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1.

*Mignte {(Gianni) lo ha fatto

Hothing (G.) it—has done

PPHiente (773 Gianni) gli & EUCCE2EEO
Mothing (to Gl him-has happened

*Nessunc (oggi)  1*hanno lethkao
Hone {today) it-have—-they read

Nessuno {?7o0ggi) & arrivato

None {tuday)] has arrived

*pochi amiel {questo apne] 1i ha invitati
Few friends (this vear) them-has invited
Pocchli amicil (?7gueste anno} mi hanno invitato
Fow friends {this Yaar) me-hawve invited
tNessU pacco {Gianni) 1*ha spedito
Ho package (G.) it~has gsent
Nesgun pacco {?7oggl) & arrivato
]a package (today) has arrived
*Jgnung {guesta volta)l L hanno agoettato
Everyone (this time) him-they~have accepted
FrQgOUND (guests volta) ha passato 1'esame
Everyone {this time] has passed the-exan
*Nessuno [(guesta vyaltal 1'hannag afcettato
Hohody {this time] him-they-have acceptead
Hessiung [ ?77guesta volta) ha passate 1l esame
Hobody (this time} has passed the-exam
Tutti {??gquesta volta) 1li hanno accettati
211 {this time) them-thay~-have accepted
Tukti (guesta volta) hanno passatc 1'esame
k1] {this time) have passed the-exan
Chiungue {777in Brasile) lo possong  derubbare
Anybody (in BPrasll) him-they-can rob
Chiungue (7in Brasile} ti pud derubbare

anybody [in Brasil) you-he-can raob



fzz2) 1. 1. 727Tutti (??7domani) 1li vedrd alla riunione
All (tomorrow) ther-I‘ll-see at-the mceting
2. Tutti (domani) andranno alla riunione
all {tomorrow) will-go to-the meeting
T- 1., *Pualouno (pocce fa) l'hanng ¢hiuso hel Bagn
Somebody [ just now) him-have locked in-the Bathroom
Z. DQualcuno (pocco fa) =i & chiuss nel tagna
Somebody { just nowW) himself-has locked in-the tathrm.
k. 1. 7PxTukti gli studenti [oggi} 11 vedrd in clas=sea
All ttie students {today) them-I'll-ses in class
2. Tutti gli studenti (oggi)] wverrannoc a vedearmi

All the students (today) will-come to sege-me

* * *

Apart from their guantified status, thers are cocther facts
that point to the *different nature’ of preverbal subjects in
HSLs w.r.t. preverbzl subjects in non-NSLs. These concern overt
pronouns. Monptalbett] f1884) noticed that subject strong
pronouns'’ in NSLs are net able to be bound wvariables. In (23),
for instance, ells can only be interpreted as bound by tots els

estudiants ‘all the students’ in the group reading:

[23) Tots els estudiants, es pensen gue <&lls, aprovaran

all the students think that they will-pass

This fact is known as Montalbettirs Generalization. Although
mest linguists have not challenged the descriptive accuracy of
this genaralization, as noticed by Rosselld (1986), it is only

true of preverbal subjects. Postverbal strong pronouns are not

*  For noh-subject strong  pronouns, Montalbetti’s
GCaperalization only wWould hold when there i= no ‘weaker’ coption
fgach as a definite clitic). See Rigau (1588).
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subject to it {at least {24} allows the bhound variable reading

mach more sasilyd:

{241 Tots els jugadors, estan convenguts gQque guanyaran alls,
&11 the players aAre persuaded that will-win theay

*For any player =, # is persuaded that X will win!

£o Meontalbettifs generalization would be an epiphenomenont
it is not the nature of the strong prohoun which is to blame for
the lack of bound-variable-reading: it is rather its position
{and, histeorically, the often uncritical acceptance that
preverhal subjects in WN5Ls are the same as in nop-N3ls is also
to blame, I think). What happens with strobg pronominal subjects
{i.e., the contrast batween preverbal and postverbal w.r.t. the
possibility of a bound variable reading] also happens with object
or obligue strong pronominals all the same (now the contrast

being between di=zlaocated and non-dislecated):

{25) a. Tols els candidats, pensen gue a 2M0Is, els, elegiran
A1l the candidates think that to them then-will-choose
‘411 the candidates think that they {as a group/*bound
wariable) will be chosen®
k. Tots els candidals, pansen que els elegiran a oalls
All the candidates think that them-will-chosse to them

‘For ahy candidate %, ¥ thinks x will be chosen!

