
otivated

 by the previous analyses accounts for the d
ifferences betw

een

Italian, P
ortu

gu
ese and

 E
nglish w

ith respect to infinitivals w
ith overt nom

inal su
bjects,

w
hile confirm

ing on ind
epend

ent ground
 m

any of the constraint rankings argued
 for in

the p
reviou

s chap
ters, as w

ell as in G
rim

shaw
 (1993, 1995), and

 in G
rim

shaw
 and

Sam
ek-L

od
ovici (1995a,b).

5.6. E
vid

en
ce again

st p
ro

exp
l

A
n accou

nt of case-assignm
ent to inverted

 su
bjects that has gained

 significant

attention in the lingu
istic literatu

re is the pro
expl -analysis, variants of w

hich have been

proposed
 in R

izzi (1982), C
hom

sky's (1982, 1986), Safir (1985) and
 B

urzio (1986) 8. H
ere I

8 In p
articu

lar, in R
izzi (1982) a p

ronom
inal Iº absorbing nom

inative case bind
s an em

p
ty category in

specIP and
 can transm

it its case to the low
er D

P. In C
hom

sky (1982, 1986), a C
H

A
IN

 links together proexpl
and

 the low
er D

P
. T

he case-assigned
 elem

ent of the C
H

A
IN

 is proexpl ; w
hich licenses the low

er D
P

throu
gh the C

H
A

IN
 relation. In B

u
rzio (1986), w

hich follow
s closely R

izzi's analysis, case-transm
ission
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w
ill refer to C

hom
sky's original pro

expl -analysis w
here the p

honetically nu
ll exp

letive

pro
expl form

s a chain w
ith the low

er su
bject. T

he pro
expl  elem

ent is assigned
 case in

specIP and
 then transm

its it to the low
er subject through the chain, as in (39) below

.

(39) pro
expl ,i  ha parlato G

iannii .
has spoken John.

   It is John w
ho spoke.

 
B

esid
es constitu

ting an alternative proposal to the one d
eveloped

 in this chapter, the

pro
expl -analysis d

eserves attention becau
se it constitu

tes the m
ain m

otivation for the

pro
expl  elem

ent, w
hose existence w

ou
ld

 call into qu
estion the violations of the S

U
BJEC

T

constraint relevant for the analysis of nu
ll su

bjects given in chap
ter 2 and

 3 (see for

exam
p

le section 2.3). In this section I w
ill therefore concentrate on the pro

expl -analysis,

consid
ering the evid

ence against it and
 show

ing how
 the sam

e p
roblem

s d
o not ap

p
ly

to the O
T

 analysis of su
bject inversion p

rop
osed

 in this d
issertation. T

he issu
e of how

these results extend
 to there-insertion structures is ad

d
ressed

 at the end
 of the section.

5.6.1. P
rob

lem
 1: U

n
exp

ected
 B

in
d

in
g Failu

res

A
ccord

ing to C
hom

sky (1986), the case m
arked

 position of a chain spanning over A
-

positions is also the chain head
, and

 therefore also the position d
eterm

ining the bind
ing

scop
e of the argu

m
ent rep

resented
 by the chain. T

herefore, w
e exp

ect pro
expl  to head

 a

pro
expl -chain and

 bind
 an anaphor in its scope. T

his pred
iction is not borne ou

t, calling

into question the existence of pro
expl .

C
onsid

er (40) below
. H

ere, the inverted
 su

bject nessuno 'anybod
y' lies w

ithin the

su
bord

inate clau
se, since it m

u
st be licensed

 u
nd

er c-com
m

and
 by the neg-m

arker non,

w
hich is also internal to the su

bord
inate clau

se. A
ccord

ing to the pro
expl  analysis, the

em
bed

d
ed

 su
bject is co-ind

exed
 w

ith a raising pro
expl , w

hich  is assigned
 case in the

m
atrix sp

ecIP
. T

he pro
expl  elem

ent shou
ld

 thu
s be able to bind

 the m
atrix anap

hor se

stesso (him
self). U

nexpected
ly, it d

oes not, and
 the sentence is ungram

m
atical.

follow
s from

 the chain-relation established
 betw

een the exp
letive and

 the low
er D

P
. In Safir (1985), Iº

assigns nom
inative case to a phonologically silent subject clitic. T

he clitic then transm
its case to the low

er
D

P
. Som

e ad
ju

stm
ents m

ay be necessary to ad
ap

t the follow
ing d

iscu
ssion to each theory. For exam

p
le,

for all theories w
here a nu

ll clitic p
lays the role of proexpl   (i.e. w

here the clitic, rather than the em
p

ty
category in sp

ecIP
, is resp

onsible for case-transm
ission), the d

iscu
ssion shou

ld
 be interp

reted
 as if

applying to the chain (clitic, D
P

) rather then to the chain (proexpl , D
P

).
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(40) *Sem
brava a se stesso non guad

agnare abbastanza nessuno.
 [IP pro

i,expl sem
brava [a se-stesso

i ] [IP  ti non guad
agnare abbastanza nessuno

i ].
 

   seem
ed

      to him
self 

      not     to-earn       enough       anybod
y.

N
obody seem

ed  to him
self to earn enough

In contrast, w
hen the su

bject is itself in the m
atrix su

bject p
osition it is able to bind

the anap
horic argu

m
ent, as show

n in (41) (the om
ission of the neg-m

arker in (41) is

necessary to keep
 the interp

retation invariant, since Italian negative p
olarity item

s d
o

not neg-concord
 w

ith a neg-m
arker in Iº w

hen occu
rring in sp

ecIP
 p

osition (Z
anu

ttini,

1991)).

(41) 
N

essuno sem
brava a se stesso guad

agnare abbastanza.
N

obod
y seem

ed
      to him

self 
 to-earn           enough.

N
obody seem

ed to him
self to earn enough.

N
otice that once the anap

hor is om
itted

 from
 sentence (40), w

e get a p
erfectly

gram
m

atical structure, as show
n in (42) below

. T
his confirm

s that the problem
 w

ith (40)

is ind
eed

 related
 to failure of anaphoric bind

ing on the part of the hypothetical pro
expl .

(42) Sem
brava [ non guad

agnare abbastanza nessuno].
[IP pro

i,expl sem
brava [IP ti non guad

agnare abbastanza nessuno
i ].

     
seem

ed
          

not    to-earn        enough        anybod
y.

N
obody seem

ed to earn enough.

T
o rescu

e the pro
expl -analysis, it cou

ld
 be claim

ed
 that pro

expl  is alw
ays incap

able of

bin
d

in
g, d

u
e to an

 in
trin

sic im
p

ossibility of bearin
g φ-featu

res and
, therefore,

referentiality, as proposed
 by B

urzio (1986). T
he pro

expl -chain w
ou

ld
 then be head

ed
 by

the low
er D

P
, w

ith the c-com
m

and
ing d

om
ain of the low

er D
P

 as its bind
ing scop

e,

thus d
eriving the ungram

m
aticality of (40).

T
here are tw

o strong reasons to d
oubt of the ad

equacy of this analysis. T
o begin w

ith,

it contrad
icts the tenet that traces left behind

 by N
P

-m
ovem

ent are anaphoric: how
 can

the raising pro
expl  su

ccessfu
lly bind

 its ow
n anaphoric trace in (42), if it cannot fu

nction

as a bind
er? M

oreover, it appears incom
patible w

ith the function played
 by pro

expl   w
ith

resp
ect to agreem

ent. A
s B

u
rzio (1986) and

 C
hom

sky (1982) note, the φ-featu
res of the

low
er D

P
 shou

ld
 be transm

itted
 to the pro

expl  in sp
ecIP

 p
osition, in ord

er to trigger
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agreem
ent w

ith Iº, w
hich in these analyses can occu

r only w
ith elem

ents in specIP
. B

u
t

w
e ju

st said
 that pro

expl  cannot bear φ
-featu

res. C
onsid

er (43) below
, w

here the m
atrix

verb agrees in num
ber w

ith the D
P

 in the subord
inate clause (its low

 position is proven

by the p
ossibility of being interp

reted
 w

ithin the scop
e of the neg-m

arker of the

subord
inate clause).

