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Since this is obviously a case of subject orientation, the
facts are not exXpected. H. Sigurdhsson (p.<.) polpted out to me
that perhaps the problem is that sfg cannct be used because it
lacks a nomihative form. For all the other germanic languages we
have been implicitly ascuning that sig selv/sich selbst/ete. are
Nominative forms in the Anaphoric Copulative Constructions,. Then,
why iz Icelandic reluctant to use sig as Nominative?

I think there i= a notable difference between Icelandic and
Mainland Secandinavian, Engliaish or French: in the lattear, there

are some Nominative pronominals that ¢an only be used in Spec of

AGR peosition:?®

{75} a. He is sick
k. It is him/*he

c. Him/*he, hefs a liar

In these lanhguages, the so-called Nominative pronouns are
special forms confined to Spec of AGR. The forms usually taken
to be non-Nominative are, I assume, unimtarked. 5o let’s assume in
these languages, by extensian, even reflexive forms would he
uanmarked, and therefore <¢an be used as Nominative forms
unproblematically. We could say that in some languages having
urmarked forms is the unmarked case.

The situatipn i= guite different in Icelandic: Case
morphology is not confined to pronominals and it is guite rich.
Therefore, taking sig as Nominative would contradict the general
pattern, namely that OFs have ne neutral Case-forms. As for
German, which alsoc has Case morphology asross the board, we have
to assume that this lanquage does have neutral Case-forms (at
least for sich selbst). In fact, German Case-morphology 1s much

poorey than in icelandig, So, unlike in Icelandic, the German

* ¥ assume that Normative pressure concerning [((75).bh) is
forcing an ungrammatical construction.
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sich selbst element dons not distinguish between Nominative and

accusative:

(70} Germani;

a. Hans ist sich selbst nicht mehr
H. is SE  SELFw. not more

b. Hans =sag sich selbst
H. saw 3k SELF sz

Icelandic:

a. Jon er ekki lengur hann sjalfur
J. is not longer he SELF,..

d. Jon melddl sig sjalfan
J.  hurt SE SELF...

Therefore, the problematic case in Icelandic could be
asauned to be due to morphology: no Hominative or neutral form
peing available for sig, the Hominative form hapn has to be used
as a suppletion for zig.

Even if there are some problematic casas, T think that the
contrast showp in [61)3/(62) is significant encugh npot to

disregard the isgcue.

2.3.3. On the Statns of Binding Theory

We have proposed a definition of EBinding Domain which i=s
intended to cover two empirical phenomena (the [*anaphoric]
status of I-subjects and of <opulative predicates) that, as far
as I knowW, had not heen addressed in the literature thus far ang
wera pot even considered relevant for Binding Theory.

Binding Theory has often been copceived of as a means for

accounting for co-reference restrictions between DPs having
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independent B-roles:™ in the above proposal, however, I-
subjects do not have independent €=-rotes from their [possible)
preverhal antecedents or, in the cace of copulative clauses, the
post—copular element is not a veferring emntity (it is a
predicate). So they are not cases of co-reference in a reagsonakble
zsernse of the term.

Then, if the above approach 1is on the right track, it
strongly suggests that Binding Theory is a purely formal device
which klindly extends beyond the scope of co-reference,

A second iccue to he addressed concerns the empirical
compilaxity of Binding Theoretical facts: recent research an a
variety of languages has shown that Binding Theory is much more
complex than ezrly studles about English and similar languages
suggested {one has to face complexities as long distance binding,
subject (anti-jorientation, lagophoricity, ete. ). our
reformulation of Binding Theoty dees not say anything about these
izgues, and one might suspect it i3 tege naively tied to a
simplistic view of classical Binding Theory.

although I admit that a more comprehensive approach fto
Binding Theory is necessary, I think the pressnt proposal has
sgveral advantages:

- as we painted out, it is neutral w.r.t. the standard cases
of Binding Theory: the additional requirement of a Case-position
for A in the determinatign of the Binding Domain for A does not
affect cbjects or obligue Arguments, for it is 1mplicit in

standard accounts that for them the Case position is the position

Hosas for instance Reinhart & Reuland (1991} for such a
wiew,

** gee for instance Hestvik (1990) and Vikner (1985) for
Scandinavian, Everaert (192856) for Outch, Hoster & Eeuland {(1991)
for lopa distance anaphora.
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where they stand at S-structure. Clitics (especially in glitic
doubling structures} copld be a case where this iz not true, byt
I assume that clitics ihvelve head Chains and head Chains as such
are not subject to pinding Theory.

- it Seems to me that, in the field of anaphora, there are
two privileged, 'nore central?, wnmarked cases: these arc
subject-orianted apaphors and clause-bound anaphors. The binding—
theoretical account advanced above for I-subjects and anaphoric
copulative constructions clearly belongs to the fiald of subject-
sriented clause-pound anaphors.

- Tha definition of Binding Demain we proposed does not make
reference to accessihble SUBJECTS ovr to Complete Functionazl
Complexes (see Chomsky (1981)/(1%86-b)). Since any FC (including
CP) can be a Binding Domain, the traditional problem of exciuding

examples like:

{771 *=I think that myself am 5ick

is solved provided we can assume that ¢° is an appropriate

governor for this definltion.”™ I think that Accessible SUBJECT
is a tricky notionm, and that the notion of CFC cannct be used
once we assume the Internal Subject Hypothesis. We will discuss

this issge in the next chapkter in connection with PRO.

¥ chomsky s (1992) proposal of movement of the object to an
AGR-Obi speeifier dees not challenge this idea: an object will
be anaphoric w.r.t. the external Argument in a demaln where the
object has a case position, namely Spec of AGR-0L .

** p potential problem could be:

??They want very much for each other to be happy

If acceptable, CF does not count as a Binding pomaih.
Ferhaps the rather accepkable status of this sen;ence wauld kBe
due to the possibility for for each other to be interprated as
a benefactive controlling the infinitive.
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So, the present propoesal, although net intended to provide

any new insight into the stapndard cases of BT, seems to fit into
it without problems.

2.4. The Position of pro and Floating Quantifiers

In the abowve account, it is crucizl that pro is akle o
pocur ag an I-subject, contrary to the standard aszumption that
subject pro iz only licenced in the Spec of INFLAAGR. In the
prasent agcount, pro-drop is in some sense an epiphendmencn: the
I-zsuhject can be null in all languages: it will be pro in NSLg
and a null anaphor in non-HSL=s. Sc Taraldsen’= {1%80) original
idea that AGR morpholegical richness is the key to pro-drop is
hare expressed in some indirect way!: richness makes AGR® the AGR-
identifier and this leads, through Binding Thecry, to the
existence of a null prononinal as I-subject. Therefore, we cannot
assume that pro is licenced in Spec of AGH.

Rizzi has adduced two pieces of evidence 1n favor of the
preverbal position for pro (the argumentatieon is reproduced in

Roberts (193%) and Roberts [(13%1=-21)1. One of them is expressed
by the fellowing paradigm {(from Italian):

(78] a. Essendo stanco, Glannl & andato via.

Being tired G. iz gone away
‘Boing tired went away’

t. Essendo stance, & andato via,
Oeing tired i= gons away
fBeing tired, he went away'

2, ¥Ezssando stance, & andatoc via Gilanni.
Being tirod iz gone away G.

*Being tired, JOHW went away’

144



Rizzi’s argument, adapted in terminology, is as follows: the
gerund subject iz a PRO which has to he controlled by a preverbal
subject, which can m-eommand it. This is why the postverbal
subject in (78}.c), which cannot m-command the gerund, doe= not
licence the controlled PRO and the sentence is ungrammatical.
5inge koth the pre-verbal subject in (78).2) and the null subject

in (78).b) licence the gerund, the gonclusion is that pro is
preverbal.

Catalan (and Spaniz=h) behave in a similar way:™

(79} &. Estant tan cansat, en Joan 52 n'ha anat al 11it
Being so tired the J. S3I-off-has aone to-the bed
'Being so tired, Joan went off to bed!
. Estant tan cansat, Se n'ha anat al 1lit
Being so kired SI=off=-has gone to—-the bed
*peing so tired, he went off to hed”’
. *Fstant tan cansat, se n'ha anat =1 11it en Joan
Peing =¢ tired sI-off-has gone to-the ped the J.
fRaing so tired, J0AN went off to hed’

There are two main ¢hjections to Rizzifs account for the
facts. Firstly, if we adjoin the gerund to a supercordinate

sentence, we obtain the following paradigm:

¥ fpher ron-—finite sentences, such as temporal infinitives
in Catalan {and Spanish} (=ee Rlgau (1%5%2) for an analysis of
this construction), mahifest the =amne paradigm a= {79):
(i) A ltarribar, (en Joan} se’n va anar al 11it
At the-to~-come J./pro went off to bed
‘when Joan/he arrived, he went to bed”
{ii] *A l’arribar, se’n va anar al llit en Joan
At the-to-come went off to bed J.
Rigau convincingly argues that thesa inﬁinitiues do nok
involve PRO. If s0, the facts cannot be explalned as a problem
of control, as we Will see.
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{BO} a. EBEstant camsat, &5 milleor que en Joan se'‘h vagl
Paing tired is better that the J. Qoes away
b. Estant caznsat, s millor que se'n vagi
Being tired is better that goes away
. *Estant cansat, &5 nillar que se'n vagi en Joan

Being tired is better that goes away the J.

The examples in {80} are parallel in acceptability t¢ the
enes in [(79) except that the gerund is in a position where <-
command [(or m-cummand) by the preverbal subject &f the embedded
clause (s not posgible. Zo the ¢laim that c-/m=-gcommand s a
necegsary conditien to licence tha gerund PRO cannpt  be
maintainad. There must be some other accocunt for the fact that
the postverbal subject does not licence the gerund.

In order to presevve Rizzi’s analysis, one could assume that
controel takes place at some level where the gerund igc adjoined
to the embedded sentence, the surface structure in (40) beEing a
result of gerund raising. This level, however, cannct be DO-
structure, since at that level the subject of amar-se‘n 'go away'
does not np-command the gerwond anymore than the postverbal
cukject, on the assumption that go away iz an unaccusative verb
and its subject is an object at D-structure.

But independently of this prohlem, there are more basic
empirical problems for the control accounkt. If we replace the
gerund by a finite adjunct clause, the distribution of

acceptability does not wvary:'

* The paradigm in (31) has a correlate in Italian:

fi1] 4. Come era stance (Giannl) & andato via
As he-was tired ({G.) is gone away
k. *Come era stance &€ andato wvia Gianni

AS he-was tired iz gone away G.

Paradigm {80) alsc has an Italian correlate. However, since
gexunds are a2 little literary, dislocation of the gerund toc an
upper clause gives slightly awkward results;

fii} a. Essendo stanco & meglio che (Gianni) vada vis

Being tired is better that (G.) res away
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([Bl) a. Con que estava cansat, en Joan se n‘ha anat
As he-was tired the J. went away
v, Com gue estava cansat, =& n'ha anat
AS he-wazs tired went away
c. *Com gue estava gansat, se n'ha anat ep  Jgan

AS he-waz tired went away the T.

In {81) no controlled FRO is invalved, so the paradigm has
to be explained in an alternative way. I think the fact=s in all
the preceding <. examples, where the postverhal subject cannot
co—~refer witih the subjecst of the adjunct clause, can be accounted
for ag caszes of WCO. Since the post-verbal subject is interpreted
as Focus, and Fogus triggers WCD effects, as can be seap in {82)
fsee Chomsky (1931)), the post-verbal subject cannot be co-

referent with a pronoun it does nokt c~ (or D=)command:
{82) *His, mother loves JOHN,
In faet, in Catalan Rizzi’s paradigm has a correlate in

cases where we are not dealing with a subject, but g

dislocated/clitic object:™

b. *Essendo stanco & meglio che wvada wia Giannid
Being tired i= better that goes away G.
For paradigm (81) if we dislocate the adjunct clause to an
upper clause the acceptability results do not change in either
fatalan or Italian.

*» 1talian gerunds seem to be subject oriented, and se thisg
paradigm cannot probably be instantiated in Italian.
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{B3} a. FRC egtant malalt, a enr Joam, l‘anirem a wveygre

being  ill to the J. him-we’ll-go to see
*Since hets ill, we’ll visit JTean!
. FRZ estant malalt, ! anivem a vEUrs
being 1ill him-we’ll-go to =see

‘singe hefs ill, we’ll wisit him’
=. T*PRO estant malalt, anirem a wveure EN JOAN
being ill we'll-go to see the J.

r¥3ince ha's 1il1l, we'll wisit Joaw-

Eoth (B3).a) and {b.} cluster together as opposed to the
non-dislocated Feocus object, which triggers WOQ. The onRly
difference betwesen this paradigm and Rizzi’s paradigm is that the
abrject, as opposed to the postverbal subject, need ngt be Focus

{2 that (83).c) impraves if en Jean is not Focus.

S the paradigm adduced by Rizzi proves irrelevant for the
pesition of null subjectz: in (83).L) we could not claim there
is a preverbtal empty okiject c-commanding the gerunsi.

In fact there are cases where pre-verbal subjects have co-

reference restricticns which deo not cluster with null subjects.

Consider:

{£4} a. El cotxe dfen Joan,, ell {(mateix),, no el condueix
The car of-the J, ha [(SELF) not it-drives
ripan®s car, he himsglf never drivesf

bh. 7%El gotxe dfen Joan,, o el conduelx {-> progh
The cAar of-the J. not it-drives
rJcants car, he does not drive
c. Bl cotxe dfer  Joan,, no el condueix &l
The car of-tho J. not it-drives he

'*YoAanfs car is not driven by him himself*
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In (84) pro contrasts with overt subjscts, which pehava
alike. I think the explanation for that paradigm could be based
on the idea that {in some languages)} a null subject always
involves a tople, whether overt or not. If it is overt it can
appear in several places (it can adiecin in a3 highar cor lower
position, even in superordinate clauses). A topic cannot bind an
R-expres=ion. In a sSstrict sense, the dizlocated element mil
mateix in [84).a) does not c—command the other dislocated slement
cl cobtyxe dfen Joan containing the co-referaential E-expression [(an
Joan), because ell mateix appears to the right of the other left
adjoined element: the first branching node including the inner
adjunct will neot contain the Suter adjunct.

How suppose null teopics always have maximal scope. Then

(24).B) would be excluded for the same reason as:

{85) *Z1]l mateix;, el cotxe d'en Joam no el condueix
Hee SELF the car of-the J. not it-drives

‘2o does not drive Jpan's car’

where all mateix illleitly binds &n Joan. I leave the issue here.

The other empirical argument presented by Rizzl is based on

tha following paradigm:

(86) a. I saldatli s=sono andati tuttl via
The soldiers are gone all away
*The soldiers have all gone away”
b. Sono andati tutki via
Are gone all away
c. *Sonc andatl tutki wia 1 seldati

Are gone all away the soldiers
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The Floating Quantifier {tutti fall‘) can co-occur with bath
preverbal subjects and null subjects, but not with post-verbal
sulrjects. This would suggest, according to Rizzl, that null
subjects pattern with preverbal subjects. In more theoretical
terms, we could say that a FQ is licenced by being in the o-
gommand domain of a referential subject. This would ke the case
in {86).a) and even in (86).1) if we assume there is a preverbal
pro, but not in (86).c), where the refercntial subject is in
inverted position and only an axpletive pro appears in preverbal
position,

In fact, we can redefine the pattern in (88) by =aying that
F)= can appear in contexts where there is null I-sublect (pro in
this cacel: hoth (86).a) and (B6).h) would have, in our theeory,
a pro as I-subject; (88).¢), instead, would have I soldati as I-
subject.

In Chapter } we assumed that FQ= in languages like Catalan
cammot be the result of movement of the element they are adjoined
to at D-structure, for some of them do not form a possibis
constituent with this element. How we have 3 thecretical reason
for this fact: there iz no A-movenent of the I-subject in HSLs.

Putting these ideas together, we can assume that FQs in HSLs
are elements adjocined to pro. Then (86).a/.h) would have the

stiructure:
(87) (I soldatl,) sone apdati [pp tutti pro, ] via

[B6}l.c] is ungrammatical becau=ze theve is no pro I-subject
for the FQ to adiein to. In fact, if the guantifier addeins to

the I-subject, the result is:

(88} Sonc andati wia tuttl 1 soldati

Are gone awzay all the scldiers
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which, of course, is not a case of Quantifier Flouating.

This analysis, howevey, faces inportant preblems for the
present thcory. For a stark, FQs do have a freer distribution
than I-subjects: they can precede the complements of the verb
{whereas I-subjects in general follow the complemepnts in Italian
ot Catalan). In English overt I-subjects {(himself) and Fps (2l11)
aven have complementary distribution {(the former are VP-final and
the latter arc VE-initial].

Another problem is related to emphatic I-subjects: while
inverted subjects do not allow FO=, emphatic I-sukjects do allow
FQsz™

[89] Els nois s'han tet ftobs 21 11it slis [matelixcs)
The hoys SI-have made all the bed they {(5ELVES)
*The boys have all made their bed themselves!

1f we want to maintain that emphatic elements like &1ls
fmateixos) are I-subjects, then the above ¢laim that F’s in NSLs
are adjoined to a pro I-=subject cannct be true, if pro has to
occupy the I-subjact position too. In fact FQs seam to have a
freer distribution than I-subiect=s {they can precede the verbal
conplements}. On the other hand, as wWe pointed cut in Chapter 1,
FOs are likely to occupy derived positions, rather than the I-
subject position.

I canhot provide any clear sclution for the prohlem raiszed
by (89). 1 will only suggest two possible approaches. We have
seen abowe that a sentence having a null subject can be claimed
to ipvolwe z null topic, detectable in cases like (84).b). We
have also seen that the null topic is only present when there is
no overt topic: in (84).a}, the overt topic ell (mateix) prevents

a null topic from appearing. We said that null topics are

W In fact, s=omo speakers do not sasily accept these
constructions. See ahove for parallel facts with clitic doubling.
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licenced when there iz a null! subject. Suppose wWe assume that
mull topices are licenced whenever a preverbal {non-Facus-fronted)
subject is possible: if the preverbal subject appears {whersver
it is dislocated) it acts like a topic. If there is no preverbal
subject, then a null topic appears. Now the contexts allowing
preverbal subjects are, in our theory, either a null I-subject
or an emphatic I-subrject. Since these are the contexts allowing
preverbal subjects to appear, we can assune that these contexts
also trigger a nuil topie to be present if there is no preverbal
{overt) subject.

Now, we could assume that a FQ has to have an antecedent o-
comranding itv, and that the aptecedent cam ke g null topic. This
is only a wvwague approach. We leave the duestion open of how F(s
are generated and interpreted unsxplained. Scmething in the
theory has to guarantee that Fidg are clause-kound, which does not
follow from the licensing condition of being bound by & {poscibly
maximal scopel topic.

Notice that this approach ls close to Rizzifs contention
that there is a preverbal prd in his example (Bé).bl: we also
propose there is an enpty category. The diffearance is that the
enpty category is not in Spec of INFL {AGR)}, but rather has
maximal scope.

another solution could consist in adopting Rigau's (1988)
propesal about strong propouns in Romance languages. According
te her, emphatic I-subjects would be strong pronouns. Strong
pronouns, in her theory, are not in A-positions. Then, a pessible
account for {£9) would be:

- F3s are generated in A-position and, in coherence with our
approach, in HSLz they are adjoined to a pro.

- since emphatic strong pronoung are not in A-position, Fos
angd emphatic strong pronouns San cooCouT .

- PO=, oven if generated in A-position cans/mast move to =Some

higher position (which accounts for their freer distribution).
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- emphatic strong pronouns, even if not in A-—position, are
subjoct to Binding Theory, and therefore abide by  the
generalizatison about the [+anaphoric] status of I-subjects, even
if they are not I-subjects themselves.

The problen with emphatic (peewdo-)l-subjecte is similar to

the problem of pronominal clitic-doubling in Catalan or Spanish:

(90 E1 veig a ell
Him=I=-see to him

‘T =ee HIMA

Clitic doubling is also at the basis of Rigau’s glaim that
strong pronouns are not in A-positions. Clitic doubling pronouns,

like emphatic (pseudo-)I-subjects, can cooccur with a FQ:??

Context: I hand the new school books to Lhe parents of the small
children, bkut...

f91) els grans, ol= dono a lofts el llibre a ells (mateixos)
the older, them-hand-I to all the ook to them (SELFs)
‘the older ones, I hand the book to them all personally’.

In both [89) and {91) the (eonphatic) stroeng pronouns would
ke occupying a -B-pesition, thus leaving the object/I-subject
position free for the FQ {independently of whether the FQ then
moves to some higher position).

Sp we saen to draw back to the traditicnal assumption, which
we ocrucially challenged before, that emphatic anaphors and
pronominals are not in an A-position, without giving up the
crucial idea that these elements are subject to Binding Theory.
In fact, both ¢litic doubling =strong pronouns and emphatic

{pseudo-}I-subjects, even if hnot in a B-peosition, are nokt far

» gpeakers not readily accepting (89) do not accept (91)
gither.
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removed from it! their word order distribution iz fhearly the
same as, respectively, standard objects and inverted subdects,
and only more subtle evidence, such as their c¢o-occurrence with
Fg=, leads to reconsideration of the theory. Cne possibility is
that these elements are adjoined to their respective B-positions,

in a structur=s 1like {92):

92 I[m_1 {pe bro (FQY ] strong pronoun |

In (92):

- the pro would be licenced by the olitic (1if clities
licence a pro) or hy AGR® (in HSLsl, depending on whether the DP
iz in object peosition or in I-subject position,

- the strong proncun is an adjunct carrying emphasis. It is
subject to Lhe same BT constrainte ags the pro it is adjoined to.

- the FQ can be noved to some other position, provided it
is in the c~command scope of, respectively, AGR" or the clitic.'

This 1= a rather speculative and 1little explanatory
approach. I will abstract away from this digression in the

remainder of the thesis,.

2.5. On the Mature of AGR Reguirements

In section 1., we advanced several rules regquiring that AGR
must be coindexed with some PP or CFP Argumsnt, and on the one
hand AGR must have an aAGR-identifier which must provide the I-

subject with Case, on the other hand:

* Fronch gases like:
{i1 Il faut rout que je face
Tt needs averything(rg) that I do
*I hava to do everything”
apre atypical cases of long distance FQ. I ceannot say anything
ahout the issus.,
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(23] At D-s=tructure, AGR nust be coindexed with the nost
preminent non=(inhersently=-)]Case-marked DF or CP in its o=
command domain.

(94} a. AGR must have an AGR-identifiar.

¥ can be an AGRE-identifier iff X iz rich in phi-features
(rnumber and person).

0. AGR"/Spec of AGR is the AGR-identifier of AGR.

(95} ACR" can optionally assign Nominative Case to Spec of AGR hy
agreement of to some other position under government,

{(968) The I-svubject must receive Case from its AGR-identifier.

Within the framework of Principles and Parameters, the
obvious question 15 whether we should postulate any such spacific
rules at all. This theoretical framework should optimally consist
of principles and parameters of a very general and pervasive
nature, and rules affecting one single category as AGR looks at
odds with such a desideratum.

Twa considerations, however, gan be put forward in defense
of these rules. One is that, even if category specific, they are
not by any means language specific: they seem to hold in a
pervasive way across a good deal of languages. S0 they cannot be
considered mera ad hoc theeretical devices to account for highly
idicsyncratic facts. If not gemnuine principles of U8, they are
at least good candidates to be thegrens of the grammar,

I think the apove gset of rules can be interpreted ag a
specific case of a set of the general constraints that Chomsky
{19Bé-b} dubs Licensing and Fall Interpretation. In Chomskyfs
view, Licensing is a condition usually holding of twe items that
somehow need each other in order to he fully interpreted:
operator and variable, predicate and Argument, etc.; not only do
the two elements have to coocgcur, they also must stand in a

proper relation.
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In the same Spirit, we could conceive that AGR and I-subject
are two elements that need sach other: AGR has to be licenced hy
having an I-subject, and the I-subject needs Case.*

The idea I want to pursue is the following: once AGR is
preasent in a language, it has to be licenced by having an I-
subject, providing Case to it, and being rich in features. The
gquestion is: why has AGR to be present?

We could assume that AGR is not present in all languages:
Japanese and Chinese would possibly be languages lacking AGR {5ee
Fokui & Speas (1i%86)). The=e languages challenges Taraldsen’s
original idea that nwll subjects are dependent on rich AGR-
morphology. There ave, on the other hand, languages having no
overt AGR-morphalogy and nevertheless bpeing closely similar to
the Indo-EBurgpean languages we have cgonsideved, nanely
Scandinavian languages. If the idea that Chinese/Japanese lack
AGR is to make Sense Lo account for their exceptional behavicur,
then we should ask why Scandinavian languages deo not take the
negative setting for the [+AGR] parameter. This parameter schould
have some trigger for one or the other value.

We could then argdues that fthe trigger for the positive values
iz the presence of phi-features in the language. Az argued by
Fukui & Speas [(19B6), Japanese {(and Chinese) saem to lack phi-
features altogether.

Thig approach 1s, however, problematic in one sanse:
Japanese, which has overt Case morphology and iz a Hominative-
accusative language, seems to abide by Burzio’s generalization
as far as its Case array is concerned. Singce our account [or BG
is based on AGR, wWe cannct adopt the view that Japanese [and
prubably Chinese) lacks AGR.

** The latter idea could be challenged: we could claim that
the Caszse filter (or wvisibility ryegquirement=s) are an
epiphenonenon, due to the fact that AGR (and other FCs) have to
discharge Case {thanks to Jeff Runner for this suggestion), I
will no pursue the issue.
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He will suggest another possibility. All Ianguages have
AGE.'™ Hot all languages have phi-features. Then we could

reformulate our rule (24) as:

(97) a. AGR must have an AGR-identifier.
L. X can be an AGR-identifier iff X is rich in the phi-
features which are present in the language.

o, AGR°/Spec of AGR is the AGR-identifier of AGE.

Since Japanese (and Chingse) have a null set of phi-
features, condition (97).L) can be fulfilled in a trivial way.
AGR® is vacucusly rich in Japanese, and it can licence pro as an

I-subiject.

Summing up, the rules we postulated for AGR can be conceived
ags kelonging to a set universal licensing principles:

a) AGR muast be licenced by having an I-subject (as expressed
hy (92)) and providing this I=-subject by Case as esupressed by
(95) and (96])):

) =ince AGR consists in features, it must also be licenced
by being abhle to display a sufficiently rich set of features (as
expressed by (24)). This will allow the I-subject to be an empty
slement whose content is recoverable from by the AGR-ldentifier
{ in a trivial way 1f the language has no phi-features).

A1l these proposals are highly speculative, and there iz a
good deal of wagueness in them. The main difference with other
inztances of licensing principles is the strictly formal nature
of the licensing principles for AGR. A licensing principle for,
say, Oparator-variakle structures iz mnore deeply roocted in

interpretation and, therefore its existenca seems to be a matter

2 Tn chapter 4 we will propose that some infinitival
canstructions do net have AGR:! If 5o, the correct claim would be
that all languages have AGRE in finite sentences.
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of naceszsity If language has toe be an instrument for carrying
meaning. If, however, the above proposal proves to be on the
right track, 1t constitutes an argument for the avtonomy of
syntax, whose formal principles wWould be independent from the

constraints on well-formed semantic structures.

2.6. Inverted Copulative Constructions

There ssens to be an interesting correlation between the HSL
status and the possibkbility of having an inverted agreement
pattern of some copulative constructions of the type [{examples

from Catalan):

(9B} a. El president sdc jo
The president am I
I am the president”

b. *The president am I/ /ne

He cannat simply say that (287.a) 15 a case of subject
inversion, because then the preverbal subject would have to be
a dislacated element without a resunptive clitic. Actually,
nominal predicates can dislogate, and then a c¢litle is used as

a resumptive slement:

{89 E1l president, o *{hofel) soSC pas
The president, not it/hifm-am at-all

‘The president, I am certainly notf

So the clitic is obligatory in {(9%) and impossible in ($8),
which suggests ol president is not a disleocated in [98).a).

on the other hand, the possibility of (98).a) seems tightly
correlated with the HSL =status: Old French had the eguivalent of
(9B).a) and lost it as it lest its NSL status.
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In ovder to derive these facts, We need some previous
theorctical assumptions. First, I adhers to the view, defended
by sewveral authors (Andrea Moro, Gluseppe Longobardi] that all
copulative constructions contain a precdicate, and there are no
feguative’ constructions. Therafores, cl president in the above
exanples has to be the predicate clement, for pronoun (jo 1Y)
cannot plausibly he a predicata. The underiying structure for the

aborae axamples would bhe:

(100} ser... [go 10 gl president ]
To=-be I the president

Both Moro’s and Longobardifs preoposals essentially say
that, when the predicate is a DP, either the Argument ar the
predicate are allowed to raise to Spec of AGR. Plausible and
gimple though this idea is, it does not immediately explain why:

- agreement takes place with the postverbal DP.

