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Abstract

| present a minimalist analysis of the pronominal system of Portuguese compatible
with the claim that pronouns are underlying determiners (Postal 1969, Raposo 1973),
including the nominative and dative forms. Whereas the isra «pure» determi-

ner (a [+minimal, —maximal] projection), the nominative and dative pronouns will be
analyzed as [+minimal, +maximal] projections with a nominal feature already «incor-
porated» in their grammatical feature matrix. | also argue that, under Postal’s theory,
the ungrammaticality of sentences with an accusative clitic pronoun in Colloquial
Brazilian Portuguese cannot be due to a loss of that lexical item, since the item is well
and alive as an article (including as head of accusative DPs). Rather, the difference will
be tracked down to the fact that the faefmlost its inherent (nominative) Case (which

it maintains in European Portuguese), which puts it in direct competition with the form
0. Considerations of economy, in the sense of Chomsky (1995), play an important role
in this account.
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Resum

En aquest article presento una analisi minimista del sistema pronominal del portugues
que és compatible amb la proposta que els pronoms s6n determinants (Postal 1969,
Raposo 1973), fins i tot les formes del nominatiu i les del datiu. Proposo que la forma
0 és un autentic determinant (una projeccio [+minima, —-maxima]), mentre que els
pronoms nominatius i datius, pel contrari, s’han d’analitzar com projeccions [+mini-
mes, +maximes] que «incorporen» un tret nominal en la seva matriu de trets gramati-
cals. També considero que, d’acord amb I'analisi de Postal, la agramaticalitat de les
oracions amb pronom clitic acusatiu en el portugués brasiler col-loquial no es pot atri-
buir a la pérdua de I'element léxic, ja que aquest element hi és present com a article

* | would like to thank audiences at USC, University of Utrecht (Going Romance 95), Universidade
Federal de Alagoas, PUC-Porto Alegre, Universidade Estadual de Campinas, Instituto Universitario
Ortega y Gasset and Universidade Nova de Lisboa, where | presented parts of this work. | would
like to thank in particular Charlotte Galves, Maximiliano Guimaraes, Mary Kato, Sérgio Menuzzi,
Jairo Nunes, Concei¢do Ramos and Juan Uriagereka for discussion and/or comments. All errors
are mine.
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definit (fins i tot com a nucli d’'un DP acusatiu). La diferéncia respecte al portugues
eumpeu es troba en ettfque la formale ha pedut la ®va maca inheent de Cas
nomindiu, que en el portugués europeu es manté, i aixd¢hantrar en confronta-

cié directa amb la forme. Les giiestions qugren alvoltant de la nocié d’economia,

en el sentit de Chorkg (1995), juguen un paper important en aquespdicacio.

Paraules clau determinants, pronoms, portugués, sintaxi.
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of Determiner
1. Introduction

In 1973, | wrote a paper proposing that there was one and only oneoform
‘the/him/it’ (Spani# lo) in the kxicon of Portuguese, and thatfdrent deivatio-

nal histories were responsible for its use as an article (1a), as a «derivanstrat
(1b), or as a clitic (1c) (see Raposo 1973):

1 a. ja li [o  livro]
already Ilread the book]
b. ja li [0 dltimo do Blake e  Mortimer]

already Ilread the last of.the Blake and Mortimer]
‘| already read the last one of Band Mortime’

c. ja 0 li
already the.ac read

The proposalvas based on Post&l1969) theory that pronouns are underlying
determiners, which seemed appealing endagthe formo, for dovious morpho-
phonologcal reasondWhile | had a plausible story on the igational relations bet-

1. | will use the brmo as reresentatve of the whole paradigm of fieite determiners and accusa-
tive clitics o/a/ogas SpanisHo/la/log/las). Consistently with the basic idea just proposed, | will
henceforth gloss this form as ‘the’, independently of its function, signalling its pronominal use by
giving an indication of its Case (fekample, ‘the-acc’). | will also usele ‘he’ as r@resentate
of the nominave paradigm anthe ‘him-dat’ as re@resentave of the dave paradigm. Hencefth,
| use EP for EuropeamRuguese, BP for BraziliandRuguese, and simply @Ruguese» when
geneal featues of both dialects are under discussion.

2. A number of recentvorks has resurfaced the idea of «pronouns as determiners»; see &t
Delffitto (1993) and Uageeka (1995), who also citesovk in progress by Esthdorrego. To the
best of my kowledge, these worksahe not povided answers to some of the questionsth raise
here; furthemore my proposal of why determinersome to become «clitics» (see section 3.1) is
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ween the thee sentences of (1), | hadich less to saabout nominéive and da-
ve forms2 In Romancethese érms can be used asopiouns, bt not as dicles, ai-
sing olvious poblems br a full-fliedged theoy of pronouns as detgriners?

(2) a. ele ja resoheu 0  problema
he alread/ solved the problem
b. *[ele professor] ja resoheu 0  problema

he professor alread/ solved the problem

Conversely, given tha o, as an dicle, can head DPs with grone of nomina
tive, accustive or ddive Case (see section 5), iasvnot tear d the time vhy it
is resticted in its ponominal use to the accuise Caseas shan by the ungam
matical (3), witho used as a nomitige subject (with an intended meaning equi
valent to (2a)):

3) *a 0 resoheu 0  problema
alread/ thenom solved the problem

Another impotant fact is tha Colloquial Bazilian Portuguese is loosing the
pronominal use 0b ((1c) is ungammadical in tha dialect), vhile maintaining
theuse of thaform as an dicle.® This is pima facie a ey stong agumentagainst
my 1973 anajlsis; rther, it seems to calldr an anajsis in which we have two dif-
ferent homophonouofms.

In this work, | would like to come bdcto these mhblems, flling in some of the
gaps, and quite likly leaving mary othes open 6r future reseach. | assume
the Minimalist Piogram of Chomsk (1995), shwing tha it brings paticulady
simple solutions to some of theoplems adlressed; in péicular, | shav tha eco
nony consideations play a cucial ole in accountingdr phenomena wolving
lexical choice

One impotant assumption thé make hee is thaall aguments s DPs. This
implies by necessity thiaall aguments a headed YD, which may be phoneti
cally unrealizd (see Steell 1989, Longbadi 1994, Raoso 1998). Note thahis
assumption Igically forcesus to the idea thigronouns a Ds, or brm pat of a
comple D element. Re thust of this pper, then, can be seen inopiding empt
rical and congatual aguments thiasuppot this «bute force» contusion.

quite diferent from thd of the works just cited | will not comment ay further on these pers
here. | retum to the issue in wrk in prepaation.

3. lassume in this wrk that the form eletha appeas in pepositional contets («stongele») is to be
distinguished fom nomingive eleand accudive ele of BP (see Calinaletti and Stde 1994,
Galves 1988). | will thus leee it aside in this wrk. This mg be a mista& though, galuaion of
which | leave for future reseach.

4. In this paoer, | use the ten «deteminer» to efer to the syntactic ¢egory of the brms under dis
cussion, indgendenty of their function; and | use the tes «ppnoun» and «&cle» to efer to
the suréce functions pesfmed ty the deteminer Cae should be tan with the tens «ponoun»
and «ponominal», because | alsoopose thathee ae items thado belong unddyingly to this
caegory (sud as the all pro tha appeas inside DPs, or Englistng for example). e distine
tion is made splicitly in the text when necessgr

5. See among othex, Gales (1989), Cyno (1996), K& (1991) and Nunes (1992).
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An impottant poviso is in oder hee. Although | will be discussinglitic pro-
nouns and Igicization, | amnotconcened in this verk with the paticular phe
nomenon of «erisis» in EF® Thus, in oder to &oid unnecessgrconfusion, |
will only use &amples with contds of piodisis. With sud a estiction, | hope
tha mary, if not most, of ng condusions, will gply to Spanish as &l (and also
to other Romance langges, although, of cose caution is in ader).

The paer is oganizd as 6llows. In section 2 | @sent the theetical assump
tions tha are relevant hee, especiall those of bedking theoy and the ole of the
[zIntrinsic] distinction amongdrmal feaures. In section 3, | discuss thgplot-
hesis thapronouns ag deteminers based on the behar of o ‘the’, and | sugest
tha (pronominal) ditic placement in Romance m#e vieved as a case of ege
ralized pied-piping», Wereby Move F (fr feaure chedking) pied-pipes the te
gory D for PF comergence In section 4, | etend the theor of pronouns as
deteminers to the nomin@ve and dtve formsele‘he’ andlhe ‘him-dat’. In sec
tion 5 | discuss Wy the form o ‘the’ cannot be used as a nontinea or daive pio-
noun. In section 6, | ppose thethe desdptive account of section 5 can beided
from «econom considegtions», in the tdmnical sense of ChomgK1995). In sec
tion 7, | discuss thel@im thd the (accudave) ditic pronouno disgpeaed from
Colloquial BR shaving tha it cannot be maintained undewsd®al’s theoy of pro-
nouns as detariness. | then sha tha the facts of BP can bexplained fom the
propeties ofele‘he’ and considations of econom In section 8 | ma&k some
conduding remaks, and in the Apendix | discuss the congieof numetion,
which is used in a ceratltway in sections 6 and 7.