Another well-known fact peints to the idea that preverbal
subjects in Ronance HSLs are ‘different’: as convincinaly argued
four in Rizzi {1982-b) and suksequenrt wark, the "thatf-trace (ECP)
effects in these languages are avoided by extracting the subjsc:
from the subject inversion position exciusively, not by any

strategy like a null ¢* {as in English) or gque=->gul alternation
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{ag in French), which could suggest that preverbal subjects are

not candidates to be Wh-extracted by these strategies.*

All the preceding cbservations heold in full of Catalan and,
a5 far &g ¥ know, alse Spanish {perhaps with some
gualifications). The Italian facts we saw are ¢learly different
as far as quantification is concerned: the restriction=s we have
seen above for guantifier preverbal subjects alse hold of Italian
in about the same way. But CLLD {or clitic resumed) elements are
much more restricted in Italianm. So the Ttalian wversions of
examples from {18).aY to (18).i). would have the same
acceptability only in the preverbal subject versien, not in the
clitic resumed version, which would be unacceptable (perhaps with

a gradation of unacceptabllity too).

We will try to npake sense of these facts In the next
section, by considering what is the status and position of

prevarbal =ubjects ih NSLS.

1.2. oin the Nature of the Preverbal Specifier in N3ls

Throughout this thesis, we have assumed that AGRF is the
highest FC in the sentence below CF. We have crucially assumed
that V-movement to AGR® takes place in MS8Ls (in order for the I-
subject to receive Case by Chain-government). In the preceding
section, we detected a specifier position which ¢an be occcupied
by =ome guantified element=s (and perhaps even by non-guantified
onas). Since this pesition was adjacent to the verh (5o to AGRT,

according to our assumptions), we concluded that this positicn

——

* pne can always argue that these strategies are last
resort, or more narked than postverbal subject extraction, and
thi=z is why they are not used in Romance NSLs., Kenstowicz {1939)
chows that some Arabic dialects heing NSLS indead allow a que-
gui-lika strategy for preverbal subject extraction.
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is Spec of AGR. Since this position was not ewclusively occupied
by subject elements, hut also DY clitic=resumed elements, we
should explain why Spec of AGR is s0 fliberalt a position.
There is one first consideration (which we have already
stressed throughout this thesig): in NSLs Spec of AGR is not the
AGR-identifier and therefore is not reguired to be filled by an
element [which will be coreferential with the I-suhject) in order
to provide features to AGR. This would allow at least Spec of AGR
to be empty, and we arguaed it is, e.g. in sentences wihere nothing
precedes the finite verb and there i=s a nul) or inverted subject,
However, the non-ACR-identifier mature of Spec of AGR does not
seay to guarantee it ¢an be freely filled with elenents not being
coindexed with the I-subject and, by transitivity, with AGRS.
Whenever Spec of AGRE is fillad, it seens reasonable that it
agrees with its head {(as any specifier i= basically expeckted ta).
For Catalan and Spanish, at least, we =aw that preverbal
non-subject elements are allowed in apparently the same Specifier
positian (i.e., Spec of AGR, we assume)
elements. In addition,

as preverbal subkject
there sSeén to bhe other elements that
apparently can occupy this position in Catalan and Spanish. In
these languages, as we already saw in Chapter 4, section 2.1.1.,
adverbs like ‘always’, “never”’, falready/yet! and *stillfyet’ can

precede the verb (and cannot he separated from it], whereas in
1talian they cannot:

(26) a., Sempre/nai /fja /encara esti cansat fCatalan)

Always/never/already/still iz

b. *Sempra/mai Jgia fancora & stapnco {Italian)
Always/naver/already/still  is tived

tired

To account for the contrast between Catalan/Spanish and
Italian, tws options seem workable.

One option is to assume that
the preverbal! ZSpecifier we

detected for catalan and Spanish is
292



not Spec of ACR, but Spes of some other FC. In other words, in
Catalan and Spanish the highest FC below CP is {(in finite
sentences) noft AGRP but another XF (TF., HEGF or TF,'" for
instance). Suppose this PC is more likeral than AGRP in
restricting the status of 1ts specifier. Or alternatively that
it 1= & position for guantified elements, either adverbial as in
{26) or Avgumental. Italian, instead, would have AGRP as the
highest FC, then restricting elements in its specifier to DPs
resumed by the I-sukje=ct,

This approach implies parameterization of the FC hierarchy,
which has been advocated for by several authors (mainly Ouhalla
{19881). It inmplies we have to give up the assumption maintained
throughout thi= thesis that AGR® is the highest FC below CP
{except for infinitives, where WOMP would intervene). I think one
should be cautious aboukt parameterization of the FC nierarchy:®
in the present-day profusion of under-determined alternative
hypotheses on FCs, hierarchy parameterization is not an advisable
working hypothesis. And in any case, ahy theory advocating for
hierarcchy parapeterization should carefully address the
learnability problem.