- thece examples are only allowed in NSLs.

1 think our theory on AGR-identifiers is well equipped to
say something on the way of an explanation for these facts. We
proposed that Spec of AGR is not the AGR-identifier in MSLs. 5S¢
Spec of ACR is not required to be filled. In Fact, as we will
argue in Chapter 5, it appears to be a position with much looser
requirements for the DP filling it than in nen-WsSLs. In any
event, the fact that the predicative DP raises to it does not
interfere with AGR-identification of Nominative assignment.

In non-MsSLs, raising of the predicate to Spec of AGR would
not abide by the reguirements that there must be an AGR
identifier and that this AGR-identifier has to transmit its Cage
to the I-subject, which implies it has to form an A-Chain with
it. Thereforsa, non=HSLs cannct have DP-predicate raising: French

lest it as soon as 1t pecame a non-HSL.
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In conclusion, even 1if we cannot provide a precise
explanaticon for why the predicative DOP can raise to Spec of AGR,
we can explain why it cannot in some non=-N5Ls.

We cannot explain why, in this type of construction, the
pre-verbal DPF can be drepped and the postverbal DF (which would

be the I-subject) cannot:

(101} &. Sd9c jo fel president)
Am I (the president)
'It's me f{the president)’
b. *El president sdc

The president am

Probabkly (10l)1.B) is exwcluded because this kind of
construction is precisely used to foralize the subject, and hence
it cannot be dropped. It is neot clear why the preverbal DP can

be dropped if it is not recovered in content by AGE.

3. Indefinite I-subjects

So far, the predictisons are that postverbal subjects can
+T-

- [~anapheric] in NSLs.
- [+anaphoric] in non-HSLs.
Beeth Kinds of languages, however, freely admit indefinite

in post=verbal object position:

{102) a. There cams a man
b. ¥iene un uomo

Comes a  man

Within the theory sketched above, the gquestion is: why are

indefinites able to cccocur post-verbally withoot violating BT in
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English? Recall that for N5L= the oxistence of indefinite
subjegts is not a problem anymore than definite inverted subjects
are! they both would be licenced as far as they are both [-
anaphoric] I-subjects. Indefinite I-subjects, however, are
uniformly acceptable independently of the null /non-null-subject
contrast, 5S¢ they should be licenced independently of how
inverted subjects are licenced in NSLs.

Since Binding Theosry plays a ¢rucial roele in our account
of subkject inversion, =sco that only HELs allow [—anaphoric)] I-
subjects, we wWill exploit the idea that s=zomething allcws
indefinite DPs t¢o escape from BT effects. We will address the
guestion ih section 3.2,

in section 323.1., we will address another important
gquestion: how are indefinite DPs Case-marked? If we adopt
Bellettifs (19EE) hypothesls that indefinite DPs roceive
Partitive Case, then an ahvious problem arizes in connection with
our rule af AGR coindexation, since we grucially assuned that the
DP AGR ie epindexed with could not be inherently Case-marked. We
will refine the notion <f inheront Case in a way to allow

Partitive Case to be simultanecusly structurally Case marked.

3.1. Partitive Case

He as=umsd that, for languages such as English or Catalan,
at h-gtructure AGR has to he coindexed with an non-(inherently)-
Case-marked DP {or CP}. Referen¢e to inherent Case-marking was
crucial in order to prevent a BF other than an EA or an aobject
to become the I-subject.

In Chapter 1, we noticed That Bellettifs hypothesis of
Partitive Casze provides an interesting means of excluding

ceptencas like:
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(102) a. *#I consider girls interesting [existential reading)

b. #There scem girls to have come

which would he axcluded because Partitive Case can only be
assigned to peositiens which are 8-marked by the head assigning
Partitive.

If we assume that indefinite DPs in object position are
assigned Partitive Cassa, then they should not be candidates for
AGR to coindex with, according to our role of AGCR coindexation,

repeated heares:

{104) At D=structure, AGE wast ke ocolndexed with the most
prominent non-(inherently-)Case-marked DOP or CP in its ¢-

command domain.

However, it is crucial for ocur theory that Partitive DPs

may be possihle I—subjects, Otherwige, centences lLike;

{105) There are many children

would have no I-subject, and should be excluded, a=s (104} is
npligatory.*’ On the other hand, it is plausible that the
indefinite DP in {105) is the subject in =some =ense, since it
agrees {in nunker} with the verk in English and many other

languages.,

¥ For this reasoning o hold, we must exclude the
possibility that the expletive itself begomes the I-subject
{thanks to Jeff Runner for pointing this out to mel. We can
obtain this result by aszuning that:

a] The expletive is directly generated in Spec of AGR.

B} The notien of c¢-command relevant for {(104) is strict c-
comnand: AGR* dues not c-command ifts specifier.

Alternatively, we ¢ould stipulate that the I-subject has
toe have "semantic contentf.
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To solwe thoe problenm, we will assume that partitive Case
diffevs from other inhercnt Cases in that pPartitive alone is not

sufficient tu Case—licence a DF. Suppoese we postulate that:

{1067 Partitive has to be realized as Structural Case at s-

structure.

If we want to maintzin that Partitive i= an inherenkt Case,
then it must not be one relevant for (1043, It would anyway be
a defective Case, which has to be supplemented by a structural
Cage, It i3 not clear why [(106) should heold. There is, tThough,
some evidence for its empirical validity. Consider the fallowing

pair of examples:

{107) a. There have developad typhoons here

k. John developed theories on that issue

Suppose both indefinite DPs in (107) are assigned Partitive
at D-structure, and some structural Case at S3~structure. As we
remarked, there is some evidence that Noninative iz assigned to
tha indefinite DP in (107).a}, which would naturally account for
the fart that there is agreement betwean the wverb and the
indefinite DP. As for [107).b), it can be naturally assumed that
the indefinite DP receives Accusative Case at S-structure. There
iz some evidence from Romance languages poinking to  that
conclusicn. Consider the following paradigm of Causative

constructicons [(examples from Catalan):
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f108) a. Li fa menjar les patates
Him-DAT makes eat the potatoeos
*2/he makes him eat the potatoest
b. El fa menjar
Him-ACC makes aat

‘3/he nakes him eat’

The generalization is that in Romance (and many other
languages’) causative construcktions the subject of the infinitive
¢lause is assigned Dative if the infinitive has an Accusative
Cagse-marked complement; when the infinitive does not have any
hocusative complement, then its subject is assigned Accusativa.

According to Baker [(1%83), the generalization could be
expressed as folliows: the complex formed by the causative verb
apd the infinitive can at most assign one Accusative Case; if
that Case is required by the object of the infinitive, then the
subject of the infinitive has te receive Daktive; if not, it is
the subject of the infinitive that is assigned Accusative.

How consider the fellowing exampile:

(109) Li fa menjar patates
C1-HAT makes sat potatoes

‘g /he makes her/him eat potatoes’

which minimally Jdiffers from (108).a) in that the object of the
infinpitive iz indefinite, If it is indefinite, it has been
assigned Partitive (it is enough for our argument that this is
at least a possible option). If Partitive did not additionally
require a structural Case, as we are ¢laiming, the CF patates
would not spend the Accusative Case which the complex of verbs
can affard, so the subject of the infinitive could be assigned

Accusative, contrary to fact:
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(11D} *E] fa menjar patates
Him—ACC makes eat potatoas

f5/he makes him cat potatoes

S0, it is reasonable that Partitive Case is pot sufficient
by itself to Case-licence a DF. We could then redefipe (104) as
(1117:

(111} &t D=-structure, AGE must be coindexed with the nost
prominent non-case-saturated DP or CP in its c-command

domalin.

where a DF is Case-saturated if the Case it bears iz sufficient
to licence it, Partitive Cage-marked DPs at D-structure not being
S0,

Chomsky’s (1986=b) characterization of inherent Case
reguires that inherent Case has to be realized at S-structure,
26 it could appear that our special characterization of Partitive
Case as a special inherent Case additionally regquiring a
structural Case can be accommadatsd within this general view.*

I will not develop the guestion further. It suffices for
the present purposes that Partitive Case, if at all an inherent
Caze, iz different from other inherent Cases in that it
additionally requires structwral <ase, so that (111) is an
accurate rule for AGR coindesation. It could turn ocut, as we

pointed out in Chapter 1, that Partitive is not a fase, but

“ T tpink, however, that cChomsky's proposal cannot he
trivially adopted nowadays. First of all, Chomsky’‘s assumphion
rhat inherent ©€ase has to be ‘realized” deoes not involve
structural Case-assignment. Secondly, the facts Chomsky’s theory
iz intended to cover are basically related fo Genitive casae,
Since it is orucial in his account that Genitive is both assignred
and realized in the goverhment domain of N, the theory should be
carefully revised in the light of the Determinar Phrase
hypothesis, if we are to accommodate 1t to present day common
assumptions.

161



rather a special interpretative option for DPs. For convenience,

though, I will keep using the term Partitive Case.

3.2. Indefinite DPs and phi-featurocs

Mow let us address the other problem raissd by indefinite
subjects, nanely that they are possikle I-subjects in non-NSLs,
which otherwise do not allew [—anaphoric)] I-subjects.

& solution too this problem can be formelated in the

following terms. Let us assume that:

f112) a. Partitive DPs do not have perscn focatures.'
b. Partitiwve DPs mav/may not have (gramwatical) number
features.
c. AGR and Spec of AGR need not agree in nurber features
when perzcn features are not present,
d. & binds B if A c-/m=-commands B and A and B share same

phi featvres.

The parameter in {112).b) i= intended to account €or the
variation languages seem to exhibit with respect to agreenent

with an indefinite:

** This is alsp assumed in Rigau [19%91). Rigau alse assumes
that Person Agreement and Humber Agreement are different
functional categories. I think this idea could be adopted within
the present theory, but 1t wWould reguire some careful
elaboration, for it is crucial for the present account to work
that AGR® is coindexed with the I-subiject, contrary te what Rigau
assumes for partitive constructions: at lsast Person-aAgreement
iz not ceindexed with the partitive in her view. Here I contend
that there is always coindexation, which may he devoid of content
if the bkinding features are absent.
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{113) Agreement in number:
a. There are children in the garden {Standard English]
b. Es sind Kinder in den Garten (Serman)
It are children 1n the garden
¢. C1 sono bambini nel giardine [Italian)
there-are children in-the garden
d. Arriben turistes (standard Catalan)
ATrive ftourists
(114} Mo aureenent:
a. Il ¥ a des enfants au jardin {French)
It there-has cf-the ¢hildren in-the garden
*There are children in the garden’
b. Arriba turistes { Horth-WHestern
Catalan)*
Arrives tourists

c. Thera’s children in the garden {Coll. English)

f112).b) could be characterized as feollows. Suppose
indefinite DPs involve a2 (possibly enpty) D° which may or may not
inherit the number features of its complement BP.Y If it does,
then we have Partitive DPs cum number. Otherwise, Partitive DPs

do not have number features.*"

* Ses Rigau (1991}, where an explanation is provided for
thc contrast between languages showing verb number-agreemant with
the indefinite and languages with no such adqreement.

7 Actyually, it is pot cruelal for the present purposes that
we have an empty Dt it could as well be an empty quantifier, if
we assume indefinite guantifiers and determiners are different
FCs, as proposed by many authors with several implementations
{Cardinaletti & Giusti (1991}, Rigau (1991)1]7.

“ French would pbe a language wheré Partitive DPs do not
have pumbar features., We could argue that this is a related to
the fact that a preposition usually precedes the NP in French
Partitive DPFs:

(1] Je mange besucoup de pofmmes
I eat many of apples
{ii) Je ne mange pas de pommes
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Let us consider the following simplified D-structurc:

(115) AGR deoveloped IDP EyphoonRs o

In (115) AGR is coindexed with the Partitive DP. In a non-
H5L where the Partitive DF does not have number featuress, AGRE and
the Partitive do not share any phi-features. So, when the AGR-
identifier [(namely Spec of AGR) is filled by an (expletive} [P,
thiz DF will not either share any features with the Partitive DF.
According to (112).d}, there i3 no binding relation between the
AGR-identifier and the Partitive, so BT does not force the I-
subiject to ke [+anaphoric) (and in fact prevents it from being
sal, as iz otherwise the case with non-NSLs.

Suppos=c, on the other hand, that the partitive DP has
number features., Then the prediction is that in [(115) AGE* and
the indefinite DP will share number features. If the AGR
identifier [= Spec ¢f AGR) shared these features, then a Binding
relation would stand between Spec of AGR and the I-subject, and
the indefinite DP would be excluded as a PT Ird principle
violation. However, non-HSLs of this kind can have recourse to
the (possibly marked)] option admitted in (112).¢), namely that
AGR" and Spec of AGR do nok agree in number featurss, so, again,
n: BT viclationh ensues if the Partitive remains in place.

In the preceding account, it is not clear why Some non—NS5Ls
allow null expletives (or even null quasi-Arquments). Perhaps the
residual character of AGR-identifiers in indefinite I-subject
constructions, where the AGR-identifier does not display any

features, allows for it to be dropped.

I HNeg eat not of apples
and this prepositions blecks number inheritance by the
determiner. However, other languages having similar prepositions
allow nunber in Partitive, so this account cannot be trivially
correct:
{iii) catalan: moltes de pomes
many-fem-pl of apples{-fem)-pl
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Ancther possibility could be developed. Suppose non-MSLs
can take the marked option of having AGR™ as the AGR-identifier
tn censtructions where I-subject does not have person features
(i.e2., it is Partitive). Suppose this option is subject ta the
constraint that AGR® is rich enough to recover the content of the
I-zubject: iF it 1is the case that the I-subject has number
features, then AGR" has to be rich in nunber features, i.e., it
has to at least distinguish between 3rd-singular and 3rd plural.
From this we could derive the following descriptive

generalization:

fl1le6y If a non-NSL does not show overt thaere-expletives, the
varbal morpholegy distinguishes between 2rd singular and

ird plural.

Recall that the implication deoes not hold in the other
direction: English distinguizhes between 3rd-sng and 3rd-pl (only
in the present tensze, though). German, Iecelandic or Brazilian

Fortuguese are all languages abiding by this generallzation.**

Many gquestions are left open hera:

a) Why is Partitive restricted to certain verbks in English
{There came a man/*There broke a glass)?

b} Why is Partitive allowed for non-objects in some

languages {German)?

** Some Brazilian dialects do not have the 3Ird-sng/pl
norphelogical distinetion anymore and, as far as I know, they
stiil have null expletives {thanks to Cristina Figueireds for
pointing this out). Maybe we could simply say that Brazilian
Portuguese (or at least these dialects} has Partitive DPs without
number Ffeatures, which implies that AGR® is vacucusly rich to
licence a Partitive DP.

165



] Why do some of the languages allowing null indefinite-
expletives also allow hull guasi-Arguments?* Are quasi Arguments
alse lacking person features?

1 cannot properly address these issues.
4. ¢p I-gubjects and Small Clauses

Thus far, the theory we have presented essentially consists
of the following components:

- a rule of A3R indexation that coindexes AGR with some DF
or CF, which becomes the I-subject.

- some principles of Case theory to the effect that the I-
subject has to regceive Cage f£rom the AGR-identifier.

He have contended that ¢Ps are candidates for pecoming I-
subjects, but we have said nothing about whether they also are
assigned Case. Since Stowell [1981), a widely accepted hypothesis
has been that CPs du not accept Case. For the present theory it
Is essential that I-subjects obligatorily obtain Case from their

AGR-identifier, in order to explain how Accusative is mnever

aszigned to an I-subiject.
S0 if I-subjects obligatorily obtain Case from their AGR-
identifier, we =eem to be compelled to the conclusiom that ¢P I-

subjects receive Case too, contrary to Stowell’s hypothesis.

In any event, it l= ¢lear that CP= show a distributisn

which is clearly different from that of DPs. These are some of
the essential facts:

- object CP5 do not have to be adjacent to the verb:

{117) 1 said the gther day that, ..

¥ Rizzi {1986 i i i
\ BIopdses there is a gradation expletive ==>
QUASI-Argument -» full 3 B

Thfgument, and that if pro is licenced in
one of the options, it i= ! ; B . .
See next sectiog r also licenced in the preceding options.
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- CPs cannot occupy the subject position of =sentences and
small clauses:

{118) a. *Does that Jobin copes hother you?
b. *I Consider that John may come impossible

= (in many languages) {PFs cannot be the complement of a

preposition and de not regquire ‘off incertion:

[119) &a. *I talked akout that...

bF. I am sure {*of)] that...

I think the above evidence is rather compelling. 3o, we
will adhere Lo Stowellfs claim that CPs cannot he assigned Case.
Before proceeding, let us consider ancother agpect of argumental
CPs that we have not addressed thus far.

The fact is that argumental CPs can {and sometimes have to)

he fdoubied’ by an expletive:

{120Y a. It is ewvident that...
. I consider it evident thal...

e, I can accept (fit) Chat...

Suppose that the expletive in the above examples is linked
tn the CF in sone way, and that it is tihe expletive that ococupies
the D=-position at D-structure and is Case-marked at S-structure.
In other words, suppose that it 12 the expletive that Fulfils all
the reoguirements of being an Argument, except that it transmits
its B-role to the extraposed CP.

suppose that the linking device between the expletive and
the ¢P is coindexation. In the preceding section we have provided

a means of preventing BT effects in structures like:
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(121) There came a man

by assuming that coeindexaticn does net imply hinding if there are
no phi-features chared. Similarly, we can assume that CPs are not
sensitlve to heing coindexed and c-commanded by thelr it-
expletive, bacause they have no phi-features. That CP I-subjects
cannet have phi-features is swggested by the fact that

coordinating them does not give plural agreement:

{122} It is/*are well-known that ... and that

Coordinated preverbal ¢Ps can trigger plural agreement:

(123) That ... and that... are two well known facts.

3ince, as we and many authars drgue, these CPs are not in

subject position (they would be dislocated), we could assume that

the real subject (some fNpLy category} is a resumptive element
having plural features.

In fact expletives linked to CPs are exceptional in that
they are the only cones OTCupying B-markeqd positions, as shown ih
1207, - .

{ J.b/.c). So let’s propose there are two kinds of expletives:

_ “tYPe, which nerely fulfil the
formal reguirement of filling the AGR=1{

= expletives of the thera

dentifier in {seme} non-
H5L and transmittinq Case to thae T !
-=

ubject. They are not 6-

th
eY do not play BNy rele in intervretation.
= expletives of tha it=-typna

behave like Arguments (they are ¢a
the fact that

marked, since

which are linked ta & CP and
S8~ and f-marked) except for

t
hey transmit their 8-r;51p to the cp

We cannoct claig that Cps ar

o ) .
expletive, alWways associated to an it-
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{1247 1 think (*it) that...

The distributicon of CPs and it-expletives can be accounted

for on the following assunptions:™

(125] a. CPs cannot be {directly)] Case-marked. CPs ¢an escape
Case-marked by having recourse tol
- extraposition.
— heing assoclated to an it-expletive.

b. CPs gannot eccupy specifier positions at any level of
representation.

Aocorging to {(125).a) two options are avgilable for the P

complement of aocept:™

{l24) a. I accept &, [pp that... 1, {extraposition)
k. I accept it, [pp that... ), {it-axplative)

According te [125).b), wonly the it-expletive aptien i=s

available for subject CPs:

(12%) a, It is evident that...

B, I consider it evident that...

Now consider HNSLs. We have claimed that there-expletives
do not exist in NS5L=e. We also claim that no sxpletive exists in

subject inversicn c¢enstructions. This is a natural assumption

* This proposal is inspired on ideas in Authier (19%9%1), who
deals with the contrast betwean French and English CP-expletives.
llere we will not go inte a detailed discussion of the izsue,

* only the extraposition option is available for the <P
complement of other verbs like say or think. The explanation for
theze facts ¢ould lie on the different status of subcateaorized
CF Ccomplemants.
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under the vwiew that such kinds of expletives are merely formal
AGR-identifiers, and are not necessary in languages where Sped
of AGR is not he AGR-identifier. It-expletives, on the other
hand, are of a different nature, as we have argued. Sihce they
fulfil the important role of linking CPs to A-positions, they
should he in principle upiversally available,

Rizzi {1986) argues convincingly that null expletives exist
in V=governed positions in Italiian. The essential of his
argumentations goes as follows. Some languages (such as Italian)
allew null gobjects in a way Moderp English doeg pot. Rizzi claims

that such null chijects are pro:

([128) a. Puestn conduce pro a concludere guanto segue
This leads to conclude what follows

b. This= leads *{pecple) to cohclude the following

Sea Rizzi (1%86) for an explanation of how such a pro is
licenced. One appeal of Rizzi's characterization of the facts is
that it predicts an interesting correlation: languages allowing
rmal]l ghjects as in (123).a) alsec a2llow null expletives as in
fiz9).a}: languages net allowing nuell objects [(as English, see

[128}.8}} do not allow null expletives either (see {129).D):

(129) a. Glanni ritiene pro probabile che Mario wvenga

b. John considers *{it) probable that Peter cowmes

Farly Medern English (until the XVIITth century) allowed
both null objects and null expletives, so the correlation is
flighly plausible, as it holds of as closely related languages as

garly Modern English and present Mederh English.

In the light of these facts, then, we conclude that!
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- there-expletives are an excluzsive property of (some) non-
HEls.
- it-expletives are universally available. They are null

in contexts where null preoncninals are allowesd,

With the above assumptions, we can address the problem of
CPs and obkligatory Case faor I-suhjects: whenever a CP is
colindexed with AGR, there must be an I-subject to which AGR
provides Case. Since the CF itself cannot be assigned Case, it
will have the coption of heing linked o an it-expletive, which

does not transmit Case t¢ 1S associated CP.™?

One question we could address is whera the CP linked to the
expletive is attached to. Non-dislocated sentential CP I-subjects
seem bo occcupy a VP-final position. When a CP 1s a subject of
small Clauses (as in (129)), it also occupies a Small-Clause-
final position. The underlying place of attachment of the CP
shouzld not be far removed from the underlying pesition occuplied
by the it-expletive it is linked to. Thersfore, the fact that the
cPe in (12%) are =s=teadily Small-Clause-final seems to suggest
that this i=s also the basic position for the ifi-expletive.

In other words, wWe Suggest that:

- 5mall clawses have some FC structure which provides the

specifier for Small-Clause subjects preceding the predicate.

{130) I consider [yp John [ys [ap inkelligent ) j )

- The underlying position for Arguments of a predicate is

always teo the right of the predicate (this is true FEor any

* pgur proposal, then, is that it-CP CHAINS are the eonly
type of CHAINS whieh are avallable in all languages: there-
Partitive rHAINS are aopnly wsed in non-H35Ls, apd null-
expeltiuefinvertedhsubject CHAINS do not exist.
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lexical category being a predicate, in both clauses and Small
Clausesg).

- Therefore, the underlying position for it-expletives [(and
their CP, which stands nearby) is o the right of the predicate
evan in Small Clauses: this is why, even if the it expletive

moves to a FQ specifier, the CP remainz in SC-final position.
{131} I consider Lwp it, [w: [pp strange t, that...] T ]

= If this analysis for 3mall clauses is correchk, we predict
other types of I-subjects, beyond CPs, to appear to the cend of
the 5Small Claunse. The following example suggests this is on the
right track:

{132) - John is tog stupid te do the job
- why denft they resort to Bill?
- Because they consider Bill stupid himsalf

{133} They consider [yp Bill, [y+ [ap stupid [pp t. himself ) ]]]
The Tatalan eguivalent of [(133) is not well-formed:

f134) ?*Concidero en Jean estipid ell mateix

I-consider the J. stupid he SELF

In fact, Small Clauses are not Null-Subject structures even
in HSLs like Catalan, go the pradiction would be that they should
not have [-anaphoric] I-subjects. They do not hawve [+anaphoric])

I-subjects either:

(13%] **Considero en Joan estipid (s1) mateix

I-consider the J. stupid ({($SE) SELF

I leave the issue open.
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5. French Btylistic Inversion and Northern Italian Dialects

There is one case of subject inversion that does not easily

fit into our theery: French Stylistic Inversian:

(136) a. QO (dis=tu gu‘)]l =est allé Jean?

Where (say-you that] is gone J.
‘Hhere 4o you say John went’

b. La persenne avec gul (Jje crols gwe)] viendra  Jean
The person with whp [I believe that) will-gome J.
fThe person with whoem I think that Jean wWill come”

c. JFeEsSpEre {ue vienne Jean
I-hope that come-SUBJ J.

*I hope Jean will come’

There is a general agreement that it i5 essentially of the
same nature as subject inversion in Romance NSLs (=ee Kayne &
Poalleck {1978) for =2n initial characterization}. If French is g
non=M3L, I-subjects should ba, according to the present theory,
[+anaphoric]. There iz a fact, however, that looks consistent
with the prasent approach: when there is stylistic inversion, no
preverkal sub<ject is present. Standard accounts would say that
only null expletives licence subject inversion. In our
gltermative theory noet involving null expletives in subjectkt
inversion we should say that in French Stylistic inversion, since
there is no preverbal subject, there is no binder for the I-
subject and therefore it can be and has to be [-anaphoric].

one aspect of stylistic inversion which is not 2asy to deal
with iz the characterization of the contexts allowing it. It is
triggered by Wh-movement and subjunctive meod. concerning the
former, one cannot say it is licenced by a (+Wh] COMP, becausc

it can be licenced in the clause whers the Wh— has heen extracted
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trom even if this clause is net [+Wh]l itself (see [136).a/.B)
with the parenthetical part).

One way aof characterizing the licensing contexts in a
unitary way is the folleowing. Suppose we assune that stylistic
inversion is licenced whepever the clause invelving ik 1z mon-
assortive. Clauses containing a Wh=-gap are non-assertive, and so
are clauses in subjunctive mood. How could we relate this to
(stylisticl subject inversion?

We have crucially assumed that I-subjects in HSLs are
directly assigned Case by ACR" through Chain-government, which is
made possible if V-rais=ing to AGR® takeg place. French, in fact,
has V-mowement to AGR® [(V-movenent to the top INFL category, in
Follock’s (1289) terms). Therefare, 1if French does not have
subject inver=zion in the general case, it is only because it is
net a NSL, not because the reguiremant of V-movement to AGR is
not met. Let us tentatively make a rather speculative propoesal
in this connection.

suppose that what in fact makes French a non-NSL is not
that AGR® 1z not intrinsically rich enough to make French a HSL,
but rather that AGR® cannot manage to govern its I-subject
through Chain-Goévernment. Suppose the reaszon is that there is
something between AGR® and the I-subject blecking government.
Suppose this blocking element is  absent in non-assertive
sentences. Lekfs implement the idea.

French {like English and many non-NSLs] has the negative
particle pas {Cf. English rot, German nicht, ete.) helow the
inflected verb. This is what lad Pollock te assume NEGP is a FC
placed between T and AGR. Suppose this is right., Suppose,
howaver, that this categery is not NegP, kbut IP, as Laka [1930)
suggests, & being a8 FC which includes Wegation and Affirmation.
Suppose we assume that T alse contains the feature [fagsartien],
and that [tassertive] T has some blocking effect. If [-assertive]

E did not nave this blocking g2ffect, then AGRY would be able to
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Chain-govern its I-subject and French will possibly behave like
a MSL in [-assertive] zantences.

Tha above suggestion is only tentative and faces ceversl
problens:

- it i3 not «<¢lear at all what the blocking effect of
[+tAssertive] Z could be: it does not block V-head movement, far
there is long V-movemant in French assertive clauses. It anly
would block Chain—government.

- in [-assertive)] clauses, French 18 not actually a HSL:
it allows sebiject inversion but net null subjects.