2. Some Minimalist Assumptions
2.1. Clausal Strcture and Functional Cgories

| will assume thelausal stucture poposed in Chomsk(1995: ¢1.4, section 4.10),
shawvn in (4), Pr a typical tansitve dause with a subject and an object:

(4) TP
o N
T/\VP
Subj/\-
V
v/\ ;
Obj

6. For discussion, see Mats (1994), Uiagereka (1995) and Repso (1995, togpear a, b).
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In this system, therae no Ag projections, and functional taories ae allo-
wed to hae rultiple specifers. Ther is a non-substamé cdegory v, immedidely
c-commanding the V/Ronfgurationally contibuting the &temal 6-role to an ayu-
ment in its spec position.has a sting [V] fedure (I presume uniersally), for-
cing overt raising of the mainerb to adjoin tos. Overt object shift (in languges
sud as Icelandic) is detarined ly a stong [D] feaure ofv (see Collins and
Thrainsson 1996, Collins 1997) iely much the same &y as me@ement of the
extemal agument to [SpecT] (to subject position) is detained ly a stong [D]
feaure of T | assume herthd in Portuguesev does not hee a stong [D] feau-
re, since theg is no oert object shift in this languge.”

2.2. Cheking Theoty and Ypes of Edaures

| basicaly assume the Chieing Theol of Chomsly (1995). L&ical items in gne

ral (i.e both substante and non-substamé cdegories) consist of thge distinct
sets of éaures: P(honolgical) feaures, vhich ae relevant ony for PF; S(eman
tic) feaures, which play no ole in the computéon and ae relevant ony for the
symbolic systems thanterface with LF; and F(onal) feaures, which play a ole

in the computaon:®

(6) {P-f}, {S-f}, {F-f}}

There ae two crucial distinctions to be made within the setaffal feaures,
that between fintempreteble] feaures, and thizbetween Eintrinsic] feaures?® The
two typolagies cioss-cut ede other See (6) and (7):

(6) [+Interpreteble] caegorial andg-fedures of aguments
[~Intempreteble] Case-eaures;e-feaures of pedicdes (\V A);
strong feaures

(7) [+Intrinsic] caegorial fedures; [assign-Case]; émder] of Nouns;
strong fedures (?)
[~Intrinsic] [Case] of aguments; [mmber] of Nouns;

¢-fedures of pedicdes (V A); [aTense] of \érbs

The ole played ty the [ Interpretable] distinction in the mdtanics of dawa-
tions is well-known. A [+Intempretéble] feaure must be pesent aLF for Full
Intempretaion and thegfore does not need to bbaxked; havever, it may enter

7. But see Costa (1998) and #ovi¢ (1997), among othsr for the contary view. Maybe Fend,
Italian and BP hee some esidual brm of object shift awork in the syntax of some pnouns
(see Catinaletti and St&e 1994, among oth&x. | omit from (4) a ceegory C and a possie cde-
gory F (orZ) intermedide betveen C and T (seeg. Laka 1990, Raoso and Uagereka 1996),
since thg play no ole in this vork.

8. The phonolgical set mg be missing (as in pnominal empty dagories), or the semantic set yna
be missing (as inxpletives).

9. Chomslky (1995) calls the [—Inimsic] feguresoptional a tem which is misleadingsince [-Intinsic]
feaures ae dealdy obligatory in detivations for example a Noun occuing in a paticular der-
vation must hae a [-Intmsic] Case éaure, otherwise the dermtion crashes (because the [+Insic]
[assign-Caseldaure of some functional ¢egory is not hiedked).
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into a heding relation in oder to diek a coresponding [—Intgreteble] feaure.
The [-Intepreteble] fedure is then aesed; the [+Intgreteble] fedure, havever, is
not eased and mg enter in subsequenhedking relaions.

The second distinction has been lessnpinent in curent work. Briefly,
[+Intrinsic] fegures ae those thiadonotvary accoding to the pdicular deivation
in which a gven item entes. They are listed in the beical enty of the item, or
strictly detemined ly fedures listed in its eyt For example in Nouns, the da-
gorial feaure N and the [gnder] £aure ae intinsic; T has an ininsic [assign-
nom-Case]. See (7).

[-Intrinsic] feaures, on the other handre those thavary accoding to pati-
cular occurences of an item in pcular deivations. Case and {imber] ae de-
anly [-Intrinsic] feaures br Nouns, since tlyemay vary in different contgts and
in different deivations, as shon in (8) for the Nourivro ‘book’.

(8) a. eu compei os livros [acg pl]
I bought the books
b. o livro € meu [nom, sg]
the book is mine

[-Intrinsic] feaures ae not listed in the bacal enty of an item. | will bllow
Chomsly (1995), and asssume thhey are adled to the set obfmal feaures of
a lexical item as the bdcal item is taken from the l&icon into the mmeition.
Given the impaiant iole played by this opeation in this work, | will capitalize it
as ADD lts function is pictugd in (9), vhich informally represents the prcess b
which the word livro ‘book’ is remaved flom the lgicon and intuded in the ome
ration undelying (8a).

(9) Lexicon Numeastion
LIVRO - LIVRO(S)
[N] ADD [pl] (N]
[masc] [acc] [masc]
[pl]
[acc]

Chomsly (1995: 277) sugests thathe EIntrinsic] distinction plas virtually
no mle in deivations. | will suggest, on the cordiry, tha it does. In pdicular, |
propose thathe opestion ADD entes into considations of econom, being in
that respect arcial for the workings of the computanal system.

2.3. The Distibution of Feaures

I will now male the bllowing preliminary assumptions withesspect to the disbu-
tion of formal fedures in functional and ¥écal cdegories (with Rrtuguese in mind®

10. The poposal in (10) is ditrent from tha of Chomsly (1995) in oneespect: | assume ththe
[assign-acc-Case] is aquety of v, rather than V (see Raso and Uegereka (1996) ér discus
sion). Havever, nothing hings on this paicular point.
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(10) V, A: [oefeaures] ([-Intepreteble, —Intrinsic])

\V [Assign-acc-Case] ([-Intpreteble, +Intrinsic])
[Strong [V]] ([Intemretable, +Intrinsic])
T [Assign-nom-Case] ([-Interetable, +Intrinsic]

[strong [D]] ([-Intempretable, +Intrinsic])
[Strong [V]] ([Intempretable, +Intrinsic])

Arguments & also endeed with brmal feaures:

(11) arguments [@: gender number peson] ([+Intepreteble])
[+Intr] [=Intr] [+Intr]
[Case] ([-Intepretable, —Intrinsic])

Below, | make some spedif proposals bout the gact souce of agumental
fedures, and | also ppose thacettain ponouns a lexically maked for Case
i.e. tha their Casedaure is [+Intinsic]. This pooposal will be cenéd in my account
of the ppnominal system of&®tuguese

2.4. Last Restrand Feature Cheking

One idea thiaplays an impatant ole in this vork is tha Romance Idicization is
nothing lut an wert reflex of feaure chedking (see section 3). | will assume the
theowy of feaure cheking of Chomsk (1995), especiallthe poposals of sec
tion 4, induding the bllowing defnition (Chomsly 1995: 297):1

(12) K attractsF if F is the tosest éaure thd can enter into aheding relaion
with a sultabel of K.

At LF, only the set ofdmmal fedures of the head of angarment mees. ellowing
Chomsly (1995), | will refer to this as FF[gument], br example FRjvrog in (8a)*2

For conceteness, consider the main aspects of theatien of a tansitve sen
tence sub as (13):

(13) os operams constuiram a casa
the workers  built the house

The rumegtion undelying this sentence is\en in (14)13
(14) {(0s,1), (a,1) (operdws,1), ¢,1) (T,1) (casa,1), (constiram,1)}

In (14),casa‘house’ has thedilowing formal fegures: {[acusg-O]}; opera
rios ‘workers’ has the daures {{[nom,¢-S]} («@-O» and «S» standdr «object
¢-feaures» and «subjegtfeaures», espectiely); v has {[assign-accus-Casel};

11. | assume thK ranges wver (functional) heads, and call it ttegget of movement. r the deihi-
tion of «sultabel of K» and otherwhich ae relevant hee, see Chomsk(1995: 268%).

12. As pointed out to meybJairo Nunes, in the a@rt component all phonogical feaures will hare
been stpped avay by Spell-Out, so thait is not dear whether a complete tagory is moving
(minus its phonolgical set, ly necessity) or just itofmal feaures.

13. | omit the céegory C, which is not elevant in this verk.
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andconstuiram ‘built’ has {[¢-O, ¢-S]} (both [-Intepretable]) and a €nse éa
ture; finally, T has both a stng [V] fedure and a stng [D] feaure. Recall tha
some of theseeftures (the [—Intinsic] ones) a& adled to the itemsyADD as
they enter the nmestion (see hove).

I now illustrate the dewation and tieding relaions of (13), staing & the point
where VP is consticted and viha remains in theumestion is T. In (15), V hasai-
sed tov, cheding its stong V feaure (the esult is epresented as Vb; | use orf
mal tree notdon and ldeling for expositoly pumposes).

(15) vP

DP V'
| /\
Vb
S

0s
; VP
operar|0/\
\Y Y /\
| ty DP

construiram |

acase
Next we Mege T to (15), deving (16):
(16) TP
T /"P\
DP V'
I
ope?asrios/v(\v P
V \Y
| ty DP
construiram |
acasa

The next ste is overt raising of Vb to Twhere it cheds the stong [V] fedu-
reof T.