(43)
Q

uesta volta, sem
brano non aver votato m

olti elettori.
[Q

uesta volta] [ pro
i,expl sem

brano [ti non aver votato [m
olti elettori]i  ]].

     T
his tim

e,                        seem
-pl           not to-have voted

 m
any voters.

          T
his tim

e, few
 voters seem

 to have voted.

T
he pro

expl   elem
ent is su

bject to contrad
ictory requ

irem
ents, being u

nable to host

φ-featu
res and

 non-referential on one hand
, w

hile cap
able of encod

ing transm
itted

φ-features for the purpose of agreem
ent.

A
 second

 w
ay to rescue pro

expl is to consid
er w

hether the u
ngram

m
aticality of (40) is

caused
 by a syntactically od

d
 location of the anaphor. T

his is alread
y im

plausible, given

the gram
m

aticality of (41), w
here the anap

hor occu
rs in the sam

e stru
ctu

ral location.

M
oreover, an

y altern
ative p

lacem
en

t of th
e an

ap
h

or in
 (40) fails to p

rod
u

ce a

gram
m

atical sentence, as (44a)-(44c) show
.

(44a) *a se stesso
, sem

brava  [non guad
agnare abbastanza nessuno].

(44b) *sem
brava  a se stesso

 [non guad
agnare abbastanza nessuno].

(44c) *sem
brava [non guad

agnare abbastanza nessuno] a se stesso
.

T
h

e 
above 

d
iscu

ssion
 

calls 
stron

gly 
in

to 
qu

estion
 

th
e 

p
lau

sibility 
of 

th
e

pro
expl -analysis, w

hich fails on its ow
n p

rem
ises by p

red
icting as gram

m
atical the

severely u
ngram

m
atical sentence (40) above. A

s w
e saw

, any attem
p

t to refine the

analysis so that (40) w
ou

ld
 follow

 lead
s to contrad

ictions or u
ntenable assu

m
ptions. In

particular, stipulating that pro
expl cannot bind

 an overt anaphor m
akes it a m

ystery how

the sam
e pro

expl   can trigger agreem
ent w

ith Iº and
 how

 it can fu
nction as a raising D

P

bind
ing its ow

n traces.

T
he sam

e problem
s d

o not affect the O
T

 analysis d
eveloped

 in this d
issertation. Since

pro
expl   d

oes not exist, the u
ngram

m
aticality of (40) follow

s straightforw
ard

ly from
 the

fact that the m
atrix anap

hor lacks a c-com
m

and
ing bind

er in its clau
se. A

t the sam
e
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tim
e, the case and

 agreem
ent coind

exations relate d
irectly to the low

er D
P

 of (43), w
ith

no need
 of a m

ed
iating pro

expl   elem
ent; see for exam

p
le the analyses of inverted

subjects w
ith respect to agreem

ent in section 4.2 and
 4.4.1 in chapter 4, and

 w
ith respect

to case in this chapter, in section 5.3.2.

5.6.2. P
rob

lem
 2: U

n
exp

ected
 B

in
d

in
g N

on
-Failu

res

T
he form

er section u
ncovered

 the p
roblem

s cau
sed

 by pro
expl   in its cap

acity of

anap
horic-bind

er. A
 m

ore w
ell know

n bind
ing p

roblem
 is created

 by the coind
exing

betw
een pro

expl  and
 the low

er inverted
 su

bject, w
hich if left u

nqu
alified

 w
ou

ld
 violate

cond
ition C

 of B
ind

ing T
heory. T

his p
roblem

 is solved
 in d

ifferent w
ays by d

ifferent

au
thors, bu

t all solu
tions involve a revision of B

ind
ing T

heory. L
et m

e su
m

m
arize the

m
ajor proposals: R

izzi (1982) solves the problem
 by stating that any D

P getting its theta-

role by a bind
ing-elem

ent d
oes not violate cond

ition C
. C

hom
sky ad

op
ts bind

ing-

neu
tral su

p
erscrip

ting (C
hom

sky 1982:chap
5, also C

hom
sky and

 Jaeggli 1981). Safir

(1985) assu
m

es that ind
efinites escap

e cond
ition C

 at S-stru
ctu

re,  w
hile V

P
-ad

joined

d
efin

ites 
are 

allow
ed

 
to 

be 
con

tra-in
d

exed
 

an
d

 
th

erefore 
n

ot 
bou

n
d

 
by 

th
e

corresp
ond

ent case-transm
itting clitic. Finally, B

u
rzio (1986:chap

2.3) assu
m

es that

B
ind

ing T
heory hold

s true only for argum
ental bind

ers, and
 expletives d

o not qualify as

su
ch

, as seen
 in

 th
e p

reviou
s section

. B
u

rzio also p
rovid

es con
d

ition
s on

 case-

transm
ission, w

hich he assim
ilates to bind

ing relations by stating that bind
ing by non

-

argu
m

ental bind
ers (e.g. pro

expl ) m
u

st occu
r w

ithin the governing category of the

bindee.

T
he central p

roblem
 of all these analyses is that the pro

expl -analysis lead
s to a

qu
alification of B

ind
ing T

heory w
hich w

ou
ld

 otherw
ise be u

nnecessary. Fu
rtherm

ore,

all these characterizations of the pro
expl -analysis d

on't rescu
e it from

 the p
roblem

s

d
iscu

ssed
 in the p

reced
ing section. O

nce again, since the O
T

 analysis d
evelop

ed
 here

lacks a pro
expl  elem

ent, no com
parable violation of cond

ition C
 arises in connection w

ith

inverted
 subjects.

5.6.3. P
rob

lem
 3: C

rosslin
gu

istic In
ertia of p

ro
exp

l

T
he last argu

m
ent against the pro

expl -analysis, d
u

e to W
eerm

an (1989:212),  d
ispu

tes

the very existence of pro
expl  by noticing its incapability of participating in V

2 structures.

W
eerm

an notices how
 in Iceland

ic the sam
e hyp

othetical pro
expl  filling the su

bject

position of the su
bord

inate clau
se in (45) shou

ld
 also trigger V

2-m
ovem

ent into C
º in a
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sentence like (46), by m
oving into sp

ecC
P

 in m
atrix clau

ses. In contrast, (46) is

ungram
m

atical, w
hile overt expletives are gram

m
atical, as in (47).

(45)
... aδ  pro

expl  snjóar.
  

...that
 is-snow

ing.
...that it is snow

ing.

(46)
* pro

expl  snjóar.
    is-snow

ing.
It is snow

ing.

(47)
Φ

aδ snjóar.
     It    is-snow

ing.
It is snow

ing.

W
eerm

an notices that this failure on the part of pro
expl  is all the m

ore unexpected
 in a

langu
age like Iceland

ic, w
here "virtu

ally any su
bject, even su

bject-clitics, can be

p
rep

osed
 [into sp

ecC
P

]".  H
is conclu

sion, in line w
ith the argu

m
ents p

resented
 in this

section and
 the assu

m
ptions m

ad
e in this d

issertation, is that there is no pro
expl  in (45),

and
 that som

ething that d
oesn't exist cannot be preposed

.