In any event, 1t is significant that non-NSLs often have
post-verbal negative particles, which suggests that £ intervenes
between AGR and T, while MNSLs often have preverbal negative

particles.® The correlation seems to have some signlficance:
languages losing the HNSL-status often shift from preverbal
negation to pestverbal negation: this happened in the transition
from 0Old Englizh to middle English and in the trangition fraom
Middle French to Modern French {see Pollock [(1989)).

The fact that French [-assertive)] clauses can have subject
inversion, but not null subjects, suggests that the two facts
nead not corraelate., Let us rephrase the facts in osur theoretical
terms.

We proposed that when AGR®* is rxich enough, it i= the AGR-
identifier and then!

a) it can directly Case mark the I-suhject.

k) the I-subject can be a null proneminal (in nen-NSLs it

ran only be a null anaphor).

s Zaputtini‘s (1291} typology of languages concerning
negation is based on the same observation. Actually, the
correlation with the (non-JHSL status is not strict: there are
Ttalian dialects with post-verbal negation which are HSLs; and
Braozilian Portuguese is a non-NSL having preverbal negation. We
will speculate on the paraneterization of the relative
hierarchical pesition of P in Chapter 5.
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Suppose that a) is a2 necessary but not sufficient conditiaon
for by to hold., Frepch [-assertive] clauses would be 2 case where
a) but not by heolds.

There i= anocther well-known case where sgomething similar
happens: some Nerthern Itzlian dialects (see, e.g., Rizzi (1982),
Brandi & Cordin (15%85%j)). In these dilalects, the agreement
morphology in a strict sense iz not vich encugh to allow mall
subjects, But, as initially proposed by Rizzi (1982), sukject
clitics are part of AGR and make AGR ri¢h encugh to allow nuall
subjects. Now, in some of these dialects (Paduan -Rizzi (1982),
Treptino and Fiorentine ~Brandi & Coprdin [(1989)-) subject clitics
are reguired %o allow null I-subjects, but they are not necessary

{and in fact not possible) to allow an overt I-zubject:

{137) Paduan (Rizzi [1%82)}:
a. [(Giorgio} #*{el} vien
G. he=CclL, comes
b. [(*El} vien dGiorgic

He-CL comes Gloargio

Like in the case of French Stylistic inversion, this
suygygests that the regquirements for null subjeckts are stronger
than the redquirements for subject inversion. In our terms, the
regquirements for pre  I-subjects are stronger than the
requirements for avert [-anaphoric] subjects., The former reguire
some minimal richness {as the one displayed in French &aGR-
morphelegy or Northern Italian strict AGR-morphology). Tha latter
requires a full range of AGR-distinctions (which i=s simply not
poegible in French, and possible by resorting to clitics in
Horthern Italian dialscts).

In order to capture these facts, we should refine our

parameter for the AGE-identifier, repeated here:
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(238) a. AGRE must hawve an ACR-identifier,
. ¥ ¢an be an AGR-identifier iff X i= rich ip phi-
features [(number ang person).

C. AGR'/Spec of AGR is the AGR-identifier of AGR.

{138).b) mentions richness in nunber and persocn  as
necessary for AGR® to be the AGR=-identifier. In fact, if we look
at the Italian dialects mentioned above, subject inversion
involves person agroement, but not number-agreement (see Brandi

& Cordin (19289:fn 10):"

(139 s=person paradigm with a pronominal inpverted subject:

Trenting Fiorentine
Vegno i e Yango io

te vigni te tu Yieni te

van elosela e viene lui/lei
vegnim noi si vien not
vegnl vol vufvenite wvoi

ven lori/lore e wvien loro

In {13%) the AGR-affixes+clitics makes all person/number
distinctions exceptk for Idrd-=sng/3rd-pl, which are not
distinguished. On the reasonable assumption that 1lst-sng is a
different person from 1st-pl (‘we’ i= pot =imply the plural of
*I1+), and similarly 2nd-sng is a different perscon from 2znd-pl,
=0 that only 3rd-sng and 3rd-pl are really the same person (or
non-persoh), We can interpret (13%) ag indicating than subject
inver=zion in those dialeccts involves person agreemeht but not
number agreement (the number agreement for 15t and 2nd persons
being parasitic eon the persen: e.g. the 4th persen ‘we’ is

inherently plural, as ocpposed to the 1st persen ‘I‘), Null I-

2 Hpdern Standard Arxabic behaves the same as  thesao
dialects.
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subjects, ihstead, reguire both perscon and number agreement, as
we =aw. Thus, we could reformulate {138) as (1403, and then add
(141}:

{140) a. AGH must hawve an AGR-identifier.

. X can be an AGR-identifier iff X is rich in person phi-
features [five distinctions: 1st, 2nd, 2rd, 4th and
sehl.

0. AGR"/8pec of AGSR is the AGR-identifier of AGR.

{141) A null I-subject (be it [*anaphoric]) reguires an AGR-
identifier being rich in person and number features (six

distinctions?).

Let us assume that the Northern-Italian dialects under
conslideration choose the AGR*-opkion in (140).&%, becazuse the
AGR=morphology, wWith the help of AGR=-clitics, makes AGR" rich
encugh (With at least S distinctions). Boet then thesse dialects
use AGRE-morphology+clitics in a parsimonious way: they use all
& distin&tions to abide by (1412} when the I-subject is null {a
null pronominal), but they use only % distinctions when the I-
subject iz overt,

The fact that inverted subjects seen to reguire Persson
features (except for the special Case of French Stylistic
Inversion), does not support Rizzifs {1986} view that expletives
only require formal licensing [not feature identification), if,
in conscnance with Rizzlfs wview, subject inversion involved an
expletive. In fact, Rizzi considers three levels of foature
requirements for pro: persen and numher (referential pire), only
mumber [(gquasi-argument pro) and no reguirement {expletive pro).
e seo, howsaver, that:

- subject inversion reguires person faatures (and in some
languages even npumber}. We contend that there is no expletive

invalwed,
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- mull ‘there’-expletives require number (e,d. Brazilian,
German) or no feature, depending on the language (see =ection
3.2.).

- null ‘it-cP* expletives do not apparently reguire
features (at least in V-governed position, see Rizzl (1936)), but

= hoth pull fit=-CPY expletives and nuell “theref=-sxpletives
{and guasi-Arguments) sesm to be favored In in non-HSLs at least
distinguishing 3rd singular £from 3rd plural [(Bragzilian
Portuguese, Icelandic, German). So it seens bthat number features
are important to licence null expletives.

5S¢ Rizzi's three-level distincticon appesars not to ke
straightforwardly confirned by cross-linguistic evidence.

One tentative alternative proposal cduld be the following:

a) Mull thare-eXpletives do not exist in MSLs.

by Hull there-expletives reguire tumber features (i.oc., a
marpheloagical distinction between Jrd-sng and Ird-pl) {German,
Brazilian Portuguese, Icelandie).

<) Mull Quasi-Arguments require number featureas and some
additional condition (which is met by Brazilian Portuguege and
Icelandic but not by Cerman).

d) ZEubject inversion requires person features (in our
technical terms, AGR" can be the AGR-ldentifier conly if it is
rich in person featores).

e] Referential pro reguires nunber and person.

This is only a tentative approach, conceived solely on the
kasis of finite eclauses. For infinitival clauses, see next
chapter. What the present approach shares with Rizzi‘s (19586}
proposal about null pronominals is the idea that, heyond
reguirements on formal licencing, empty pronominals are subject
to reguiraments on recovery of copltent, which can be more or less

stringant [even possibly vacuous) depending on the nature of the
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proncaminal. We propose, however, a reduction of the enpty

proncminals available.

French does not £it into the theory yet: in [-assertive]
contexts, where overt [-anaphoric] I-sukjects are allowed, 1t is
not the case that 5 distinctions aye provided by the wverbal
merphology (and subject clitics cannot be used, bacause they are
not AGR-clitiecs, but merely phonolegical clities). I cannot
provide an account for this fact. Two possibilities could be
pursued;

- French Stylistic Inversion is some marked option in which
fi407.b) is relaxed.

- [(1l40).k) should be relaxed for all languages, 350 that
AGR® can in principle be the AGR-identifier in French (and a
fortiori in Northern Italian dialects and other Romance NSLs) but
not in English or Germanic Languages, Where not even [—assertive)
sentences allow subjact inversion.

Aall the preceding proposals in this section are highly
speculative and only tentative. For convehience, I will continue
Lo B2 (13E8) in the remainder of the discussion.

There are, in addition, some remaining problems which
appear to khe even harder teo acctount for within the hypotheses
advanced here. Ohe 1s 0ld French, where Null Subjects and Subject
Inversion are restricted te V-gsecond contexts, i.e., root
cvontexts for the most part (see Adams (19871). The gther is
Corsican: in spite of the fact that this language has rich AGR
morphology, it only behaves like Italian in root contexts. In
embedded contexts a subiject clitic is required for both Hull

Subjects and subject inversien (see Agostini {(1956)1):
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(142} 3. Quand®*[ellu) canta...
When he=CL sings
'When he’s singing...*
b, quand’*(ecllu}l canta Petru. ..
Whan he-CL gings F.
‘When Petrwu is singing...~
o. Quand Petru canta...

When PF. sings

Our theory the mill /non-null subject contrast is based on
morphological richness and does not say anything abkout the
root fembedded distinction. It is therefore unakle to deal with
the issue as it stands. I think, however, fthat the Key to accocount
for these facts ligs precisely in morphological richness: both
0ld French and Corsican have more syneretisns in the agreement
paradigm than other Eomance HSLs (in the case of Qld French,
spelling often showed distinctions which had no pronounced
counterpart). This seewms to suggest that fglightly’ enpoverished
paradigms ¢an still give birth te a restricted form of Hull-

subject=heod, only available in root claunses.

6. A-dependancies and Minimality

gur characterization of I-subjects can be Summarized as
follows:

- in MSLs, a dependency is created between AGR™ and an I-
subject, which ultimately implies that the I-subject will
direcktly receive Case from AGR™.

- in non-MSLs, the same dependency is created, but since
AGR® itself is too poor, Spec ofy AGR has to be filled by a DP.

We have tacitly assumed that in the latter casge, the DP in
gpec of AGR forms a Chain with the I-subject. If cChains are
formed by movement in the standard case, this suggests that the
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I-subject itself moves to Spec of AGR, leaving an empty anaphor
a5 I=-subject at S-structure. Is this result correct?

For the Germanic languages, we =saw that, even when the I-
subject is not empty, a trace can always ba claimed teo he
present, as exemplified in (143), where the non-empty I-subiject

is 1in fact a floating element:

f142) a. John, did it t,
b. John, did it fyp t. himself]

In French, however, the I-subiject canncot be claimed to

always involwve an empty anaphor:

[144Y Jean l'a fait lui
ol it-has done he

frJonn did it himzself’

AS we saw, in {144), the J-zubject lui cannot be anzlyzed
as a fleoating element cooccurring with a trace as it does pot
form a possible constituent with the preverkal subject. Then no
trace is invelved in this Case. 5o the dependency between Jean
and lui, even if similar to a Chain, is not a standard case of
Chain [nor is it a standard case of CHAIN either, since there is
no expletive).

We hawve not presented any account for why French allows
such a non-standard kind of Chain formation while Germanic
languages 80 not. We will try to derive this contracst from soms
independent linguistie facts.

Kayne ([1%$7) assumes that French has Object Agqreement.
Although he is not very precise as regards the characterization
af this Agreement, 1t could be naturally conceived, within the
present widespread conception of Functional ©Categories, as

Fanctienal Category to which the (participial) verb rajises.
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The present day multiplicatien ¢f hypotheges about
Functiopnal Categories after Pollock (193%) initial prepesal
raises a fundamental gquestion about thelir universality. One
possible wview is that all of them are universal, although
possibly not  merphologically realized in some  languages.
According to thisz view, Englizh would have Object-igreement,
which, as opposed the French one, would have no morphological
manifestaticon. An alternative, and perhaps more realistic view,
is that only those FCs exist in a language which have sone
morphological manifestation. In this view, English would not have
cbject Agreement.

of course, an intermediate hypothesis is possible: some FCs
ara universal {whether they have overt manifestztions or not] and
others are not {and will be present only in languages where they
can be detected Ly the morpholegyl. Chomsky®s recent hypothegeg
{See Chomsky (189492)) postulate that Object-Agreement belongs to
the unliversal type of FC, since it is the universal means of
Accusative-assignment. In fact, this hypothesis i=s at odds with
of our theory on Accusative, as far as we claim that Accusative
case iz in principle available independently of lexical
idiosyncrasies.

I think, hewever, that French Object-Agreement and
Chomsky’s abstract Object-Agreement need not be assirilated as
a1 single concept. French obdect Agreement is only operative in
a restricted class of sentences, namely the ones invelving a
moved object of seme kind {an chject eclitic, a Wh-moved objsct
or a A-moved object). To account for this limited distribution,
Kayne assumes that the Spocifier of QbJect Agreement in French
is not a Case position. Since Accusative assignment in Frepch is
gquite independent of the Object Agreement restricted paradigm,
we are led to the conclusion that, 1if a universal okject
agreemént is to be postulated, it has nothing te do with French

ovart Object Agreement.
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We will ignore for the moment the possikility of non-overt
Object Agreement, and aszsume that only French has an Qhject
agresment FC. X come back to the issue below.

Suppese that Specifier of Agreement FCs counks as an A-
position, as would be predicted by Rizzi's [1991-b) theory. If
we adopt Relativized Hinimality (RM), themrn the existence aof an
OhieCct Agreement poses an immediate problem for the Internal
Subject Hypothesisa., Since the Spec of 0-AGR counts as an A-
position, raising of the exterpal Argument to Spec of Subject-AGR
will skip such an A-specifier, which is forbkidden in RM. A French

centence like (145) should violate EM:

[145) Jean, les, a [h_pcpp by Cepeintes, [gp bt [yp Bty 117

Since (145} 15 well-formed, the predicktion is incorrect.
Té soclve this problem without giving up RM, let us assume the
following UG opticons.

Suppose that, whenever Spec of (Subject) AGR has to be
filled because it is the jaGR-identifier, the unmarked way of
supplying the required DP is for tha I-subject itself to raise
to this poszition. However, when a language (such as French), has
A-specifiers Iintervening between the I-subject and Spec of
{Subject) AGR, then this option will not be awvailable in
sentences where Objact Agreement is presant, namely, sentence
with compound tenses. In this case, a parked option can be
adopted by which a2 DP 15 directly inserted ip Spec of AGR and it
is coindexed to the I-subject in a resumptive-like way. Since
French is foreed to take this option, then overt I-subjects in
French n=ed not involve an empty anaphor, as is the case in
{ldd). In Germanic languages, on the other hand, no Object
Agreecment being presaht, the unmarked option is taken and Spec
of AGE is5 always filled by movement, which aceounts for the

floating character of avert I-subjects.
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In Germanic languages, both overt I-suhjects and FQs would
ke elements left floating by A-mowvement. We argued in section
2.4. that 1n N8Ls FQs need not form a possible constituent with
the preverbal subject. We argued this is because in NS5Ls no A-
Chain is formed ketweenh the preverbal zubject and the I-subject,
s there is no reaseon why Fgs should be analyzable as elements
left behind by movement. Now, f£or French «#e assume there is a
Chain, but this Chain is not [always) a mavement Chain, but
rather a resumptive-gtrategy Chain, Then the prediction is then
that im French F{s are not necessarily left behind by movenent
and therefore need not form a possible constitwent with their
preverbal subject. Specifically, toug les deux/trols 'all the
twasthree’ (= ‘both’'/"'the three of them’) are FQs that do not

form a possible constituent with their antecedent:

(146) &. Les enfants /Fils cont alléds tous Jes deux au cinéma
The children/sthey are gone all the two to-the movies
‘The children/they have both gone to the movies!
b, *Tous les deux les enfants / *tous les deux ils
All the two the ¢hildren all the two thay
‘Eoth the children’® / "They both’

For MSLs having obilect agreement with a& pattern similar to
the French one (Italian, some Catalan dialects), the minimality
problem dees not arise, since we assume that those languages
never involve I-subject raising.

let us briefly speculate on two issues that the above
approach raises. One is the existence of resumptive A-Chains, as
we could call the Spec—ACR/I-subject dependencies in French cases
like {144). How do they ascape being subject to the ECP? In fact,
a representational point of view (which is always worth keeping
an aye on) would not easily distinguish between resumptive and

movement A-Chain.
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it zeeps, however, that the distinction petween mnovement
dependencies and rcsuaptive dependepcies is an  irreducible
complexity: in the case of A’ -dependencies it would be hard ta
reduce one to the cther.™ It is clear as well that resumptive
strategies are more permissive than movemant strategies. Then it
seems that it could be interesting teo extend the distinctiop to
A-Chains, provided wWe manage to put some constralibts on the
availability aof the options (such as the markedness strategy we
proposel .,

another issue to consider is Choms=Kky's Okject-AGR. AS we
said, the existence Of universal Object-AGR i= in principle a
welcome possibility for a theory claiming that accusative is
always available in principle. However, Chomsky’s proposal raises
several problems. One is that it iz considerakly theory internal
and empirically under-determined: for many languages there is
little evidence that object agreement exists. If objects receive
Accusative by moving to Spec of Object-AGR, then wes could
possibly expect some head initial languages to have the order
Object-Verb {i.e., language=s having overt objsct movement and
covert V-movement). This unattested possibility can be excluded
sonehow, but then the hypothesis has little predictive power for
comparative syntax.

Parhaps part of Chomsky‘s theosry could be kept without
conflicting with FM. In fact, as far as I know, Chaomsky’'s recent
propesals have been bullt as an alternative to RM, and it is not
surprising that the two theories conflict. However, sometimes it
happens that alternative research strategies are not pointing at
the same thooreotical domain and are not, therefore, theoretically
incompatible. It could turn out, for instance, that Chomsky's
Spec of Qbject-ACR po=itign is not an A-position as far as RM is

concerned (for instance, we could try teo definpe, in the spirit

% Zee Cingue (1926} for extensive discussicn an the issue.
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of Rizzi (199%1-h), [(non-8) A-positions as Speocifiers of FC
showing overt agreement.” Object-AGR would never be involve
ovart agreement in many languages.

Anothay possibility we could contenplate is that Object-ACR
assigns Accusative by government, and that then its Spegifier is
not (nocessarily) projected, so that no problem for RM arises.

I leave the issue here,

¥+ Bummary

In this chapter we have advanced a theory for deriving
Burzig's Generalizaticn and characterizing the status of the Null
Subject Phenomenonl. Congerning the former, we have proposed some
parameters for accounting for impersonal ceonstructions in
languages like German onh one hand, and for Ergative languages on
the other hand.

Concerning the Null Subject phenomenoslogy, his theory tries
to minimize the differences between WNSLs and (non)-HsLs: all
languages have some form of null subjects and subject ipversion,
the dgiffercnce lying in the [tanaphoric) character of both,

Our theory crucially relies on the properties of AGR, which
Wwe claim are wunilversal ([modulo =some parangters concerning
Ergative Languages and the presence of phi-features in a given
language), and can be conceived of as instances of licensing
principles.

This formulation led wus to revise Binding Theory and Case
Theory. We have provided some independent motivation for our

revicion of Binding Theory (anaphoric copulative constructions].

** fn that sense, English null C°, which is a manifestation
of agreement in Rizzi‘s théory, would be "overt’ agreement in the
sense that its cbligatory null form in the relevant cases ix in
'overt’ contrast with the optionally overt form {that).
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The strgng reguiremnents AGE imposes under aur
characterjization of the facts led us to consider whether the ECP
should be the approprliate means of constraining A-movement. We
noticed that there is potential redundancy between the ECP
gcoount and owr account, and that we could eliminate this
redundancy by reducing the power of our rules for AGR.

We have alss addressed a variety of empirical problems
[inverted Copulative constructions, French Stylistic Inversion,
Northern Italian dialects, etc.) angl theoretical problens
(Minimality, Chain fornation, etc.) in a rather speculative and
often inconclusive way: it could not be otherwise, given the wide

range of implications the present thesi=z is involved 1in.
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Chapit-er 4

TNnFfFinitival ConstruoactbtEions

In the preceding chaptexr we have developed a theory on how
AGR determines what is the I-subiect in & clause, in order to
derive Burzio’s Generalization and explain the contrast bcetween
NESLs and non-HSls w.r.t. subject inver=sion. We clajimed that AGR
merphology plays a central role in detérmining a good deal of
cross-lingiistic contrasts.

If this is correct, then our account of infinitival clauses
cannot be a trivial extension of our theory for finite clauses,
for nan-finhite clawnses have the central property, in many
languages, of not showing any AGR morphology. So, twe
possibilities come to mind: either non-Finite clauses have a
radically different behavior W.r.t. the phenomenz discussed in
the previous chapter, or morpholegy is not so crucial as we
olaimed in accounting for those phenomena.

Our proposal will ke that neither situation is exactly true:
although non-finite clauses have more restricted possibilities,
they are in many essential respects similar to finite ¢lauses,
bocause, on the one hand, they have alternative means of
recovering AGR content apart from morphology and, on the other
hand, they are subject to some paraiielism principles w.r.t. tha
finite slauses in the same language. In other words, the speaker
recovers the lack of informatioh in non-finite clauses from hoth
UG and some paramatric options fixed on the basis of finite

clauses, ultimately, from the richness of AGR in finite clauses.
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1. Some Properties of Infinmitival Constructions

A& mainstream of generative analyses of infinitives iz based
on the hypothesis that infinitives are full clauwses differing
from finite e¢lauses oanly in their impoverished inflectional
content. The highly restricted possibilities for subjects in
infinitives would be derived from the weak character [or perhaps
absence} of inflectional content. The standard analysis since
thomsky {1981) assumes that infinltival INFL can neither govern
nor Case-mark its subject, 5o that either this subject has t& be
PRC {which need not be governed nor Case-matvked) or obtains Cage
independently of the infinitival IMNFL ({in ECM constructionsg,
fforf-~infinitive=s or raising constructions).

Concerning PRO, its restricted distribution has beaen made
to derive from the postuylaticon that it i= a [+pronominal,
ranaphoric] DP. Since BT regquirements on [+pronominal] and
[+anaphoric] elements are contradictory, PRO has to escape such
reguiranents by being ungoverned, hence having ne Binding Domain.
Such a theory faces two main problems!

aj) Since PRD ezcapes all binding reguirements, it rewmains
a mnystery why its reference requirement=s are =o highly
raatricted: either it is controlled or it receives arbifrary
interpratation, the choice not being free in most cases. We will
not propose any interesting soluticon for this fact, but We will
contend that it is not possible to derive control from other
nodules of the grammar (such as Binding Theory).

b} Given a theory of Visibility as defined in Chomsky {1986~
B), if PRO does not receive Case, it should not be licenced as
an Argument.

Kayne (1991} presents a hypothesis that avoids at least the
former problem: PRO is always governed (at least at LF)] and
therefure it i= subject to binding reguirements, so that contrel

is reduced to BT. We will argue that this positions is untenable.
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Kayne does not say anything about the possibility that PRO may
recelve Case, but his theory could be extended in thak direction
mere easily than standard ones. We will discuss fayne’s proposal

in detail in section 1. 3.

1.1. Paralleli=m between Finite and Infinitival Constructions

Infinitives are like finite clauses except for their lack
of explicit content in IMPL features, from which their dependent
character in both temporal interpretation and subdject
poesibilities results. Essential for our concerns is the fact
that I-subjects in infinitives show the same restrictions 2= in
finite ¢lauses, ag far as the generalization we proposed in

Chapter 2, repeated here as {1), is concerned:

(L) I-subjects are [-anaphoric] in HSLs and [+anaphoric] in

non=-Hsls.

The following examples show that (1) holds in infinitives

the same as in finite clauses:®

(2) Enalish, French. German:

a. John decided { to de it himself/+*him }

b. C'est mieux | de le faire soi-mema/*on /*lulf-méme) ]
It is better to it-deo SE-SELF/ ohe/ he {-5ELF)
*It is better to do it oneself”

c. Hans beschloss [ 23 gselbst/*ar zu machen )
H. decided it SELF / he to do
‘Hans decided to do it himcelf

* In contrelled infinitives, WSLs allow prohominals as I-
cubjects, but not R-axpressionz. We will derive thi= fact from
our theory of control.
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{31 <Catalan, Spanish, Italian:

a. En Joan prefeoreix [ de fer-ho all (mateix)/*cl makeix |

The J. prefers to do-it he (SELF) J 5E SELF

b. Juan prefiere [ hacerlse 21 (miskoe) (51 mismo |
J. prefers to~do-it he {SELF] F BE SELE

. Gianni preferisce ( di farlo iul (stesgo) /*se stesso |
G. preters to do—-1i%t he (SELF} # SE SELF

Given that cour account of the distribution of I-subjects
crucially relies on the Case position for the I-subkject and, on
the other hand, PRO-infinitives are standardly assumed o
contrast with finite clauses as far subject-Case is concerned,
the facts in {2)/(3) do not trivially follow from the assunptions
we nade to account for {1} in finite clauses.

Suppose we assumed that FRO does not have Case. Then the A=
Chain containing the I-subject would not have a Case position,
and neo Binding Domain would he definable for the I-subject,

according to our definition of Binding Domain, repeated here:

(4} & is Binding Domain for B iff A is the mninimal FC
containing B, a governor of P and fthe Case position fronm

which B obtains Case.

If ne Binding Domain is definable, no prediction is made
concerning the [tanaphoric) character of the I=-subject. This is
an undesirable result, since the infinitives show exactly the
samc behavior as finite sentences, as we s5ee in (23/(3), and this
should not be a matter of accident. In additicon, what wo called
reflexive copulative constructions, whose behavior we derived
from the same definiticon of Binding Domain behave sxactly the

game in finite apd infinitival constructions:
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{3} a. He tried [ to be himself/*him again ]
. On doit ecsaver [ d'étre soi-mémef*op/*lul{méms) |
One must try to ke SE-SELF / onaeshe [SELF)
c. Er wersuchte [ wieder sich selbst/+er 21 sein |
He tried again SE SELF / he to be
He tried t<o be himself again’
[#1 a. Intentava de tornar a [ ser 11 fmataix)/*si mateix )
He-tried to return to be he ([(SELF) f SE SELF
‘He tried to ke himself again’
. Intentaba volver a [ ser 8 (mismol/*si misma |
He tried to-retoarn teo e he (SELF) # S5E S5ELF
c. Mon riusciva ad [ essere lul {stesso)/*se stesso |
Hot managed to be he [(SELF) J%5E SELF

‘He didn't manags Yo be himself!

So we are led to the conclusion that infinitival I-subjects
have a Case position, and that the Case position is, for as given
language, the same as that of the finite clausss.” More
specifically, infinitival I-subjects inherit Case from Spec of
AGR in non-NsLz, while they are directly Case-marked in NELs.
Since thisz is a necessary requirenent for our theory to be
extendable to infinitives, we have to build sopme plausible theory
that achieves this result. As far as the thegry of visibility or,
more generally, any theotry pointing to uniform Case requirements
for all Arguments is to be walcome on the grounds of simplicity,

our propesal will have some lndependent plausibility.

* e will propose that this is not the case for some
languages such as Occitan and Sardinian.
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1.2. V-movenent in Infinitives

Pollock (19849) shows that verb novement {for lexical verbg]

in infinitives is shorter than in (French) finite santences:

(7) a. Jean ne pense pas toujours au futur
J. ne thinks not always of=the future
Ib. He pasz [toujours) penzer (toujours) au fukbur...
ne not [always) to-fthink {always)] of-the future.
<. Wot to always think of the future...

Pollock’s theory derives this fact from the ‘weak’ or *poor!?
character of Tense in non-finite sentences. Since all Ronance
infinitives show no Tense aorphology an the infinitival verb, the
prediction should be that infinitives in these languages do not
allow long verb movement, contrarxy to fact: in Italian, Spaniszh
and Catalan, infinitival wverb movement iz apparently as long as

Einite verbt novement.?

(4 &a. Non ama i Maria (Italian)
Hot loves anymore H.
. Moen (Tpiu) amare  pio Maria...

Wot to=lowve anymore M.