(17) TP

i v | /\
| 0s
operarios tvb VP

construiram /\
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The temal agument nv moves wettly to [Spe¢ T], chedking the stong [D]
feaure of T, the Casedaure of T, the [-Intepreteble] ¢-S of the érb and its wn
Case édure:

(18) TP
D/\

0s
operarlos

/\

E QI

Y TN
/\

construiram

acasa

At this point, (18) entarinto Spell-Out. Spell-Out eges a cop of (18) which
entes into Moiphology and Phonolgy, and stips avay the set of phonolgical
feaures fom (18) itself which contirues into the oeert component. Egure chec
king still requires mising of FFEasd, yielding (19), vhere the Caseckture ofv,
the @-O of the \érb and the object’avn accustve Case ar dhedked14

(29) TP

DP T
| /\
0s P
operarios/\ \
FF[casa] T /\
/\tsubj v
/Vb\ T /\
ty VP
\% \Y b
|
construiram ty DP
I
acasa
t (FF)

14. Note thain a languge with overt verb maement, Mee FF[object] br feaure cheing targets
T, not V ory, or their taces (Chomsk1995: 360). Fe ldter is in fict peduded ly the two follo-
wing conditions (Chomsk1995: 304):

(i) Trace is immobile
(i) Only the head of almin CH entes into the opeation of Attract/Move.

The fact tha the deivation of a tansitve dause ivolves a stp like (19) ether than a sfetha
would adjoin FF[object] to thedce ofv is crucial for an account thaeduces liticization to Move
F (I retum to this issue in @k in preparation).
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3. Cliticization as Move F

In this section, | sugest tha cliticization in Portuguese (and mergeneally in
Romance) can beduced to the ingeendent opetion Move FE More specitcally,
cliticization is a case of Me F with a minimal «gnealized pied-piping» toaid
crashing &PF The agument vorks very well for accustwve ditics, and it can be
reasonbly extended to diéve ditics as vell.’ In section 3.1, | iye aguments thia
(accusétive) ditic pronouns a deteminers; in section 3.2, | shotha it is FF[D]
rather than FF[N] thiais raised aLF for feadure cheding; in section 3.3,litic pla-
cement iseduced to Mee F; fnally, in section 3.4, the pposal is gtended to
the ddive form lhe ‘him-dat’.

3.1. Ponouns as Detemineis
The basic idea is&m Postal (1969):6
(20) Pronouns a& undelying deteminers.

Note frst thd, for Romance accusee ditics, Postals hypothesis eceves sti-
king suppor from their mopho-phonolgical similaity with plain deteminers, as
shavn in the bllowing paadigms!’

(21) a. eundovi a crianga
| not saw the child
‘l did not see thetuld.

b. compré los libros
I.bought the books
‘| bought the books.

(22) a. eu ndo a Vi
I not theacc saw

b. los compré
theacc l.bought

| will thus assumgfirst, thd in the unddying stucture of (22), the DP object
occupies the complement position inside VP; and se¢badhe complement of
the deteminer is an emptpro:

15. | have nothing to spabout the so-called «ppositional» &itics of Romancesud as Fend en
andy.

16. Most of the content of this section is an upedaf pat of Rgposo (1973). In &stals theoy, deter
miners (induding pronouns) hee their soute in undediying feaures of the Noun and arse-
mentally «deived» flom thesedaures. Hee, | assume cuent X-bar poposals verby D is an
autonomous functional tagory selecting ér a nominal prjection (Abng 1987).

17. Ther ae differences, as is @ll-known, sud as Spanisto vs. él. Note tha histoiically, all the
forms of the 3d peson ponominal paadigm ae deived from different Cases of Lt
illum/illam/illud. 1 discount sule differences a® vs.él as mopho-phonolgical accidents of this
evolution (cf. Portuguesewhere the brm is the same).
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(23) VP
v DP
IID NlP
allos pro

Consider nw (24)-(25):

(24) eu ndo compei [0 bonecoazul]
| not bought the doll blue
‘I did not buy the bue doll:

(25) a. eundo compei o azul, compei o vemelho
| not bought the blue I.bought the red
‘I did not buy the tue one | bought theed oné

b. eundo compei o das riscas amaelas
I not bought the of.the stripes yellow
‘I did not buy the one with gllow stripes.

C. eundo compei o (mesmo) (quetu compaste)
I not bought the same tha you bought
‘| did not buy the (same) one (thgou bought).

In (24), we have a full-ledged DR with a leical Noun as complement of the
deteminer ponecadoll’). In (25), the detaminer (in a function aditionally called
‘demonstetive aticle or ponoun’) occus with a mll Noun, modifed by different
elements. As in the case of (23), | assumettiia element ipro; the stucture
undetying (25) is thus (26)8

(26) a. eu nao commi [o pro azul], (compei [0 pro vermelho])
b. eu ndo commi [0 pro das iscas amaalas]
c. eu ndo commi [0 (mesmopro (que tu compaste)]

Differently from (23), havever, thee ae modifers of diferent types within the
DP: an adjectie in (25a), a PP in (25b) andedative dause peceded H the ader
bial adjectve mesman (25c) (either one can be left outhdse elements dbllow
the deteminer If we omit the modiérs from (25), andeerything else being equal,
the lesulting sentence is uragnmdical; instead of (27a), &hae a stucture with
«dliticization», (27b):

18. Note tha, given an gpropriate discouse and/or mgmaic contet, the content of thipro can be
retieved (for example asboneco'doll’), just like the content of thpro associged with a titic
(under the prposal in (23)) can betiieved from previous discouse or fom contet.
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(27) a. *eu ndo compei [0 pro]
| not bought the

b. eu ndoo compei
I not theacc bought

Within a full-fledged DR a deteminer can b@recededy a quantiker like todos
‘all’, as shavn in (28):

(28) eu ndo commi [todos 0s bonecos]
‘| did not huy [all the dolls].

In this casghawever, a stucture paallel to (26), withpro instead of a beical
Noun, is impossile; insteadwe hare a sentence with ditic. This is shavn in
(29a-b), espectiely:

(29) a. *eu ndo compei [todos ospro]
| not bought all thepl

b. eu ndo os compei [todospro]
I not theacc bought all
‘| did not buy them all.

These paadigms stongly suggest tha wha is & stale is a phonolgical pro-
petty of 0: 0 needs to lean on alfowing «stong» phonolgical item, and thia
item is missing in (27a) and (29a). In bumases, dJiticization» intevenes, and
places the deteriner in a conte where it can &ad to a ightwards phonolgical
item: the erb in (27b) and (29b).

These phenomena conoirg o illustrate the type of deendenyg for which we
usually use the congs clitic. More speciically, the brm o is aproditic: its direc
tion of @tachmentis from left-to-ight. Tha its direction of &achment isnotfrom
right-to-left is dealy shavn by the fact tha it can gpear in the initial position of
a sentenceheading a nomitive DP1°

(30) o livro é meu
the book is mine

19. When we indude in our d&a the special phenomenon of «syntactidisise of ERit gppeas as if
ois anenditic rather than a prditic:

(i) a. *o vi ontem
theacc l.sav yesteday
b. vi-o ontem

|.sav.theacc yesteday

The text account implies thahe ungammadicality of (ia) in EP is due to aétor ind@endent
of 0. For discussion of this issusee Rposo (to apear b).
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| call this popety of the brm o Propety P | will assume thiaP is patr of the lexi-
cal dharacteization of o; more speciically, tha it belongs to the set of P(honelo
gical) features ofo:20

(31) Propety [P]
a. the form o is phonolgically degpendent (it is a alitic);
b. its direction of &achment is left-to-ight (it is aproditic)

In the Minimalist model, if P is not 8sfied & PF, the deivation crashes (&
tha level).21 This forces the deteminer to mae in Last Resayin order to séisfy
[P], so thathe deivation corverges & PFE In a minimalist spit, this maoement
should be an opation as simple and minimal as podsilin the best case scena
rio, the wert opestion in question shoulceduce to adrm of «genealized pied-
piping», esoting to some indeendenty needed oeert opegtion, which will thus
apply before Spell-Out so thahe deivation corverges. Subh an opestion exists and
has indpendent motiation: Move FF[object] ér feaure cheding.

3.2. \\here Ar the lBrmal Features of an Agument?

One issue thas cucial in the #empt to educe tticization to Move F is the dllo-
wing: When FF[object] mees & LF, what is the céegory tha moves, D or N? &
put it differently: Which of D or N contains theofmal feaures of an agument

20. Or it follows from listed phonolgical fedures. | encode itlicitly in the leical enty of o lar-
gely for expositoly corvenience The issue of Wwa malkes a 6rm phonolgically «weak» is not a
simple one Note for example tha the so-called indefite deteminerum‘one’ is not «veak»,
since (i) is pesctly grammaical:

(i) eun&ovium
‘| did not see oné
| can ony hope thaphonolaical theoy will have a pincipled way of distinguishing beteen
oandum One possibility is thathe nasaldaure ofummight male it «heaiers. | will not pusue
this mater. (Note incidentaly, tha (i) is trivially accounteddr under Uiagerekas (1995) theor
of why clitics move, since it is not spead).