In any case, the hypothesis that the hiahest FC below CF is
not ACRP in Catalan and Spanish while it is in Italian dees nst
cxplain why, even if Italian is nere restrictive in only allowing

subject elements in this top Specifier, it has the same

1* See ILaka (192920) for the postulation of a TP category
which contains both negation and affirmation.

¥ gizhalla (19887 clains that it is not parameterization
what triggers different FC hierarchies: it is only variation in
the subeategorization framework of Fos, therefore only ‘leXicgal”
variation. I cannoct see this distinction has  any real
sigqnificance and it scems to me a merely terminolegical trick,
For the child to learn that T subcategorizes for AGRF or,
conversely, that ASR® subcategorizes for TP is &8s difficult as if
the alternative options are phrased as a2 parameter. On the other
hand, affixal and highly abstragct FC= are not flexical’ in a
reaschable sense.
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restrictions as Catalan and Spanish w.r.t. the ‘weak’/*strong’

and [+human] factors.

Since none of these restrictions is observable in English,
we cannot simply assume Italian preverbal subkjects are ‘true’
subjects having the same nature as in English. Rather they are
like in catalan except they are further restricted to be subject
eglements. 5o the theory should capture two factors restricting
preverbal specifiars:

- restrictions on guantification [holding of Catalan,
Spanish and Italizn).

- rastrictions on subjecthood (holding only of (Northern)

Italian}.

Toe account for thess facts we will suggest a possible
approach. Thus far we have assumed AGR is a FC which projects &
ful]l ¥-har structure. Our theory relles on the existence of AGR
in crucial way: essentizlly we fhawve derived Burzio‘s
Generallization and the distribution of I-subjects from
regquirenents on the licensing of AGR.

Although many researchers working in the split INFL
hypothesis have assumed AGR is one of the cowponents of INFL,
gsome linguists contend that AGR is not a catagoery projecting by
itsalf, but 1t is rather parasitic on ather, semantically
‘contentful’ FCs.'” Let us see how this idea could help in our

prﬂsent COnoeIns.

* gee, for instance, Laka (19%90). She contends that the
three AGRs ih Basgue (subject, object and dative AGR) are
parasitic on the other FOS (TP and Modal Phrase). In Bascdue AGR-
morphemes are ‘sandwiched” bhetween othor FPC morphenes,
suggesting, from a Mirrer Principle peint of view, they are
parasitic on these other FUs. Poletto (1991) proposes a similar
idea on the bas=is of Romance finite and participial morphology,
although she does pot contend that the AGR FCs are parasitic on
the others.
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In fact, an alternative approach te the idea that AGR is
parasitic, could be to assume that it is not AGR which is
parasitic on X (X a FC)}, but rather that ¥ and AGR are a mixed
TC. In other words, we are assuming a partially non-split INFL
hypothesis: some of the components of INFL are not split.
Specifically, we could restrict the ‘splitting’ of INFL in the
following way: a FC ¢an containh one {(and only one) semantically
‘contentful r component (T, Mode, Asp, et2,) and {(possibly) one
of a purely formal component (AGRY. AGR can never be the
exhaustive component of a FC.'"

Hith this ideca, we could assume the following parameter:

{27) In a Fg, the AGR comppoanent imposss/does nmot  impose

selectional restrictions on its specifier.

Suppose the only selectional restriction AGR can inpose on
its specifier is precisely agreenent with itself. In some Italian
dialects, (subject) AGE {we will discuss directly which Fo
subiect AGRE could be a component of) would have chosen the first
value in (271, while <Catalan or Spanish would have chosen the
sacond value.'” The other compoanent of the functional category
containing AGR would, in all three languages, inpose restrictions
on the guantified nature of its specifier. Let us {ry to
accertain which category could ke the host of subject AGR.

Thus far, we are trying to maintain a maximally uniferm
ctructure (=pecifically hierarchy) of the FCs across languagaes,
Botween Italian and catalan/Spanish, the only differesnce is not

struyctural, but enly concerns parametar {27). Can we cantend that

1+ This idea somehow reconciles the ftwe notions of
agreemant, namely as a FC {AGR)} and as a process/depnendency: the
latter would be morpholegically instaptiated as the former.