N
otice that w

hile the d
ata in (45)-(47) are problem

atic for the pro
expl -analysis, they are

com
patible w

ith an O
T

 accou
nt. U

nd
er an O

T
 perspective, (45) follow

s from
 the higher

ranking of F
U

LL-IN
T over S

U
BJEC

T, w
hich m

akes p
lacing an overt exp

letive in sp
ecIP

p
osition a w

orse violation than leaving the p
osition u

nrealized
 (see section 2.2.3 in

chap
ter 2 for the corresp

ond
ent case in Italian). W

hy is then an overt exp
letive

obligatory in V
2 sentences? T

his requ
ires an O

T
 analysis of V

2 w
hich goes beyond

 the

goals of this w
ork, bu

t w
e cou

ld
 hypothesize the existence of a constraint V

2 requiring

m
atrix clauses to occur w

ith a C
P

 projection w
ith a filled

 specifier. V
2-languages w

ould

th
en

 be lan
gu

ages w
h

ere V
2 and

 O
BH

D
 are ran

ked
 h

igh
er th

an
 

S
TA

Y
, 

forcing

V
2-m

ovem
ent into C

º. A
ny V

2-langu
age ranking V

2 higher than F
U

LL-IN
T w

ou
ld

 also

require an overt expletive specC
P filler w

henever no other elem
ent is available, w

hich is

precisely the case of (47).
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5.6.4. S
u

m
m

ary

T
his section started

 by consid
ering the evid

ence against the existence of a pro
expl

elem
ent, becau

se su
ch an elem

ent calls into qu
estion the assu

m
p

tion that stru
ctu

res

w
ith nu

ll su
bjects lack a stru

ctu
ral realization of the su

bject p
osition, w

hich in tu
rn

u
nd

erlies an effective u
se of the S

U
BJEC

T constraint in the analyses of top
ic-referring

and
 focu

sed
 su

bjects d
eveloped

 in chapters 2 and
 3. T

he above d
iscu

ssion show
ed

 how

positing pro
expl  is problem

atic in relation to bind
ing theory, becau

se pro
expl  w

ou
ld

 have

to be at once "intrinsically non-referential" as to not qu
alify as a bind

er for coind
exed

anap
hors and

 referential su
bjects, bu

t also "su
fficiently referential" as to bind

 its ow
n

traces and
 to m

ed
iate case and

 agreem
ent w

ith coind
exed

 referential su
bjects. B

y

contrast, the above d
iscu

ssion show
ed

 how
 all these problem

s d
isappear as soon as no

pro
expl   elem

ent is posited
, w

ith the position occupied
 by pro

expl  analyzed
 as structurally

u
nrealized

, and
 case and

 agreem
ent d

irect coind
exed

 w
ith the relevant su

bject. T
he

d
iscu

ssion thu
s strengthened

 the hyp
othesis that nu

ll su
bjects have no stru

ctu
ral

realization.

A
 second

 resu
lt of the above d

iscu
ssion concerns the gram

m
atical statu

s of chains

connecting overt expletive and
 referential subjects, such as the one in (48) below

.

(48) T
here

i  seem
ed  ti  to be [three m

en]i  in the gard
en.

W
ith resp

ect to bind
ing, these chains su

ffer from
 the sam

e p
roblem

s ju
st exam

ined
 in

connection w
ith pro

expl -chains, as show
n by the contrast betw

een (49) and
 (50), parallel

to that betw
een (40) and

 (41) above.

(49) *T
here seem

ed
 to each other to be tw

o m
en in the gard

en (at the sam
e tim

e).

(50)   T
w

o m
en seem

ed
 to each other to be in the gard

en (at the sam
e tim

e).

It w
ou

ld
 thu

s be d
esirable to achieve an analysis of case and

 agreem
ent in (48) w

ith no

reference to an exp
letive-D

P
 chain, even m

ore so now
 that w

e know
 that no su

ch

assu
m

p
tion is need

ed
 to accou

nt for inversion in nu
ll su

bject langu
ages. T

he O
T

analysis p
resented

 here achieves this goal in relation to agreem
ent, w

hich d
irectly

targets the low
er su

bject, w
ith no need

 to transm
it any agreem

ent featu
re (section 4.4.3

on chapter 4). H
ow

ever, it still allow
s for the equivalent of case-transm

ission in relation

to case, since the expletive is assum
ed

 to be case-licensed
 through its coind

exation w
ith
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the low
er su

bject, w
hich is the item

 d
irectly targeted

 by the case-coind
exation (section

5.2). A
 p

ossible im
p

rovem
ent in this d

irection w
ou

ld
 be to m

ake the now
 inviolable

case-filter a violable constraint like all others. Sentence (48) w
ou

ld
 then be a stru

ctu
re

w
here the need

 to satisfy the higher ranked
 constraint S

U
BJEC

T lead
s to the insertion of

an expletive, w
hich besid

es violating F
U

LL-IN
T also violates the constraint C

A
SE-F

ILT
ER.

I leave this suggestion open to further research.

5.7. C
on

clu
sion

s

T
he analysis of abstract case-assignm

ent d
evelop

ed
 in this chap

ter confirm
ed

 and

extend
ed

 m
any of the general resu

lts of the p
reviou

s chap
ters, all related

 to the O
T

perspective on syntax at the core of this w
ork.

T
o begin w

ith, u
sing constraint-violability, it w

as p
ossible to form

u
late a u

nified

theory of abstract case-assignm
ent, shifting the bu

rd
en of lingu

istic variation to the

interaction betw
een gram

m
atical com

p
onents, w

hich is governed
 by the general

abstract principles of constraint interaction (P
rince &

 Sm
olensky 1993). T

his is a kind
 of

interaction that is not available if gram
m

atical requ
irem

ents are inviolable. It is for this

reason
 th

at m
an

y an
alyses of th

e P
rin

cip
les an

d
 P

aram
eters trad

ition
 h

ave to

incorp
orate the theoretical d

evices resp
onsible for lingu

istic variation insid
e sp

ecific

com
p

onents of gram
m

ar rather than ou
tsid

e it (cf. p
aram

etric case-assignm
ent in

K
oopm

an &
 Sportiche 1991, C

hung &
 M

cC
loskey 1987, M

cC
loskey 1991, and

 Fassi Fehri

1993, or structure specific case-assignm
ent in R

izzi 1982).

Second
, as in the O

T
 analyses of previous chapters w

e saw
 how

 the sam
e constraints

resp
onsible for lingu

istic variation w
ithin a sp

ecific langu
age also d

eterm
ine variation

across langu
ages, favoring a theory w

here lingu
istic requ

irem
ents are u

niversal and

lingu
istic variation follow

s from
 their interaction, rather than from

 p
aram

eter w
hose

valu
es are valid

 only w
ithin sp

ecific langu
age grou

p
s.  In p

articu
lar, w

e saw
 how

 the

interaction betw
een C

A
SEG

O
V

, A
G

R
, -T

/-A
G

R, S
U

B
JE

C
T, S

T
A

Y
, F

U
LL-IN

T, ju
st to

m
ention som

e of the m
ost relevant constraints, d

eterm
ines the stru

ctu
ral parad

igm
s of

d
eclaratives, d

eclaratives w
ith

 in
verted

 su
bjects, au

x-to-com
p

 in
fin

itivals an
d

su
bju

nctives in Italian. Sim
p

le rerankings of the sam
e constraints d

eterm
ines sp

ecV
P

su
bjects in Stand

ard
 A

rabic d
eclaratives, case-related

 exp
letives in Stand

ard
 A

rabic
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subord
inate clauses introd

uced
 by ?anna, as w

ell as the d
istinct parad

igm
s of infinitival

constructions w
ith overt subjects found

 in Italian, Portuguese and
 E

nglish.