21. The assumption thdF is the leel & which P nust be stisfied mg very well be an gersimpli-

fication, in light of the 6llowing pamdigm:
(i) a. o Joséndodeu [o livro] [a Maria]
the Josénot gave thebook to.the Maria
‘José did not iye the book to Maa.
b. *o Joséndodeu [,, opro] [a Maria]
the Josénot gave the to.theMaria
C. 0 Jsé nédo o deu a Mar

The ungammadicality of (ib) shavs tha P nust be sasfied within the pojection ofo itself (wit-
hin the DP thait heads). As Max Guimaraes ().pointed out to methis is not incomgible with
the relevance of PFif we assume tlidhe major ceegory boundaies deine some sarof proso
dical domain, and th@mopety P nust be sasfied within sut domains (see Barbosa 1996 and
references thesin). Altemdively, Propety P nust be sasfied & a hitheto unecagnized interé-
ce level & the output of Mgoholagy, a leel where cdegorial information is still pesent. Br some
thoughts conceing sut an interbce see Chomgk(1995: 220). | will put aside these consatiens
here and contine to tea P as a pety that must be stisfied & PF (| adiress these issues with
more detail in vork in preparation).
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that undego cheding? If diticization is Move F with avert «genearlized pied-
piping» of D then it nust be the case thRF[D] moves & LF for feaure chec
king, not FF[N] (contary to wha was assumed in (1933.In this section, | will
offer some gguments thiasuggest tha this condusion is corect.

Considerif st the dllowing concetual agument. At the point here FF[object]
is atracted to Twe have the bllowing (simplified) stucture ((32) is adpted fom
(18)):

(32) TP
DP T
| /\
0s f P
operarios/\ v
Vb T

PN Lsubj v
v v /\
| tub VP
construiram /\
t D

\

D NP

P
|
)

casa

Note nav tha if D has (some of thegé&ures elevant for chedking, the MLC
forces mising of D ether than N'since D is Ibser to T than N (and haséures
tha can be Hracted by hypothesisf It is then suficient to shav tha D hasat
least oneof these éaures in oder to esthlish tha D moves to T aLF.?*

I would like to daim thd the [+Intepreteble] @-fedures of an agument hae
their souce in D not in N It follows tha, if verbs in Romance arspeciied with
(abstract) [-Intepretable] object-feaures tha need to beleedked T dtracts O
not N, by the MLC?2°

The @-fedures wic ae relevant for verbal greement & those of peson and
number Considerifst the [peson] fedure. The [peson] fedure is one of the inhe
rent specitations for pronouns. Nwy, if pronouns a& deteminers (our typothesis

22. Note tha as fir as the subject is conoed wha moves is indeed the tagory D (pied-piping the
whole DP), eettly atracted ly the stong [D] feaure of T (the otherdaures of the subject auto
matically entemg in cheding relaions as fee-iders).

23. Recall tha LF feaure cheding of the object is in.T

24. Itis not dear tha FF[N] may not raise as wll, even if FF[D] does, yen the pinciples in fn. 14.
If these pinciples gply as vell to traces of érmal feaures, then FF[N] is allwed to rise afterai-
sing of FF[D]. Havever, if there is N to D aising in Romance (see theté®elaw), this point is
moot.

25. See fn. 23. fie assumption thahe \erb has [-Inteareteble] objecte-feaures is &r from olvious,
given tha these erbal@-feaures ae never mopholagically realized | ignore this poblem hee.
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throughout this wrk), deteminers will have a peson specitation too, ly defni-
tion. Concetually, this males sensdf D is the céegory which is responsite for
the referential and deictic mpeties of a nominalxpression, it is a mch mowe
plausible candidge for the aure [peson] than the Noun,igen tha [person] is
a major deictic arwr of epressions.

It is often implicitly or explicitly suggested in the liteture tha Nouns ae spe
cified for 3rd peson (see .@. Chomsk 1995: 231). Hwever, as noted ¥ Postal
(1969) (who atributes the dginal obsevation to Espesen) Nouns canppear
with first and second peon ppnouns/deteniners, and this is not easy tecon
cile with tha proposal. Bllowing Postal (1969), in Raoso (1973: 375, | gave the
following sentences (slightichanged hee) as an gument thafirst and second
person «ponominal brms» ae indeed undéying deteminers, since thg func
tion as «aicles» in «surdce stucture»:

(33) a. nds estudantestemosos nossosdireitosa defender
we students have the our rights to defend

b. tu Jodovem cal
you John come here

c. vocés sagentoscomam30 kmssem  pamr
you.pl sagents run 30 kmswithout stopping

In paticular, | agued thathe semantics of these sentencesnat comptble
with an unddring stucture containing a éduced) nonestictive relaive dause
for the sequencgronoun - nour(see also &stal 1969: 218). If thas corect,
Nouns cannot he a £aure [3 peson]: in (33), thedaure [3 peson] of the Noun
would confict with the feaures [1 peson] and [2 peyon] in the deteniners. The
fact tha Nouns occur with\ery deteminer, irrespectre of its peson, sugests
instead thathey are not maked for sut a eaure.28

Consider nw the phenomenon of geeement» ofp-feaures, and the assump
tion (acceted a& least since Chomgki981) thaverbal and adjeatal agreement
with an agument is to bexplained ly «Spec-Head Agement». In the ctent
minimalist model (Chomsk1995: &. 4) tha process imolves faure dedking
between the greementéaures of the ajument and the carspondingédaures of
V or A. In tha frameavork, no dedking relaions betveen [+Intepretable] feau-
res can be edtished This implies thaone of the tw sets ofp-feaures, either
that of V (A) or tha of the agument (or both) & [-Intepretable]. It seems quite
uncontoversial tha the @-feaures of the ajument ag intepreted Therefore, it
must be the case thtne@-feaures on V (A) ag [-Intepretadle].?”

Notice nav tha V and A hae in common the ppety of being pedicdes, so
tha one might vant to gnearlize the [-Intepreteble] propety of agreement éa
tures to pedicdes in gneal:

26. Nouns ae also neer mopholagically maiked for peson (a least in the langgges | am &miliar
with).
27. This is also a rtaral condusion from a semantic point of wie



74 CawPL 6, 1998 Eduado P Rgoso

(34) Theg-fedures of a pedicae ae [-Intepretable].

Consider noy the semantic stas of Nouns. It is commoplssumed in seman
tic theow tha Nouns ae pedicdes, and thiatheir contibution to the intgoreta
tion of a DP esides pecisel in their pedicaive content. If (34) is the caact
genealizaion, then thep-feaures of Nouns a& [-Intepretele].?8

One empiical agument br this contusion comes fim the Caipia dialect of BP
spolen in the intdor of the stée of Sdo Rulo?? In this dialect, the mgholagical
manifestaion of theg-feaures of \erbs and adjectes is quite impeerished being
mostly neutalized to 3d peson (in \erbs) and to singula®ne inteesting fct is
tha within DP, the umber £aure of an agument is (minimayl) required on O
but not on the Noun; in otherokds, if it occus only once within DPit must be
manifested on Das shwn in (35):

(35) a. os menino cantou
thepl child.sg sang3sg

b. *o menine cantou
thesg child.pl sang3sg

In (35), the noun is bekimg like other erbal and adjectal predicdes. It is
plausille to assume thidahe pinciple goveming @-feaure manigstdion in the
Caipira dialect is thedilowing:

(36) [—Intempretable] @-feaures mg be mopholagically unrealized

If this is corect, we have one empical agument ér the contusion tha & least
the rumber £aure of Nouns is [—Intgureteble].

| condude, then, thathe [+Intepretable] [numberperson] fedures of an ayju-
ment ae locded in D, not in N If this condusion is corect, T caertly attracts
FF[D] of an objectdr feaure dheding.

That still leaves us with the Casedure. | will not take ary position hee as to
the souce of the Casestture within DP In section 5, | iye a tentdve agument
sugesting thathe souce of the Casestture is N but | am neutal as to viether
this isalsospecifed in D as D entsrthe mmeetion.3* Wha | want to sha, have-

28. Note tha | am not counting Case among thxeaures. Semanticall the contusion in the tgt
seems to be plauséfor [person] (see the discussiohae) and ér [number], a popety which,
if «referential», should be intpreted in the deteniner [Gender], havever, seems to be an iirr
sic popety of Nouns.

29. The samedcts occur in other dialects of B&ee Skere and Nav (1997).

30. One altenative anaysis might ivoke some bstract Ag node inside DPThis is not in the spitrof
a pasimonious theagr of functional céegories sut as thaof Chomsly (1995: 4.10). Notice tha
if the [—Intepreteble] @-feaures of the Noun ardeded aainst the [+Intguretable] @-feaures
of D (through N-to-D aising), this imolves a dparure from Chomsi’s (1995: 284j claim tha
the fedures of the taget ae invanably [-Intempretable]. To the best of mknowledge, | can see
no theoetical ham in tha condusion (note thwhat attracts FF[N] is the [-Int@retable] affi-
xal fegure of D). After hieking of the N &aures , the [+Intgretable] feaures of D ae still avai-
lable for fedure theding against T

31. Although from a minimalist point of vig, tha should be baed, if the Casedéure has its sour
ceinN
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ver, is thd either solution is compiédle not ony with D being ceettly atracted
by T, but also with the stmger daim tha only D is covertly atracted ly T, once ve
assume thiathere is N mising to D &LF in Romance

Suppose then, as sygpted ly Chomsly (1995: 364), éllowing work of
Longobadi (1994), thaD has an dixal feaure [N-] tha requires mising of the
caegorial feaure [N] of the Noun to adjoin to CRaising of [N] automtcally
caries the vinole set of drmal feaures FF[N], intuding the Caseefture, leaving
a trace of FF[N] inside the Noun. In the detion of (13) dove, for example
FF[casd adjoins to the detariner, leaving a tace inside the Nourasa as shan
in (37):

(37) DP
D N
RN |
FF D case
[casa] |
a ke

Chomsly (1995: 365) ppposes thedllowing ptinciple:
(38) a can be #racted ly K only if it contains no tace

This implies thawhatever feaures of N ae relevant for cheking against T
must be pied-piped to T within the insendenty attracted Deteminer. | thus con
clude tha, indgpendent} of the oigin of the Casedaure, the brmal feaures of an
argument thamove covertly for feaure chedking are all within the ctegory D,
which is the ony caegory atracted ly T.