1 If not longer: we will argue that enclisis in ipfinitives
should be analyzed as extra verb movement (our proposal will
differ from EKayne {1991), who argues for a wvery short Kind of
extra movemcnt). See Bellettl {1991} for the idea that eslements
like pil, mal, etg. coccupy a3 position sintlar teo French pas, plus
and other negative elements. On the other hapd, there are HSLs
with short V-novement in infinitives. We will address the
guestion in section 1.3.
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. No diu mai fa weritat (Catalan)

Haot telis never the truth

d. Wo (*mail)y dir mat la weritat...
Not to=tell never the truth

e. Ho ez3td nmunca cansado [Spanish)
Mot is mevrer tired

E. Ho { nunca) estar nunca cansado. ..

Mo to~be pever tired

Thus, there =eems to pe a correlation hetween the Null-
Subject status of the language and the possibility for the
infinitival werbk to raise to a high {(the highest)] functional
category: AGR in Bellettl (1991)'s theory and our own. Another
fact, which is likely to be parasitie on the former, i=s thae
possibility of clitie climbing. Kayne (198%) argues that clitic
climbing fand also long VY-movement in infihitives) is due to the
strong character of INFL in NELS languages.

The probklem is how to express the correlation between the
strong character of AGR in finite clauses and the purported
strong character of AGR in non-finite clauses., In infinitival
clauses, AGR is not apparently strong in Italian or S8panish, as
far as morphology can tell us. Te simply stipulate that
infinitival AGR is strong because finite AGR in the same language
is strong appears to be a mere stipulation,

what I want to propose is the idea that what extends from
finite to infinitival clauses is a parapeter wvalue. But before
proceeding, let us consider the facts considered in Kayne (1991)
concerning V-movement and clitic placement in infinitives, and

the proposal Rayne presenkts to account for the facts.
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1.3. Kayne’s Proposal

Kayne [1991) shows that in Romance languages there 1s a
corralation hetween enclicsis in infinitives and the possibilicy
of having interrcgative infinitives with a COMP particle of the

type Tif*", which he convincingly argues is a C" particle:

{9y TFtalizn:
a. andarci [/ vederlo ienclisis)
to-go~thore to-sec-it
b. Hon sG se andarcl
Mot kKnow-I 1if to—go-there
L don‘t know whether to go or nat”
(10} French:

a. y aller / le vyoire (proclisis)
there-to-go it-to—see
b. *Je ne sais pas si vy aller

I ne know not Lf there to-go

‘T deon t know whethar to go or not”

Kayne argues that this is a genuine correlation holding of
many Homance languages, and that it does not oorrelate with the
(non) MSL status of the laznguage.* 50 Catalan, Spanish, and some
italian dialects {Piedmantese, Milanese and Paduan] are like
Italian, while Ocecitan, Sardinian and some Italian dialects
fGardenese) are like French. As for English (and languages having
short V—-movement in infinitives in general), they would pattern

with French in pot allowing fiff-infinitives:

* Kayne argues that the N3L status is 3 necessary but not
sufficient condition for a language to have epnglisis and thus
fif*=infinitive constructions.
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(111 a. No =& 2] anar-hi (Catalan}

Mot Know-I if to-go-there

b. No sé =i hacgerlo {Spanish}
Hot know-1 if to-do-it

o. *Sabi pas se hi apar (occitan)
Enow=I not if there-to—-qgeo

d. *No'izsco =i andare (Sardinian)
Hot knew-I if to-go

g, *I den’'t kRnow if to ao {English)

Kayne's analysis of fthese facts accounts for hoth the
fimjpossibility of fif‘-infinitives and the enclisis phenomencn.
Concerning the latter, he assumes that clitic attachment is (at
least in Romance) lefi-adjunction to a functional head, for
principled reascns having to do with morpholegical headedness.
Therefore, whenever a clitic is strictly left-adjacent to the

verh, the structure would be:

{12) [1e €1 {ga ¥ 1 ]

where I* i= some funcktional (inflectional) head. In fact, the
general condition Kayne imposes on clitic attachment is that
clitics muest attech to a functional head, whether it contains the
moved VW oor is silent. However, he folloews Baker (1985} in
as=uming that the head the clitic ad4jeoins to canhot contain a
trace. A consequence of this assumption would be that, since verb
movement is cyclic for principled reasons, the clitic cannot
addoin to a functional head lower than the ane where ¥V has
moved, because this would imply that the clitic is adijoined to

a head containing a trace:

(13) #lye ¥ ] <on [y= €L [ya £ 1 ]
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whare X* and ¥° are functionzl heads and £ is 2 necessary
intermediate trace of V-movement. The reversze sjituvation, where
the ¢litic is in a higher functional head than V= iz not

excluded:

(14) [yo €1 X* ] wuu [y V* 1

This would be the struckure for languages having the clitic
preceding the infinitival verb but not necessgarily adjacent to
the werbh (Occitan, earlier Frenchj.

Since beth v© and the ¢litic are heads, why is it that the
clitic can move non-cyclically {giving [(l4}} while V® cannot [as
far as {13} is not allowed)? Kayne’s scluticon is based on the
idea, developed in Kayne [1989), that for MSLs infinitival INFL
(or scme of its members) is strong enocugh to l=-mark and void some
potentizl barriers,* so that long head movement is zllowed to
come extent. However, V'-movement is suhiject to a further
constraint: it has to pick up the affixal functicnal heads. This
would explain the contrast [(13)/{i4): in (13) the verk has ta
move through ¥° to merge with this affixzl head, while the clitic
in [14) neets no similar requirement.

S5ince cyclic movement [as expressed by the HMC) is not a
matter of prinsiple, bhut is rather derived (from the ECP and
affiwation reguirements), there might be =structures where v°
skips the clitic position without wvieolating any principled
requirement. HXayne arguses that there is one such structure.
Zuppose the clitic moves to a functional head I°, left-adjoining

to 1t {as it has tol; suppese I° has no gontent, s that ¥V is

* gpecifically, in Kayne (19B9) VP would he the potential
bBarrier that is voided by INFL" l-marking. Althouwgh Kayne (19917
does not address the quastion, at least some of the 'heirs’ of
INFL after the INFL splittihg hypothesis should be l-marKing
element=s for the hypothesis in Kayne {193839) to be extendable to
the proposal in Kayne [1891).
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not reguired tao move to it to pick up any affixes; suppoese

finally the verb adjoinz to the I’ projection, giving:

[15]‘ EIJ‘ Ua [Ill' [I'ﬂ C1 IE ] ] ]

[1%]) does net possibly wviolate the ECP, since I' is not a
minimality barrier (in the sepse of Chomsky (1936=-a)) because it
does not exclude V¥°; it does not wiglate any affixation
requirensent as far as I® is content-less., Therefore 1t is a
possible structure. Kayne claims that {15) is actually the
structure for enclisis in Romance infinitives: the apparent fact
that the <¢litic is right adjoined te the {functional head
containing the)l werb is due to the wverb having skipped the
position of the clitic. Kayne assumes that I° is T, which is
likely te be content-less in infinitives. On the other hand, the
proposal that clitic attachment {in Romance) is left adjunction
te a functional head can be assumed to hold without exception.
and the wery short span by which V' owt-raises the clitic
accounts for the apparent right-adjunction of the ¢litic to the
verb. For more details on this proposal, see Hayns (19913,

The existence of a structure like (15) is only partially
derived in Kayne‘s account: singe 1t involwves long clitic
movement, it should be restricted to NSLs (as argued in Kayne
{1%891), but being a NSL is5 not a sufficient condition for
allowing (15}, as far as there are NS5Ls not having enclisis in
infinitives (Occitan, 0ld French, Sardinian)- In any case, Kayne
develops a proposal that makes the existence of such a structure
highly appealing, in that it allows for an explanation of the
generalization we mentioned above, namely that only languages
having enclisis in infinitives allow fif’-infinitives (recall the
contrast (9)/(10)).

Kayne’s account is baged on several assumptions. One is that

f3if’ iz a C°—particle that, contrary to empty infinitival cC*, is
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able to gavern the specifier of IP, which i5 ceoccupied by PRO in
contrel infinitives.® If we sinply assume that PRO cannct be
governed (due to the PRO-theorem), then we explain that “iff-
infinitives are not allowed in French or English, We do not thus
tar exXplain, however, why languages having enclisis allow fiff-
itnfinitives, since the existence of the structure (15) does not
trivially bear on the PRO-theorem problem.

In order ta account for the facts, Kayne adapts a proposal
by Chomsky {1986-b) on the definition &f Binding Domain. Chomsky
wanted to account for cases where pronominals and anaphors are

not in complenentary distyribution, such as;

(16) a. They like thelir pictures

b. They like eéach olher’s pictures

Chomsky's proposal is that the definition of Binding Domain
is sensitive to the [*anaphoric] character of the element whose
Hinding Domain is determined. Without going into the details of
Chomsky’s technical definitions, the essential idea iz that the

Binding Domain for a pronominal /anaphoric element has te fulfil

* EKayne crucially assumes that prepositions preceding
{controlled) infinitives in Romance, as in French (1), ars not
in c*:

{1} J=an essale de conprendre

for they do not have the same effects as "if’. I agree on this
point, and this will bhe crucial for my account too. However I
think the preposition de {and its Romance counterparts) cannct
be in Spec of CP, as HKayne assumés. On the one hand, since a
specificr cannot ba occupied by a head, we would be dealing with
g complement—less PP. On the other hand, if de is in Spec of CP,
de-infinitives would be like Wh—islands, contrary to fack:

{ii) Quand, as-tu es=sayé [ de venir t, ]
When have-yon tried de tg-oons

Cf. *Duand, mfas-tu demandé [ od Jeanh allait ¢, ]
When  me-have-you asked where J. went

We could assume that de is outside CF. This is not in fact
incompatible with Kayne‘s or my theory, npor is it crucial to
gither, provided de is not in c°.
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the condition of virtually allowing for the pronominal /anaphor
to be respectively free/bound. I mors concrete terms, this means
that X is Binding Domain for an anaphor only if ¥ contains an A-
position c-~companding the anaphor: since proneminals do not have
to {in fact cannot) be bound in their Binding Domain, there is
no regquirement of virtual binding for pronominals.

With these agsumptions, the facts in (16) can be explained.
Consider whether the NP containing the genitive iz a possikle
Binding Domain for the preoneminal ar anaphsr in this genitive
pesition. Suppose this NP fulfils that part of the definition of
Binding Domain which 1is commoen to pronominals and anaphors,

namely:

{171 8 is a Binding Demain for A iff B is the minimal CFC

containing A and a governor of A.

For the anaphor [(each othar), however, there is the further
reguirement that the Binding DOmain has to conkain an A-position
c=commandihg it. Since the anapher iz ih the specifier of tha MP,
i.e., the hiaghest specifier in this HP, such a reguirement is not
met, and the Binding Domain will be the next ¢FC up, namely the
whiole sentence, where the anaphor will be correctly bound. For
the determination of pronominalfs Binding Domain, there is no
such regquirement, so the NP ltself can be the Binding Domain,
allowing the pronominal (their} to be free in it.

PRD, like genitives, <¢an be assumed fto occcupy the highest
specifier of the IP. Since IF is a CFC, Cchemsky's proposal can
£asily be made to bear on the FRO distribution. Since Chomsky's
proposal z2llows for the determination of the Binding Domain to
give different results depending on the pronominal /anaphor status
of the alement im guectian, then the simultaneocus
pronominal fanaphoric status of PRO need not lsad to the FRO-

theorem, Specifically, if a CFC XP contains PRO, a governor of
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PRO and no a-positicon ¢o-commanding PRO, then FRO as pronominal
will have XP as its Einding Domain, where it will ba free as
regquired, but ¥XP will not be the Blnding Domain for PRO as
anaphor: the Binding Domain will be the whole IP next up, where
it will ke bound by the controller in the standard case.

Mow consider the structure of an 7if’ infinitive in English

or Frepnch, where it is excluded:
(28} [po Ef ] [1p FRO [gr I® 1 ]

Since there i3 no governor of PRO inside IP, IF cannot be
the Binding Domain for PRO. In fact, the governor for PRO is C°
{containing *if’), but since C* is out=ide the IP CFC, the
Bindihyg Domain has £o be extended to the next CFC, namely the
supercrdinate ¢lause, where PHO, although being correctly bound
by the contreller as an anaphor, is incorrectly bound as a
pronominal. Therefore the *if‘-infinitive is correctly excluded
by the second BT principle.

Now consider the structure of an fiff-infinitive

construction in a language having infinitive enclisis. In these
languages, V* is addoined to I°:7

(12} [ge £Ff | {pp PRO [y, V* [yr I* 1 1

In (19}, Kayne argues, ¢° cannot govern PRO becau=ze there jsg
& cleser gevernor, namely ¥°, which creates a minimality affect.

Therefore IP is a CFC containing a governor for PRO (namely ¥°).
Yor IF to be the Binding Demain for PRO as proncminal nothing
else is required, and PRO as pronominal is correctly free within

IF. On the other hamd IP does not fulfil the virtual binding

TV adjunction to T4
3 I*% would
these langua
or not:

take place in all infipitives in
g9es independently of whether an {enjclitic is present
enclisis would only be a manifestation of the phanonenon.
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requirements of PRO as anaphor, &0 the Binding Domain for PRO-
anaphor is extended to the superordinate clause, where it is
licitly bound by the controller.

50 NSLs having imnfinitival enclisis allow for PRO to be
governad Without vielating BT. At S—structure, the other set of
languages do not have g governed PRO. Since, however, the
hypothesis that PRO may be governed and, therefore, subject to
BT 1z a natural way of accounting for the strict referential
gonstraints on PRD (it is controlled or arbitrary), Kayne
proposes that the governed status of PRO is universal (f.e., PRO
never escapes BT). In languages where it canpnot be licitly
governed at S-structure, it is governed at LF, where V-raisi- j

would create o structure similar to [19).

Eayne’=s analysis is appealing in several respects:

- It accounts for an interesting generalization concerning
enclisis and  the exXistence of flff-infinitives.* Thiz
generalization could hardly be a matter of accident and, even if
it was, it would pose a problem for learpahility as far as, for
languages not having ‘iff-infinitives, the learner would need
negative evidence in order not to generalize Wh-interrogative
infinitives to ‘if’-infipnitives on the basis of Finite clauses,
where both Wh- and ‘if’-intexrogatives are possible.

- It sets a plausible basis for reducing control to BT, &
desirable result in view of the hitherto poorly understood
phenomencn of contrel.

— it accounts for (the poessibility of) anclisis in a highly
principled way, on the basis of the ECP and affixation
constraints in V-raising, as well as morphelegical-headedness

cotstraints on clitic atktachment.

= portuguesse 1s a potentizl problem for the empirical
generalization, as we will see above.
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However, Kayne’s proposal is far from crystal-clear in many
respects, which we will consider inm turn.

One guestion Kayne's proposal raises concerns his crucial
claim that ¥V adjoins to If. There are two possible problems with
this proposal. Une is whether adjunction of X° to ¥ should ke
allowed at all. The other probklem is that Kayne’s analysis of
proclisiz vs. enclisis analyses the former as having the clitic
more closely attached to the {(functicnal head containing the)
verlk than the latter. There is5 some evidence pointing to the
opposite way (3ee Beninchd & Cingue (1990]). Since, however, these
two possible objections are extrinsic or peripheral to Kayne's
discussion, we will not pursue them here. We will concentrate on
intrinsic problems Kayne’s theory cannot escape fazcoing.

There is a problem that is essentially connected to Kavne's
proposal, although he does not explicitly address it. Hayne seemns
to tacitly assume that the only meanps ©of hawving PRO ggverned
inside IP in structures like (18)/(1%) is having the governing
head adijoined to If. Let uys ses why this tagit assunption is
neceszsary. Kayhne analysas Sardinian as a language having
infinitival V-ralging t& T (= I° in {181}, 1.2., to the
functional head the clitic i1s attached to. Since this language
does not allow fif'-infinitives, we wmust imply that ¥ in I°
cannot govern PRD while v adjeined to IY can. Otherwise,
Sardinian would allow *if‘~infinitives. Or would it not? Let us
consider the possibility that a head governs its specifier.

Kayne seems to emphasize the idea that v-adjoined-to-IF
plays the role of blocking government by C° by minimality: so,

L]

¥ayne could argue, I*, even if able to govern its specifier PRC
when filled by V', would reot bleock government by . But notice
that the government reguiremenht in the definition of Binding
pomain (3% in (17)) is not 2 reguirsment af sxclusive government!:
if I" gowverns PRD in its gpecifier, that ig sufficient for IP to

becope a potential Binding Domain (and an actual one for PRO as
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pronominall. So, to the extent we allew a head te govern its
specifier, and we assume that functicnal head containing ¥ is a
governor, then it is immaterial whether C° governs PRO or not
whenever PRQ is governed by I" conkaining V. 5o Sardinian, for
whiich Kayne assumes Y ralses to the functional head whose
spectfier contains PRD, would be predicted to allow 7fiff-
infinitives, contrary to fact.

An optlien for solving this problem could be that beads do
not govern specifiers, so that adjunction to If is the only means
for ¥ toa govern FRO from inside IP.

But this is not easily tenable either. Congider aaain
Chonsky s ariginal proposal. If heads do not govern specifiers,

we would have to assume that in a case like:

{20) They like [yp their books ]

the genitive pronoun (their) has to bhe goverhed by a head
adjoined to N (or D' if we adopt the DP hypothesis) in order ta
prevent the verb (1ike) from governing the genitive and enlarging
the Binding Domain to the whole clause. Put in general terms,
Kayne’s proposal, although designed to account only for the PRO
distribution, leads to the conclusicn that any case of hon—
complenentary distribution of proncminals and anaphors involves
X" adjunction te ¥°.

If we go further into the consequences of this proposal,

aven more basic problems appear. Consider a structure like:

(21) *John doesn't remember if ([pp himself actually weon ]

If the ‘iff C° is a governor of the Spec of IP in
infinitives, it is likely to be so in finite contexts as well.
Therefore, the IP in (21} =hould not gount a= a Binding Domain

unless, again, we assumed that the some elenent adjoined to I
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blocks this government. In this case, to impair things, the
element in guestion would be empty, in fact radically smpty if
affix lowering takes place at S-structure, as in Chonsky
{1988).°7 Kayne crucially assumes for independent. reasons that an
anaphor has to abide by BT requirements at S-structure, so that
({21) could not be rescued at LF.

Te try to rescue Kayne's hypothesis from both (20) and (21}
thers are some ways-out to try. We could assume that in genitives
the -5 particle (which would he morphologicaliy irregular for
their} is actually a D" element adioined to DY, which would
elegantly account for its enclitic character.™ To avoid the
problem in (217, we could simply assume Rizzi's (1989-b} idea of
the finaphor Agreement Effect’, by which anaphors in subject
position of tensed clauses would be excluded on independent
ground=s. Howewer nge sSimilar account 1= possible for the
grammaticality of {22), which would be incorrectliy ruled out

because of BT second principle, in parallel with (21] being
incerrectly ruled in:

(22} Johh does not remember if [{p he actually wom |

In conclusion, although Kayne unproblematically accounts for
the impossibility of *if/-infinitives in short infinitival ¥-
movenment languages, the account is less clear for enclisis

languages, and it potentially runs into problems for Sardinian,

' Hotice that (21] js a problem for Chomsky's (19B&6-b)
broposal asz well: he has to assume (and he doss quickly in
Passing) that AGR counts as a virtual antecedent without being

2 possible antecedent, in opder for the IP to be a Binding Demain
for himself without

boung . Pussiply keing ane in which himself can be

" We would assume : . ,
as F £ 'z i=
the head of D* being ' in Fukul & Speas (19867, tha

4 genitive Cage assigner.
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where 1t iz not ¢lear why 71f’=infinitives are not possible, and,
becides, for cases like (20), (21) and, tore conclusively, (22).

If we assurme that I° can govern its PRO specifier then
sardinian ought to sllow *if*-infinitives as we argued. Suppose
we assumed that Sardinian infinitival V-movement, although very
‘long® [almost as long the Italian one] deoes not however teach
the I° whese specifier contains PRJO, but rather stops a step
chort of it. Then, the Sardinian status would be essantially the
same as the French one: an empty I° is unable to govern and the
f1ff &7 really matters. Although this pesition is tenable fer
Kayne, it undermnines the cruciality of the V-adjoining-te-If
proposal: we could simply assume that long mevement is novement
to I°, {which for some reason implies enclisisz), and that
suffices to prevent C° to be the exclusive governor of PRO. In
languages with short movement ({and now Sardinian is not
relavantly different from English, French or Occitap) I° is empty
and ©° is the exclusive governdr. So the idea of adiunction to ILf
iz, at best, le== motivated than Kayne claims it is.

There is another problem of a rather speculative nature. In
both Chomsky’s and in Kayne’s proposal (implicitly in the
latter)], the noticn of CFC plays an essential role in the
definicion of Binding Démain:d since only a CFC can be a Binding
Domain, whenever a CFC (such as the infinjitival IF) fails to be
a Binding Domain (because the governor is outside 1t or it does
not satisfy virtual binding requirements) then the Binding Domain
switches to the whole next IP up., The CP or VP inmediately
dominating the IF are not possible candidates simply because they
are not CFCs. At the time Chomsky formulated his proposal, he
assumed a still fairly simple structure for the sentence (the
5f/5 category) and, =specifically, he did not consider the
internal subject hypothesis at all: {NP,S) was the O-position for

at least external Arguments, so S5 (=IP) was clearly the minimal
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constituent containing all the B-positions of a clause fat least
in agentive clauses), thus a CFC.

The moment the itrternal subject hypothesis is assumed,
hewever, things are not so sinple: it could be argued that Ve ©
(in Koopman & Sportiche’s (1888) sense) is the (minimal) CFC.
Similar problems would arize in connection to the DP hypothesis
if we generate nomipal B-positicon=s inside the (strict) MP. 1In
arder to preserve Chemsky'=s results, there 1= an obvious
solution: we define CFC as the minimal ¢eonstituent containing all
the B-positions of a predicate plus the A-specifiers of the Fis
locally deminating it. If the specifier of the highast IP [or the
genitive specifier of BP) are A-positions, then the definitign
will give CFC= which coincide in esgence with Chomsky®s and
Kayne's proposal: the highest IP for ¢lauses and DP for nominals.

This simple seluticn is, however, possibly too simplistic:
the notion of A-position is now not an abvious one apnymore, and
both Rizzi (1991) and Chomsky (1992) are trying to define it in
a derivative way. AL least Rizz]l‘®s characterization [(which allows
Spec of CF to be an A-position under certaln conditions) could
be problematic. I will not speculate  further on  these
ramifications.

Crucial for the present thesis iz, howaver, the fact that
we postulate that, at least in the set of H5Ls considersd, I-
subjects {which are the most promipent B-positions in a clause)
do not form an A=-Chain with Spec <of IFP, then there is no
plausible motivation for extending the CFC from VP*™ to IP. In
fact, our definition of Binding Domain basically restricts the

candidates by reguiring them to ke functional categories:
{231 &4 iz pBinding Domain for B iff A jic the minimal FC

containing B, a governor of B and the Case position fraom

which B abtains Cgsae.
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In all hypotheses about FC structure which simultanecus]y
assume the Iinterpal subject hypothesis, FCs (as the warious
rnembers of IP or DP) form a ‘shell’ arcund the predicative
lexical categories (resp. VP" and NP). Therefore requiring the
Binding Domain to be a FC amounts to ensuring that a Binding
Domain will always cantain the whole CFC (if the latter is
defined on the basis of B-positions only).

There iz another problem Kayne himself points owt: if
enclisis is the manifestation of close adjacency between YV and
the «litic without both forming a <oonstituent, then the
prediction is that V-cl)! cannot move as such. Since AUX-to-COMP
fas characterieed in Rizzi’s Work) has enclisis on the AQDM, this
could only follew from the accidentgl fagh that the c¢litic
happens to (left) adjein to C° apd the AUX adjeins to C-.
Although not an impossible accident, it is rather suspicious that
enclisis is preserved in aUX-to-COMP.

Kayne points out an additicnal problem: Eurcpean Portuguese
allows both enclisis and proclisia in infinitives. Nevertheless,
it allows ‘if‘-infinitives. Kayne's proposal «#ould be strongly
confirmed if Portuguese speakers allowed fif‘-infinitives oniy
in the enclisis option, which is not the case: there seems to be
no contrast at all between the twe options, both allowing riff-
infinitives with total naturalness. The alternative account of
Kaynefs data I will proposa is, I think, less in trouoble with
portuguese than Kayne's, even if this is at the cost of being
less restrictive.

Let me point out a finazl problem. Kayne’s attempt to reduce
control {(and arbitrary PRO would zlsa be a form of control) to
Binding Theory (BT) is appealing, for contrel is thus far one of
the modules of grammar that has remained most obscure of all.
However it is well-known that the mysterious nature of control
is hard to reduce to the standard locality conditions in BT. So

in (24), {40) there is an unexpected minimal contrast between PRO
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and genitive (the latter being akin to PRI in not chowing

conplementary distributicon between proncninals and anaphors);

{24)] a. *Each other’s accusation triggered wmany problems [or
them

bB. PR to accuse Mixon triggered many problems for them

The problematic cases are numerous and diverse. To menbion
ancther two, hoth Wh-movement and dislocation may bleed or feed
BT possikilities while control remaing immune to both. More
importantly, there are cases of dislocation where control and BT

seen to meet contradictory regquirements:

{25} vVotar en Joan, em séembla gue ni ell mateix

To=-vote=for the J. me—seems that not-aven he SELT

sfimaqina gue t’'ho proposessis
JUESSES that you-intended

*yote for Joar, I think not even he himself could guess you

intended ton

In [(25), (41) BT reguires en Joan not to be c-commanded by
el]l mateix, whereas the controlled PRO in the Jdisloecated
infinitival clawnse would have to be c-commanded by the svhjeck
of £t“ho proposessis 'you intended tof if contreol is to bhe reduced
to binding. In whatever lovel of representatieon one raguirement
i= met, the other is not.

In addition, I have serious doubts that controel can be
reduced to purely structural conditiens: at least for typical
control verbs (hops, convinse, etc.) there seem to be irredutible

semantic or lexical f{actors {consider, e.g., persuade and
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promise} on the determination of the contraoller.!® A =ad
conclusion theough it may be, control scecems to remain a poorly
undorstood field of the grammar. What can easily be determined
on a structural basis is only the controllee, not the controller.

cur proposal; as the standard ones, will capture thils fact.

Sumning up, Xayne's hypothesis appears problematic for at
leagt the following reascons:

- it challenges the structure preserving hypothesis
concerning adjunction: a head is adjoined to a X'.

- it predicts a contrast in degree of attachment in enclisis
vs. proclisis which is the opposite of what independent morpho-
phonalegical evidence suggests.

- it implicitly assumes that a head does not govern its
spocifier, a probklematic assumption for standard accounts of
Binding Domain as Governing Category, unless we deneralize X°-
adjunction-to=¥’ to all the parallel cases.

- it ecrucially relies on the notion of CFC in a way that is
not trivially adaptable to present-day assumptions on clause
structura.

- it represents V+enclitic as not forming a caonstituent,
thus predicting that V-cl cannct nove.

- Portuguese is a potential counter-exanple.

= gontrol canhot he easily reduced to BT.

1 There is a Trecent proposal by Larseon (1991) which tries
to derive whether the object or the subject i= the controller
from puraly structural {¢-command) conditions. Although plausible
for some baslc cases, tha proposal is bound to adopt rather
prolix assumptions to cover only the English data. In addition,
the minimal contrast he postulates between objects ¢-commznding
arnd not c=commanding the infinitive should cptimally ke derived
from some Universal Theta Assignment Hypothesis, for they are
unlikely to be learned and, in addition, object/subject control
status seems to be relatively uniform for synonymous verbs across
languages.
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Ferhaps it is not advisable to simply dismantle a proposal
with such a basic appeal and perspicucus insights as Kayne’s, on
the basis of technical problems: these problems might disappear
as a deeper understanding of the facts develops. Howewer, at
least one of the problems, namely the pervasive consequences of
taking the proposal of X“-adjunction-to-Y' seriously, which has
dramatic affects on cases like [20) and (2l), does not seem to
be & side-problem and cagts serious doubts on the first glance
plausibility of the thesory.