* This would he the marked wvalue. The fact that Italian
varies would be due to the low level status of thig parametcr,
the triggering evidence being thin.
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AGR has the sante host in non-NSLe. We know that in English and
non=H5Ls in general, the restrictions on the guantified nature
of preverbal subjects do not hold as in Italian (recall English
can have bare DP= and gquantifiers of any nature as preverbal
subjects) . So thiz suggests that in nen-NSLs like English AGR is
not host of the same I'C as in Italian or Catalan, for otherwise
the same restrictions should hold. In the next section we shall

try to find independent evidence pointing to this direction,
1,3. Inkterrcgative Wh-movement

It has heen the prevailing hypothesis for at least two
decades that Wh-elements nove o (Specifier of) COMP in languages
where overt Wh-movement takes place. Evidence for this hypothesis
in languages such as English is ceompelling, and so  many
developments rely on it that any attempt to give it up should
serigusly censider whether the alternative propeosal is not
actuzlly a terminclegical variant on the term COME, for a good
deal of the theory on the nature of COMP relies on precisely Wh-
movement . _

However, as has often heen the case, the theory could have
been biased by the fact that English or English-like languages
have been the first tco be studied in depth. I think English-like
languages have two characteristics concerning Wh-phenonena which
are far from being wniversal:

a) Whn-interrogative <lauses and relative clauses use very
similar strategies: noving a Whn-word. This is not apparently the
case 1n many languages, whaere Wh-phrases arse only used in
interrcgative clauses: Basgue, Irish, Chinese, etc. and even
language=s as little exotic as colloguial Catalan and other
gollogquial Reomance languages, where headed relatives are

uniformly introduced by the complementizer ‘that'. This is even
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true of ceolloguial English, where sentences ‘The mwan who(m) I
eaw! /The man about whom I talked® are not used.

) The landing site for the moved wh-element {5 (likely to
be) (specifier of) COMP. There are, howevey, languages having
overt Wh-movement where the lapnding site is not obviously COMP,
Specifically, languages having a Foous position (Bas=gue,
Hungarian) move their Wh—-elements to that position.™

I will contend that in HRomance KSLs interragative Wh-
elements (uhlike relative Wh-alements, when used) do not nove to
Spec of CP, or at least not always, This will become relevant for
the argumentation we left unfinished in the preceding zection.

I think the hypothesis that interrogative Wh-phrases move
to Spec of CP in Romance MSLs is built on the basis two
considerations. One is universality: it is obvisusly the mell
hypothesis. The other is that word order is not extremely
problematic: interrogative Wh-phrases are sentence initial the
facts can be accomngdated in a relatively easy way. Howevar, we
are going to contend that a £lose look at word order facts poses
serious problems for the Wh-to-COMP analysis of interrogative Wh-
movement in Romapce H5L= and that the universality argument
should be relaxed as to allow other possibilitlies. We will see,
on the other hand, that postulating Wh-to-COMP forces the theary
te adopt ad hoc stipulations that serigusly undermine the initial
universality argument.

One hasic fact that lead to the postulation that the
embedding COMP particle ({(‘that’) and Wh-elemnents occupy
ccsentially the same position is their mutual distributional

complementarity. HNowadays the thecory does not predict such a

¥ prtiz de Urbina {1989} argues that the Focus position i=s
spec of COMP. Since Basgue would have a final ©° head (the
embedding ‘that' particle is atffixed to tha als=o head-final
V+INFL} h®ut a left-branching Spec of COMP, the word-order
predictions are less clear-cut tharn in head-initial/spec~intitial
language=s, and doubts can be cast on the accuracy of his
analysis.
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complementary distribution {complementarity being an effect of
some non-universal doukly-filled-COMP filter), but it predicts
that Wh~in-ZOMP and £° are adjacent positions.® Romance MSLsS,
however, provide several kinds of evidence suggesting that the
complemnentizer ‘that’ and interrogative Wh-phrases are not in
such close positions. One argument is based on clause adjunctis,
such as CLLD elements and other adverbial adjuncts. These
alements, when adisined to an embedded claunse, always oocur to

the right of the complementizer particle:®

{28) Espero (*avui) {*an Joan) gue (avui)] (er Joan) el veurs
I-hope {(today) (the J.} that {(today) {(the J.) him-I*ll-gsee
'I hope that Jean I will see taoday”’

1f we consider relative clauses with a Wh-phrase, the facts
are parallel in that clause adjuncts follow the Wh-phrase (in
this case pre-wWwh adjuncts are in fact worse than pre-‘that’
adijuncts, probably because relative clauses have to be adjacent
to the NP they modify):

{29) La noia (ravui) de gui {(avui) hem parlat
The girl {teoday) of who [(today) have-we talked
*The girl about whom we talked today”

B pwoept, perhaps, in eXceptional cases like French complex
inversion {(see Rizzl & Roberts (1989)).

 gecitan seens to be an exception to this generalization:

Fensi agueal libre gque lo trobaran ras jamal

I-think that boock that it-will-they-find not never

‘I think that, that book, they will nevar find!