The last stp of the dewation of (13) is thus (39)ather than (19):

(39) TP

DP T
| /\
o0s
operarios vP

FF@\tg\v

t VP
Vb
\Y \Y

construiram ty DP

acasa
t (FF)
3.3. Reducing Cliticizgon to Move F

| have shavn thd the caegory tha is covertly atracted or feaure cheding is D.
We can nw cdose our caseand conltide tha dliticization of o can be vieved as a
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simple maniéstadion of Move F, with «genenlized pied-piping» of the enércde-
gory, induding its P(honolgical) fegures; in ChomsKs (1995: 262) tens, car-
ying «just enough ntarial for (PF) comergence». Tis is eplicitly staed in (40):

(40) Clitic placement (ob) is Move F pied-piping the hole caegory o for PF
convergence (i.e to sdisfy Propety P).

The deivation of (41b), with a litic, is thus similar to the dieetion of (41a),
with a plain diect object. In both, the deteiner raises to theleedking domain of
T, for feaure chedking with the erh The ony difference is thathe whole cae-
gory is pied-piped in (41b), lxereas ony its formal feaures ae in (41a). Compar
their respectie stuctures in (39) and (42):

(41) a. os operaios (ndo) constuirama casa
the workers  not  built the house

b. os operais (ndo) a constuiram
the workers not theacc built

(42) TP
DP T
I /\
0s T b
operarios/\ \
a T
/\tsubj A
Vb T /\
t VP
v N Vb
I
construiram ty DP

tp  pro

Note tha Propety P is séisfied by the output of Mee. The deteminer lands
at the left edg of T, where it right-ataches to the &rb, also adjoined within.T

One consequence of this ayms of ditic placement is thiaclitics in Romance
do not taget the erb dilectly, but rather T, which contains the sudbels br object
cheding (see section 2.4, especyalh. 14). The idea thathe ditic targets an
inflectional node s poposed i Kayne (1991) ht, to the best of gnknowledgg,
it had to be stipulad in tha framevork. The esult is entiely delived in the pe-
sent account.

3.4. Extension of the Bposal to the Cliti¢he

This account can bexended to the dave poonounlhe ‘him-dat’. Tha Iheis a di-
tic with a popety similar to P (see (31)) is sha in (43):
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(43) a. *eu ndo dei o livro (a) lhe
| not gave the book to him.da

b. eu néo lhe dei o livro
I not him.da gave the book
‘I did not gve him the book.

| assume thidheis also an undéyring deteminer, with a daive Casedédure. |
also assume th#his Case is assigneg the \erb, perhas as an inhent Case; in
other words, \erbs thaselect ér indirect objects hae a [+Intinsic, —Intepretable]
[assign-d&ive-Case] éaure tha must be bedked Whaever the pecise meba
nics of this bedking ame, they involve the «intemedide» dumny prepositiona
‘to’ in the case of a fulliédged agument??

(44) eu ndodei o livro a [0 estudante]
| not gave the book to the student

However, if Iheis a detaminer with Popety P, this paticular deivation yields
(43a), vhich crashes BPF; theefore, Ihe cannot use the «guositionala strategy»
for Case beding; insteadit moves to the grb wher it ches directly its Case
feaure against tha of the \erb; and this meement nust be oen, for the easons
just discussed (Bpety P).

4. Lhe and eleas Minimal-Maximal Determiners

The idea thpronouns a& undelying deteminers is @pealing ér accustve di-

tics, since thg cleatlly enter in paadigms vihere the function either as pnouns
or as aticles, and thex is a plausile deivational connection beteen those par

digms. The idea, havever, does not seem txiend easy to the nomintve ele
‘he’ and the dave lhe ‘him-dat’. These do not @sent similar alteraions, as
shavn in (45) and (46§3

(45) a. ele resoheu 0 problema
he solved the problem

b. eu néao lhe dei o livro
| not him.da gave the book

(46) a. *[ele professor]resoheu 0 problema
he professor solved the problem

b. *eu ndo dei o livro (a) [Ihe professor]
|  not gave the book to him.da professor

32. See Chomskand Lasnik (1993) (Chomgkl995: 113f) for some obsertions conceting the
largely unexplored issue of (inhent) Case lredking through a «dumiy» preposition.

33. Note thalhein (46b) would saisfy Propety P. The form ele not being aldic, is not subject to
Propety P.
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The basic selectionalgpety of deteminers, tha of subcéegorizing for a nomi
nal piojection, does not hold @leandlhe. In other vords, a stucture like (47) is
not available for these édrms @ a lexical Noun):

47 *DP

ele/lhe N ..
|
a

What | would like to popose is thiaeleandlhe are «compl&» deteminers,
meaning B tha «intransitve» Ds which sdisfy their selectionaldaure via a [+N]
feaure in their gammadical marix rather than i meging with a céegorially inde
pendent Noun. In otheraxds, in tems of ChomsK's (1995) bag phase stuctu-
re theoy, they are [+minimal, +maximal] pojections ather than
[+minimal,—maximal] pojections lile the «pue» deteminerslo/o. Under this
anaysis, the stucture of thesedrms is (48), vmete the supesciipts ae meely
notaional 34

(48) Dmax/min
|
ele/lhe
[..]
[+N]
(-]
Thus, vhile eleor lhe are meged in agument positions as maximabjgctions,

the «pue» detaminerois meged irst with a nominal mjection, wich may be the
empty céegory pro. The undellying stucture for o as a ponoun is thus (49):

(49) DP

||3 pro

(o]

This anaysis accounts in a stightforward way for the ungammadicality of
(46). Being intansitive [+minimal, +maximal] pjections, thedrmselg, Ihe can
not be combined with an indendent Noun: thalelivation is simpy impossilte.
Similarly, the bllowing expressions, with modiéd pionouns, a also &cluded
on the assumption thaominal modifcation requites a full céegorial N and not
just a Baure (note thalhe in (50b) would sdisfy Propety P)35

34. See Chomsk(1995: 249). Diferently from Chomslg, though, | do not assume thhis harc
terization is co-atensie with the notion ofldic.

35. A host of questions th& cannot adress heg aise, eg., the impossibility as wll of relaive dau-
se modifcation of these drms, and \aa this implies br the stucture of elaive dauses:

(i) a. *[ele que eu encontei ontem] resoheu o problema
henom tha | met yesteday solved the problem
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(50) a. *[ele de maematica]resoleu 0 problema
he of mahemadics solved the problem

b. *eu ndodei o livro (a) [lhe de maematica]
I not gave the book to him.da of mahemadics

In sum,eleandlhe can ony be used in their pnominal function, neer in their
atticle function (induding as a «demonstive»). In oder to geneste cowergent
expressions equalent to (46) and (50), the system hasskot to the pue deter
minero:6

(51) a. [0 professor]resoheu 0 problema
the professor solved the problem

b. eu ndodei o livro a [0 professor]
| not gave the book to the professor]

(52) a. [opro de maematica] resoheu 0 problema
the of mahemadics solved the problem

b. eu ndodei o livro a [opro de maematica]
I not gave the book to the of mahemdics

There is another mpety tha eleandlhe have in common in ERnd vhich dif-
ferentiades them fom other deteniners. Semanticaji they favor a [+human] inter
pretaion.3” However, a positve or ngative specitation for the taure [human] is
not a typical popety of deteminers. For ekample none of thedllowing deter
miners is equired to occur with a noun so spéeif as shan in (60)38

(53) a. oleste/essel/aquele/um rapaz
the/this/this-thdtha/one boy

b. o/este/esse/aquele/um livro
the/this/this-thdtha/one book

These dta sugest tha «pue» deteminers ae not speciéd for the eaure
[human], @en when the are ditics with apro complement (pace Ceer and
Delfitto 1993); ether, the [human] spedifation of a DP has its soce on the
Noun3® As toeleandlhe, we can specula tha their peferred eading as [+human]

b. *eu ndo dei o livro (a) [lhe que eu encontei ontem]
I not gave thebook to him.da tha | met yesteday

36. pro allows modifcation unpoblematically. | will retum to these dévations fom an econom
perspectve in section 6.