The alternative account we will present is, admittedly, less
ambitious, for it gives up some of the promising achievements in

Kayrefs theory, such as reducing control to BY.
2. The AGR-identifier of Infinitives

In the preceding chapter, we adopted a paramater that
determines which is the AGR=-identifier for a (finite) clause,

repeated here as (28):

{26) AGR"/Spec of AGR ic the AGR-identifier of AGR.

We assumed that AGR"™ is the unmarked walue, and that
languages having poor AGR-morphology were forced to adopt the
marked value ([(Spec of AGR).

Suppose (26) is a parameter which is set once for all types
of clauses in a given languwage., 7The trigger for setting the
parameter would be finite clauses, but the value chosen would
relevant for infinitival ones in the untiarked case.™@

That the AGR identifier must be uniform across sentence-
types (finite/infinitival) is a necessary assumption for the

theory above to work. The rveason is that the [*anaphoric)

22 gecitan and Sardinian will be claimed to be marked

languages in this connection. Scoe below.
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character of I-sukjects does not seem to vary from finite to

infinitival clauses, as wa have sSeent

(27} a. Gli displace dover farle lui (stessg)
Him-dislike= to-have-to do—-it he [SELF)
*He dislikes to have to do it himself’
E. It bothers him fto have to do it himself

Az for R-expressions, they are not allowed as I-sukjects in
controlled infinitives ip NSLs, but this will follow from the
assumpticn that control involves a PRO which binds the I-subject,

ahd R-expressions cannet be bound.

2.1. Contral

To make clear what we want to arriwve at, let us advance the

following idea, which we will try to motivate as we proceed:

f2B) In the unmarked case, controlled infinitives have the =zame

AGR—-identifier option [AGR'/Spec—-AGR) as finite sentences,

in & given language.

Let us gee what [(2B) predicts for Italian and English {we
assume they are ‘the unmarked case’). Consider the D-structures

in [(29):

(2%) a. John wants [acpp AGR® to come DP )
b. Glanni vuole [AGHF AGR* wenire DP ]

G. wants to=come

In both cases, AGR is coindexed with the DP. Consider first
the English case censtruction. In this case it i= Spec of the
infinitival AGR which is to be filled to bhe the AGR-identifier.
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Let us assume that this specifier is occupied by PRO {(whose
precise =status we will discuss below). Let us assume that,
contrary to what is standardly claimed, PRO can fand has tal
recelve Case, in order to abide by the Visibility Condition or
gome equivalent reguirement. Let us assume that it is AGR® which
assigns Hominative to  PRD by  agreement.}’  Suppose  that
infinitival AGR® can assign a Nominative only teo PRO (fa kind of
weak Mominative that is specific to PRO).

Given the above assumptions, FRD 1= the Case-position for
the I-subkject, and the whele IP (= AGRP) is the Binding Domain
for the I-subject. The I-zubject will then ba anaphoric, ag
desired.

In the Italian construction, on the other hand, it would be
AGR® itself which would be contralled. To ohtain this result we
gould tentatively assume that:

- AGR® ghtains person features by cantrol, and becomes rich.

- 50 V raising to AGR is allowed [(assuming, in the spirit
of Poliock (198%) that only heads having some conktent allow V* to
move to them).

- AGR® has to assign Nominative directly to the I-subject,
kv government, which requires its combining with T,

- 50 T has tg raise to AGR, and it will if cyclic V-movement
to AGE takes place.

- a8 in finite sentences, the Case position for the I-

subiect will be the I-subject itzelf, so that the Binding Domain

'* We will grucially assume that heads do not governs their
specifiers, so that, as we assumed for finite sentences,
Hominative 1= assigned to Spec of AGR by agreement, not by
governnent .

I think that the assumption that heads do not govern
specifiers it is a tenable position in general. In addition, it
subsumes mwuch of the canonical —goverrment proposals in earlier
literature: non-canonical governhent is impossible in the general
case because it would bhe government of a Specifier.
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for the I-zubject will exclude Spec of AGHE, and the I-subject
will he [=anaphoric].

This iz 2 firat characterizatien of the facts. Let’s address
nore specific guestions. One is that in NSEs like Catalan or
Italian, the emphatic I-subject in controlied infinitives is
prononinal, but it cannot be an R-expression. So to say that I-
sSubjects are [-anaphoric] is not encugh, since the [-anaphoric, -

proncminal ] option is excluded:

{30) a. Giannl vuole { venire 1lui/pro }
G. wants to~come he/ pro
b. #{Lui) vusle [ venire Gianni ]

{He] wankts to come G.

We could simply assume that the R-expression Gianni in
{30).0) is excluded because it is bound by the controller in the
upper clause (lui). Although this account is correct, it is not
cufficient. As wWe pointed out above, therse are cases where the
controller seems not to c-command the infinitive at any level of
reprasantation. This is the case with dislocated controlled
infinitives (see the discussion in seckion 1.3., where we
conclude that certain controlled infinitives cannot be o-
commanded by the ¢ontroller at any level of representation).

We will assume that the impossibility of R-expressions as
suhjects of controlled infinitives is due to a violation of the
3rd prineciple of BT, but the offending binder will not be the
controller itself, but PRO. Let us assume that PRO is always
present ln control structures (and in casaes of PRO.L. a5 well).
He will later elabprate on the nature of PRO. Let’s take it for
granted that it is necessarily present in both NSL and non~NSL
control structuras.

How c¢an this be accommodated within the above assumption

that (in the wupmarked case) N35L= have a controlled AGR®, while
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non=null subiject languages have a contreolled Spac of AGR? At
first glance, this looks at wvariance with the assumpticn that
oth types of languages inveolve a controlled PRO, which is in
Spec of AGR. In order tu sclve this apparent contradiction, let
us make the fellowing assumptions:

- PFRO is a necessary eleanent of oontrol [(and FPROL)
ctructures: only PRO can be controlled (perhaps PRO,,. iz
controlled by an empty Argument or operator).

- PRO canncot be governed for the familiar reasons {we adhera
to the PRO th=orem].

- principle (28) requires (or, being a markedness principle,
favors) AGR® as the controilee in HSLs. If this option is to be
fulfillad, the only means it can be ig that PRO adjoins to AGR®.
Let us assumne that PRO {s a maximal projection, btut that only its
head (call it PRO®) has real content, 50 that adjunction of this
head to AGR® actuslly inplies placing the contreoller inside AGR®.

Under this view, N5Ls would have, in the unmarked Case PRO®
adjoined ko AGR®, thus fulfilling (28}, Now consider tha

tollewing infinitival structure:

(31) [agpp [pro PRO® | [agrs AGE" 1 )

Suppose PRO is to adjoin to AGR®. We have assumed that a
head does not govern its specifier. Therefore, movement of PRO®
inte AGR* would wiolate the ECF. Therefore, with such a
structure, PRGOS gould never adjolin o AGR® in order to make AGR®
to controlles element.

Suppose, howewver, that above AGRP, but helgw ¢F, there is
an intermediate functional category {(XP) {which we will try to

characterize later) to which AGR® can move, giving:

|:32} [Hn .F'.LGR“; I [ﬁ-ERF [FHEI PRO® ] EEGRJ t, ] ]
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In this configuration, PRD* is allowed to move to the X°
head containing AGR® withoot wviovlating the ECP. Therefore, (32)
iz a structure that allows for the controllee to end up in a head
positien which at the same time contains AGR®. This would be the
case for MNSLs as Catalan or Italian.

Can (12) be somehow motivated? I will assume that enclisis,
which iz typical of N5Ls, is a manifestation of the structure
{22): whenever AGR® (which contains V') raises to X%, enclisis is
manifested. 50 we are in o position to account for enclisis and
the empirical facts discus=ed in Kayne (192921). Let us se2 how,

In grder to motivate oonr account for the enclisis facts, we
will concentrate on two guestions: How is flonger?’ V-movement
related to enclisis? and, What are the effects of adjoining FRO®

to AGR’ (or a head containing AGR®).

2.1.1. Enclisis

Let us first consider a well known case of enclisis not
concerning Romance infinitives: French {complex) wverb/subject-
clitic inversioen. An interesting and recent account far this
phenomenon is Rizzi & Roberts (1989}, The literature on this
topic agrees on the point that V-INFL wmovement to COMP is a
crucial factor for this constructioh. What <ohcerns us here 1s
the folleowing fact: once the V-INFL raises akove INFL into 7,
something forces the clitic subject to cliticize to ©°, I think
this can follow from the clitie’s need for a host, buk there s
ne obvious reason why the clitic does not left-adjoin to C°
instead of right adjeining. Whatever the account is, we could
take it to have a rather pervasive nature. The situation, then,
would bet

- there is a designhated landing site where ¢litics laft~
adjoin: AGR"™ for both ohdect eclitics in Romance and subject

clitics in French and Horthern Italian dialects.
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- whenever the content of thizs head moves a head up, the
clitic is left without an appreopriate host and it has to
=litizize inko the new host position: in this case [for whatever
reason) the clitic right-ad-oins to the wpper host.

Mow, if French ({complex) inversicon involves longer V-
novenent than in assertive c¢lauses, and this longer novernent is
not a2 minimal further step as in Kayne's {1%%1}) account for
enclisis, but rather a che-head-up-more step, is there evidence
that Romance enclisis alse involves further head-to-head
movement? I think there is zone evidence, at least in Catalan and
Spanish (I will be presenting the Catzlan examples; Spanish
egquivalents behave identically as far as I know).

Cne way of measuring the length of the further-step movement
in enclisis constructions s to consider word-ordsr phencmena.
If enclisis involves V-INFL moving one mare head up w.r.t.
proclisis,: then this extra movement will =skip over possible

specifiers or adjuncts of the makimal projection in between!

[33} T_xﬂ V_EGRI ] [AGHP ﬂdjuﬂct [hGRP SPE‘C-' :[.n.ILGRr ti I ]: ]

50 that the order will ke =adjunct-¥ or Speg-V in proclisisg
canstrustisons and V-adjunct or V-Spec in onclisis constructions,

I think there is avidence of precisely this kind. In Catalan
and Spanish, there are several kinds of adverbs (Catalan sempra
ralways’, mai ‘never’, ja ‘already'/’yet’, encara ‘still’, etc.}
which usually precede the verb in finite sentences.** In tact,

when they precede the verb, they must bhe adjacent to it:

1* They can alst follow the verbk with a slightly lower
deqrees of naturalness. This deoes not affect the argument below.
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{34} Sempresmai fja Jencara (*en Joan} hi va
Always/never/already/still (the J.) there-goes

Joan always/mever/falreadysstill]l goes there!

S these elements are likely to ooccupy the specifier of the
head where the verb stands in finite sentences.'* In fact, the
ganeralization ig that these adverbs can precede the verb in
precisely the constructions having proclisis: finite sentences
{except affirmative imperatives, but including hnegative
imperatives), and cannot in tha constructions having proclisis:
infinitives, gerunds and affirmaktive imperatives. In the latter

case, they obligatorily follow the verb:

(35) a. infinitives: (*ja) anar-ni [ja) awui
{*azlready) go-there [alr.} today
‘to azlready go there'
b. gerutids: {*ja) anant=-ti {ja) avuai
{*already} going-there (alr.}) today

‘already going there”

* Remember that in NSL Spec of AGR is not necessarily
filled by the subject DP, so there is no problen if we assume
this specifier is Spec of AGR., Ja ‘already/yet’ and encara
f2till/yet”’ can precede the other adverbs in preverbal subject,
giving marginal results:

(1) 7d= senpre Ve 2 classe

Already always comes to class

Possibly these two adverbs can be adjuncts to AGRP in
additicn to being specifiers.

In facot, we will assume that Spec of AGR is filled by PRO
in contreol structures, but the facts in (35) are independent of
sontrol  (they show up In non-controlled infinitives and
imperatives).
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c. aff. imperatives: (*ja) ves=hi {ja} avuli!
{*already) go-there {(zalr.) today
*do go there right today”

d. neg. imperatives: {encara) no hil vagis {encara)!
(et} not there-go  [yet}
Oon't go there yetk”

The accepktability judgements are clear cuk. Especially
significant is, I think, the case of imperatives: a minimal
contrast such as affirmation/negation involves a change from
enclisis to proclisis, and correlatively, a sharp change in the
possibility for those adverbs to precede the verh. A& natural and
sinple explanatieon is that, since enclisls involves an edtra step
in head-to-head novement, the adverbs in the specifier of the
lower head shift in word order w.r.t. the verb once the wverb
noves a head up. This account is not pessible within EKavne's
hypothesis, where the axtra movement is adjunction to next L',
gince this dgeg not predict any word order change w.r.t.
specifiers or adjuncts.

I will not develop in depth the gquestion of what the upper
head in this enclisis acocount is. In the inperatives it could be
C*: as evidence for this we have the fact that affirmative
imperatives strictly forbid COMP material preceding them, whereas

negative imperatives do not:

(36) a. {(**Cus) vas-hi!
{That)] go-there!
‘Do go there!
b. (Que) npe hi vagis!
(That} not there-go!

Don't you oo there!
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Inm infinitives and gerunds the upper head [or extra-movement
could be respectively a ‘nominal’ and ‘fadverbial’ FC head. At
least for infinitives, it cannot be COMP, bacauss COMP can be
£illed by the fif’ particle as we have seen. Let us assume it is
a FC intervening between CP and AGRP. We will call it NOM.‘®
This head is probably not available in languages without
enclisis, This can be a good explanation for the strongly nominal
charagter of infipitives in languages like Italian, Catalan and
Spanish, where it is used with a preceding definite article in
some constructions (a. examples), and, begides can be readily

uscd a= a nominalization (k. exanmplesi:®’

(37) Qatalan:

a., & 1l7arribar
At the-to-arrive
fIn arriving’

bB. Bl desvetllar-se de la natura
The to-awake of the nature

'The wakening of the nature”

‘s ¥ayne [(1991)] suggests that there 1s an  INFM
{“infinitivalf] tunetional categeory which is specific to
infinitives., I agree on this peint in proposing NOM. khat is odd
about Kayne’s proposal is that INFN is rather at the bottom of
the clausal FC=-hierarchy. If this extra FC is to be responsibla
for the categorial specificity of infinitives {(their nominal
Lehavier, for instance), it i3 more natural that it is the shell
eontaining the other, sentence specific, FCs.

17 Actually, even Sardinian, which has proclisis in
infinitives, hence, in our terms, no movement of AGR® to NOM®,
readily allows for infinitives as neminalizations. FPerhaps
Sardinian really has this nominal head but does not use 1t. After
all, the nominal {(or adverbial) character of English gerunds does
not imply long verkh movement. So the existence of an extra
nominal FC would be a necessary but not sufficient condition for
verh extra-movenent (amounting to enclisis) in infinitives.
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Spanich:

a. Al 1l=gar
At=-the to-arrive
fIn arriving’

Ir. El ¢antar de los pajaritos
The to-sity of the birdies

The =inging of the birdies’

trlians:
a. Lfaver (lui) affermato guesto
The=to=-have (ha) stated this

*{His) hawving stated this”
a. Lo svegliarsi della natura
The to-wake of-the nature

‘The wakening of the nature’

Raposo [1987-a) argueg, that Romance Infinitives’ nominal
properties account for the apparent fact that they have to be
Case-marked.

Even if, as 1 said, [ gcannot explain why enclisis and not
proclizis takes place when thoro is cxtra head movement, at least
we ¢an generalize the phenomenon o the case French (and Northern
Italian) {(cooplex) inversion, both being cases of extra head-
movement which force the proclitic of the lower head to becomne
an enclitic of the upper head. Perhaps the reason of the change
of directionality of <cliticizatien is a matter of diachronic
change, having to do with the ‘easlest’ way a new generation can
reanalyse the parents data when reanalysis takes place: for
instance 014 French subject inversjon in interrogatives had
nothing to do with cliticization even when the subjact was a
pronominal; when cliticization started to be active, the sasiest
way for the new generation to accommodate facts was to assume
right=adjunction of the subject c¢litic to C°. Perhaps similar

account=s could be giwven for Romance clitics, assuming their

222



Original position was less fixed (subject te the Tobler-Mussafia
law =-see Benaccohio £ Renzi (1987)). I will pot elaborate on the
mattar.

S3ince the enclisis/proclisis facts are not predicted from
a synchronie point of wiew, Portuguese is not necessarily a
counter-example: since in this language clities have had a
development which iz rather different from the one in other
Romance languages (there is nothing similar, in the latter, to
Fortuguese clitic-order alternations in main clauses being
senzitive to negation and preverbal guantification), it might
simply be that extra-movement to HNOM® does not necessarily
correlate with enclisis hecause {(maybe because of a different
reanalysis process in the history of Portuguese’. This conclusion
iz tgo loose to be of great interest. I think that the co-
coecurrence of proclisis and enclisis could be the key bto a more
accurate analysis of the facts. It might alsoe be that enclisis
is the core option.** I leave the issus here.

In the next section we Will se2a how the above assumptions

interact with the PFRO-theorem.,

Interrogative infinitives in Reomance WSLs present a problem
which alsg appears in finite emhedded interrogatives. Consider
the following finite paradigm from Catalan {which is

representative of all Romance WSLs as far as I Know):

“ Toana lourda (p.C.) pointed out to me that enclisis in
standard Fortuguese requires SOne morpho—phoenological
alternations which are not used in the colloguial version of
enelisis and that are rather annoying. £o it might be that:

- enclisis is the unmarked optieh, but proclisiz is also
allowed as a marked variant.

- to speak Portuguyege ‘feoorrectly’, you have to learn
cunbersome rules affecting enclisis.

- zo speakers shift to proclisis to avoid both cumbersome
schonl grammar rules and speaking fincorrectly”.
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(3B) a. Crec (*e&n Joan) gue  {en Joan) el veure

I-think ({the J.) that (the J.) bhim-will-I-see
‘I think that Joan I°11 scef

b, No =é& {en Jean)] guan {(*en Joan) el vouré
Not know-I (the J.) when ([the J.] him-will-I-see
rToan, I den't know when If11l zee (him)f

c. Wo =é fen Joan)] =i [en Joan) cl weurdé
Hot know-I [the J.) 1if fthe J.) hin-will-I-see

fToan, I don’t know if I'1l =ee (him}‘

(38).a)] =shows that dislocated elenents and <clause adjunct
adverbs cannct precede the complementizer gue ‘that’, but only
foliow it. So they would be TP adjuncts. (38).b) shows that these
alemants cannot follow a Wh=word {(i.e., cannot intervene between
the Wh-phrase and the werbk), which could suggest that there is
V=-INFL to COMP mevement [(as inm English main interrogatives), but
the fact that now these elements can precede the Wh-phrase seems
to suggest that it is the Wh-phase whic¢h is lower (in some IP-
specifier), not the ¥-INFL that raises. To make thinks worse,
(38).c) shows that *£f" interrogatives allow the adjunct to both
precede or follow the "if’ particle. In Chapter § we will provide

some way of explanation for the facts.

What i= to be noticed now is that infinitive interrogatives
display a rather similar parTadigm;

{39) a. No sé (en Joan) quan {*en Joan) visitar-lo

Hot Xnow-I (the J.3 when (the J.) to-visit-him

‘Foan, I don't know when te visit {nimy’

b. No =sé (en Joan) si (??en Joan) visttar-lo  dema

Hot know-I (the J.) if (the J.) to-visit-him tomorrow

‘Ioan, T don't know if to vizit fhim)] tomorrow’
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Toe the coxtent these data cast doubts on the idea that *iff
i a £° particle, they are a potential problem. I think, however,
that these factz do npot sericusliy challengs ouyr analysis: It may
wzll be that the assumption that Wh-elements and interrogative
Fif! in Romance NSL3: are in the same functional cateqory as the
one hosting gue ‘that’ 1is too simpple, and there i3 an
intermediate projection. Seo provided fif? is in the head of the
FC immediately dominating NOM® {or AGR"}, cur account is tenable,
whether this FC is CP or not.

2.1.2. The FRD Theoren

Before going into the discussion of the PRO-theoren effects,
let us say something abosut what a rtheory on PRO and cantrol] has
to minimally specify. We have argued that control cannct be
reduced to Pinding Theory in a positive way (i.e. with a theory
predicting the reference of PRO as a c¢ase of BT, as is intended
in Kayne (19%1)). We will adhere, however, to the mnore
traditional view that PRED's distribution is determined by BT in
a negative way: PRO has to escape binding requirements by being
ungoverned {(or not having Case, See helow).

Since controal is, under this view, 3till a mysterious module
of the grammar, nothing of great intersest can be said about 1t.
What I want to suggest, however, is that control can be nade
minimally an interesting phencmenon if we relate it to ancother
phenomencen which 1is apparently akin in nature: subjunctiva
abviatiobh.

For hoth contrel and cobviation there have been authors
trying to derive either from Binding Theory (Kayne (1991) and
Ficallo {1985), resp.}. Both phenomena, howevel, are reluctant
to such acocounts. To mention a major problem, disleocation or
movement of the infinitiwve/subjunctive does not have any effect

on the contreol/obviation facts, contrary to what happens with
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gemaine BT facts. Recall our dizcussion With examples such as

(241, (40) and (23), (41). Similar sxzmples can be built for
obviation {(consider (42)):

{40} a. *Each other's accusation triggered many problens for
tlrem
L., PRC to accuse Hixon triggered many problems for them
{41) votar en JoBn, em semhla gue ni ell mateix

To-vote-for the J, re-seems  that nokt-ecven ke SELFP

c’imagina gue t‘ho proposessis
quesses that you-intended
*Yote for Joan, I think not even he himself could guess you
intended tof
{42} *Que wvotlis ey Joean, em sembla gque ni

That you=-vote-3SUEJ the J. me-seams that not-even

ell mateix sfinaqgina que t'ho proposis
he SELF guesses that you-intend
*Vote for Joan, I think not even he himselfl could guess you

intend tor

In {42) the disleacated subjunctive gue wvotis en Joan is
subject to the cbviation constraint w.r.t. the subject of the
enpedded clause (this is the reason for the ill-formedness of the
structure), in spite of the fact that, were it not for chviation,
the example would ke Fine and it would involwve crucial nop-o-
commanding of en Joan by ell mateix "he hinself’.

I will leave the guestionh here, only suggesting that control
and obviation are clozely related phenomena which could
constitute an autonomous module involvying some sort of obligatory

coindexation/santi-colndexation without recourse to c~-command.
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Sipce we assume that contrel is oukside Binding Theory, the

traditional assvmption that PRO is an ¢lement having to escape

BT zeems reasonable.

Now let us try to account for Eayne's (1991} generalizatian
that enclisis iz a necessary (perhaps sufficient) condition for
having fiff-infinitives. Let ug begin with languages not having
epnclisis [English, French, ocitan, Sardinian). Let us simply
azsuna that in those languages a controlled infinitive has the

following essential structure:

(43} {ep ©° [pgrp PRO [aqp: AGR 1 ]}

PRO is not governed by AGR™: in English, French and cocitan,
simply because AGR® is not filled and therefore is not
intrinsically able to goverh. For any language, howaver, there
is a major reason: AGR® is not structurally able to govern PRO,
hecause, we assumed, heads do not govern specifiers. If, however,
£* 18 filled with an intrinsically possible governor (such as
‘iff)y, then FRO is governsed and there is a conflict with the PRO-
theorem. 50 we adhere to Kayne's (19%1) initial idea that the
impossibility of *if-infinitives in some languages is duc to an
illicitly governed PRO.

In languages having enclisis, however, the structure is the
following {where MOM is the nominal head of infinitives, as we

proposed abova):

(44} [pows AGR% ] lagrp [pro FRO° ] [agrs & 1]

where AGR? has moved to the next head.
We assumed that in this strugoturc PRO® is able to adijoin to

HOM". Therefore:
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a) Since AGR® iz merged in the same head as PRO, it becomes
ricsh in [(conhrol-provided) features. Thaus it i= the AGE-
identificr, and can assign Homimative directly tg the I-suhject,

in accordance with the principles we postulated in Chapter 3:

[45) ACGR® van optisnally assign Mominative Case to Spec of AGR by
agreement or to some other position under government.

{46} The I-subject must receive Case from its AGR-identifier.

b} Hence (headlezs) PRO In Spec of AGE will nost have Casc,
angd its Pinding Jdomain will aclt be definsble, according to our
gefinition, which makes reference to 3 Case peosition, Therefors
it i=s immaterial whether it is governed or not as far as the BPRO-
theorem is concerned (in {443 it Would be governsd by [ qoMme ACGR*
1}. In the present account, then, PRO can escape BT either by not
being governed or by not having a Case position.

o} PRO®, on the other hand, once adjoined to a head, is not
in an A-position and is not subject to BT.'?

d) (headless) PRO in Spec of AGR is coindexed with AGR® (by
Spec-head agreement) and AGR® is coindexed with the I-subject (by
the very same reason it is in finite sentences). Then PRO A-binds
tha I-subject, with the result that the latter camnot be an R-
expression {in the following example, the Iinfinitive is
diszlocated, so that the reason for the BET-3rd Principle vioclation

cannot be binding by the main subject):

** If this idea is correct, then it could have far-reaching
consequences for other cases of head-movement of 3 proneminal
{thanks to Carme Picalle for pointing this out to me): 1f, for
instange, clitics are analyzed as DP heads adjoining to some FC,
then, by the same logic of cur reascning abgut PRO®, no Binding
Frinciple would apply to clitics, contrary to fact. On the cne
hand, however, it 1= not clear that clitic attachment is the
output of head movement from the A-position. On the other hand,
the Binding Theoretical properties of clitics are an obscurc area
at least in the case of reflexives (reflexive clitics often
become passivizer or unaccusativizer norphemes across languadges) .
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(47} a. Fer aix® ell/%en Joan, e ho desitja pas
To-@do this hes the J. hot it-wishes at-all
*To dao this himself /*John, he doez not wish’

b. [ Fer [1p fppp t Ju [yp [yp aixd ] cli/ten Joan, | ]

The Case position For the I-subject is the I-subject itself,
thus the Binding Domain for the I-subject excludes PRO, and the

I-subject can be (and has to be) a pronominal.

An inportant question arises here. Since we cruclally derive
enclisis with PRCG*-adjunction, and PRO*-adjunction ultimately
forces the infinitive I-subject ko be pronominal, languages net
having enclisis in infinitives will not beshave like NSLs in
infinitival construction=, even 1f they are HSLs in finite
sentences. Specifically, we would expect those languages to have
pronominal I-subjects in finite ¢lauses and anaphoric I-subjects
in {eontrolled) infinitives.™ This would be the case for
fccitan and Sardinian. Is this prediction borne out?

Quite disappointingly, beth Sardinian and Occitan are
languagos using prenominals gua (styeng) reflexives in  an

exclusive way:®

* Regcall we assume that the parallelism principle (23}
holds only fin the uvunmarked Case’. Occitan and Sardinian would
thus be marked im this connection.

# The Sardinian example comes from Jones {199%0), where he
explicitly states that there is no strong pronoun/strong anaphor
iexical contrast. The same is true for Oocitan as far as I know:
gven if }iterary ©Ccciftan has tried to retrieve the Hedieval
strong reflexive form (se (mateis)), it 1s never used in
colloguial speech.
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{48] Occitan:

Jacme, parla d'el,,, (mateis}

T talks of-he (SELF)
‘Jacme talks about himself/him (hinself)’
Sardimian:

Gavini, l1'at comporatu pro isse,,, [(matessi)
G. it=has bought for him ({3ELT)
‘Gavini bought it for himself/him {himself)!?

S5 we cannoct obtain confirmation for our prediction that
these languages have a contrasting AGR-identifier strategy for
finite/infinitival sentences, although, happily enough for our
hypothe=sis, our prediction i=s not falsified either.

In fact, I think it is not an accident that languages not
distinguishing strong pronouns//anaphors are the ones both being
HSLs and having proclisis in infinitives: in the absence of
evidence for the |[*anapheric] character of infinitival I-
subjects, thesa languages have more unproblematically adopted
proclizsis, because it is more unlikely to confliot with the I-
subject BT data of a possible earlier pericd where the
parallelism finite/infinitival (i.e., the unmarked case)] held.
Jr, the other wiay around, the fact that they are HILs with
proclisis has faveored fthe adoption of neutral pronoun/anaphor
elements In order to aveid pronominzl/anaphar sSwitch in
finite/infinitive ¢lauses: Lf the learner does not obscrve the
switch in the parents® data, it would be easier for himgsher to
reinterpret pronominals as neutral pronhéminal fanaphoric elements
than to adopt the =switch practice. The idea would e that the
learper underaging diachronic change tries to build grammoars that
are the least conflicting possible with the parents data.