Ocolitan seenms to have some kind of topie raising of an &4-
movoment-like naturs which gives other surprising results. 5o I
think it is an indecpendent prublem.

238



If we shift to interrogative Wh-phrases, howevey, the facts
are revarsed: adjuncts and dislocated elements can precede [ag

least in colleguial speech) the Wh-element but cannot follow it
at all:"

(307 Ho se (en Joanl gquan (fen Joan) al veure
Hot know-I {(the J.] when [(the J.) hin=-will=-I—-see

T don't kinow when I will see Joan”

It is reascnable to assume that clause adjuncts cannct be
adjoined to CP in general: this is what (28] and (29) =zuggest.”
Adjunction to IF, instead, seems to be allowed quite freely in
nmany languages. If s&, in (30) ar Joan wodld not be adjoined teo
P, but rather to IF.

There are some ways out of this problem if we want to
maintain the Wh-to-COMP hypothesis for (30). One could be the
follewing:

a) Interrogative CFs, unlike relative or [=WH] CPs, allow
ad junastion.

1 The fact that the adjuncts cannot follow the Wh-element
inm (30) could be due to V+INFL movement to C*. 50 the prediction
would be that IP adiuncts should follow the wvarb.

A= for the assemption in a), I do not know of any
interesting way to deriva 1t. In addition this assumption does

hot receive support from other languages: English, French or

' We already discussed some of these facts 1n Chapter 4,
2.1.1,

* fhis iz alse a neccggary assumption for Ve-second
languages: free adjunction to CP in main clauses would hreak the
V~2 appearance of the language, <contyary to fact. This
restriction is not likely t£o be universal, however (recall what
we said about Occitan). IE€ could rather follow from parametric
options affecting the nature of CPs. Once a language forhids thig
adiunction, however, it seems to be a strong preohibition,
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German interrcgative CP= do not allow adjunetion (at least when
embedded). As for b)), we will see below that a V-tg-COMP account
of the adjacency reguirenent between interrogative Wh-phrases and
the verk is problematic in Romance languages.

Another possibility would be to expleoit CP-pecursion. He
could assume, with Chom=ky (198&=-a), that adjunction to Arguments
s forbidden. If the embedded CF i an Ardgument of the main vearb,
then adjunction to 1t is forbidden. Suppose, however, that:

8) there is CP—recursion: a CF can optionally subcategorize
for angthar €F: [op € (p IP ] |.

b} when there 15 CP recursion, the fthat’ particle and the
relative Wh-phrases have +t¢ occupy the upper OCF, whils
interrggative Wh-phrases have to (ar may) vccupy the lower CF.

c) the lower CP 1= not, strictly speakKing, an Argument of
the main verb, but rather a subconstituent of it, so adjunctieon
to the logwer CP iz allowed.

The assumptions in a) and b) would hold only of Romance
H5Ls, for the asymnetry between (28)/(29) and {30) is not found
in English, French or German. 2o, in addition to the unclear
nature of these azssumptions, we should ask why they are only
relevant for some languages, 1 honestly 4o not seo any
interesting way of deriving b3y and even less of restricting aj
{and b)) to (Romance) NSLs. But even if these poscibilities were
worhkable, there are further proeblems for the interrogative Wh-to-
COMP hypothesis.

one is INFL=-to-COMP movement. A recurrent pattern across
languages where interrogative WH-to-COMP Seems to hold without
problems is that thers is an asymmebtry hetween rooct and smbedded
clauses: in interrogative main clauses V+INFL=-to-C" movement is
abligatory while in embedded clauses it 1S forbidden (or at least
not cbligatory). In Catalan or Spanish, however, interrogative

Wh-phrases are obligatorily adjacent to the verb in both main and
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embedded sentences,. In ftalian, adjacency is also required except

for subjunctive embedded clauses:

Catalan (same for Spanish):
(31} A, Qua [*ayui)} faras?
What (today) will-you-do
b. Ho so gua  (*en Joan) fard
Hot know-1 what {(the J.,) will-dAn
Ttaljan:
{22} a. Cosa [*oggl) farai?
What (today) will-you-do

b. Hon s0 cozda [(?7Gilianni) fara
Hot know=I what (3.7 will=do

c. Non =o che cosa [(Gianni) abbia fatto
Hot know—I what (G.] have-SUBT done

Putting asside, {32}.2) for the moment, we have to account
for the adjacency reguirement. There are, to my knowledys, two
altarnative possibilities. One is assuming that adjacency is due
to VvINFL movement to C°. Since, except for Italian subjunctive
interrogatives,” there is no nmainfembedded contrast, whatever
explanation we have for this contrast should e gualified teo
cover Spanish, Catalan and Italian Iindicative interregative
enbedded clauzes.™ There is an additicnal problem: V+IHFL tn
COMP predicts there will be V-subject inversion. This is not the

case in Italian or Catalan: the order Wh— ¥V subject object is not

I zubjunctive in standard Italian is more profusely used
than in any other Romanse language. However, ¢olloguial Italian
tends to dispense with subjunctive altogether and 50, T presume,
with possibility {({32).c).

@ pizgzi (19%1-a) as=sumes that in Spanish INFL-to-COMP
obligatory mavement in embedded interrogatives 1s due to the fact
that, in this type of languages, the [+Wh] feature, which mast
appear in an embedded [+Wh] €°, is always genarated in INFL, as
it is, in his hypothesis, in root sentences in all languages.
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allowed. It ic certainly allowed inp Spanish, but, as we suggested
in Chapter 1, this fact is not exclusive of jnterrogative
consgtructions: VS0 order iz amply wsed in a variety of contexts.
We argued that this is due to the fact that Spanish allows the
I-subject to left-adicin to VP.

Rizzi {1991-a} proposes a sclution that accounts for the
adjacency reguirement in terms of V-INFL to COMP, and for the
non=-existence of the [(WH-) V S5 0 word order in terms of Case
thecry. He assumes that AGR can assign Hominative by agreement
{when the subkject is in the specifier of the head containing AGR)
or by gevernnent {when the subject 1s in its government domain).
To account for the apparant absence of V50 word order, he assumes
that:

- INPL ta COMP movement destroys the context for Nominative
assignment under agreement, since noeWw AGR is in ©° and stands in
a relation of government with the subiect.

~ Italian or Catalan do not choose the parametric option of
asaligning Nominative under government,; unlike English or German.

In this vontext, only pro or a postverbal subject (which is

independently assigned Case by T°) is possible:

{33} a. Cosa ha pro fatto?
HWhat has (he) done
b. osa ha fatto Glanni?

What has done G.

Thus the order Wh- V S O does exist but only with null
subjects. In ¥nglish, instead, AGR can assign Nominative hoth by
agreement and by government, sa INFL to COMF creates overt verb-
subject order with no problem.

I think this theory, appealing as it may be, iz unclear in
one respect: it iz not glear at =11 that {head)] mopvemwent should

be conceived as destroying a category's capabilities: in the
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traditional spirit of trace theory, traces are full coples of
their antecedents except for phonological content, so the trace
of INFL (or &GR) should in principle he able to do the same job
as its antecedent. Roborts [(1991-a) (who follows Rizgzi in this
respect} argues that this 1is true only as far as EBaker's
Government Transparengy Corgllary allows it, and NHomifative case
assignment by agreement does not involve government. The adeguacy
of this pesition could be tested in independent constructicns.
Perhaps the main problem for this theory could be it is too
powcrful: =since Case assignment by government is a parametric
option (so English INFL in COMP can assign Neminative by
government tg the subject in Spec of INFL, in addition to
Nominative by agreement), then potential problematic cases could
always be neutralized by assuming that government is a legitimate
alternative teo agreement in precisely these cases.” I will not

pursue the issue here.™

" g, forxr instance, in Chomsky’'s (1222) proposal, ohject
AGR would have the object in its specifier and, since there is
no overt AGBR material to its right (in any Spec-head-complemant
language I know of), this material has likely bheen carried along
by V-movement. So, in the spirit of Rizzi’s theory, objlect AGR
always would have to assign Case by govermment, which, in this
gagse, would void the theory of its injitial wvariation-predicting
interest. But this is only a speculation on a not necessarily
consistent Case, for Chomsky’s object agreement and Rizzi‘s
nelativized Minimality are rather incompatihle.

A Anather probiem with Rizzi‘s proposal cencerns his
charactorization of the facts: he simply assumes that (main) Wh-
clauses in Romance NSLs involve ejither a null subject or an
invertcd subdject. In fact, while the former posgibility is always
an aveilable option, the second is far from being the unmarked
strateqgy: the most natural way of trqnslatiqq ’Whap ha= Jahn
done?’ is by reseorting to left- or right- dislocation of the
subject:

fi} Gianni cosa ha fatto?

. what has done

{ii) Cosa ha fatto, Gianni?

Wnhat has done .