T
he above analyses also contribu

ted
 to ou

r u
nd

erstand
ing of the syntax of su

bjects,

w
hich tu

rns ou
t to be affected

 by a variety of U
G

 constraints. in particu
lar, the ranking

of C
A

SEG
O

V
 and

 A
G

R
 d

eterm
ines w

hether the canonical su
bject of a d

eclarative w
ill

rem
ain in sp

ecV
P

 and
 follow

 the verb or raise into sp
ecIP

 and
 p

reced
e it. A

t the sam
e

tim
e, the relative ranking of C

A
SEG

O
V

, A
G

R
, -T

/-A
G

R
 and

 F
U

LL-IN
T d

eterm
ines

w
hether overt su

bjects of infinitival constru
ctions are assigned

 case u
nd

er p
rop

er

governm
ent by a raised

 au
xiliary, as in Italian, by an exp

letive p
rep

osition, as in

E
nglish, or und

er a spec-head
 relation by an agreeing Iº as in Portuguese.

Finally, w
e saw

 that exp
letive elem

ents can be requ
ired

 for case reasons, either to

absorb a d
ischarged

 case u
nd

er the ap
p

rop
riate configu

ration, as in Stand
ard

 A
rabic

?anna-su
bord

in
ates, or fu

n
ction

in
g as case-assign

ers to p
rovid

e case u
n

d
er th

e

appropriate configuration, as in the analysis of the preposition for in E
nglish infinitivals.

T
hese analyses confirm

 the extension of the notion of expletive to any u
ninterp

reted

ep
enthetic elem

ent inserted
 only to satisfy a lingu

istic constraint ranked
 higher than

F
U

LL-IN
T (G

rim
shaw

 1993, 1995, G
rim

shaw
 and

 Sam
ek-L

od
ovici 1995). T

he array of

expletive elem
ents is as varied

 as the constraints that m
ay conflict w

ith F
U

LL-IN
T. T

his

is p
articu

larly visible in E
nglish, w

here F
U

LL-IN
T is ranked

 low
 in the hierarchy, as

sh
ow

n
 in

 section
 5.5. C

on
sequ

en
tly, w

e fin
d

 a variety of exp
letive elem

en
ts.

P
rep

ositional exp
letives inserted

 to satisfy C
A

SEG
O

V
, su

ch as the p
rep

osition for in

infinitival constru
ctions (section 5.5) and

 of in nom
inal phrases (B

risson 1994), nom
inal

exp
letives satisfying S

U
B

JE
C

T, as E
nglish it (section

 2.2.3), an
d

 verbal exp
letives

satisfying O
BH

D
, such as do  (G

rim
shaw

 1993, 1995).
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6. D
iscu

ssion

T
he hypothesis at the core of this d

issertation is that d
eriving crosslinguistic variation

from
 the interaction of violable conflicting constraints throu

gh an O
T

 ap
p

roach to

syntax w
ould

 ad
d

 to the d
ed

uctive structure of linguistic explanations and
 sim

plify the

analysis of specific syntactic m
od

ules.

T
he O

T
 analysis of the syntax of su

bjects m
et these exp

ectations. T
he interaction

betw
een a sm

all set of u
niversal constraints w

as show
n to d

eterm
ine m

ajor asp
ects of

the langu
age-internal and

 crosslingu
istic d

istribu
tion of (i) nu

ll su
bjects, (ii) focu

sed

su
bject, (iii) canonical su

bjects, and
 (iv) expletives. In particu

lar, the analysis accou
nted

for and
 related

 together a variety of syntactic p
arad

igm
s both langu

age-internally and

crosslin
gu

istically, in
volvin

g su
bjects in

 d
istin

ct p
osition

s, u
n

d
er d

istin
ct case-

assignm
ent configu

rations, in finite and
 non finite clau

ses, and
 associated

 or not

associated
 w

ith agreem
ent.

In line w
ith the above hyp

othesis, the analysis also led
 to a u

nified
 theory of case-

assignm
ent encod

ed
 in the u

niversal constraint C
A

SEG
O

V
. It also brou

ght forth a new

accou
nt of nu

ll su
bjecthood

 and
 su

bject inversion, elim
inating the need

 for a lexically

based
 p

rod
rop

 p
aram

eter. M
oreover, it p

rovid
ed

 a new
 p

ersp
ective on syntactic

variation
 w

ith
in

 an
d

 across lan
gu

ages, on
 lan

gu
age u

n
iversals, an

d
 on

 lexical

inventories. T
hese issues are d

iscussed
 in the follow

ing sections, w
hich w

ill also includ
e

a lim
ited

 com
p

arison betw
een O

T
 and

 the P
rincip

les and
 P

aram
eters and

 M
inim

alist

fram
ew

orks.

T
his w

ork also d
eveloped

 a m
ore d

etailed
 and

 com
plete optim

ality theoretic syntax,

bu
ilt on the insights offered

 by p
ioneering w

orks in this area, su
ch as L

egend
re,

R
aym

ond
 &

 Sm
olensky (1993), G

rim
shaw

 (1993, 1995), G
rim

shaw
 &

 Sam
ek-L

od
ovici

(1995a,b), Sp
eas (1994), B

risson
 (1994), L

egen
d

re, W
ilson

, Sm
olen

sky, H
om

er &

R
aym

ond
 (1995), Sells, R

ickford
 and

 W
asow

 (1995), M
üller (1995), B

abko-M
alaya (1995),

B
akovic (1995), Ferguson (1995), K

urafuji (1995).

6.1. N
u

ll S
u

b
jecth

ood
 an

d
 S

u
b

ject In
version

T
he O

T
 analysis of null and

 inverted
 subjects presented

 in this w
ok w

as triggered
 by

an em
p

irical investigation of the role of top
ichood

 and
 stru

ctu
ral contrastive focu

s. In

particular, null subjects w
ere show

n to be required
 w

henever the subject anteced
ent has
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top

ic statu
s. T

his requ
irem

ent joins and
 refines p

reviou
s find

ings in C
alabrese (1982,

1985, 1990), D
i E

u
genio (1990, 1995), C

ard
inaletti and

 Starke (1994), and
 M

ontalbetti

(1984). M
oreover, the d

ata from
 Italian, G

reek, H
ebrew

 and
 C

hinese su
ggest that this

d
epend

ence hold
s crosslinguistically.

Sim
ilarly, a substantial class of instances of subject inversion in Italian w

ere show
n to

be cases of stru
ctu

ral focu
s, follow

in
g from

 a gen
eral syn

tactic requ
irem

en
t on

contrastively focu
sed

 constitu
ents. T

his resu
lt, too, joins a nu

m
ber of stu

d
ies tying

constituents in specific syntactic positions to a focused
 interpretation. For R

om
ance, see

for exam
p

le A
ntinu

cci and
 C

inqu
e (1977), C

alabrese (1982, 1985, 1990), B
onet (1990),

B
elletti (1988), B

elletti and
 Shlonsky (1994), Saccon (1993), Sam

ek-L
od

ovici (1993, 1994,

1995). O
u

tsid
e R

om
ance, see K

iss (1981,1987,1990), H
orvath (1986), B

rod
y (1990), O

rtiz

d
e U

rbina, (1989), T
u

ller (1992), T
horne (1994), A

boh (1995), D
iesing (1992), C

u
licover

(1986), Shlonsky (1987), R
ochem

ont (1986), R
ochem

ont and
 C

u
licover (1989),  B

resnan

(1993), L
evin and

 R
appaport (1995).

T
hese resu

lts show
ed

 that nu
ll and

 inverted
 su

bjects are not in free variation w
ith

their overt p
reverbal cou

nterp
arts, and

 therefore that the notion of nu
ll su

bjects as

optional and
 the related

 notion of free inversion
 are m

islead
ing generalizations.