This idea extends to old French, which also was a NsL with
proclisis: in fact, even modern French  has  neutral

pronominal fanaphoer forms, surcly a2 residue of its NSL period,
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Assuming that the existence of neutral apaphoric/pronominal
elements is a8 marked opticn, the present theory provides a
possible trigoger for its exicstence in these languages: optimal

data reinterpretation in diachronic chanoe.

Sunning up, we have provided an ascount for infinitiwval
constructiens that consists of the following assumptions:

- in the unmarked case, infinitives have the same AGR-
identifier option as finite clauses for a given language.

- gliwven that FRO is always the key element in control, and
it is a maximal projection, it has only twoe optionst alther it
is ungoverned {as required by its extracrdinmary status), or its
head ingorpeorates to the head containing AGR.

— the latter option requires the V-AGR head to move to an
upper head in order to make the landing =ite for PRO"-movement a
position governing the trace; and it allows AGR® to bhecome the
AaR~tdentifier, a2 favored optiocn in HSLs.

- long vV-movement to AGR® [and possibly NOM®) is only
allowed as far as AGR® ends up keing contentfuel: it is in
addition required if the AGR-identifier is AGR® and has to Chain-
govern the I-subject to assign it Case.

2.2. Raising

In Chapter 3, we cCrucially assuned that raising
constructions are characterized as involving a nopn-CP
infinitive:* thiz is why AGR in the upper clause is coindexed
with an I-subject internal to the infinitive, this I-subject

being the first DP/CP it c-commands. Suppose, neverthaless, that

T Recall we suggested that only verbks with an epistemic
meaning are likely candidates to be raising verbs, at this could
be the ba=is for accounting for their exceptional non-cP
character or their complements: they would form a (semantically)
mono=clausal structure with their complement.

231



the infinitival AGR has to abide by one of the options concerning
the AGR-identifier: either it is AGR® ar Spec of AGE. WHWe

provisionally assume the following parallelism principle:®™

(49) In the unmarked case, raising ipfinitives have the =sane
ACR~identifier option ac finite sentences in a given

language.

Consider the B-structures in [(50), *aking English and

Italian as representative languages:

(201 a. AGR® seen [hGRP AGR" to have come DE ]
b. AGR® sembra [ampp AGR® esser wvenuto DF ]

In both cases, both the main clause AGR and the embedded AGE
(if there is one} are copipdexed with the DF in the embedded
clause, since it is the first DP or COP in the c-command donmain
of Ioth. This means that the twe AGRs end up coindexed,

For English and non-N3Ls, both Spec’=s of AGR have to be
filled by a DP to render both specifiers ABR-idantifiers. This
is the ummarked option in (49) and, in fact, the only one for the
infinitival AGE®, given that the it is not rich to be an AGR-
identifier itself.

The infinitival AGR® cannot assign Case to itz specifier: we
assumad that infinitival AGR® ¢an only assign Case to PRO, and
PRO cannot occur in thls position becausze it is governed by the
main verb, as standardly assumed. Since we are trying to derive
Burzio's Genaralization, we assume that ‘to seem’ verbs can in

principle assign Accusative. S0, in principle the Spec of the

¥ Thisz principle has an <hvious paralleli=m with (28]

{which concerns control, see page 213}. We will reduce them to
a single principle. For the moment we distinguish them for
convenienoe .
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infinitival AGR could ke asciqgned Accosative, However, since
principles [45) and {44) force the main AGR-identifier {(Spec of
ACR] to transnmit its Case to the I-subject, the result would be
that the I-subject would end up obtaining hoth Accusative Casc
from the verb ‘seecn’ and (Hominatiwve) Case from the main glausa
Spec of AGR.

Therefore, the ocnly option for the infinitival Spec of AGR
is to be a non-Cace-marked empty categery and form a Chain with
the Specifier of the main clause AGR, from which it will obtain
Case.

Given the definition of Binding Domain, the main clause will
becoma the Binding Domain for the I-subject in the infinitive,
€o that both the I-subject in the ipfinitive and the infinitival

Spec of AGR can only be [+anaphoric]:

{613 a. John seems [pnpp b0 have done it [pp € fhim=elf} ]

As for the Spec of AGR, its anaphoeric behavior cannot be
instantiated by the presence of an overt anaphor or floating

himself:

(52} John seems [pqpp @/ himself to have done it ]

This fact should ke due to some restrictions on the
distribution of emphatic elements. I'm not able to say anything
interesting about this issue, except that emphatic subjects seem

to be restricted to some positions.

Now consider Italian. In this case, it is AGR®* which has to
become an AGR-1ldentifier, if the unmarked option is taken. Fer
the infinitival AGR" to hecome the AGR-identifier, it has to be
rich. &s before, in raising constructions the infinitival AGR and

the main AGR end up ¢oindexed with the same I-subject and,
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therefore, coindexed themselves. Suppose that, since the main AGR
iz riech, the infinitival AGER™ may inherit phi-features from it
and become rich itself.®* If s0, it will be the AGR-identifiar
and Will have to assign, by the combination of principles ([45)
and (45), Case to its I-subject by Chain-government, provided the
infinitival verh raises.

Since cur Parallelisn Principle (46) induces, for H3Ls like
Italian or ¢Catalan, the main AGR" to assign Case to its I-
subject, We have to assume that, in raising constructions in
these H5Ls, the main and the enbedded AGE are reanalvyzed as an
fextended” CSovernment-Chain, consisting of the union of the tweo
head Chains formed by V-movement up to AGR in both the main and
the infihltival clause, The foot of one Chain (VW5 trace of
‘sepm’ ) governs the head of the other, and in addition the two
AGR's are coindexed. So Chain extension is a wvery unpatural
device in this case.

in fact, Torregs (1989) arguas that in Spanish tha
infinitival werbal form incorporates inte the main werbal form

in raisihg constructions.® If so, no device of Chain extension

M We crucizlly assume that the main AGR is rich and its
colndexnation with the embedded AGR makes the latter rich. when
the richness of the main AGRET is only ohtained after PROT
incorporation (see csection 2.1.2. above), we night wonder
whether, since incorperatien is an S-structure phenomenon, it
comes 'toan late’. In facht, 'seen’ verbs have a degraded status
in infinitival c¢onstructions in Catalan ({and pocsgibly other
HEL=s]:

{1y ?YSemblar estar borratxe ne tfajudara

To—geem to-be drunk not will-help-you

(ii] ?%vull semblar a=star horratxo

I-want to-seem to-he drunk

I zannot pursue this idea hera.

Coindexation between main and embedded AGR takes place in
subject controlled constructions as well, so that in this case
we predict that both PROT incoerporation and AGR coindexation
converde to the same effect.

¥ gShe claims= that this incorporation takes place only at
LF, on the basis of examples where sone adverbs intervene between
the twe verbhs:

fi) Parecia ayer haber muchos mosguitos
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would have to be stipulated. Or, reversing the argument, in NSLs

incorporation would be triggered by the need for Chain-extencion.,

Given our BT defimitions, the Bindipg Domain for the I-

subject will be the infinitival TP, and thus the I-subject will

be [=-anaphoric]:
f62) a. Sembra [ averlo fatto profsluifcianni )
Seamns to-have-it done pro/he /G,

fHe/Giannl seems to have dope it!?
b. Chi, sembra [ averloc fatto £, ]
Who seens to—have-it done

"Who seems to have done i7"

In the above examples, one could argue, it is not clear that
the inverted subject is inside the enbedded clause: it could he
as well right adjoined te the main ¥P. There is, however clear
evidence that this is not necassarily so (see [(54))] and aven not

possibly so (see {55)} {example= from Spanicsh):

f54) a. El libro, parece [gp haberlo comprado Juan en Londres ]
T™e book Seens te=-have-it hought J. in London

fThat book seems to have been bought by John in Loncdon’

b. *?El 1libro, parece haberlo comprade en Londres Juan

The book sefms  to-have-1it bought in London J.

ceamed yesterday there-to-bte many mosguitoes
*Yasterday there seemed to be many nosquitoes’

To my ear {for Catalan ang py Spanishl. the presence of an
intervening atdverb sharply degrades the acceptability of the
sentence. 50 incorporation would be an S-structure phenomenon in
Catalan.

235



(55) a. Parece [;p haberlo escrito Jusn ] por la letra*
Seems to-have—it written J. by the handwriting
‘It seems to have been written by John to judge by the
handwriting!
b, *Parecae haherlo escrito por la letra Juan

Seens to-have-it written by the hndwrna. J.

What {55} shows, iz a particular instance of a mora general
fact: constituents of the emhedded clause cannot bhe extraposed

s the main clause:

(58] a. Ha dit {gp Que donaria el 1llibre als nois ] avui
Has said that he'd-give the book to=the boys today
‘She salid that s/he would give the hook to the boys
today (S/he said it today)
b. **Ha dit [.p gue donaria &l 1llibre ) avui als nois

Has said that he'd-give the book today to-the boys

{55}.b] and {56).b) do not inprove at all if the extraposed
element (subject/dative) is heavy, (provided avul ‘taoday’ is

actualiy interpreted as specifving the *saying”’ time intervall.

It is a trivial matter that the parallelism principles in
(28) (for control infinitive=) and (49) (for ralsinga) <can be

reduced to a single principle:

{57] In the unmarked case, infinitives have the same AGR-

identifier option as finite sentences in a given language.

™ The constituent por la letra should be read as non-
dislecated, the interpretation being then, roughly: *It is the
handwriting that persuades (me) that it has been written hy Joan’
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We assume that, at 1least for contrel, this iz anly an
unmarked Case option for there would be languages (Occitan and
Sardinian) taking the marked option. How, if we have a single
principle, the predictien would be that i€ Occitan and Sardinian
take the marked option in <¢oentrol, they take the marked option
in raising infinitives too, namely, the AGRE-identifier would be
the Spec of AGR in raising infipitives and AGR* in finite
clauses. We argued that Spec of ASR in a raising infinitive
cannoet he PRO begause it would ke governsd by the ‘sesem’ verb.
What other ophtions are there left for Qccitan or Sardinian?

If it were zn ermpty anaphor, as is the case in English, it
could in principle, like 1n English, form a Chain with the main
clanse Spec of AGR. But the main Spec of AGR does not recojive
Hominative Case, because in finite clauses AGR” assigns case only
through Chain-government, as we argued in Chapter 3. Therefors
an empty anaphor is excluded. ([(Remember preverbal subjects in
N3Ls enter a resumptive pronoun strategy with the I-subject, and
glements resumed by an expletive are not assigned Cage
themselves).

Since the Infinitiwval AGR® is rich Ly being coindexed with
a main AGR®, it could conceivably assign Case to is Specifier by
agreement. But since the main ACR-identifier {AGR") has to assign
case by forming a Government-Chain, thare would be conflicting
requiremcnts on the way Case is assigned: a Government-chain can
only assign Case by government, and its foot cannot be an
agreement-Case-assigner. If thiz (perhaps dubions) assumption iz
on the right track, it would leave COccitan and Sardinian with ne
option for the AGR-identifier (Spec of AGR) of raising
infinitives. In fackt, Sardinian deoes not havo infinitival

raising.”

T Jones' (1990) description of Sardinian, which is rather
cautious in excluding non-genuine ¢onstructions (Italianisms) is
categorical in this connection.
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A= for Decitan, it dees apparently allow raising (exanple

from Sauzct (1989} )}

(58) Lo pailxre scnblava la me wvoler donar
Tha father seamed it-me-to-want to-give

Tha father seemed to wWwant to give it to nef

Howaver Sauzet presents avidence showing that Occitan has
what he dubs ‘pseudo-raising': tases where there is apparent

rai=ing cut of a finite clause:

{59) Lo paire cemblave que la me volis donar
The father seemed that it-me-wanted-he to-give

‘The father seemed to want to give it to me!

I will not go into the details of his analysis: what is
aessential) is that pseudo-raising is an exXceptional constructicon
{at least Wwithin the Principles and paraneters framewosrk): Sauzet
assumes that in (59) what ‘raises’ is a topic element. Therefocre,
we could make thae feolleowing argument:

- fgcitan dees not allew raising constructions for the
reason we mentioned above.

- for whatever reason (perhaps straong interference with
French) it has acquired a construction {(namely (58)) which looks
like raising. But it is not subject raising, but rather ‘topic
raising’ (pseudo-ralsing).

- once the speaker accepts pseudo-raising with infinitives
f58)), the construction generalizes to finlte sentences, which
could not be predicted by a theory assuming that (58] i= =imply
8 standard case of raising.

S0 our claim that Ocgitan or Sardinian cannot  have
{standard) reising makes sone sense: it predicts that either the

construction is absent (Sardinian) or that, if apparently

238



present, 1t is not standard raising {and thers is independent
motivation for pscudo-raising with finite clauses). Since pseudo-
raising 1s likely to he a marked option, we could exploit the
idea that the trigger is a historical one: French precsure {which
is very streng in Occitan areas) has forced a railsing-locking
construction inte the language and speakers have interpretod it
as pseudo-raising and then generalized it to cases where French
does not allow raisimg (namely {S593%).

In fact, 'pseudo-rai=ing’ is a widespread phenomencn [a fack
that ceould cast seriocus doubts on the accuracy and Cross-—
linguistic significance of our theories for ‘standard’ raising).

Basque is ancther language which has some sort of pseudo-raising:

(60} a. Haiek dirudite hauteskundeak galdu dituztala
They =eem election-the lost have-that
Lit.: ‘They seem that (they) have lost the election”
. Push—ek dirudi Perct=-ek hauteskundeak irabaziko ditu
Hush seems Perot electicon-the to-win has

Lit.: ‘Bush seems that Perct will win the election’

{60).b) clearly shows we are not Jealing with raising, since
the main clause subject does not even bind an Argument inside the
ambedded clause. In fact, our charackterization (in Chapter 2 of
Pasgue as having a designated position for AGR-coindexing wowld
make ferue! raising impessikhle in this language, foxr it is
egsential to raising that tha main AGR may be able to coindex
with whatewver DOPF is the most prominent one in its o-command

Aomain.

In {Chapter 3 we assumed that our princlple of AGR-
coindexation could be too powerful in that they would exclude
super-raising without any need for the ECP (5ee the section 1.4

in Chapter 3). Then we consideresd the possibllity of reducing the
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power of our principle of AGR-colindexation. One way or another,

super-ralsing is noet a proklem in the present theory.

Our account for raising in NSLs having proclisis does not
invalve the formation of an A-Chain, s¢ there is no trace in the
Spec of the infimitival AGR. Rizzi (1982-a) {cited in Burzis
{1286:208) adduces evidence in favor of the existenpge of such a
trace. Since 2 trace has to be [properly] governed, the
infinitive cannot be moved, dislocated or, in genaral, appear
cutside the governing domain of the ‘'seem’ verbk, for then the
fgeen’ verb would not govern the trace (I adapt the Italian datas

to Catalan):

{61} *Es | t estar cansat], gue en  Joan senbla.
Is to-he tired that the J. sagms
f¥1t’'s to be tired, that Joan seems’

Cf. with:

Es [ PR estar cansat), gue en Joan ten
i1c to-ke tired that the J. fears

*It’=s being tired that Joan fears’

In our account, 1f there is ng trace, what is the cause for
the ungrammaticality of (B117 If our suggestion is correct that
an extended Government-Chain is formed by the wunion of the v-
movement Chains of the main and infinitival clauses, then it is
reasonable that the foot of one [(sub-)Chain has teo govern the
head of the other. We aven suggested that, in Spanish or Catalan,
the lowar wverb incorporates into the main verkb: that would be an
cven stronger reason for the ill-foermedness of this construction.

And even wWe could suggest that an AGR-identifier has to o-
command its I-subiect at all levels. Hotlco that in control
structures the main clause AGR is not the AGR-identifier of the

enbedded I-sabject, the control relation being of ancther nature.
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2.3. ECH and *for’ Infinitives

In these constructions, the infinitival Spec of AGR reccives

Case from the head governing 1%, according to the standard
analysis:

(62) a. I ... [y= believe) {;p him [;, to be thera ] ]
L. [Cn for} [IP him {I’ to be there ] ]

ECHM constructions are exactly like raising constructions
except that the main AGR is not coindexed with an I-subject
inside the infinitive, becauce there is a preferred candidate in
the main clause [s.q., the Experiencer Argunent &f balieve). In
both, the infinitival AGR is poor and cannot beceme rich by any
means. Therefore, only Spec of AGR can possibly be the AGRE-
identifier. Since the infinitival ACGR® is not able to Case mark
(it can in principle only Case-mark PRO, which is excluded by its
being governed by the main verb or ‘feor’), Spec of AGR has to
receivye Case from that upper governor.

The present theory predicts that ECH and ‘for’ infinitives
should not he peossible for NSLs taking tha uvnmarked option hy
which infinitives have the same ACR identifier as finite
sentences!: the infinitival AGR® would have &0 be tho AGR-
identifier, which it could nat, being irreparably poor. Case-
assignment ta the Spec of the infinitival AGR would ba useless,
this position not being the AGR-identifier.

The ¢laim that N3Ls taking the unmarked cption (for
infinitival AGR-identifiers) have no ECM might have a
counterexample in classical Latin.™ In this language, howaver,

infinitives cum Accusative are not clear cases of ECM, as far as

#® If it is the case that glassical latin was a language
taking the unmarked opticn for infinitives, of which I have ng
evidence.
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the presence of the Accusative appears to be guite independent
af the main verb’s lexical characteristics and Case properties.

So we have {examples {rom Maraldi (1933)):

([63) a. Dicitur eos venissa
Sald=is them to-have=-cone
b. Manifestum est eum abisze

Evident is him to-have-gone

In =tandard accounts, we do not cxpect a passive wverb or a
caopula to assiqgn accusative. In the present theory any verb can
assign Accusative, but:

- mither the jinfinitival is a CF [and therefcre becomes the
I-zuykject) and the main werb «annct govern the infinitival
subject in Spec of IP,

- gr the infinitival 15 an IP and the infinitival subyect
becomes the main clause I-subject, and then it will be
Nominatiwve.

In whatever thecory, it seems tThat Latin infinitives cum
Accusative are not ECH, but =some other construction. I have
nothing to say abhout the issue.

Raposc (19&7-b) proposes fthat scone wverbs take an P
complement in Portuguese, but, if this is correct, the resulting
structure does not allow ECHM (it would be one of the types of
inflected infinitive): in our terms, because, as wWeé argued,
assignment of Case to Spec of AGR is pointless in such a
language. Thus our <onclusion that HSLs taking the unmarked
opticn for infinitives cannct have ECM is not challenged as far

as I know.

S5ince, we assumed, Occitan and Sardinian take the marked
option of having infinitival $pec of AGR as the ACR-identifier,

we predict ECHM is possible in principle for these languages,
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which is not apparently the Case™. In fackt, naothing forces a
language Lo have ECM ({(gr raising): they are anyway narked
options. I d9 not know what might trigger (if anything eother than
pesitive evidence during acgquisition) the presence of ECM or
raising 1n a language.

French is another language not having ECHM in general, except
for the fact that the Wh-extracted version of an ECM construction

is allowed (zee Kayne [(1981), Rizzl {1®82-b)):

f64) Le gargon gue  Jje croyais atre intelligent

The boy that I believed to-be intelligent

Even Italian has thisc construction:

(66} 11 ragazzo che ritenevo ezzere intelliigente

The oy that I-believed to-be intelligent

Verhs allowing this construction are epistemic verbs and
verbs of caying {see Rizzi (1982-b:78). Since these wverbs are,
pnnlike Epglish beliisve, control verbs in the genaral case, these
axceptional coonstructions seem to reguire some analysis

expressing their excepticnal status, which does not necessarily

** gardinian allows infinitival complements without control,
as we will sese in section 2.4., bkut the overt subject is
Nominative and has the distribution of an inverted subject

as for Oceclitan, it does have apparent cases of ECH (see
Sauzet [(1289)):

(i1 Pensava las vacas manjar son sadol

He-kelieved the cows to-eakt their £ill

Sauzet argues that these cases are to be analyzed as
involving a8 PRO contrelled by a topic adjeined teo CF, since,
unlike in English, the absence the DP las wacas gives contrel hy
the subjsct ‘he’, and, on the other hand, the DP (lag vacas) <an
be adjoined to a finite CP:

fil} Pensava las vacas gue manjavan son sadol

He-beliaved the cows that they-ate their f£ill
in which ease the topic bipds a pre. In any evant, the
infinitival {(apparent) subject i=s not Actusatlive.
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threaten our claim that Italian cannot basically have ECM. What
iz asgential here is that Spec of IP is not Casc-marked,™ for
it is not an AGR-identifier and, therefore, not a Case-position.
The propesal in Eayne (1991) and Rizei (1982-k) that in (&4]1 and
{&S) the main verb Case-marks the trace of the Wh-phrase in COMP
doers pot contradict this clain.

French, even 1if allowed o have ECM, does not happen to. I

leave the guesktion here.
2.4. Infinitives with an Overt Subject

What I will call infinitives with overt subjects (I105s)
should be clarified: we have seen that both contrel and rasing
infinitivas do have overt I-subjects of a [ranaphoric] restricted
nature (depending on the [(non-)WNSL status) and, for KSLs, of a
[*prononinal ] nature (depending on the whether there is contrel
or raising}. I wWill use the term I0OS to name only those
infinitives that allow an overt subject in a way not predictable
Irom control or raising. Romance languages show a variety of

them:

- AUXE—toe=-COMP infinitives in Italian and Portuguese:*

(66Y Ritengo non esser lui in grade di farti niente
I-believe not to-be he in a position to do-you pothing

‘I believe hin not o ke able to do anything to you'

* It is apparently Case-marked in AUX-to-COMP infinitives,
butr this is an exceptional construction (see section 2.4.)0. AS
Rizzi (19B2=-b} points= out, even if there is a correlation betwean
the verbs allowing (65) and the ovnes allewing AUX-to-COMP, the
latter construction is significantly nore marked (high literary
speech-levyal} . In section 2.4.2. we will challenge the view that
AUX-to-COMP involves Case-markinhg of the Specifier of AGR.

 See Rizzi (1982-b}/(:9HE}] and Raposo {(L987-b).

244



([67) Penso terem o5 depuotados trabalhadeo om pouguiinhe
I-think to-have-3pl the deputies worked a liztle-kit
‘I think the MPs finally worked Jjust a little bit”

- Non=subcategorized prepositionzl Lnfinitives in catalan

and Spanish {examople=s from Catalzan]:

{63) a. Aguesta habitacid és per jugar-hi cls nens
This room iz for to-play-there the children
‘This room is for the children to play in it’f
B. & lfarcibar la Maria, wvaig fer-1i &1 dinar
At the to-arrive the M. I cooked-her the neal

‘Upcn Maria's arrival, I cooked a mezl for her!

- Dislocated infinitives (in <colleoguial Catalan and

Spanish);
{62) Anar-hi en Joan, no  em sembla pas la =olucis
To=-go=-there the .J. not me-seems at-all the salution

*John going there, T don’t think it’s the scolutiopn?

Interestingly, ©<ccitan has more or less  the same

possibilities, but with preverbal subjects:

(70) a. Aguesta cambrz es per los drolles jugar

This TG is for the children to play
k. En Joan arribar/arribant, farem 1o trabalh
In J. to—cone/coming we'll-do the job

{71% a. Joan far tot lo trabalh, m'estonaria.

J. to-do all the work me-would-surprise
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— Non-controlled complement infinitives in Sardinizn:?®

(72 Mon kelje & wvénnere tue
Hot I-want L4 to-Ccome you

1 don't want you to come”

The Sardinian case is specially interesting (and puzzlingl:
what makes the infinitive in {(72) A nop-contrelled infinitive is
the presance of the preposition a ‘tof bhefore it. Without this
preposition, the infinitive 1is obligatorily controlled (see
(73).a)). When the non-controlled a—-infinitive has no avert

gubject, itz subject iz interpreted as arbitrary ([(73).D}):

(73) a. Non Kelje wvénnere
Mot I-want to-come

I don't want to come”’

b. Hon kelje a wvénnere

Mot I-want teo to-come

‘T don't want someocnefanyone £to come

Several proposes, which I will not discuss here, have bheen
provided to account for IOE. Rizzi (1282-b) deals with AUX-to-
COMP. He proposes that an Aux in non-finite COMP acguiras saome
capacity to assign Nominative. Rapose {19287-h) makes a much more
restrictive claim {ACGER has to be Case-marked itself to pe a Case
asslgner). Although he makes several interesting predictions (he
restricts AUX-to-COMP to NSLs, and predicts which contexts allow
it}, some of his crucial proposals on the precise nature of ¢-
selection by wverbs are far from chvicuszs, and, in addition, his
proposals on Portuguese are not easily extendable to AUX-to~-CGHP

in Italian and even less, I think, to IDS in Romancse. For IS in

M Zpe Jones (1990%.
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Spanish, Fernandez Lagunilla (19387) simply states that Nopinative
15 assigned by default, an attractive idea only if we can provide
means of exXgluding the default option for the cases when it is
not possible, which she does not even attempt to do. Rigau (14992}
accounts for the postverbal positicon of subjects in Catalan and
Spanish prepositional temporal I0Ss (see {(63).h)) not in terms
of Cace theory bt in terms of tense interpretation fa weak T
haz to incorporate to the tenparal preposition preceding these
infinitives). Indepehdently of thi=s, Nominative is assigned =-and
pro is licenced- by an abstract AGR. Abstracting away from pre,
this idea i= ruch in the spirit of Reuland’s [1983) proposal for
English gerunds with an overt subhjeckt. Galves {19%1) rTevises
Raposo's (1987-h) proposal in an interesting way, but it is still
a theory bhasically conceived for European Portuguesea,

Some audthoers assume it is AGR which assiqhs Wominative in
105 (Raposo (1987-hk), Galves (19%1), Rigau (19%2)); others
{Farndndez=Lagunilla (1987), Hernanz {19922, Delfitto (1990,
Belletti (19913) assume 2GR doaz not take part in MNominative
assignment in some nop-finite sentences. Except for the case of
rortuguese inflected infinitives, in which AGR is obviously
present, I will propose that AGR is not present in most types of
[08, and I will contend that this is nok akt variance with what
happens in finite ¢lauses.,

The proposals we will intreoduce here are highly speculative
and far from precisely established. They will however lead to
important gualifications to the theory sketched o far. Whether
owr speculations are onh the right track or net, we cannot, I
think, ignore the issue or treat it in a independont way from
what we have assumed o far.

we will ¢lassify I05's in two groups, assuming thsa
distingtion is of theoretical relevance: IGS's where, we will

argue, the overt subject is an I-subject {the cases in Catalan,
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Spanish, Sardinian) and I0S's wherse the overt subject is in Spec

of AGRP {(AUX-to-COMP, OQoeoltan).

2.4.1. I05 with an Inverted Subject

Let ds assume that the IOS‘s where fthe subject follows the
verh without necesgary adjacency V-subject are cases of subject
inversion, in cur terms, cases invelving an overt [-anaphoric]
I-subfject. In Catalan, where inverted subjects are VP-£final (with
the gualifications we introduced in  Chapter 1), Ins s

preferentially show VP-final subjects:

{74] Fer (?7%en Joan) la feina fen Joan), em senbla...
To=-do the J. the work the J. me=-sesens

fThat Joan does the work, well, it seeams to me...”

In Spanish, instead, whers the V80 word—-order 1s a possible
form of subject inversion in finite clauses, V50 word order in
IS is guito usug).™

Lot us assume that the cases we have =sen in (8], (697,
{727 and (73).b) are ceses of IOS with an inverted subject (T05-
I, (73).b) shows another phenomenon: Savdinian JOS-INV allow
a null subject with arbitrary interpretation. Catalan and Spanish
IOS-IHVs show an even mare surprising fact: the subject can be

nmull and fully referential (see Rigau [19923}:

* As we will see in the next chapter infinitives with a vso
word order are predicted to be possikle in principle. In fact,
this example is not as unacceptakle as a parallel case wWwith a
finite clause, Still, the prediction i= that Spanish allows VS50
in IRS with no problem, while Catalan marginally allows it for
other reaseons. This 13 in accordange with the spirit of the
Parallelism Principle [(in whatever version, =see below) we are
proposing.
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{75%) En acostar-m'hi, crl va mirar provacativament
In appruach-me-there me-locked-at provocativoly

*As I appreoach him/her, s/he losked at me provoecativelyr

The pull subject in is net coptrelled apnd is fully
referential. We will assume, with Rigau (1992), that this null
subject is a pro. We will also assume that the arbitrary null
subject in Sardinian IOS-INV in {(73).b] is a pro.