Having an inverted subject (‘Cosa ha fatto Gianni’, without
ap intonational dislocation pattern for Gianni) is possible but
it iz rather used to gonvey a special interpretation: ‘What has
JOHM done?”.
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The nain problem with Rizzi‘s propesal is, I think, that it
doss not say anything w.r.t. the clause-adjunct preblem we
presented above, The clausa-adjunct word order and the lack of
¥S0 word eorder in interrogatives suggest there 1s not verb
movement to OOHMP, but rather that interregative WH-phrases land
in a lower positiont the specifier of the FC whose maximal
projection allews clause adjuncts. Now the guestion is: oould
this Specifier be the same which hosts preverbal subjects (and
the other phrases we showed can appear in the same positicen in
Catalan and Spanish)?

1.4. A parameter for the FC Hierarchy

In zectjion 1.2., we ended by suggesting that:

- AGR is the host of some functicnal category.

-~ FCg can wonktalin two hosts: a3 semantically contentful
category and an AGR.

- the contentful host in the PC containing [(=subject) AGR in
English and non-NSLs cannot he one imposing restrictions on
quantified specifiers (as any gquantifiad DP can be in the spec
of that category in English).

- in (gome) Romance HSLs, the contentful host must impose
restrictions, based on the fstrong’/fweak’ and [+human] nature
of the quantifier, of the kind we saw above. The AGR host imposes
agreamsnt in Italian, but not in Catalan and Spanish.

What category i= the contentful mate of ACR in Ropance NSLs?

If we compare (most) Rowance NSLs with Germanic langquages and

French, there 1is an outstanding difference concerning the

regative particle: in the latter this particle is apparently in
a lower positiop than the finite inflected verb, It is instead
preverbal in {most) Romance RSLe: apparently it is not above the

inflected vexh, but rather attached to the clitic+V+IHFL head.

This suggests that, if NegP i=s 4 FC, its position with respect
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to other FCs is parameterized. Let us tentatively assume the
following:
a} the hieravehy of FCs5 is minimally parameterized. The two

opticns are:

{3141 &a. ModalP EP TP
b. Zp ModalP TE
where £ stands for HegationsAffirmation (see Laka
(1990} }

51 subject AGE is a FCO-mate af the highest XP (ModalFE or ZPR)
in {34).

£} Modal®* does not impose apy restriction on its spegifier.
T° imposes restrictions on the guantifier properties of its
specifier.

d} non-H5LSs use Spac of AGR {i.e. Spec of the FC containing
AGR) as the AGR-identifier, The reason is the following: in non-
NSLs the I-sybject is restricted to be [+anaphoric]. Therefore
the only means for the Argument becoming subjact to be a
quantifier {and possibly a ‘strong’ guantifier) is to choose the
ModalP FC as the host of AGR (option (3431.a)1), so that the AGR-
identifier can be a quantifier of any type.

e) Dption (34).b) is the unmarked o¢ption. It implies that
spec of ([(the FC containing) AGR 1is restricted in its
guantification possibilities. Zince NSLs can have gquantified I-
subjects (they are [-anaphoric]), Spec ¢f (the FC containing) AGR
¢an be restricted for quantification and no problem of affability
arises. 50 the unmarked option (34} is chosen.

The suggestion in 4} that non—NSLs have to choose (34).a)
{at least as a preferred opticon) is, 1 think, of historical
interest: Languages loosing the Hull Subject status gquickly

devalop pustverbal negaticn {this is what happened in the passage
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from Old French to Modern French, and from 0ld English to Middle
English:

{35) Idealized data:
2. Qld Treogh: Je he mange
I hot eat
b, Modern French: Je (nal mange pas
I i(ngt)] eat not
c. Bld English: I no come
d. Middle Englisfi: I [(no) come nought

These Cchahges are oonptemporary of the loss of the Null
Subjeact status. Since they are rather spectacular changes [ they
are not trivial reanalysis processes), it is plausible that they
ware forced hy UG, Our suggestion is that a non-HSL has ta take
the unmarked option of lowering EP and promoting ModalP as the
top Fo in order to make the top FC an appropriate host for
subject-AGR, as explained in 4) above. The reason why subject-AGR
has to be the host of the top FC i=s probably that this i=s the
only way for left disloacated or pro-resumed DP= to be easily
reanalysed as AGR-~identifiers when the lIanguage loses the Null

Subject ability.