C
ap

italizing on this observation, nu
ll su

bjecthood
 and

 su
bject inversion have been

analyzed
 as d

ictated
 by gram

m
ar, d

epend
ing on the interaction betw

een the constraints

D
R

O
PT

O
P

IC and
 A

L
IG

N
F

O
C

U
S w

ith the ind
epend

ently need
ed

 constraints S
U

B
JE

C
T and

P
A

R
SE. T

he d
etails of the analysis are in chapter 2 and

 3 (see also G
rim

shaw
 and

 Sam
ek-

L
od

ovici 1995a,b).

W
hat interests u

s here is that u
nd

er this analysis the constraint hierarchy of each

langu
age u

nivocally d
eterm

ines w
hat kind

 of su
bject —

nu
ll, overt or inverted

—
  is

op
tim

al in each given case. T
he analysis thu

s accou
nts for the p

rop
er d

istribu
tion of

each kind
 of su

bject in each langu
age. H

ence, the interaction of the above constraints

d
erives at once both the d

istribu
tion of nu

ll and
 inverted

 su
bjects w

ithin a langu
age

(e.g. the alternation betw
een overt and

 nu
ll su

bjects in Italian), as w
ell as their

crosslingu
istic d

istribu
tion (e.g. the contrast betw

een Italian and
 E

nglish on the

availability of null subjects).

A
s d

iscussed
 in section 2.3, the sam

e is not true for classical analyses of the Principles

and
 Param

eters approach, w
here the crosslinguistic d

istribution of null subjecthood
 and

su
bject inversion is exp

lained
 throu

gh the p
rod

rop
 p

aram
eter. Since no version of this

p
aram

eter can also accou
nt for the langu

age-internal d
istribu

tion of nu
ll and

 inverted
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su

bjects, this w
ou

ld
 have to be d

erived
 ind

ep
end

ently, by ap
p

ealing to the P
rincip

les

and
 Param

eters correspond
ents of D

R
O

PT
O

PIC
 and A

LIG
N

F
O

C
U

S, and
 therefore m

issing

the goal of a unified
 account for the language-internal and

 crosslinguistic d
istribution of

null and
 inverted

 subjects.

6.2. V
ariation

 w
ith

in
 a L

an
gu

age M
irrors V

ariation
 A

cross L
an

gu
ages

In O
T

, crosslingu
istic variation occu

rs w
hen tw

o conflicting constraints are reranked

relative to each other. T
his analysis m

akes an interesting p
red

iction: given tw
o

conflicting constraints C
1 and

 C
2, there are tw

o grou
p

s of langu
ages w

here C
1 w

ill be

satisfied
 and

 its effect visible. T
he first is constitu

ted
 of all those langu

ages w
here C

1

outranks C
2 (assum

ing of course that higher ranked
 constraints d

o not conflict w
ith C

1).

T
he second

 and
 less obvious group is constituted

 of languages w
ith the reverse ranking

C
2>

>
C

1: in these languages C
1 has a chance to be satisfied

 w
henever the higher ranked

constraint C
2 is either vacu

ou
sly satisfied

 by all com
p

eting cand
id

ates, and
 therefore

not conflicting w
ith C

1, or it is violated
 by p

ressu
re of a higher constraint com

p
atible

w
ith the satisfaction of C

1. In m
ore intu

itive term
s, this m

eans that lingu
istic variations

across langu
ages and

 w
ithin a single langu

age m
irror each other, and

 are d
eterm

ined

by the satisfaction of the sam
e constraints.

T
his pred

iction w
as repeated

ly confirm
ed

 by the analyses in this d
issertation.

A
 p

articu
larly clear exam

p
le is given by the overt stru

ctu
ral realization of them

atic

su
bjects requ

ired
 by the constraint P

A
R

SE. A
s w

e saw
 in chap

ter 2, overt su
bjects are

obligatory in E
nglish, w

here P
A

R
SE ou

tranks D
R

O
PT

O
P

IC
. A

s exp
ected

, they are

obligatory also in Italian w
here the reverse ranking hold

s. H
ow

ever, in Italian they are

obligatory only w
hen D

R
O

PT
O

P
IC is vacuously satisfied

, i.e. only for subjects w
hich are

not top
ic-referring. T

he alternation betw
een nu

ll and
 overt su

bjects that w
e find

betw
een Italian and

 E
nglish and

 cau
sed

 by constraint reranking is thu
s also fou

nd

w
ithin Italian itself betw

een topic-referring and
 non topic-referring subjects.

O
ther cases exam

ined
 in this w

ork and
 illustrating this pred

iction are the follow
ing:

(i) A
s seen in chap

ter 3, in Italian A
L

IG
N

F
O

C
U

S is ranked
 higher than S

U
BJEC

T, and

therefore stru
ctu

ral focu
s in V

P
-ad

joined
 p

osition affects su
bjects and

 objects. E
nglish

has the reverse ranking, and
 therefore stru

ctu
ral focu

s can affect only objects of

transitive verbs, w
hich escap

e the S
U

B
JE

C
T requ

irem
ent, becau

se they are not op
tim

al
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fillers of the su

bject p
osition. 1 T

he sam
e alternation observed

 betw
een Italian and

E
nglish on focused

 subjects can thus be observed
 w

ithin E
nglish itself betw

een subjects

and
 objects.

(ii) T
he ranking of the focu

s constraints A
F

righ
t  and

 A
F

left , sp
ecifying op

p
osite

ad
ju

nction ed
ges, d

eterm
ines the crosslingu

istic alternation op
p

osing langu
ages w

ith

rightw
ard

 stru
ctu

ral focu
s, su

ch as Italian, to langu
ages w

ith leftw
ard

 stru
ctu

ral focu
s,

su
ch as K

anaku
ru

 and
 other C

had
ic langu

ages. H
ow

ever, as section 3.3 show
ed

, the

sam
e alternation occurs w

ithin K
anakuru itself: w

henever A
F

left  is violated
 on pressure

of higher constraints, the satisfaction of the low
er constraint A

F
right  becom

es possible

and
 rightw

ard
 focusing is attested

.

(iii) A
s seen in chap

ter 5, the ranking betw
een C

A
SEG

O
V

 and
 A

G
R

 and
 S

U
BJEC

T

d
eterm

ines crosslinguistic variation in the position of the nom
inative case-assigner w

ith

respect to the position of the subject. W
hen C

A
SEG

O
V

 is ranked
 highest, as it possibly is

in Stand
ard

 A
rabic, the su

bject is c-com
m

and
ed

 by its case-assigner, bu
t w

hen A
G

R
 is

highest, as in Italian, the su
bject c-com

m
and

s the case-assigner. H
ow

ever, even in

Italian w
e find

 cases w
here the subject is c-com

m
and

ed
 by its case-assigner. T

his occurs

in geru
nd

ives and
 infinitivals w

ith overt su
bjects, w

here A
G

R
 is violated

 on p
ressu

re

from
 the higher constraint -T

/-A
G

R, giving C
A

SEG
O

V
 a chance to be satisfied

.

T
he typological pred

iction just exam
ined

 relating together linguistic variation on the

crosslingu
istic and

 langu
age-internal d

im
ensions, is not available in the P

rinciples and

P
aram

eters m
od

el, w
here crosslingu

istic variation is m
od

eled
 by u

sing p
aram

eters.

U
n

like O
T

 con
strain

ts, p
aram

eter valu
es are in

h
eren

tly n
on

 u
n

iversal, sin
ce by

d
efinition they hold

 for som
e languages and

 not for others. A
 param

eter thus pred
icts a

p
artition betw

een langu
ages w

ith the valu
e X

 and
 langu

ages w
ith the valu

e Y
.