There are at least two gquestions cur theory should address:

{76} a. How is Neominative assigned to the I-subject in IOS-INV?

b. What makes referential pro possible in IOS-INV?

Let us start with (76).a). In the present theory, the most
natural assumption is that Nominativa is assigned by government
directly to the I-subject, in a way similar ®o HNominative
assignment in finite clauses. This is a desirable prospect if we
want t¢ account for the fact that I0S5fs with an inverted subject
are, as far as I know, rostricted te HSL=s, which have subiject
inversion in finite clauses.

In Chapter 3 wo contended that direct Case assighment to the
I-subject iz a censequence of AGR® being rich and heceming thus
the AGR-identifier, plus the proposal that it is the AGRE-
identifier which has to provide the I-subject with Case: if the
AGR-identifier is AGR® it has to Case-mark the I-subject by head-
governing it. In this Chapter we have contended that infinitiwval
AGR® can end up being the AGR-identifier if some configuration
allows it to be rich: either PRO" incorporation (in contral
structures) or, in raising structures, coindexation with the
upper AGR (possibly involving ineorporation). In IQS's, however,
there is no apparent nop-ad-hoc device by which the infinitival

AGR* could &nd up being rich.
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Let us first speculate on some theoretical basis for
accounting for the facts which i= consistent with the present
theory. QUur account for finite AGRE in Chapter 2 is hased on the
assumptions that AGR is present and has to be licenced (by having
an I-subject, providing tase to it and heing rich in features}.
In this chapter we have developed the idea that AGR is also
present in infinitives and, therefore, there must be some means
te wmake the AGR satisfy the Same reguirenents, provided
everything fallews from oontrol, raising or ECHM legitinate
Structures.

Suppose, however, we assume that, since infinitives =are
morphologically sSilent in AGR content, AGE i1s only optionally
present. Then no infinitive has to have an AGR in principle. What
determines the presence of AGR when it is morphelogically silent?
Let us explore some possibilities.

In the casze of lexically determined control, infinitiwves
would De forced to have AGR because control would he 2
universally available grammnatical option, which ‘tries to apply!
whenaver possible. This idea could be related to the Elsewhere
Condition, which essentizlly states that regular processas apply
avtomatically unless they are hlecked by the existence of nore
specific/irregular processes [(e.g., in mnorpheleogy, a regular
verial form is wsed uwnlessz an irregular form exists]).

Suppose control is= 8 universal option, in fact the most
‘regular’ one possible for infinitives, and applies whensver
possible, unless a more specificsidiosyncratic option exists {(for
instance, an idiosyneratic subcategorization specification for
‘believe ([__IP]) in English]. Then the existence of AGR in
lexical control structures is  forced by the cbligatory

application of control: control involwves PRO¢ PRO can only appear
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in Spec of AGR!™ ah elenment in Spec of AGR has only twe cptions
to be licenced, in accordance with our previcus asszumptions:
either it bkecomes an AGR=-identifier or it is resumed by an
independently Case-parked I-subject (see next chapter). Putting
aside the second option, the conjunction of the akove assunptions
gives the result that AGR has to be present in control
structuras,.*

In the case of raising and ECH, since they are nparked
Cchtions, no problem of necessity {but rather one of nere
availability] arises: these structures are allowed, not reguired,
by UG, and will only exist if some lexical idiosyncratic {pattern
of ] specification{s) is learned (I think ECH and raising pose na
problem for being learned on pesitive evidence). Since raicing
or ECHM zlways invelve infinitival complements (not, for instancs,
adjunct=}), if raising or ECM configurations are hot used in a

ianguage, then lexXical control takes over (2.G.; "believe’ iz a

#* It iz far from obkvious that thegries being as rich in
structural positions as the Split-INPFL hypothesis, or Larson’s
{1388) VP=-chell theory, cah manadge ts confine PRO to Spec of AGR.
Two solutions oome to mind: a) PRO (or PRD®) is inherently an
AGR-idenptifier; b)] PRD can appear in other positions, but then
it iz not available four contrel.

¥ 1t is not obvious that the Elsewhere Condition, which has
been wsed in phonology and morphology, should he relevant for
syntax. I think it is at wvariance with Chomsky’s (15988
implenentation of the idea of economy of derivation, in that he
explicitly states that regular/universal options take preference
pver lrregqular/idiosyncratic opticons, In fact Chomsky’'s proposal
15 intended to deal with subtle, theory internal problems, while
the EC could be argued to be relevant for syntax in more obvious
cases {(c.g., if & language has object agreement morphology, it
has to use it, and give up what is likely toc be the motre
universal option of not wusing it). In addition, the idea ot
cconamy need not be tied to Chomsky’s universal-over—particular
constraint. For instance, Roberts (1991-a) uses a notion of
economy based on the length of derivations.

Since, howevar, Chomsky is concerned with the economy of
derivations in a very subtle sense, it could turn out not to be
at wvariance with the FElsewhere Condition i1if some subtle
distinction could be made hetween the field of application of the
EC and economy. I leave the guestion open.
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control verb in languages not having ECM™) or the constructien
cimply doss not exist.

So the existence of ACGR in complement infinitives is always
forced to he present by control or simply aliowed, to give
raising/ECHM structurcs. In some adjunct infinitives, however,
neither lexical c<ontrel npor raising iz a possible optiosn.
Therefore, there 1is in principle no necessity by which the
infinitive should hawve ACR. FRO,,, or dative control is still an
available option in most cases, but not always a necessary one,
in that it 13 not sublject o fixed lexico-semantic control
requirenents. Therefore, absence of AGRE would gqive the result
that no principle of licensing concerning AGR applies.

If this is the =ituation, the prospects are not highly
pronising yet within the present theory: we are in the middle of
nowhere, for we have given up the key element we had recourse to
in prder te aceoount for distribution of subjects: AGR. It would
be little interesting to simply propose independent constraints
that apply to subjects when there is not AGR, especially because
the distribution of I-subjects in the above cases 1s obwiously
reminiscent of the one in finite, control and raising/ECM cases:
I-zubjects are strictly [-anaphoric].

Therefora, the optimal theory should try to characterize
what is the ninimal common factor between gcontrol/raisinag/ECM
infinitives and I0S. In more technical words, if the preceding
considerations are on the right track, we sheould deterinine what
is copmon between AGR-ful and an AGR-less infinitives that bears
on I-zubject distribution, And in addition we should be able to
derive the existence of I0S-INV from the NSL status.

Concerning this last desideratum, it could be the case that

IDS with a [=anaphoric] I-sukject is parasitic on the existence

* English verbs allowing both control and BCH {a.q9. expect)
would have | IF ] only as an optional subcategorization
idiocsypcrasy.
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on long V-movement in infinitives, which, e¢ruclally in our
thecry, allows Nominative assignment through Chain-government,
and in turn would be parasitic on the existence of such a long
mewvement in controlled/ralsing constructions, taking control to
be a core case of infinitive that learners use to sef parametric
options in this field of grammar.

The idea thetn would be that once there is leng V-movement,
Nominative assignment by government is possible, even if ACR does
not take part in the process. Our previous proposal concerning
Case is that the AGR-identifier must provide Case to its I-
subject. If it is Spec of AGR, it must transmit its Case to the
I-subject. If it 15 AGR", we claimed, it must Casze-mark the I-
subject.

Suppose we assume, alternatively, that the regquirement is
of the type: the AGR-identifier must participate in providing
Case ta Ehe I-subject. If it is Spec of AGR, W& have Case
transmission. If it is AGR®, and therefore Case is provided by
(Chain=)government, 1t must combine with a head that is Zhe
actusl Nominative Case-marker by governpment: T, Thus it is not
snly finite T which i= a HNominative assigner, as has been
claimed so often: the fact that infinitival T° is not apparently
able to assign Case would be due teo the independent reguirements
on AGR, that must participate in the process, if AGR is (forced
to be} presont. If AGR 1s not present, then T° can assign
Nominative by itself. Why ¢an it not in non-NSLs? The idea would
be that in NSLs the cagse where T® assigns Nominative by itself
fin I0S) is not at variance with the case where T° combines with
AGR®, Suppose wWe rephrase the parallelism principle (57) above

Aak.
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{771 In the unmarked Case, the I-subject in infinitives obtains
Case in the same way as In finite sentences {where f=ame’
means invelving sets of processes that are funifiable” in

the spt-theocretical sense).””

Then in N5Ls taking the unmarked option, T°/s assigning Cuse
by itself ko the I-subject i= the sams option as comhined
assignment by AGE® and T° by Chain-government. In non~NSL:S,
instead, this is not true, for, ip finite =scntences, tie AGE-
identifier in Spec of AGR cannct ¢ombine with T to provids it
with case: instead, we have contended, it has to be Case—marked
by AGR wunder agreement and then transmit its Case to the I-

subject.**

There remain some problems: why does Sardinian allow
complement infinitives not to ke contreolled when a preposition
precedes them [Sec [(72))7 Mo similar blocking effect occurs in
other languages having prepositional contrelled infinitives. On
the other hand Sardinian apparently contradicts our claim that
lexical contrel is a streong and pervasive reguirement that
applies whenever possible. Sardinian, as we saw, is exceptional

in another sensa: in many cases of I0S, 1f wo take gut the overt

* an alternative {and only apparently sinpler) formulation
would ke

In the unmarked case, the I-subject in infinitives is Case-

marked with the =ame coption as in finite <¢lauses, the

options bheing: a) (Chain-lgovernment: b) Agreement.

The trans-derivaticnal and trans-structural character of
this formulation does neot change w.r.tt, {(77]. I leave the
guestion open.

** what we call parallelism principles should perhaps he
called parameters in that they allow for wvariation. However, I
do not know of any non-N3Ls taking the marked option (i.e.,
having Nominative assignment under government in infinitives)y If
there is none, this asymmetry should cobviously be captured. In
any case that is why I prefer to keep to the term ‘principle’:
25 4 parameter, it shouwld have the two options freely avallable.
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subject, the subject reference shifts te contral or the PRO,.
interprctation can appear when there is no possible controller.
Sardinian prepositional infinitives, however, take the arkbitrary-
existential interpretation steadily (see (73)).* Although it is
clear what the specaker has internalized as a2 pattern (no
precposition -» control/preposition -» no contreol), it is not
clear how this pattern can have been developed.

In order to account for these facts in line with the above
considerations, let us assume that in Sardinian some prepositions
are lexically specified to block control (=o that the Elsewhere
condition would take this more irregular option).

Let us try to summarize and integrate all the above
considerations:

a) Control is the most regular opkion as far as the
Elsewhere Conditioh is conecerned: it applies if the structural
conditions are met and there is no more irregular, language-
particular option blocking tts application.

] Languages can have lexically determined options blocking
control: verbs sSubcatagerizing for IFP instgad eof CP
iraising/ECM); prepositiens specified for non-contrel (as in
Sardinian}, etec. Of course, these language-particular aoptions
have to abide by the learnability problem: they have to be easily
recognizable, and allowed by UG, Thus, for instance, the
gxistence of ECM or ralsing has to be learpnable (and I think it
is, on the mere basis of hearing the constructions), The pattern
in sardinian (absence/prescnce of preposition <-> control/non-
contrel) is, I think, not difficult o identify, for at leaszt the
prepositional IQS complement is readily identified.

c} Anocther language particular fact that the learner can

easily identify is the existence of AGR-inflected infinitives

¥ Thus the Sarxdinian cases of [08-THVY We are considering
are comparable to ECM verbs like Enalish expect, which shift to
controel when the infinitival subject is null.
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{see next section). In this case, the issue of whether AR is
present or not is not at staket: it is obviously present and pozes
ne =pecial problem of learnakility. This ocption Blocks control.

One idea contained in the above proposals is that the theory
rast not exXplain £00 much: whehever a construction i= language
specific and poscs no obvious problern for being straightforwardly
learned, it would be simply inadeguate ko try to directly derive
its existence from principles and wide-gcops parameter settings.
Principles and paranetoer settings should only allow  the

construction, not determinge it.

There is a remaining impoertant problem concerning Sardinian:
if Sardinian, as we argusd, takes the marked coption in the
Parallelism Pringiple, then IOS are not expected at all. As for
Occitan, it 1s certainly better behaved in this connection: as
We saw in {(703/{71), 1058 are (rather) constructed with preverbal
subjects, Az far as I know, IOS's with inverted suhijects are
marginal.

Now let us address guestion (78).b): what licences
(referentiall) pro in IOS-INV? We have assuned, in the spirit of
Rizzi (198&8), that pro requires recovery of content. I think it
would be senseless to assume that an abstract AGR can recsover the
content of pro, for this would void the traditiomal intuition
that pro iz allowed as far as its content 1s overtly expressed
in a head.

The sclution we will propose is similar in spirit to the one
we have proposed for Nominative asslignment in the absence of AGR.
Thgo idea is that:

[78) AGR, if present in a clause, must be rich enough to licence

an ermpty I-subject {which will he [1anaphoric) depending on
the (non) Null Subject status.ocf the language).
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(78) is a concise expression of what we have assumed thus
far for AGR-licensing, except that we did not consider the
pussibility of AGR being absent. If it is absent in IOS-INV in
a ML, then the null I-subject being [-anaphaoric] (pro) will not
be required to be identified by AGR, and some other device (such
as context recovery) takes place.

The idea advanced here about ‘free’ pro is obwvicusly 3
sipplification: We cannot account for why pro can be fully
referential in some I0S-INV  {e.g., Catalan apd Spanish
prepositional infinitives) and only arbitrary in others (e.q.,
Sardinian non-cantrolled complenents). & conprehensive account
should even account for cases of nall abjects (if they are indeed
pro, as in Rizzi‘s (19686) proposal about Romance).

I think the account for the referentiality of ‘free’ pro
should ©e exXpected to be derived fron independent modunles
concerning context recovery (referential pro) and uwnselective
Binding by sentence operators {arbitrary pro -anhd PRO}, which

should interact to allow only the attestsd cases.'™

2.4.2. I0S with a Subject in Specifier of AGR

Let us start with AUX-to-COMP, and assume, following Rizzi
{1982-b} and subseguent work, that it inveolves a subject in Spes
cf INFL (= AGR]-

Al¥-to=-COMP, as far as it is a HSL phenomenon, falls qukt of
21} the above proposals: here we are dealing with a2 subject which
is not an I-subject: unlike I-subjects (inverted subjects) in
Italian and Pertuguese, subjecks in AUX-to-COMP construction may
appear right after the auxiliary. There is ancther ocutstanding

difference: while all cther cases of I0S are ¢olloguizl (often

% mee Authler (1991) for an account of Romance null ohjects
ifn texms= of unselective bkinding.
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subastandard), AUX-toe-COMP is a rather Iiterary construction.
Therefore we can take it to be a non~core construction.

In fack, I want to suggest that, in the spirit of the
present theory, AUX-to-COMP can be ftreated as having much in
common with ISS-INV. We tentatively will propose the following
account

a) In AUX=to=COMF movement of the werb to C° iz triggeresd
because T* moves to €7, for some reason {see below).

B) In AUE-to—-COMP, (ase assignment to the I-subject is
carrvied out hy Chain-gowvernment by T° {(in combination with AGR7,

saa balow):

({?9] Ritengo...
{Cn avere+T, | [ﬁGRP [AGR t, ] [Tm t; 1 fatto questo Gianni/lui ]
to-hawve done thisz G. sha

*I believe Giannifhim to have done this’

Cc)] As in finite clauses, once the I=-subject 15 licenced, it

can act as a resumptive zlament licensing a DP in Spec of AQGR:

{80 {Peter had it done by a lawyer, but...) ritengo...
[ce averlo+T. ] [pogrp Giarni [pgg Tt ] [p bt ] fatte luifpro )
to-have-it Gianni done he

T baliave Gianni to have done it (himself)’

In (80), pro is licenced without its content being recovered
by a rich AGR. If we assume that AUX-to-COMP in Italian iz AGR-—
less {just like IO5-INV in other languages), then thils pro would
not require content recovery. In fact, however, this is not a
plausible approach: AUX-to-COMP in Italian, unlike IDS-INV in
other lanquages, is a construction not allowing arbitrary or

referential null subiects, and, anyway, it would be sanseless to
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assuthe that the prao in [(£0) is recovered from the context, for
it 15 acts as a resumptive pronoun.

We will alternarively assume that in this case AGR® is
exceptionally allowed to be enriched by the DPF in its specifier
(Gianni}. This is certainly an unusual possibility, which we did
not consider thus far:® this would be the exceptional point in
cur proposal, which would account for the marked character of
AUH=to-COME.

d)] We want to account for why AUX-to-COMP is restricted tao
auxiliaries, copulas and modals. We can assume that the reason
for this movement i3 that T° has to move to C° because it is
selected (by a factive verbh, for instance) or reguired for the
interpretation of the construction (gerunds). Suppose this
celection or requirenent has some further restriction: T which
is allowed to move to COMF is one having the specizl property of
net selecting a VP in its base poesition: in conpound-tense
clauses, as well as in copular structures amd modal-Yerb clauses,
T dees not select a VP, but rather, respectively, a participle
{which is a FC of some sort), a non-verbal predicate {a $mall
tlause) or an infinitival {if modal-verb clauses are mono-clausal
and modals subcategorize for an infinitival). It is crucial to
thic account that Auxiliaries, copalas anpd modals do not head
their own VB (which would be a complement of T*), but are rather
generated under a FC: perhaps under T° itself. If this last
suggestion was correct, we could even reformmlate the theory
another way: only verbal formz which are generated under T° can
raize to O to satisfy selectional restrictlens involving T°.

In fact, there is a more appealing possibility: let us
assume that the T* which can move to COMP in AUX-to-COMP has to

be one not selecting an event:

“ In fact there is circularity in this procedure: pro
resumes & preverbal subject which enriches AGR®, which in turn
licences pro.
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= Modals select a proposition which would take the form of
an infinitive.

- A3 for compound-tense auxiliaries, even if[ the clause
contains an evenkful VP, the auxiliary does not carry the Tense
interpretation for the event itself, but rather the tense
interpretation for the reference time (AL five o’clock,, John
had-T, already finished-T,), which is not eventful itself.**

- As for cgpulas, it is harder to contend that they 4o not
select an event, if the predicate is stage-level (see ¥ratzer
{1988}, unless we assune that some [(meaningful) PC intervenes
Detwsaen the copula and the stage-level Small Claunse.

These are rather speculative considerations., I leave the

is=ue hare.

We can assume that AUX-to-COMP in Portugusse is licenced in
a =imilar way. The vobvious difference betweah AUX-to-COMP in
Italian and in Portugquesze is that in the 1latter AGR is
nmorphologically present. Our theory predicts, if nothing else is
said, that inflected infinitives are essentially like finite
clausaz as far as AGR and subjects are concerned. In fact, as
shown by Raposo (1987-b), there are many restrictions on the
distribution of infinitival overt AGR. We cannot address the
iszue here. The optimal situetion for our theory would be that
these restrictions are the result of the interaction of factors
cther than AGR, such as:

- the AUX-to-COMP trigger {which we have assumed is {fevent-

less*") T° raising to COMP).

‘2 Zee, e.f., Giorgi (19923 for an inplementation of the
idea that in compound tenses the Reference time and the Event
time are expressed in different peositions in the syntactic
structure.
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= incompatibility between (lexicall contrpl and overt AGR:
it must ke the same restrictian which prohihits PRO in Finite
sentences.

&z for the Occitan exanples in (70)/{71), they seem involve
& subject in Spec of AGR, not an I-subject., Since we have assune
that Oceoitan taXegs the marked option in the parallelism
principles (i.e., Occitan infinitives have Spec of AGR as the
AGR-identifier), these facts are not at odds with the prosant
thaory. These cxamples would be similar te English gerunds with
an overt subject. I will not address the issue of what licences
non-finite clauses having an overt Spec of AGR fhence an AGR not
involving centrol, raising or ECM).

+* L3 x

The above contention that T° is the basic Hominative Case-
marker by government leads to another sSpeculation: the way we
have formulated Hominative assignment through agreement, T°
cannot take part in this proeess, for this manner of assignment
does not require T raising, manifested asz long V-movement
{English is an instance <f language without obligatory long-¥-
movement in finite sentences). Therefore, Hominative through
government and Nomipative through agreement could actually be
different Cases. It is noteworthy, in this cennection, that non-
MSLs tend to develop prenominal forms which show z Case form
which exclusively ogcurs in Spec of AGR (e.9.. in colloguial
Enalish he is not used outside 3Spec of AGR, contrary to Italian
Ini ‘he', which can appear in postocopular position and in
diglocated position). So forms like himsslf, French lul, which
we take as Nominative when they are I-subjects, and must be non-

Nominative in other cases, would be neutral forms: English {[and
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French)] would have ne Case distinctien eXcept for prohominal

agreement-Nominative forms."

Sunming up, Nominative assignment works in the following
way:

a} T Is the unmarked Hominative Case-marker: it is so0 in
Mils, which are the unmarked option: both in finite clauses and,
with the unmarked parallelism option, alsoc in infinitives.

Bb) AGR® is, to usge a meraphor, ‘Jealous’ of T s Hominative
Case marking: if T° actually assigns Mominative (in the cases
menticned in a)), then, if AGR®* is around (in finite clausesg,
contrel, and Raising, and AUX-to-COMP), it wants to take part
{ just like a jealous younder haby wants ©o take part in the older
baby's game whenever the latter plays). 5ince AGR has a lot of
restrictions for its own licensing, this ultimately will reduce
the possibilities for subjects to contrel, raising and ECM {in
the metaphor, the younger baby’s taking part actually reduces the
possibilities for the older one's games).

o) If AGR® is not around (in I0% minus AUX-to-COMP), then T°
can assign Nominative alene, and the possibilities for subjects
seam to surprisingly increase (the little bpaby is not pestering
araund] .

d) In languages where T° never assigns Nomipative {(non-
HSLs]1, AGR igs the only Case assigner (by agreement).

"n

43

In thapter 3 we commented on these facts in another
zense: thoge Spec-of-AGR-Only prohominal forms would be AGR-
identifier forms, which, diachreonically, tend to cliticize to
AGR® to becone [(unmarked) AGR® AGR-identifiers. I think bkoth
ideas {Ca=e =singularity and AGR-identifier singularity) can
capverge in a natural way, perhaps one being derived from the
sther. The fact that these Case distinctions are exclusiwvely
prononinal suggests that the aGR-identifier singularity is more
basic, for pronominals, unlike full DPs, are minimal sets of AGR-
featuras.
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3. Summary

In this chapbter we have axtended sur theory in Chapter 3 to
infinitival constructions. In fact our theory on the [ranaphoric]
status of I-subjects forced us to make some assumpticns on the
exiztence and ctatus of AGR in non-finite clauses. Althowgh this
extension from finite to mon-finite is far from being trivial
(and could possikhly be implemopted in other ways), I think it i=
has =ome plausibility in that it accounts for a range of facts
that are thus far peorly understood: long infinitival wverb
mevenent in many MSLs  and  the existence of neutral
pronominal fanaphoric torms in HSLs not having infinitival leong
V-movement; and it gives reasonable alternative account to
Kayne’s (1991) theory concerning clitics and PRO, avoiding the
proeblems we noticed for this proposal.

Dur treatment of Infinitives with an Owvert Subject [(I0S) i=
only tentative. The literature on the issue is fragnentary and
far less developed than that deveoted to other ftype=s of
infinitives. I think the reason for this is that Principles and
Paramekters (and all the research stream leading to it gince tha
196045) is, as far as infinitives arse concerned, intrinsically
feehla to account for IOS. Most research on infinitives has
ignored 105, perhaps because English lacks it, and this fa¢t has
possibly biased research trends. This is a typical situatieon in
any empirical scisnce, which is rooted in the necessarily

aceidental conponent of research.
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Chapter &5

Prevoerbal Subjects in NSL=

1. Finite Sentences

Therc i= an important guestion that remzins vnanswered in
the above theory: what iz the status of preverhbal subjects in
H5L=? If they are not regquired as AGR-identifiers, how are they
licenced?

4 reasonable positien iz that gpecifiers are not always
£illed: it would at least be difficult to contend they always are
for any category and any weli-formed structure (we keop neutral
w.t.t. the issue whether non-filing implies non-projection). The
cbligatory filling of a given specifier should rather follow from
principles and parametcr settings. The above theory characterizes
the requirements on the AGR category in a way that makes Spec of
ACR cbligatorily filled only for noen-NSLs, S0 ih a sentence like

the following (Catalan):

(1} Ho ha fet (en Jeoan)
It-has done (the J.)
fI0AN/he did it

Spec of AGR would be empty, at least when the I-subjsct is an R-
expreesion {(en Joan); when it is empty (pre), it is not logically
impos=ible that Spec of AGR be filled by ancother empty category
{possibly pra), hut the null hypothesis is that it is not.
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HMow We have to answer at least three questions:

- Is Spec of AGR ever filled in NSLs? If it is:

- What is its status? Meore specifically:

- Is it fi1illed only by clements coindexed with the I-
subject?

We will address thess gquestions in secticns 1.1, and 1.2.

1.1. Dislocation vs. Specifier (of AGR)

A conceivable approach to the nature of preverbal subjects
in MELs i= to assume that they are left diglocated DP's. There
are various arguments in favor of this view. We will see that it
is nevertheless too sinplistic a view.

Before addressing the issue, let me say a word about word
order. It has often heen g¢laimed that inverted subject
constructions cannct he the ‘hbasic word corder’ for Romance
languages allowing this optlon, for they involye a Focus
interpretation which is contextually and pragmatically marked.
Therefore preverbal subject constructions (which are indeed
pragrnatically more neutral) have to be basic structures, and a
baszic structure will not inveolve dislocation. I think that these
considerations are pointless: they involve a nalve conception of
transforpaticnal grammar that has been largely overcome: nowadays
underlying levels of representation are abstract and complex
representations which simply cannet he claimed to be more or less
‘bagsic’. When I claim that inverted subjects are Case positions
in WE8Ls I am not committing myself to any claim about what is
more ‘basic’ or ‘nentral’: inverted subdect constructions are
simply an available option of the grammar which happens to he
pragmatically or contextually marked (in that it usually involves

rocus) .
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4 basic argument in favoer of dislocation for preverbal
subjects in MSLs is a theoretical one, based on indeterpinacy:?
evan the most radical theory contending preverbazl subjects in
H5Ls are not dislocated must admit that they can be, So in a

simple sentence like:

{27 En Jean no ha vingut

The J. nokt has come

would ambiguous between the disgslocatien and Spec of AGR status
af an Joan. More or less explicitly, many authaors have contended
thi= ambkiguity is only apparent: the dislocation version would
imply both a phonological pattern (usually a rise-and-fall
intonation) separating the preverbal subject from the rest of the
sentence, and z special interpretaticon by wWhich the preverhal
subject is read as fas for Joan® or something similar.

It i= true that there may be a phonoclogical clue for
dislocated elements. What 14 not true, at least I1n Romance, is
that the it is obligatory: any clitic left-disleocated (CLLD)
alement can be proncunced witheout any special pause or
phonological clue possibly differentiating it from what would be
a ‘*true’ nan-disleocated subject. Here are some examples CLLD (and
the pattern generalizes to any CLLD element and to any Romance

language as far as I know), where no pause or phonological clue
ebligatorily indicates dislecation:?