37. Ther is havever a lot of idiolectal aration, especiall concening ele, as pointed out to meyb
Inés Duate. The situgion still seems to be dérent fom BR where elehas no semantiestictions
whasoever along the [human] dimension (see @al998). A similar ldcof semantic estic-
tions gplies toproin ER

38. | give ‘this-thd’ as the gloss oésse

39. Whatever pocess allws for the ecovery of the content opro in sentences li (25) and (27b)
will also recover its [human] &lue For example even if discouse or pagmatic context is minimal,
the selectionalestictions of the erbcompaar ‘to buy’ will presumaly impose a [-human,
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has its sowe on the nominakfture thd sdisfies their selectionakequirrment
(see (48) and preding tgt; and fn. 37).

5. The Lexical Characterization of Determiners

Let us nav address another issue conaigrg the distibutional popeties of deter
miners, tha of the gammadical functions thathey can fulfll in a clause In ER
eleis exclusively nominaive, andlhe is exclusively dative°

(54) a. ele saiu

(59)

40.

he left
b. *eu vi ele
| sawv he

c. *eu ndodei o livro a ele
| not gave the book to he

eu néo lhe dei o livro
I not him.da gave the book

o

b. *ndo |he saiu
not him.da left

c. *eu nao lhe Vi
|  not him.da saw

—abstiact] reading orpro. This intepretive piocess pEsumaly takes place ta level of represen
tation tha interfaces with LEThis is why Corver and Deltto’s (1993) poposal seems to me to
be on the wong tad.

| am ignoing hee BP (and Spanish) dialecthi@r Ihe can be used as a éat object, as all as
dialects were accustve pionouns can be used as iredir objects. fiese wuld require a diferent
lexical charmcteization of the brms under discussionubno major banges of the gnciples gui
ding the analsis would be neededas &r as | can see (Ramos irepartion). For the stéus of
(54b) in BR see section 7. Note tha sentence similar to (54c) withitic doubling is gammai-
cal in EP (&itic doubling is ety resticted in ERbeing possile only when the douled element is
itself a ppnoun):

(i) eu nédolhe dei o livro a ele
I not to.him gave the book to him

A reviewer asled hav the phenomenon ofitic doubling fits in the pesent angkis. Although
| have not gven nuch thought to this ntter, | assume Uagerekas (1995: 81) angsis (his stuc-
ture (2a)), vhere the doule is in [SpecDP] headedlhe. Notice thain my anaysis the doule
(if it forms a single constituent with thktic) has to ben [Speg DP]; if it were a complement of
D, Propetty P would be stsfied and thex would be no needf diticization of lhe. In adition, |
assume thtathe pepositionain (i) is making the douked pronoun in [SpecDP] rather than the
whole DP; in thisespect, note ttahe peposition nust be pesent een if the douked agument
is an accugave direct object («Kgne’s genenlization»):

(ii) eundo o vi a ele
I not him.acc savto him
‘| did not see him.
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This is a leical propety of these items; as dudt should be encoded in theikile
cal enties. | thus aim tha eleandlhe have a [+Intinsic] [nomindive] and [d&-
ve] Case éaure, respectiely. This is epresented in (56) and (573:

(56) ele[D, —R @, nom]
(57) lhe[D, +R o, dd]

The form o, hawever, can be used with grstructural Case (and also tiee
Case), as shm in (58):

(58) a. [0 professor]ndo resoheu o problema [nom]
the professor not solved the problem

b. eu ndodei o livro a [0 professor][dat]
I not gave the book to theprofessor]

C. eu nao li [0 livro] [acc]
| not read the book

Cleaty, it would be a mistakto assign to an enty with an inheent Caseda
ture (s, accustive, as is often mposed in angbes thado not assumedatals
theor). Raher, in light of (58), the caect leical characteization of o seems to be
(59), withno Case éaure specifked:

(59) o[D,+Rdq

Notice tha this stae of afairs would follow trivially if «pure» deteminers ae
simply not speciked for a Casedaure; in other words, if this £aure is alvays
contiibuted ty the Noun vhich is the complement to the deténer Under this
view, eleandlhe have a Casedaure because tlyealread/ «incoiporate» an astact
nominal aure, and thanominal £dure is contibuting a [+Intinsic] Case éa
ture. The form o, on the other handbeing a pug deteminer, does not conitoute a
Case éaure; and thafeaure is assigned to the Noun (orgm) by ADD as it
entes the mmegtion (see (9)).

Given this, hwever, the bllowing question immedtely arses: if the 6rm o
can be used as artiale in nominaive, daive and accusve DPs, vhy is its po-
nominal useesticted to accugase Caseas in (60)? Wa prevents it flom being
syntacticaly combined with gro specifed as [nomingve] or [ddive], as in (61a-
b), which is intended to patlel (58a-b) in meaning?

41. For simplicity, | omit a codifcation of the phase stucture level stdus of thesedrms, and | enco
de the nonditic status ofeleas [-P].

42. Concening (61a), | put aside the complguestion of aether anx@emal agument mg or may
not be a syntactiditic. See Chomsk(1995: 362) ér some sugestive remaks thd it may not.
This would mle out (61a) indeendent of the tet consideations. For the sak of the agument heg,
| assume thiait can.
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(60) eundoo li [acc]
| not theaccread
‘| did not read it.

(61) a. *ndo o resoheu o problema [nom]
not thenom solved the problem
‘He did not sole the pobem:.

b. *eu néoo dei o livro [dat]
I not theda gave the book
‘| did not gve the book to hirh.

TheElsenhere Principle (Kiparsky 1973, Lumsden 1992, Halle and Matz
1993, among manothes) has beenx¢éensiely used in the liteature to account
for precisel the type of ppblem under discussion hkerThis pinciple staes tha
the availability of a gven lexical form blocks lexical access to an otherwise quasi-
equialent brm, which, havever, is not speciéd (or is undespecifed) for a paf
ticular feaure neededdr the success of the deation. The fllowing version of
the Elsavhere Pinciple is adated flom Lumsden (1992):

(62) Aform A tha is speciied for a elevant eaure Hocks a brm B thd is uns
pecified (or not-speciéd) for tha fedure.

Desciptively, (62) has the desid efect. In ERPeleandlhe are lexically speci
fied with a [+inheent] nomindive and dive Casedaure, respectiely; thus, if
the deivation calls br nomindive and ddve Caserespectiely, these érms will
be «selected»ather thano, which has no Igical specifcation for Case; instead
of (61a-b), ve have (63):

(63) a. ele ndo resoheu o problema
henom not solved the problem

b. eundo lhe dei o livro
I not him.da gave the book

Principle (62) (and the Elséhere Pinciple in geneal), havever, is somehat sti-
pulaive. Futhemore, thee is a edundang in the way it applies to (61)/(63). Note
tha in addition to being inhexntly specifed for a Casedaure, the brmseleand
Ihe have a nominal éaure tha saisfies their selectional ppeties without the
necessity of mging an indeendent Noun. A jori, thus, we do not knw if (62)
is sensitve to just one of these specitions, or to both; and in thermer case
to which one

I would thus lile to pppose the(62) can be motated on plausile theoetical
grounds; in paicular, | claim tha it can be deved from economng consideations;
it will then be seen thg62) is sensitie to the speditation of a Caseddure in
eleandlherather than to their nominak#&ure, under plausile assumptions cen
ceming the elements andquesses thidall under the scope of econgm
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6. Deriving (62) from Econony Considerations
6.1. Gounding the Rvposal

Let us consider mercaefully the opegtion ADD (see section 2.1, especya(9)
and its accompating text); in paticular, | am inteested in the issue ofhether it
is subject to econoynconsideations.

Chomsly (1995: 226) sugests thawhether or not an opation actualy falls
within the domain of corergence and econoyrdepends on its stas with espect
to deivations. Those opaitions tha are a dehing propety of deivations ae «cos
tless». hese inlude Mege and Select (M the mmetion into the dewation).
Insuficient goplicaion of Mege, or a non-ghausted nmextion, fail to produce
a deivation. They are like logical deductions Wwere a ule has been migalied:
no questions of caergence aise, and thus no questions of econoaiise either
given the vay econony depends on corergence in Chomsks minimalist model.
Chomsly’s (1995) poposal is thiethe ony opegtions tha enter into considetions
of econony are those assodiad with comergence conditions, shicas Mwe.3

From this pespectve, forming the mmestion gppeas to hae the same stias
as Mege or Select: after all, if aumestion is not brmed we do not hee a deir
vation & all: tha seems to be the most basic aépguisites. Fis in tun may
follow from the coe staus of selectional peties in the «assentdge» of der-
vations (of Mege); it is their sisfaction tha «creaes» the devation to star with,
and if they are not stisfied, thee simpy is no deivation.

Note however, tha the same is notue of the opetion ADD. This opestion
is not a dahing propety of deivations. If it is not @plied where it should bei.e.
if it fails to assign some [-lintsic] formal fedure to a lgical item, the devation
may still take place andead LF, but with an ill-formed object thiaeither causes
the deivation to clash or allas it to cowerge with a deiant intepretaion. For
example if in the deivation of (13) the accusi@e Caseddure is not aded to the
Nouncasa‘house’ as it enterthe mmeition, the deivation reahes stge (18);
at tha point, the éaure in the object thas atracted cannot be [Case], since this
is missing; ot the object hag-feaures, vhich ae dtracted ly the [—Intepretable]
objectg-feaures of the erh deiving (39). At LF, this deivation crashes because
the [+Intinsic] [assign-acc-Casegdture v is not dhiedked In sum, fom the point
of view of deivations, ADD is assoctad with corergence and should be ihg-
ded in the set of opations thd are subject to econoynconditions. Note thaf
this line of easoning is on théght trad, it forces us to inade the érmaion of
the rumestion (especialt ADD) within the set of dévational opestions perbr-
medly C,, .