H
ow

ever, X
 and

 Y
 need

 not be related
 w

ith each other, and
 therefore the p

red
iction

1 T
he su

bop
tim

al statu
s of objects as fillers of the su

bject p
osition in transitive verbs follow

s from
 the

higher rank of A
G

R
  vs. C

A
SEG

O
V

, as show
n in the d

erivation below
. T

he analogous d
erivation for Italian

is d
iscussed

 in section 5.3.3.

T
1. T

ransitive d
eclaratives: A

G
R

 >> C
A

SEG
O

V
<see(x,y),(x=John,y=B

ill),--,T
=pres.perf.>

A
G

R
C

.G
.

S
U

BJ
S

TA
Y

a. ☞
[John

nom
,k  h

as   [tk  seen Billacc ]]
*

*
b. 

[ Billacc,k      has  [John
nom

 seen tk  ]]
*!

*
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intrinsic to the O

T
 analysis ju

st exam
ined

 d
oes not follow

 as inevitably from
 the

Principles and
 Param

eters approach.

6.3. L
an

gu
age U

n
iversals

If on one hand
 langu

age variation is d
ecom

p
osed

 in its u
niversal com

p
onents

throu
gh constraint-reranking, on the other hand

 O
T

 is geared
 to p

red
ict lingu

istic

universals in all areas w
here U

G
 constraints d

o not conflict.

For exam
p

le, th
e an

alysis p
rop

osed
 in

 th
is d

issertation
 p

red
icts th

at on
 a

crosslingu
istic perspective the set of syntactic stru

ctu
res involving canonical su

bjects is

a su
bset of that involving non canonical su

bjects. T
he reason is that canonical su

bjects

vacu
ou

sly satisfy the constraints targeting focu
sed

 or top
ic-referring constitu

ents su
ch

as D
R

O
PT

O
PIC

 and
 A

L
IG

N
F

O
C

U
S. T

herefore, their syntax is d
eterm

ined
 by a sm

aller set

of constraints, w
hich in tu

rn red
u

ces the d
egree of syntactic variation d

eterm
ined

throu
gh constraint reranking. Ind

eed
, w

e saw
 in the p

reviou
s chap

ters how
 syntactic

variation on canonical su
bjects is restricted

 to their occu
rring in sp

ecV
P

 or in sp
ecIP

d
ep

end
ing on the ranking of S

U
B

JE
C

T and
 A

G
R

 relative to C
A

SEG
O

V
 or S

TA
Y

. In

contrast, non canonical su
bjects can occu

r in the above p
ositions, bu

t can also be left

u
nrealized

, as w
ith Italian top

ic-referring su
bjects, or forced

 into sp
ecific p

ositions, as

focused
 subjects in Italian.

L
angu

age u
niversals m

ay also arise from
 the langu

age p
artition d

eterm
ined

 by the

p
ossible rankings of a set of constraints. T

his w
as the case w

ith the agreem
ent

constraints, w
hose possible rankings exclu

d
ed

 the case of a langu
age w

here agreem
ent

u
n

d
er c-com

m
an

d
 is p

ossible w
h

ile sp
ec-h

ead
 agreem

en
t is n

ot p
ossible, th

u
s

accounting for the im
plication exam

ined
 in chapter 4 that agreem

ent und
er c-com

m
and

alw
ays im

plies spec-head
 agreem

ent.

O
ther u

niversals arise from
 the id

entification of langu
age gram

m
ars w

ith constraint

hierarchies, and
 from

 the corollary that constraint hierarchies are invariant across the

d
istinct syntactic stru

ctu
res of a langu

age. It is this requ
irem

ent that u
nd

erlies the

pred
iction of the langu

age u
niversal banning overt expletives in nu

ll su
bject langu

ages

exam
ined

 in section 2.2.4. In fact, nu
ll su

bjects are p
ossible only if F

U
LL-IN

T is ranked

above S
U

B
JE

C
T, else the su

bject p
osition w

ou
ld

 be realized
 by an exp

letive. B
u

t, once

this ranking is established
, it m

u
st hold

 throu
ghou

t the syntactic stru
ctu

res of the

language, thus d
isallow

ing overt expletives also in prototypical expletive contexts, such

as those involving raising verbs.
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A
 final bu

t im
portant kind

 of u
niversal follow

ing from
 the O

T
 analysis concerns the

lexicon. A
s pointed

 ou
t by P

rince and
 Sm

olensky's analysis of phonological inventories

(1993), in p
rincip

le the O
T

 ap
p

roach m
akes it p

ossible to d
erive by w

ay of gram
m

ar

w
hat often ap

p
ears as a langu

age sp
ecific lexical inventory. If this hyp

othesis w
ere

correct, the lexicon could
 turn out to be a language invariant com

ponent of U
G

 (except,

of cou
rse, for p

honological sp
ecifications). T

his d
issertation takes som

e step
s in this

d
irection. For exam

p
le, the availability of nu

ll su
bjects is d

erived
 from

 the interaction

betw
een D

R
O

PT
O

P
IC

 and
 the other constraints of U

G
, and

 thu
s need

 not assu
m

e the

availability of a [+
p

ronom
inal] inflectional head

 Iº  sp
ecific only to nu

ll su
bject

languages.

A
n

oth
er exam

p
le in

volves th
e d

istribu
tion

 of exp
letives. A

lon
g th

e lin
es of

G
rim

shaw
's analysis of do-su

p
p

ort (1993, 1995), the d
istinct d

istribu
tions of exp

letive

elem
ents in Italian, E

nglish and
 Stand

ard
 A

rabic w
ere all show

n to be d
eterm

ined
 by

gram
m

ar (chap
ter 2 and

 3; see also G
rim

shaw
 and

 Sam
ek-L

od
ovici 1995b). T

he

im
pression that languages d

iffer in their expletive inventories occurs because gram
m

ars

select d
istinct op

tim
al stru

ctu
res, som

e w
ith and

 som
e w

ithou
t exp

letive elem
ents.

N
evertheless, the p

ronom
inal inventory su

p
p

lying the exp
letive elem

ents is actu
ally

invariant across the three langu
ages. A

 sim
ilar analysis u

nd
erlies the analysis of

agreem
ent in chapter 4, w

ith agreem
ent features freely supplied

 by G
E

N
, but w

ith their

availability on syntactic structures governed
 by gram

m
ar through the interaction of the

agreem
ent constraints.

6.4. C
on

strain
t V

iolab
ility an

d
 R

an
k

in
g in

 M
in

im
alism

A
 fu

ll com
p

arison betw
een the M

inim
alist P

rogram
 (C

hom
sky 1995, 1993) and

 O
T

goes beyond
 the goals of this w

ork. T
he m

ore lim
ited

 goal of this section is to facilitate

su
ch com

p
arison by id

entifying som
e p

oints of convergence and
 d

ivergence betw
een

the tw
o form

alism
s. In p

articu
lar, I w

ill show
 how

 the notions of constraint violability

and
 constraint hierarchy, at the core of the O

T
 fram

ew
ork, p

lay an im
p

ortant role also

in the M
inim

alism
 fram

ew
ork.

T
he best w

ay to show
 this is to look at M

inim
alism

 throu
gh O

T
 glasses, a possibility

granted
 by the shared

 transd
erivational natu

re of both system
s. C

onsid
er the econom

y

principle Last R
esort, w

hich states that "a step in the d
erivation is legitim

ate only if it is
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n

ecessary to con
vergen

ce" (C
h

om
sky 1993:32). A

n
 im

p
ortan

t ap
p

lication
 of th

is

principle concerns m
ovem

ent. M
ovem

ent is costly, and
 Last R

esort ensures that it cannot

occu
r freely. H

ow
ever, if it is n

ecessary to featu
re ch

eckin
g, an

d
 th

erefore to

convergence, it can occu
r nevertheless. T

his is equ
ivalent to saying that a requ

irem
ent

against m
ovem

ent is violated
 in ord

er to satisfy the requ
irem

ent on featu
re checking.