1 This is ocne of the arguments wielded in Rosselld (19867,

3 Normative grammarians do pot like dislocation in formal
speech, especially in written formal speech. Liberal ones, they
allow it enly in informal speech, and then a comma should be
used. This might be at the origin of the belief on the existence
of the pause that has gone unchallenged by many linguists.
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(3} 2. & enh Joan 1li han robat la cartera
Te the J. him-have robbed the wallet
‘They s=tolese the wallet frxrom Joan”
b. anb ell no hi parlo
With hinm not there-speak-I

To him, I never talk’

50 both preverbal subjects and CLLD =lenents have an only
optional pause, wilich depends on the degree of emphasis (in fact,
it is not a discrete sign! one can add more emphasis by ovordoing
the tane break or adding a pause, in a coantinusus way). It nay
be the gase that with CLLD elements the {(opticnal) dislocation
pattern is used more often than with subjects. But if so, it
would be natural: subjects are more often [+human] than internal
Arauments: [+human] BPs are more often D-linked for obvious
reasons; D=linked PPs need less enphasis to be introduced;
therefore, by diffuse-logic medus ponens, subjects need less
often the enphatic dislocation pattern.

hs Eor the interpretative ¢lue, it has often been contended
that 2 true dislocated element cannot be used in a sebtence which
iz a natural answer to *What is happening?®. This test, apart
from being a bit vague (it implicitly relies on pragmatic factors
such as speakers?! optimal cooperation) deoes not give clear
results. All of the following examples in Catalan are a
reasonable answer to 'What’s happening?’ (e.g., when someons

arrives and feels something strange in the atmosphere):
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{417 a. A en Joan li han rehat la cartera.
To the J. him—have robbed the wallet
= [3).a)

b Al nen 1'ha nassegat una rata
To=the child hip-has hitten a rat
*A rat bit the child’

2. & en Joan li han cancedit una beca
To the J. him-have-they awarded a grant
‘Joan hax been awarded a grant”

d. &4 &n Joan 1i ha vingut un atac de cor
To the J. him=-tas come an attack of heart

fJoan had a heart attackr

In fact, the non-dislocated versicns of the abowve examples
would be slightly uhnatural as an answer to ‘What’s happening?*
{they would be certainly acceptable in literary speech, for they
would be the oubtputs of the avoid-disleocation correction
effort’).

ke must point out the in {4} the CLLD =lement is human and
definite. These factors are flearly relevant. 5o the following

exanples would not be approprlate replies to “What’s happening?’;

! Therae iz a long tradition in traditional grammars stating
that 5¥Q 1is the unmarked word-order, and it 1s a dearly
recommuended one when the grammar is prescriptive. This partly can
be traced back to the XVIIIth century beliaf that French was the
language of reason, hecause, among cther trifles, it had the
virtue of systematically expressing the ‘natural order of
thoughts* (i.e. ‘agent-action-cbiect®) properly (i.e. 3VQ). If
this sheer nonsense deserves any theeretical attention it is
precisely a warning against being misled by it 25 far as it has
become ‘common sense’ belief among literate people that SVO is
the unmarked order.
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(5 a. Una sargantana, 1l'he vista al jardil
A lizard it-have-I seen in-the garden
*one {of the! lizard(s), I saw in the garden*
b, De lingiistica, en parlaremn després
0f linguistiecs of-it-will-we-talk later

*Linguistics, we'll talk abeout later’

But about the same happens with preverbal =subjects, as the
focllowing are nokt appropriate replies either {perhaps they can
e felt ag more acceptable than the preceding because of

normative pressure for 5VI(0) word order):

[6) a. Un roc ha c<caigut
& =tone has fallen
‘Oone (of the) stone{s) fell/
(not just: A stone fell?)
k. Una cotxe ha passat
a car has gone-by
‘One (of the] snake(s) went by~

inoct just: 'A snake went by")

There seem to be other factors favoring neutral (i.a.,
'What's happening?’-approprizte) dislocation ar preverbal
subjecthood: there is a gradation ageht-dative-obiect-ocbligue
going from most o least favering. This favering gradation is
speclally apparent with rinverted® psych-verbs {It. placere, ‘to
like’ see Belletti & Rizzi {1983)}), which most often have the
Dative or Accusative Experiencer Argument as CLLD and the subject
Theme as= an I-subject. I will not pursue the issue. Suffice it
ta be the case that no criterion singles out, as Far as We have
seen, preverbal subjects as opposed to CLLD elements in a clear-
cut way: both subljects and CLLD datives or objects have the sane

favoring conditions for (non-Focus-fronted) preverbal position,
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even if one ¢f the favoring conditions is possibly being an
externzl Argument (then a subject).

There i3 a more solid critarion that has become a classical
tect [or subjecthodd a5 oppoesed to dislocation: only true
subjects can be guantified, T think thiz criterion can bg a good
test. But I think teooc that it has many times heen oversimplified.
It is not enough to come up Wwith a few examples (such a= (8)) and
conclude they are gendine ocases of true subjects. ©On the
empirical side, it may happen [and it does hzppen)] that not all
quantifiers behave alike. On the theoretical side, we know there
are various kinds of guantifiers: apart from ‘true’ guantifiers,
resgarchers have proposed subclasses such as B-linked quantifierxs
{Pesetsky (19%82)), branching quantifiers (May (1%85), Hornstein
(19841, indefinite DPs with a referential reading (Fodor & Sag
{1982}, etc. I will not address the isswe of a proper
classification [these classes are net complementary), bubt many
of the proposals coincide in characterizing some guantifiers as
being "less guantificational’ than the ftruef ones. For
convenience, let us call the former 'weak! guantifiers (D=-1linked,
rafFerential)* and the latter fstrong’ quantifiers.

Now ane possible expectationh would he that only ‘weak!
gquantifiers are possible preverbal subjects or CLLD elements. The
expactation is more or less fulfilled (remember, however, what
we =aid above about other factors, which might distert the
results]. So it i1s the case that in Romance HSLs preverbal
indefinite subjects tend to be freferential’ (= fa certain’) or
D=linked (= ‘one qf +the'), while the purely =esxistential

interpretation is hard to obtain (see (&)). Bare indefinite DPs

* 2ingue (1890) uses referential for what we call ‘weak’,
assuming referantiality subsumes p-linking. In fact, it seems te
me that with D-linked quantification what is really refershtial
is the set over which the guantifiers range. But it is only a
matter of terminology: fweak’/'strong’ are in fact vague terms
used herc to avoid being compitted to specific theories of
gquantification.
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are sinply not allowed as preverbal subjects in these languages
{while they are in English) -(7}.a); Some negative and
proportional guantifiers are not gither -see (7).L/.ci:; {(§) shows
that the same restricticons hold for CLLD elements resumed hy

definite plitics:

(7)) a. *Rocs cauen de la muntanya
Stones fall from the mountain
h., *Res ha pacsat
Hothing has happensad
c. *Pocs estudiants han ¥ingut
Few students fhlave come
{8} a. =*Estudiants els he vist
Students=s them-have-I seen
b. *Res he ha fet
Nothing it-has done
2. *Pocs estudiants els ha convidat

Fow students them=has invited

Spanish and Italian display about the same restrictions
(examples from Italian:! recall we are not dealing with Foous-
fronted elements, which weould be acceptable in {9}, with a

different intonationd:

a}l Pegverbal subiects:
{2 a. *5tudenti sonc arrivati
Students are arrived
‘students have arrived’
b. #*Pocchi studenti sono arrivati
Few students have arrived
c. T*Mionte @& successo

Hothing has happened
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b} CLLD elements:
{107 a. *Studenti 1i ho visti

Students them-have-1 seen
I have s2en students’

b. *Poscchi studenti 11 ho visti
Few students them-hawve-I seen
‘I've sean few students’

2, *Niente 1'ho visto
Mothing it-have-I s5e2en

‘I7ve seen nothing!

The reason thaese examples are not allowed iz that these
guantifiers are ‘strong?, and cannet be forced to a D=linked or
‘referential’ reading.

Similar considerations can ba made of proportion guantifiers
fra few', 'mostf, ‘fmany*) and numerals: the p-linked or
‘roferential’ reading prevalls for preverpbal subjects, whilae

postverbal subjects are ambiquous:

[11] a. HMolts estrangers treballen aqui
Many foralgners work here
‘¥any of the foreigners work here
Hot: "There are mahy foreign workers here’
b, Agui hi treballen melis estrangers’
Here there-work many forelaners
a) *‘There are many foreign workers hersa’

b} *Many of the foreigners work here!

As for universal guantifiers, there do not seem to be charp

agcourrence restrictions.

There ig, in addition, an interpretative constraint which

holds true of any preverbal quantifier in Catalan {(and, I assume,
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in other Romance languageg); they never have narrow scope w.r.t.
a another quantifier inside their clause. Harrow scope for the
Subject guantifier has been reported to be less preferred in
English and other languages, but I think that in Romance HSELs is
not only less preferred: [t is excluded.

The [zacts may have often been obscured hecause scope
interactions can be interfered by the ‘weak® status of one of the
gquanptifiers: especially in the case of indefinite OPs with D=
linked or referential reading, this reading is such that it gives
the sane extensional interpretation a3 the wide scope reading
fconsider, e.g., the sentence "Everybody loves a certain woman”,
which is extenzjonally eguivalent to fEverybody likes a woman'

with wide scope for ‘a woman®). So, in the following example:

(121 Tot egtudiant ha llegit tres llibres

Every gstudent has read three books

we cah conceive of three readings: twoe with scope interactions
(wide scope for Tevery student’ and wide scope for ‘three books‘)
and one with no scope interaction, when the numeral is
interpreted as ‘some certain three books’. Since the wide-scope
roading for ‘three books' is extensionally eguivalent to the non-
soope reading, our claim that ‘every student” cannot have parrow
scope can only rely on the intuition that ‘three books’, when
apparently wide scope, is ‘freferential’. So (12) cannet ke
conclusive w.r.t, our <laim that ‘every student” cannot have
NarroW scope.

There are however cases where the wide soope lnterpretation
of a guantifier is not equivalent to its scopeless reading.
Consider the scope interactions between two numerals in the

following example:
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{131 He enviat tres exemplarz a guatre editorials

Have-1I =sent three copies to four pubklishing-houses

"I've scnt three coples to four publishing housest

In (12) both numerals are inside the ¥F, and we have the two
relative scopc readings ('3 copies and pessibly 12 publishing
houses’ and ‘4 publishing houses and pessibly 12 copiez’), and
in addition we hawve the non-scope reading, with *fjust 3 copies
and 4 publishing houses’. If, however, one of the numerals is a

preverbal sublject, as in the following example!

(13} Tres directors hah dirigit guatre films

Three directors have directed four films

we have the scopeless reading and only one of the scope readings,
namely the one with the preverbal subtect having wide ccope. As
I =said, even in English the wide scopse reading has been reported
to be preferred, but it is simply the only option in Catalan.?

Negative guantifiers® and cannot either have narrow scope

when allowed as preverbal subjects or CLLD elements:

* There are actually some speakers whe admit it, but mest
people stesdily exclude it. My Italian reports are alsg less
cloar=-cut.

“* 1 use the term ‘negative gquantifier’ for convenience.
Zanuttini [(1991) arques these elements in some Romance lanquaqes
are negative universal quantifierg inveolving negative cencord,
and argues against a negative polarity ltem analysis, I can not
address the guestion hare. Only recall that in Hpmance H5Ll=s these
alements do not cooccur with the sentence negation particle when
Lhey are preverbal.
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f1%) a. Prevarbal subjecls:
Ningu coneix tots els llibreg
Nehody knows all the hooks
a) ‘There is no person knowing every book!
b) *"Every book is such that no percon Knows it
b. CLLD elemenis:
A ningd el coneix tothom
To nobody him-Rhows everybody
a) ‘There is ngo person being known hy everybody’

bl *'Everybody i= such that he Knows nohody’

Similarly, existential and proportional guantifisrs never

have narrow scaope in the following cases:’

(16 Preverbal subjects:
a. UInsalgun metge es cuida de tots els malalts
A& fsome doctor takes-care of all the patients
B, Molts/la majoria dfestudiants llegeixen toks els llibres

Many /most students read 211 the bocks

T Por some reason, exlstential guantifiers of the type “some
NP or other’ and numerals like ‘at least eone’ can have narrow
scope no matter how higher up from the other guantifier they are:

i) Some book or other, I think every student has read

{ti) At least one car, I guess everyhody can afford

fince this narrow scope reading iz net predictable from the
general clause-boundedness constraint for scope interactions, we
leave it as irrelevant. Therefore,; in ({(15).a3) and [({17).2)} this
type of reading, which 1s usually obhtained with a =specizal
intonation patternt, should be disregarded. Interastingly,
{{17}.a} enly allows this reading :f the preposition optionally
accompanying the CLLD ¢biject is absent.
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(17} CLLD elements:
@, (A) unfalgun maltalt &1 visiten tots els metges
{To) a fseme patjent him=visit all the doctors
‘Afsome patient is wvisited by all the doctors’
L. Moltsysla majoria de llibres els llegeix tothom
Many /most books them-reads sgverybody

‘Many/most books are read by everybody!’

So the guantification test for prevarbal subiects gives no
clear-cut result because guantification is not a trivially
unitary concept in natural language. A minimal characterization
of the facts could be the following:

- gome indefinite DP= [bare MHPs, non=-D-linked nRmon-
referential existenptial quantifiers =such as 'few'- and scme
negative guantifiers not having the [+human] feature - e.q.
‘nothing® ) are not peossible as preverbal subjects, in the same
way as thay are not as CLLD elements.

- orther guantifiers (negative elaments, universal
guantifiers) are possible preverbal subjects or CLLD elements,

but they always have wide scope.

Given this state of affairs, an obviocus possibility is ta
assume that:

- preverbal subjects in NiLs are dislocated elenants resunad
by & pro (as CLLD elements are resumed by a {definite) clitie},

- only ‘weak’ guantifiers can be dislocated (this is less
evident for universal and negative guantifiers).

We will see that this hypothesis can not be maintained. Thus
far we have not considered an additional criterion that can
distinguish digslowated elements from elements in Spec of AGR:

word order. If we assume that:
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ap ¥ moves to AGR® in NSLs {and we ¢rucially assumed that):
k) there can ke no maximal projecticns adjoined to X' {and
specifically to AGR'): this 13 a reasonable constraint
on Xf-structure;
then it follows that no XP can intervene hatween a true subject
in spec of AGR and the verk in AGE®. This criterion is useless as
far as non-guantified subjects are concerned: there is no way to
tell whether adjacency is due to the preverbal subject's being
in Spec of AGR or simply to the accidental fact that no XP
happens to intervenes. Buk for guantified subjects the data are
clearly rewvealing. At least some of the guantified preverbal
subiects reguire adjacency (We will see examples directly).

S we seem to finally arrive at some conclusion about
preverbal subjects: at least some of them are in a fixed
pesition, which is likely to be Spec of AGR. But let u= raise
ancther guestion first: we have seen that the restrictions on
preverbal subtdects are the same as on CLLD elements. 50 1t might
be that even for CLLD elements there was an adjacency reguirement
when they are guantifiers of a certain type. and this is indeed
the case. What follows is set of palrs of exanples (each pair
containing a CLLD example apnd a preverbal subject example), in
a gradation from fthe most ill-formed to the best well-formed
cases. For the examples with preverbal subjects we abstract away
from Focus fronting, which is irrelevantly acceptable without the
part in the parenthesis and with another inteonation, as it would
oz with cbjects and other Arguments; for the latter, howaver, no

clitic would appear." The asterisk at the beginning neans the

' I suspect that there are processes which are similar to
Focus-fronting and nevertheless do not have the typical
intopation and contragtive interpretation of typical Focus-
fronting. So, in the judgements below I tried to disregard the
acceptability of the preverbal subjects when a parallel (¢litic-
les=) agbject fronting is available which intuitively has the same
phonological, interpretative and stylistic flaveor. Por what is
at stake here is il preverpal subjects are any different from
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sentence is ill formed even without the part in the parenthesis;

the asterisk inside the latter means that the part in the

parenthesis impairs the sentence or makes it bad:

(18} a.

*Res (*an Joan) ho ha fet
Nothing the J. it-has done
*Hes (*a &nh Joean) 1li ha passat

Hothing e the J. him-has happened
*Cap (#en Joan) 1*ha llegit

Hone the J. it-has read
*Cap (*avyl) ha arrvibat

None today has arrived
*Pocs amices (*aguest any)] 2ls ha convidatc

Few Eriends this vear them-has invited
*Pocs amics (*aguest any) m'han convidat

Few friepds this vear me-have invited
%Cap pagquet (#en Joan) 1l'ha enviat

Ho packet tha J. it-has sent
7+Cap paguet (*avul) ha arribat

¥o packet today has arrived
A ningd {*aguesta vegada) 17 han acceptat
To nobody this time him-have-they accepted

Hingd (7*agquesta wegada) ha aprovat 1'examen

Hobody this time has passed the-axam
A tothom (?*aguesta veqada)] 1l'han acceptat
To eov.body this tima him=-have-thay accepted

Tothom (?*raguesta yegada) ha aprovat lfexamen

Ev.hody this time has passed the-=xan

clitic-resumed elements,
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(18) g.

280

1.

A gualsevol (7772l Brasil) el poden robar

To anybody in Brasil him-can rob

pualsevel (777al Bracil) et pot robar

Anybody in Brasil vyou-can vobk

A tots [77dema) sls VYeure a la reunid

To all torporrow them-will-I-see at the mceting
Tots [(?7dema) aniran a 18 reocnid

all tomerrow Will-go to the meating

A elgd (?fa vna estona) 17han tancat al 1zvabo

To sn.body a while ago him-have locked in-the

bathroom
Algd (?fa una estona) s'ha tancat al lavabo
Sm.body a while ago himself-has locked in the

bathroom

& tots =ls5 alunnes [(7demia) els veuré

To all the pupils tomorrow then-will-I-see
Tots els alumnes (7denmd) wvindran a wveure’n
411 the puplls tomorrow will-come to see-me

A tots aguests alumnes (demi) els veurs

Ta all these pupils tomorrow then-will-I—-see
Tots aguests alumnes {(dema) vindran a wvedre'n
&ll thega puplls tomorrow will-come ho see-me
La majorla dfaguests (en Joan) no els coneix
The majority of-these the J. not then-Knows
La majoria dfaguests (a mi) no en coneixen
The najority of-these to me not me-know

A& mnolts d'aguests (avui) no els he vigt
Te many of-these today not them-have-I sean
Molts dfaguests (avui] no han  vingut

Many of-—these today not have coma



(18] n. 1. A dpos amics meus [avui] oIs han arreztat
To two friends mine [today) them-have arrested
2. Dos amics meus (avul) han tingut un accident
Two friopdse mine today have had an agcldent
o. L. Alguns amics (al casament ho els hi convido
Some friends to-the wedding not them-there-invite-I
2. Algun= amics {al casament) no hi vindran
Some friend=s to-the wedding not there-will-come
p. 1. A un meu amic {1'altre dia) el van arrestav
To one my friend the cother day him-arrested-they
2. WUn mnew amic (lfaltre dia)l wva venir a veure'm

one ny friend the okther day came te see-me

Examples from a. to d. are unacceptable as preverbal (and
even worse if not adjacent to the werb): they are all ‘strong’
quantifiesrs hardly interpretable as D-linked or ‘referential’,
They are all [~human]. From e. to J., they are acceptable only
if adjacent to the verb (with varicus degrees of ill-formedness
if they are not). The regt of the examples are fully acfeptable
even if there is nat adjacency to the verb. The gradation can be
glearly related to the “strength’/‘weakness? distinction. The
more a guantifier is likely to be interpreted as D-linked or
‘referential’, the more it is acceptable as disleocated. I think
that in fact the intermediate degrees of ill-faormednescs are
actually not fintermediate’ in grammatical status, but rather in
pragmatic acceptakility: what is intermediate is the chances for
the speaker to imagine a likely pragmatic context where OD-linking
or ‘referentlality’ are plauzible. Se for instance the
‘raferential’ use of alguy ‘somebody’ implies that the speaker is
wanting to be enigmatic or unexplicit in referring to a person.
It is more usual thakt, when one wants to refer to sonebody the

gther person does not know, one mnminimally introduces a
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degcriptive restriction for the guantifier (e.,g., fa Friend af
mine’, ‘some guy I met the other day’, ebtc.).

S0, the conclusion seems to be that:

- '5trong’ [-human} gquantifiers cannot be preverbal (unless
moved by Focus fronting).

-~ ’&Strong’ [+human] gquantifiers can be preverbal but they
have to be adjacent to the verlb, which suggests they are In Spec
of AGR. They involwve a resumptive clitic stratogy if they are not
sukhjects, If subljects, they would be resumed by pro.

- 'Weak' (B-linked or ‘referential’)] guantifiers can be
dislocated.

What is of our present concern is that there is a preverbal
Specifier position (we assume for the oopent it is Spec of AGR)
that can be filled by [+human] strong gquantifiers heing resumed
by a minimal (clitie or pre) prohoun. 59 our previous speculation
that all preverbal subjectxz are all dislocated iz false, but now

we conclude their position is not one specific to subijects.®

ancther fact which 1is worth considering is that the
acceptable preverbal guantified elements having the V-adjacency
reguirenant (examples from e. to g. alwovre) are clause bound: if
they appear in the upper clause they are unacceptable
approximately to the same degree as if they are not adjacent [(the
following exanples are identical to exanples from {(181.2) to 4.,
except that inztead of an inkervening XP we have a superordinate
rlause segment cre¢ gue ‘I think that'):

k)

In fact, if that position exists, nothing prevents non-
guantified preverbal subjects from being there, unless we assumed
it is an exclusively guantifier position. We will address this
issue in the next =section.
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{19} a. 1. & ningd [(*crec gue} 1 han acceptat
Ta nobedy [(I-think that} him-have-they accepted
2. Hingdi (2?*crec guel Ha aproevat lfexamen
Nobody (I-think that) has passed the-exam
b. 1. A tothom (?*crec gue) 1"han acceptat
To ev.body (I-think that) him-have-they accepted
2. Tothom [ Forec gue] ha aprowvat lfeaxamen
Ev.body ({I-think that} has paszsed the-exanm
c. 1. A tothom (?77crec que) el poden robar
To ev.body (I-think that! him-can rob
2, Tothom (727creac gque} rohba
Ev.body {I=-think that) rcobs
d. 1. & tots {?Yocren gque) els veureé a la reunid

Tao 21l fI-think that} them-I‘ll-see at the meeting

2. Tots (??crec gue) anirap a la reunis
Al {I-think that}) will-go to the meating
e, 1. A algu [ ?7cren que ) 1 han Tancat al
lavabo

Te sm.bedy [I-think that) him-have locked in-the
bathroom
2. aAlgi (Torec que) E‘ha *tancat al lavaba
St. kbedy {I-think thatl S§I-has logcked in-the bathroom
£. 1. A tots els alumnes {(Ycrec que) els veuré
Te all the pupils I-think that them-will-I-sesa
2. Tots els alumnes [(Yorec que) wvindran a wveure'm

211 the pupils I-think that will-come to see-me

Finally, there is =till another Ifact that has to be
considered. *sStrong” [—human] gquantifiers are not allowed as
preverbal subject or clitic resumed elements in neutral

sentehces. But there is a factor that can rescuoe them in this

283



pesition: they are allowed when they are somehow construoed with

a postverbal contracstive Focus:™

[20) a, 1. *77Fes ho ha fet EN JO&H
Wothing it-has done the J.
*Hothing has been done by Joan' [-> everything has
been done by otherst)
2. TrRes 1i ha passat A EN JOANM
Nothing him-has happened to the J.
'(Many things happened to many people, but) nothing
happened precisely to Joan’
k. 1. ?Cap l'ha llegit EH JOAN
Hone it-has read the J.
(e have road many of these books but) none was
read preci=sely by Joan'’
2. Cap ha arribat AVUI
None has arrived today
f{Many have arrived, but] nene arrived precisely

today”

+ To my sar, examples in each pair 1./2. (resp. clitic
resumed elements and =subijects) are equally acceptable. Sone
speakers prefer the axampples with subjects. T assume this 1= due
to the fact that these speakers are assigning some fronking
analysis to these examples, which is impossible with the clitic-
resumed elements, as far as fronting does not envolve clities.
On the other hand, there are kKinds of fronting which are net
Focus fronting, and do ot envolve the typical phonolegical
pattern of Focus fronting:

(1Y A mi, res mhan dit.

Ta me nothing me-have told
‘Ka, I was told npthing whatsoever’
It would be thiz fintonation-flat’ fronting which makes the
exanples in 2. hetter for some sSpeakers. In my dialect, this kind
of fronting is noet used.
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(20) . 1. 7?4 pocs assistents els havia convidat EN JOAH
Toc few people-present them-had invited the J.
f{Many people were Were at the party, but) few had
been invited by Joan!

2. Pocs amics mfhan convidat A SOFAR
Few friends me-have invited to dinner
t{Friends have invited me to lots of things, but)
few have invited me o have dinper’
d. 1. [2}Cap pagquet 1 ha enviat EN JOAN
N pagket lt-has sent the J.
*[Hany packets were sent, but) none by Joan’
2. Cap paguet ha arribat PER CORREU
No packet has arrived by mail

‘Packets arrived, but none arrived by mail”

To summarize, quantified subject- or clitic-resumed-
elements are allowed 1f:

- they are ‘weak’ (then they can be dislocated)

- they are ‘strong® f{+human] (then they are in a Spec
positicon).

- they are construed with a postverbal Focus elements fand
then they are in this Spec position too)d.

The facts reportad from Catalan extend te Spanish with a
reasonable degree of approximation. As for Italian, the
judgements I have been reported are legs clear and systematic,

southern dialectsi? seem to ke olose ta Catalan, with the

1t Thanks to Giuseppe Longobardi for his  Judgements,
conments and suggestions
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difference that adjacency to the verb does not seem to play any

role:i

(Z1] a. 1. *Miente (Gianni) lo ha £atto
Mothing {(G.) it-has dene

2. *Hiente (a Gianni) gli & SUSCesS 0

Hothing to . him-has happened
b, 1. *Hessunc {qggi} 1“hannpo letto
None (today) it-have-they read

2. *Ne=zsuno [(oggl) & arrivato
None (today) has arrived
. 1. *=Pochli amici fguesto anno) 1i ha invitati
rew Eriends (this year) them—-has invited
2. *wPopcchi amici [guests anho) mi hanno invitato
Few friends (this= year) me-have invited
d. 1. 7?*Hessun pacco (Gianti) 1l’ha cpedito
N package (8.) it-has =sent
2. ?*Nessun pacco {oggi] & arrivato
Ne package (today)
e. 1. *3gnuno (gquesta wolta) l'hanno accetiato
Everyone [this time} him-they-have accepted
2. *Jgounoc {guesta wvolta) ha passato l'asane
Everyone [(this tine) has passed the-exam
f. 1. 7ZHessunc (guesta volta) 1'hannbo accettato
Hobody (this time) him-they-have accepted
2. HNessuno (Questa welta) ha passato l'esame

Nobody (this time)} has passed the-gxam

2 Thanks Lo Giuseppe longobardi and Gicevanni Alkertoacchi
for the data (which I tzke as roughly representative of resp.
Southern and Morthern wvarieties of Italian]).

Italian has less unambiguously {+human] guantifiers than
fatalan or English! so hessune is both 'nobkody?’ and ‘none’: ftutti
is both feverybody* and ‘every ohefall’, ete. Nevertheless the
[thuman] interpretation is egqually =ignificant in the data below.
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{21y 9. 1. Tutti (guesta wvolta) li hanno accettati
All (this time)] them-they-have accepted
2. Tutti (questa volta)] hanhe passato lYesans
All [this tima} have passed the-axam
h. 1. <Chiungue (in Bracsile}) lo possong derubbare
Anybody (in Brasil) hin-they-can rob
2. <Chiungue (in Brasile} ti pud derubbare
Anyhody (in Brasil) you-he-can rob
i. k. Tutti {domani) li wvedro alla riunicne
All {tomorrow) them-I‘ll-see at-the meeting
2. Tutti {domani?} andrannge alla riunione
all (tomorrow} will-ge to—the meeting
i. 1. T*Qualcuno [pocco fa) l1'hanne chiuso nel bagno
Somebody { just now) hin-have locked in-the bathroom
2. Qualecune (pocco Ia) si e chiuso nel baqno
Somebody (Jjust now) himself-has locked in-the bathm.
k. 1. 7?Tutti gli studenti (oggi) 1i wvedrd in classe
all the student=s {(today) them-Ifll-cee in class
2. Tutti gli studenti (ogygi} verrannc a vedermi

Al11 the students (ftoday) will-come Lo see-ne
In Northern dialects, adjacensy seems to play a role. Thay

differ from Catalan in that preverbal subjects appear to be more

acceptapble than other clitic resumed elements.
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