2. Infinitives

Mow let us consider infinitives. For infinitives and gerunds
we assumed that there is a resp. nominalfadverbial FC between CP
and AGRP. We have propeosed in the preceding sections that AGRP
is actuslly IZ+AGR phrase! from noW on we will use EPF or AGRP
depending on the issue at stake. Non-finite sentences in HSLS do
not allow preverbal subjects in general {except in Aux=-to=-Conp
constructions). HNot ewven the dislocated or clific resumed

elenents we considered in sectlen 2. are gasily allowed in nton-
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interrogative controlled infinitives (the dislocated element can

adiein to the main clause, as in (381.B)):

{34] A, Espero (?¥%Taz tots aguests) veare’ls aviat
I-hope to all these to-see-them soon
*h1l these pepple, I hope fo sop 50007
b, A tokts agquests espero veurefls aviat
Te all fthese I-hope to—ses-them soan

= d.

So, for =one reason, the preverbal specifier {(which would
be Spec of MOMP) is not available for clitic- or pro-resumed
elenents nor is dislocation available. For dislocation, we could
assume NOMP does not allow adjuncts. As for Specifiers, let us
consider 311 the possibilities.,

In the case of contrel, we assumed that Spec of AGR is
filled with PRED, (whose head ralses to NOM® in MSLs like Catalan
nr Italian). S0 this Specifier iz not availahle for other
material. Suppeose Spec of HOMFP is not available either becavse
it i= of another hature and doas not licence the occurrence of
pronoun resumed elements.

1F non—-controlled infinitives ¢o not have PRO in Spec of BP
[which is, we ascumed, ACGE-less), this positien should be
available. In fact, Infinitives with Qwvert Subjects can have a
post=VF =subject {(as we saw in Chapter 4} or an immediately
postverkal subiject. The Structures would be as follows: in
(37).a} the overt subject is an I-subject; in (37).b} the overt

subject is in Spec of T and is resumed by the pro I-subject:
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(17] a. En [Hmﬁe arribar ) [EP [E’ g gasa en Joan ] ]
In to—arrive home the J.
‘When Joan arrives/d home”
. En [HD"o arribar ] [EP Een Joan, [Elr a gasa prog | |
In to-arrive the J. to house

‘When Joan arcives/ d home'

£litig resumed elements cannot appear in Spec of P probably
because they would not o=-commanded their clitic, which is
attached to NOMT.

20 in econclusion, infinitival Spec of £ in NSLs is in
principle available for pronoun resumed clements, as it should
ke cther things being egual, but there are some restrictions:

= in contreol structures, Spec of © is occupled by PRO.

- in other non-finite structures it can be filled only by
an element resumad by the I-subject pre: the other (elitic
resuned) elements cannct be resumed by a ¢litic which appears in
a higher position.

Infinitival Spec of AGR in non=NSLs is never available for
an overt DPF in control or ralsing, because it is oocunied resp.
by PRO or a null anaphor. It is in ECHM and "for’ infinitives. In
other cases it is conceivably available, but infinitiwves with
overt subhjects {i.e., infinitives not being either controlled or
raising) are not attested in non-Nsic except for ECH. The only
case of non—finite clauses having non-EBECM-Case-marked overt
subjegts are gerunds. In the case of gerunds, they either use an
alternative means of case marking (genitive, ECM) or they are

adverkial:

{28) a. John's loving Mary so much is a drag
b. I‘d prefer John hating Hary a bit
¢, Roddy accepted Eleine’s dirty proposals, he being a

confessed debauches.

jo0s



1. Summary

In this Chapter we have argued that:

a) Preverbal subijects in H5Ls do not have the same ctatus
as preverbal subject= in nen-NSLs. This is expected under our
previcus theory {(which predicts only the latter to be AGE-
identifiers, while the former will he pro/proncun resumed
elements). We have seen that preverbal subjects in NSLs are
restricted for guantification and, in some of the languages
{Catalan, Spanish) their position is not exclusive of =ubject
elements.

b} The reascn for the restrictions on quantification muast
lie on =ome (not accounted for) restrictions imposed by the head.
We have argued that this head, although heing the host of AGR,
is not exhaustively AGR. It also comtainsg a ‘meaningful? FC,
which i3 subject to parametric variation (IZP being the unmarked
option taken by N5Ls). Since Spec of IP is an appropriate host
for interrngative Wh-elements, this is the place these elemonts
move to. Both word order phenomena and lack of Subject-Aux
inversion point to that direction.

Although our discussien is too brief to be conclusive, I
think the ideas advanced are worth exploring guite independently
of the precise and intricate theoretical assumptions in the
previous chapters: in my opinion, the null hypothesis that
Romance MSLs minimally differ from English (which has aften been
the departing peoint of study for many linguistic phenomena)
should be taken more carefully, even if we aim at universal

Yrammar .
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