L
ike O

T
, M

inim
alism

 thu
s u

ses the notion that a syntactic requ
irem

ent can be violated

in ord
er to satisfy other higher-ord

ered
 syntactic requirem

ents.

In O
T

 term
s, this insight can be form

alized
 by stating that the constraint against

m
ovem

ent S
TA

Y
 is ranked

 low
er than the constraint on convergence Featu

re C
hecking.

C
onsid

er for exam
p

le the three d
erivations in the first colu

m
n of the tableau

 below
: in

(a) the subject m
oves from

 specV
P

 into specIP
 to check its case and

 agreem
ent features,

in (b) the su
bject rem

ains in specV
P

, and
 in (c) it m

oves into specIP
 and

 beyond
. W

hen

m
ore m

ovem
ent than is necessary for convergence occu

rs, as in (c), the d
erivation is

exclu
d

ed
 by the p

resence of the m
ore econom

ical d
erivation in (a), w

hich has one less

S
TA

Y
 violation. W

hen too little m
ovem

ent occurs, as in (b), the higher Feature C
hecking

constraint is violated
, and

 the d
erivation is once again exclu

d
ed

 by the existence of

d
erivation (a), w

hich constitu
tes a m

ore econom
ical d

erivation becau
se it satisfies the

higher ranked
 Feature C

hecking constraint.

T
1. M

ovem
ent in M

inim
alism

: Feature C
hecking >> S

T
A

Y

<V
(x),x=N

,--,T
=pres.perf.>

Feature C
hecking

S
TA

Y

a. ☞
 

[IP D
P

i A
ux  [V

P   ti     V
 ]]

*

b.
  

[IP  --   A
ux  [V

P  D
P i  V

 ]]
*!

c. 
D

P i  
[IP  ti    A

ux  [V
P    ti      V

 ]]
* ! *

A
n interesting asp

ect of the O
T

 form
alization in T

1 is that the u
ngram

m
atical statu

s

of the stru
ctu

res in (b) and
 (c) follow

s from
 the sam

e cau
se: the existence of the less

costly optim
al d

erivation in (a). In M
inim

alism
, on the other hand

, only d
erivation (c) is

exclu
d

ed
 throu

gh Last R
esort on the basis of the existence of the m

ore econom
ical

d
erivation in (a). In fact, d

erivation (b) is u
ngram

m
atical only becau

se its u
nchecked

featu
res m

ake it a non convergent d
erivation. B

y m
aking the notions of constraint

violability and
 constraint-ranking exp

licit, the above O
T

 analysis thu
s d

erives in a

unified
 w

ay w
hat is now

 d
erived

 on separate ground
s in M

inim
alism

.
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T

h
e existen

ce w
ith

in
 M

in
im

alism
 of th

e n
otion

s of con
strain

t violability an
d

constraint ranking becom
es m

ore evid
ent w

hen econom
y p

rincip
les conflict w

ith each

other. O
ne su

ch case occu
rs w

hen econom
y of m

ovem
ent throu

gh Last R
esort coexists

w
ith C

ard
inaletti and

 Starke's econom
y of representation p

rincip
le (C

ard
inaletti and

Starke, 1994. See also section 2.3.2). A
s these au

thors notice, econom
y of representation is

in tension w
ith Last R

esort. In fact, stru
ctu

rally m
inim

al constitu
ents satisfy econom

y of

representation bu
t requ

ire m
u

ltip
le m

ovem
ent op

erations, against Last R
esort, w

hereas

stru
ctu

rally com
p

lex constitu
ents satisfy Last R

esort throu
gh m

inim
al m

ovem
ent, bu

t

violate econom
y of representation

. A
s C

ard
inaletti and

 Starke p
oint ou

t, ranking the

principles w
ith respect to each other w

ou
ld

 solve the problem
. In fact, this w

ou
ld

 seem

not only possible, but necessary, if w
e w

ish to keep the principles unchanged
 and

 apply

them
 at the sam

e gram
m

atical level. N
otice that this solu

tion is p
ossible p

recisely

because both principles alread
y incorporate in their d

efinition the notion that a syntactic

requirem
ent —

here the requirem
ent to avoid

 m
ovem

ent or that to avoid
 structure—

 can

be violated
 in ord

er to satisfy som
e higher ord

ered
 one. In other w

ord
s, it is the intrinsic

violability of the econom
y p

rincip
les of M

inim
alism

 that m
akes constraint ranking

conceivable even w
ithin M

inim
alism

.
C

ard
inaletti and

 Starke choose to avoid
 constraint ranking, and

 apply the principle
of econom

y of representation at a syntactic level prior to that of Last R
esort. In other w

ord
s,

they u
se serial ord

ering throu
gh syntactic levels to get the sam

e resu
lt that w

ou
ld

 be
attained

 by ranking Last R
esort low

er than econom
y of representation

. T
here are, how

ever,
tw

o open issues related
 to the serial ord

ering solution. T
he first is w

hether this solution
is general enough to solve any future case of conflicting econom

y principles, or w
hether

som
e conflicts w

ill inevitably require a solution in term
s of constraint ranking of the O

T
kind

. T
he second

 concerns the m
otivation und

erlying the serial ord
ering solution in this

particular case. T
here d

oes not appear to be ind
epend

ent evid
ence for preferring it over

the constraint ranking solu
tion. O

n the contrary, the constraint ranking solu
tion w

ou
ld

appeal to notions of constraint violability and
 constraint ranking that appear, as argued

above, to be alread
y part of the fram

ew
ork, even if not explicitly form

alized
 as such.

Finally, still looking at m
inim

alism
 throu

gh O
T

 glasses, w
e can also id

entify a clear
d

ifference betw
een the tw

o fram
ew

orks w
ith resp

ect to the availability of constraint
reran

kin
g. In

 O
T

, con
strain

t reran
kin

g d
eterm

in
es crosslin

gu
istic variation

.  In
M

inim
alism

, the hierarchy of gram
m

atical requ
irem

ents is fixed
 once and

 for all, and
the sou

rce of crosslingu
istic variation is rooted

 in the lexicon, in the langu
age sp

ecific
d

istinction betw
een item

s w
ith strong and

 item
s w

ith w
eak checking featu

res. I leave a
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d

etailed
 assessm

ent of the em
p

irical and
 theoretical consequ

ences of this d
ifference to

further research.
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A
p

p
en

d
ix A

T
he follow

ing is a sem
antic d

erivation for a sentence involving the focu
s sensitive

ad
verb on

ly. T
he d

erivation is based
 on a C

ressw
ellian intensional logic, w

here

intension is bu
ilt-in in the d

enotation of all logic constants. It also assu
m

es the tru
th-

cond
itional m

eaning of sentential only show
n below

 (see R
ooth 1985).

(1) λp [ ∀
q ( (q &

 C
(q)) => q=p ) ]  - type: <t,t>

T
he d

enotation of only is a function from
 propositions to truth-values, such that given

a proposition p, the fu
nction yield

s tru
e ju

st in case for any proposition q w
hich is tru

e

and
 is a m

em
ber of the focus d

enotation of the scope of only, it is true that proposition q

is equ
al to p

. In other w
ord

s, no p
rop

osition other than p
 can be u

nd
er consid

eration

and
 tru

e, w
here p

 is eventu
ally the p

rop
osition tru

th-cond
itionally d

enoted
 by the V

P

nod
e. T

he variable C
 in (1) is assigned

 to the focu
s d

enotation of the sister V
P

 nod
e. In

this w
ay, the focu

s d
enotation of the V

P
 nod

e is brou
ght to the foregrou

nd
 and

 affects

the entire truth-cond
itional m

eaning of the sentence (see R
ooth 1985, 1992 for a d

etailed

d
iscussion of the system

 and
 its form

alization).