This pioposal &out ADD can be used to place (62) on a less stigalground
and ofers a pmncipled solution to the pblem of ponominal tioice under dis
cussion hez. Suppose thahe nominal éaure thd appeas oneleandlheis equi
valent topro, and thathe items andele ando andlhe, in (61) and (63), can be

43. For an etensve and illuminging discussion of these issues, see Nunegfiear).
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consideed equyalent br the calculdon of the computiional cost assodiad with
the deivations of thesexpressions, despite their tBfent phonolgical form and
their different intenal compleity. This is basicall the ppblem of hav to cha
racteize the mmeition undelying the eference set Wose membearae compa
red for econory, which | put aside until the ppendix. | will also ma& the néural
assumption thiahe leicon is «costless», i.¢ha the inbrmaion encoded in ba-
cal entres comestano cost 6r the computéon.

The toice ofo for the umeiation requires a futher lecical choice of a nomi
nal pro (and one mar gplicaion of Meige) which is not necessaror eleandlhe
(given ny lexical chaacterzation of thesedrms). Havever, given the cucial ole
of selection discussedave and its immnity from economg considestions, this
should not mter for considegtions of econory, since thigro sdisfies a selec
tional popety of o; in other vords, the devation of (61) is not less economical than
the deivation of (63)becausét requites selecting and ngng an aditional pro.

However, the fict tha choice ofo requites a futher opegtion of ADDing a Case
feaure which is not equired for ele or Ihe should mak a deivation with o more
costly than a devation with the otherdrms, &erything else being equal his is
the idea thil explore in the emaining of this section.

6.2. A Concete Implemention

Suppose then thave hare the bllowing econorg condition on devations (Kitahaa
1997):

(64) Minimize the mmber of elementgiropegtions necessgrfor corvergence

Compae the ddwations of (61) and of (63). In the destion of (61), thee is one
more elementar opesgtion than in the dévation of (63), namel, the opeation
that adds the [-Intinsic] Case édure (nominéive and dtve, respectiely) to pro.
This opeation does not pply in (63), because th@ifms ele andlhe have a
[+Intrinsic] Case éaure (and this is costlessy lmypothesis). Tius, accating to
condition (62), the daration of (61) is bocked ty the deivation of the moe ece
nomical (63), with one opation fewer. The deivation of (60), on the other hand
converges as the most optimal gr&nce it does not ka ary competitor The
reason is thathere is no lgically accustive form as an alterative for the unspe
cified form o (with pro).*

44. In an edlier version of this pper, | speculéed tha the inheent Casedaure of the brmseleand
Ihe might be linled to their speditation as [+human]. In vie of this, a eviewer asled why (ia)
is not possite, where o stands ér anon-humarsubject, pesumaly alongside an equaliecone
mic (and gammadical) (ib):

(i) a. *ndoa é nuito intelessanteessa neela

b. elando é nuito intelessanteessa neela
‘It is not very interesting tha novel!

The rtionale is thasince the selectedgmoun (either or ela) is nav not inheently associa
ted with nomintive Case (since thegament is [-human]), either one should be pdsgdnualy
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In light of this, considergain (51), epeded hee as (65):

(65) a. [o professor]resoheuo problema
the professor solved the problem

b. eundodei o liviro a [0 professor]
| not gave thebook to the professor

We hare seen laove (section 4) thaeleandlhe are preduded in these contés,
because theris no &tra slot br the Noun, and the deation simply cannot tak
place (see (46) and subsequeRrt)teThe system then is alded to use (plus
pro), even though this implies an xtea» opestion adling the [-Intmsic] feaures
nomindive and dtive, respectiely.*® This situdion is patially parllel to a vie
lation of Pocrastinde in the pesence of a sing feaure. If Procrastinde is not
violated theee is no comergent deivation, even though suta violdion implies a
more «cosy» deivation. Likewise in the case under discussion, if theepdeter
minero (andpro) is not ¢ciosen in (65), theris simpy no deivation; the brm o is
thus allaved, even though suta toice has an assotea «e&tra» cost, thiof an
applicaion of ADD.*6

7. The Stdus ofeleand o in Brazilian Portuguese

In Standad (spolen) Colloquial BPaccustive ditic pronouns a& excluded The
following sentence is ungmmadical in tha dialect:

(66) *eu ndo o encontei no café
| not theacc found  at.the coffee-shop

economical). Brtly because of theatts eported in fn. 37 and p#y because of theviewer's

comment, one maquestion the speculan tha the inheent Case oéleandlheis tied to their
(preferred) humaneading On the other handhe ficts of BP seem to suppaud a link (see
section 7). Be it as it iyanote thaeven if these mnouns vere equaly unspeciied for Case in the
lexicon, the ddwation of (ia) would still be less economical than theidation of (ib): see sec
tion 7 on BP (especidll(76) and accompgmg text). Note also thisthe doices implicéed in this

paradigm ae moe comple than wha | report (and deal with) in the & In subject position, ther
is another competitonamey null pro, which in fact «wins» ger the nomingve form; thus, (ii) is

much moee ndural than (ib):

(i) prondo é nuito intelessanteessa neela.

| assume thessomething like the «Aoid Pionoun Pinciple» of Chomsk (1981) is &awork hee;
the staus of this pinciple in the gammar and withaspect to econoyris far from dear (to me &
least), and | hae nothing moe to s& about it hee.

45. The same pplies nutatis mutandis to (52). See section 4.

46. If the deivation tha would otherwise lead to (46) is cancellegtt{er than aashing), then thelass
of cancelled dévations is equialent (flom an econogpoint of view) to the tass of cashed ones,
otherwise the system could not steaill over ajain», leading to the corrgent (65). his is con
trary to Chomsly’s (1995: 309) sugestion thathe dass of cancelled diestions is equialent to
the dass of comergent ones. Chomgks (1995: 234) treament of stong fedures sugests the
same conlasion.
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Most anayses of the mmominal system of BP makhe assumption théhe
clitic ois simply disgppeaing from thd languae (see theaferences of fn. 5). fis
solution, havever, is not open to mdor ohvious leasons: yp major assumption
is thd thete is ony one brm o, which functions as a pnoun or as an ticle accor
ding to the pdiculars of the dewation. Naw, although thaform is peduded in
BP in ponominal devations, it can occur as antiate, heading DPs with either
nomindive, accustive or ddive Case; and it can occur as a «demeingty, with
a modifed pro (also assoctad to either CaséY:

(67) a. o avido atermizou
the airplane landed

b. euvi o0 avido
| saw the airplane

c. eudei o livro a/pano rapaz
| gave the book to/for theboy

(68) [o caro vemelho] é lindo, mas [pro amaelinho] é ainda mais lindo
‘The red car is beautiful, i the yellow one is still moe beautiful.

| want to sugest thathe ley to this ppblem lies on the mpeties of the érm
elein BP, rather than on analleged dhhang undegone ly the orm o. In fact, |
claim tha the form o has &actly the same mpeties in EP and in BPThe form
ele however, has banged; in paticular, it has widened itsange in seeral ways.
One of these is thit can be either nomitige, accustive or déive, as shan in (69):

(69) a. ele ndoestaa no  café
he not was at.the coffee-shop

b. eu ndo encontei ele no café
|  not met he at.the coffee-shop

c. eudei o livro a/paaele
| gave the book to/for he

47. For mary speakrs of BR the «dumng» prepositiona ‘to’ has beeneplaced ly the «stong» pe-
positionpara ‘for’ as a déve Case méer. If this change means thahe \erb lost its cpacity of
assigning dive Case (see section 3.4) them sxpectlhe ‘him-dat’ to become impossib as vell,
since the oyl possilke deivation, yielding (i), cashes 8PF (Popety P oflheis not séisfied):

(i) *eu ndo dei o livro pamalhe
I not gave the book for him.da

The deivation yielding (ii) is not @ailable as vell, since by hypothesis, theerb laks an [assign-
déive-Case] éaure:

(i) eu ndo lhe dei o livro
I not him.da& gave the book

The orm Iheis indeed (seleately) being lost in BPalthough mich less dastically than the po-
nominal use ob. If the specultive remaks @ove ae corect, the pediction is thathis should be
the case mostlfor speakrs tha have substituteghara for a. See Ramos (in ppartion) for an
approad to these topics complale with the assumptions of thisovk.
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This sugyests thaelein BP has lost the [+inhent] nominéive Casedaure
that characteizes it in EP; its Case#&ure is nav provided by the opegtion ADD
as the item enterthe mmeition, and this can bedely nomindive, accustve or
datiive. The two contasting lical enties for eleare gven belav (see fn. 41):

(70) elein EP: [D, —R @, nom]
(71) elein BP: [D, —R q

Putting aside their phongjizal propeties (induding Popety P) and their interal
compleity («pure» D vs. «compbe> D), a quik compaison of the lgical enty of
elein BP and thtof o (repeded belav) shavs thd they have become ery similar:

(72) o (EP and BP): [D+R ¢

I will now shaw how the impossibility of (66)dllows from econorg conside
rations, gven the similaty of the non-phonolgical feaures ofeleando in BR, in
interaction with the mdeanics of the computianal system.