D
erivation (4) d

erives the interp
retation of (2), for w

hich I assu
m

e the syntactic

structure in (3). T
he m

ain sim
plification concerns the subject V

P
-internal trace, w

hich is

not consid
ered

 in the sem
antic d

erivation. Its inclu
sion w

ou
ld

 not affect the d
erivation

in any relevant w
ay.

(2)
H

a soltanto cantato B
ill.

H
as.3s only sung B

ill.
It w

as only B
ill w

ho sang.
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(3) 

(4) N
od

e:
T

ruth-cond
itional d

enotation:
 Focus-d

enotation:
1. 

sing'
λP [P=sing']

2. 
bill

λx[x=x]
3.

sing'(bill)
λu[ ∃y [ u= sing'(y) ]]

4. (a) λp [ ∀
q (( q &

 C
(q)) => q=p ) ] ( sing'(bill));

      w
here C

=
λu[ ∃y [ u= sing'(y) ]]

(b) ∀
q (( q &

  λu[ ∃y [ u= sing'(y) ]](q)) => q=sing'(bill) )
(c) ∀

q (( q &
  ∃y [ q= sing'(y) ] ) => q=sing'(bill) )

5. 
∀

q (( q &
  ∃

y [ q=
 sing'(y) ]) =

>
 q=

sing'(bill) )

For any p
rop

osition q, if q is tru
e and

, for som
e ind

ivid
u

al y in the context q asserts

the singing of y, then q is the p
rop

osition sing'(bill), i.e. the p
rop

osition that B
ill sang.

N
otice that contrastive focu

s of the su
bject in focu

s p
osition is essential for a form

al

sem
antic d

erivation of the interpretation of (2).
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A
p

p
en

d
ix B

For the agreem
ent p

atterns of Italian, Stand
ard

 A
rabic and

 C
onegliano, see the

d
etailed

 d
escriptions in sections 4.1.

• M
oroccan A

rabic.

T
he follow

ing exam
p

les, from
 Fassi Fehri (1993), show

 that nu
m

ber agreem
ent is

ind
ep

end
ent of the su

bject p
osition in M

oroccan A
rabic. For p

erson and
 gend

er

agreem
ent, I rely on Fassi Fehri's analysis of M

oroccan A
rabic as a langu

age w
ith

unrestricted
 agreem

ent.

T
he exam

p
les in (1a) and

 (1b) show
 that p

lu
ral m

orp
hology is gram

m
atical w

ith

preverbal as w
ell as postverbal subjects. Sentence (1c) show

s further that lack of num
ber

agreem
ent causes ungram

m
aticality.

(1a)
L

-ulad
 ja-w

.
(1b) Ja-w

 l-ulad
.

(1c) *Ja l-ulad
.

T
he boys

cam
e-pl.

   C
am

e-pl the boys.
   

C
am

e the-boys.
T

he boys cam
e.

 T
he boys cam

e.

• French.

T
he follow

ing exam
ple show

s loss of num
ber agreem

ent w
ith inverted

 subjects.

(2)
Il 

arriverá 
tres hom

m
es.

cl.3s 
arrive-FU

T
-3s

three m
en.3pl.

T
here w

ill arrive three m
en.

• Fiorentino, T
rentino (B

rand
i and

 C
ord

in 1989).

Su
bject in specIP

 m
u

st occu
r w

ith an obligatory clitic expressing gend
er, person and

num
ber agreem

ent, in (3a).

(3a)
L

a M
aria la parla.

T
he.3Fs M

ary.3Fs cl.3Fs speaks.
M

ary speaks.
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T

he agreem
ent clitic is obligatorily m

issing w
hen the su

bject is in p
ostverbal V

P
-

ad
joined

 p
osition. C

om
p

are (3b) w
ith (3c). (T

he V
P

-ad
joined

 p
osition of p

ostverbal

su
bjects is p

rop
osed

 by B
rand

i and
 C

ord
in on the basis of the scop

e interactions that

they have w
ith sentential negation 1989:138, fn8).

(3b)
G

l'é venuto la M
aria

T
here is.3s com

e.3M
s te.3Fs M

ary.3Fs.
M

ary arrived.

(3c)
*L

'é venuta la M
aria.

 cl.3Fs is.3s com
e.3Fs T

he.3Fs M
ary.3Fs.

 M
ary arrived.

T
he loss in nu

m
ber and

 gend
er agreem

ent is p
articu

larly clear w
hen the inverted

su
bject is p

lu
ral and

 m
arked

 Fem
inine: only p

erson agreem
ent is m

aintained
 in (4a),

w
hile num

ber and
 gend

er agreem
ent is not possible, as show

n in (4b).

(4a)  G
l'é venuto d

elle ragazze.
T

here is.3s com
e.3M

s som
e.3Fpl girls.3Fpl.

T
here arrived som

e girls.

(4b) *L
e son venute d

elle ragazze.
cl.3Fpl are.3pl com

e.3Fpl som
e.3Fpl girls.3Fpl.

T
here arrived som

e girls.

T
he agreem

ent-pattern of T
rentino closely resem

bles that of Fiorentino, except for the

absence of the overt locative clitic gli in inversion stru
ctu

res. See B
rand

i and
 C

ord
in

(1989).

• C
onegliano (Saccon 1993).

L
oss of gend

er agreem
ent has alread

y been illu
strated

 in section 4.1. T
he follow

ing

exam
ple show

s loss of agreem
ent in num

ber.

(5) 
E

l a cam
iná m

ilioni d
e persone, in te sto' m

arciapié.
E

xpl.3M
s has.3s w

alked
 m

illions.M
pl of persons, on this sid

ew
alk.

T
here w

alked m
illions of people, on this sidew

alk.
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•
 Fassan, G

enoese, A
m

pezzan, R
om

agnol (H
aim

an and
 B

enincá 1992).

T
he follow

ing exam
p

les from
 H

aim
an and

 B
enincá (1992:193) show

 loss of gend
er

agreem
ent.

(6a) Fassan:
L

e 
venu 

la vivano.
H

e.M
s  is

com
e.M

s
the w

itch.Fs.
T

he w
itch has arrived.

(6b) G
enoese:

U
vene

a
K

atajning.
H

e.M
s

com
e.3s

the C
atherine.

C
atherine arrives.

(6c) A
m

pezzan: 
A

gnere
l

e
sta

ra sagra
inz el nosc paes.

Y
esterd

ay he.M
s

is been the feast.Fs
in the our county.

Y
esterday, there w

as a party in our county.

(6d
) R

om
agnol: 

E 
chenta

una turtureina.
H

e.M
s

sings
a turtled

ove.Fs.
A

 turtledove is singing.

• C
hinese (L

u, 1994).

P
ostverbal su

bjects in C
hinese are restricted

 to a few
 u

naccu
sative verbs and

existential sentences, w
here they d

o not d
isplay agreem

ent. T
he follow

ing exam
ples are

taken from
 L

u (1994).

(7)
Z

he xueqi 
lai 

le 
sange 

xin 
laoshi.

T
his sem

ester
com

e
A

SP
three-C

L
new

 teacher.
T

hree new
 teachers cam

e (to this school) this sem
ester.

(8)
N

abian
you

sange ren.
There

have
three m

an.
T

here are three m
en.
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