To see this, comparthe dewations of (66) and (69b) in BRrepeded belav
as (73)), assuminggain tha these devations belong to the sameference set
(see the ppendix br discussion):

(73) a. *eu ndo o encontei no  café
I not theacc found  at.the coffee-shop

b. eu nado encontei ele no café
I not found he at.the coffee-shop

Both deivations involve the same opation ADD, which assigns the [accuBze]
Case éaure to the DP object.le deivation of (73a), hwever, crucially invol-
ves oneovert applicaion of Move, in violation of Pocrastinde, in order to sésfy
Propety P ofo (otherwise the deration crashes BPF). The coresponding opetion
in the deivation of (73b), havever, is tivially covert, sinceelelacks Popety P
and theefore remains in situtaPF*8 This is shavn in (74) and (75) aspectiely:

/\

VP

N
/\-/\

(74)

48. This angysis is incomptble with the idea thaaccustive elein BP is a «wak» ponoun (Cadinaletti
and Stake 1994) thamoves to [SpecAgr ] for accustive cheding, as in Gales (1998).
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(75)

T

TP
/\ vP

AN
VP

Vb/\T /\

ele
t (FF)

The deivation thd includes (74) is thuslbcked by the moe economical der
vation tha includes (75), Wich does not violee Pocrastinde.*° | condude tha
the reason Wy (66) is ungammadical in colloquial BP is due to econgnaonst
derations, and not to the dippeaance of the (accusae) form o.

Summaizing, the eal undellying chang in this aea of the syntax of BP is the
lexical change undegone ly the orm ele namey its loss of the [+inhent] Case
feaure [nominaive]. Without a [+inheent] Casedaure, eleis now in direct com
petition witho, both in subject and in object position. In both it is bound to win,
because it ldcs Popety P. In object position, & have just seen thahe lak of
Propety P enaleseleto undego cheding without violding Piocrastinde, contary
to 0. In subject position, the account is sligtdifferent, because EPBquires the
extemal agument to mee overtly in either caseBut consider a diMation in which
a «ponominal» DP headed/lm moves to [SpecT] for EPP3°

(76) [plppOpro] T ...

This detvation crashes, becausedpety P is not stsfied within the DP (see fn.
21). In tun, a deivation involving diticization of o from subject position auld
again competeand loosewith a deivation involving ele, which does not hze to
cliticize.

Thete is another dimension inhich the BP érm ele differs from the EP one
(see Gales 1998 dr discussion). In BReleis not & all semanticall resticted,
being dle to refer freely to either [+human] or [-human] entities. Inrter of the
present anakis, this nust be due to theatt tha its nominal éaure has become
undespecifed for the £aure [human], just like pro is so undespecifed in EP
Only further leseach can tell vhether the loss of an inlert Case and the loss of
a specitcation for the Baure [human] ae linked in some ay.

8. Condusion

| argued in this pper for a minimalist angfsis of the ponominal system of
Portuguese comgpible with the ¢aim tha pronouns a& undelying deteminers,

49. See Kitahaa (1997) and Nunes (tppear) ér a discussion of Berastinde and hw to deive it from
more elementar principles.

50. Notice thain BPeleis not «automtically» selected in subject positiog the Elsa/here Pinciple
(62) (contary to EP), because it is unspéeif for Case
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including the nomintive and dave forms. Whereas thedrm o is a «pue» deter
miner, the nomintive and dive pionouns vere anayzed as [+minimal, +maxi
mal] projections incoporating a nominal éaure; this accountsof why they
cannot be used adiates (and as «demonatives»). | also gued thathe ungam
maticality of (66) in Colloquial BP cannot be the consequence of the loss of the
«accustve» ponouno because theofm is well and alve as an dicle (indu-
ding as head of accusze DPs). he diference vas tadked davn to the loss of
an inheent (nomingive) Case ¥ the form ele, with the consequence thihis
form now gets its Case tlugh the opetion ADD as it entes the mumeition.
This puts it in diect competition with theokm o. In pronominal functionp
always looses because ofdpety P, which forces a violtion of Piocrastinde,
contrary to ele

To condude, | would like to male a w very geneal remaks. Frst, note
tha, in characteizing the diferences beteen EP and BRhee was no apeal
made to diferences in the computanal system ¢, itself. This was held to be
invariant in both languges. Seconddifferences in the syntactic ggeties of
the two dialects vere anayzed as being a simple function of thefdiént lexi-
cal popeties of the functional wd ele, ((70) vs. (71)), with the compute-
nal systemeacting «hindly» to this diference Econony conditions, as il
as PF covergence considetions, were agued to plg a major ole in this «ltind»
reaction. ally, thee was no apeal & all to the notion of «pameter» as an
independent conga of UG. Lexical propeties of functional wrds inteact with
the pinciples of the comput@nal system, pévd. Note thalexical differences
of the sot anal/zed hee can alays be encoded as ingendent «pametes»;
the question, heever, is whether theg is aty empiical or concetual eason to
do so. I, br one dont see ap. Consequenyl and bllowing the pasimonious
approad to the theor of grammar agocaed ty the Minimalist Pogram, one
might as vell drop the notion of «pameter» as being just another «taxonomic
artifact»>51

My analsis also has potential implitans for a theoy of syntactic bang,
highlighting some of the ideas thiaave been prposed in the k& perod of the
Principles and Rrametes reseath model. Stictly speakingthese is no syntactic
change. The pinciples of the comput@anal system a inet, reacting findly to
the lexical propeties of functional wrds like ele The popeties of these wards
do indeed bange over time and thais all thee is. The subject niger of histoical
studies should thus bew@nd wy these popeties hange, and hev these ban
ges inteact with an indrcomputgional system. If caect, ny anaysis of the po-
nominal system of @tuguese suggsts thione soure of histoical change is the
drift undeigone ly paticular formal feaures between the stas of [+Intinsic] and
[~Intrinsic]. But these & maters for future reseach.

51. The tem can be used infmally to refer to leical propeties of functional wrds and their per
mitted range of variation, kut it does not phaary real ole in the theor of grammar
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Appendix: The Concet of the Numeration

Chomsly (1995) discusses the issue oftto characteize the set of darations tha
are compaed for the pupose of boosing the most economical one (tbé&ren
ce set. One of ChomsKs pioposals is thedllowing:

(77) The eference set is based on the sammaiation.

The notion of mmetion, in tumn, is deined as in (78) (Im Chomsik 1995: 225,
with a slight bange):

(78) Numeation
A numeition is a set of pagr(Ll, i), where LI is an item of the kcon and
i is its inde&, undestood to be theumber of times thal | is selected fom
the leicon.

Chomsly (1995: 236) also seems to (impligjtassume thahe [-Intinsic] fea
tures of eah LI are allead/ pat of the umeition, since he {elicitly) proposes
tha these édures ae «adled [to eak LI] by [the] st [tha] form[s] a rumea-
tion» (p. 236) (meeral in squae biadets is ny responsibility).

Notice, howvever, tha twice in this vork | have compaged deivations which,
strictly speakingdo not hae the same lacal items, i.e tha are not based in
the same mmemtion as dehed in (78): the dévation of (61) with tha of (63)
(o vs.eleando vs. lhe, respectiely) and the davation of (73a) 0) with tha
of (73b) ele). Since the pblems ae the samgl will illustrate them hez with
(73a-b). he diferent rumetions of thesexamples ag patially represented
in (79):

(79) a. Numeastion undelying (73a): {©, 1), ro, 1), ...}
b. Numemgtion undelying (73b): {Ele 1),...}

Cleaty, if our anaysis is to be maintaine€homsk’s view of the elaionship
between mmeketions and eference sets ost be elaxed in some ay (see Nakamra
1997 br a similar pedicament). | will sugest one minimal aqigetion of Chomsk’'s
ideas thaiis compéible with my anaysis?2

The cucial obsevation is tha the diference betwen (79a) and (79bgsides
in the set of P(honotgcal) feaures of the items in question. In paular, o and
elein (79) hare the same set obifimal and semantietures, induding the accu
saive Casedaure. One olvious way of relaxing the notion of Numaetion is thus
the following, which ebstracts avay from the P(honolgical) feaures®?

52. For a diferent (and lessastictive, in my view) solution, see Nakanna (1997).
53. Note tha the diferent \alue br Propety P ofo andeleis corectly abstracted avay under the
assumption thahis is a P-éaure.
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(80) Numeation
A numeition is a set of pagr (LI, i), wher LI is the set of {F-fS-f} (see
(5)) of an item of the ddcon andi is its inde&, undestood to be theum-
ber of times thil | is selected fom the l&icon.

A second poblem has to do with the tegorial staus of the tw items.ois a
[+minimal, —maximal] D equiiing an aditional cadegorial N in the umeiation
with which it can Mege, while eleis a [+minimal, +maximal] D a#ad/ with a
nominal Baure. Can this diference also bebstracted avay? | tentdively suggest
that the anwer is positie. As | biiefly discussed in section 6.1, supposé tha
nominal £aure thd gppeas oneleandlheis the equialent ofpro; we might then
propose thathese tw elements count as «the same»aaa$ theaference set is
concened If something along these lines is i@mt, (79a) and (79b) aindeed
equivalent fom the pespectve of the eference set?
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