Jaume Solad i Pujols

Agreaement and SuabjJecits

directora: Gemma Rigau i Oliver

n'.

.~ =3
S0
.Il- - . -i“
L T
‘Jr — ) -\..-\...

.:'l-\r{}'_!.!"u'_:lj;":‘
'dgat

Departament de Filolegia Cztalana
Facultat do Lietres

UNIVERSITAT AUTONOMA DE BARCELONA
7 de setembre de 1992



Als meus pares i1 germans, gue han tingut la sort gue no els
atzbaldés amb la meva tesi.

A& la Vivien, que es mira les meves aspaculacions amb
curiocitat divertida.

A la Gemma Rigay, gue m’'ha donat anims i suport 2 les vardes
i a les madures,

A la meva familiz GB 1 altres animals, amb el deslg gue
convergim sense estavellar-nos.

A} meu ordinader Ethelred, gue, sense tenir el cor dur ni

finestretes, sempre n'ha servit fidelment.






411 data 1in this thesis are real, but they have been
idealized in order to avoid the gibberish that may plague
linguistiec corpuses. People cited are also real, but they should
not be held qui{ty for my interprctation of their theories. The
views and thecries introduced have mostly been formulated after
careful and patient thought, bBut they shoold not be attributed
any pretentious eclaim to truth. Copies of this thesis might
possibly be subdject to the condition that you pay the Xerox

DWIIETL

"In the event of this thesis being hrought to the cinema,
I am pleased to give my thanks in advance to all the people that
will take part in the film. Their c¢ollaboration will be highly
ecteenad because of the risk they will face of fatally tarnishing
their prestige."
(plagiarized from Pere Calders (1988) Ronda
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1992, p. 2)
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The following are uncominon abreviations and glosses we will use
for the sake of oconvenience. In the text most of these
abbreviations are first introduced in full form, but they might

be hard to identify in conzulting or reading throwugh:

Abbreviations

BED Binding Domain

B Burzie’s Generalization

BT Binding Theory

CLLD Clitie Letft Dislocation

(] = Determiner Phrase(s)

Ea(s) External Argument(s]

EL{=s] Eragtive Language(=s)

EPP Extended Projection Principle

FClg) Functicnal Category/ies

INS(s) Infinitive({s) with an Overt Subject

[05=IHV(S] I08(s] with an Inverted subject

ISH Internal Subject Hypothesis

Non~NSL{s) non Null Subject Language(s)

HMEL{s) Hull Subiject Language(s)

Glosses;

SE Feflexive particle not being 2 clitic (at least not a
clitic of the Homance type) (e.g., Ttalian se,
German sich, eto.).

SELF A type of crosslinguistically recurrent of word which,
amang other uses, is typically a member of
reflexive DPs {German selbst, [talian stesso,
Catalan mateix, etc.).

5I- kngpance reflexive clitic {which has a wider range of

use than mere reflexivity).



Chaptaexr 1L

INntroduct i o

The prasent thesig is conceived within the Pringiples and
Parameters framework.' It is an  attempt to explorse  an
alternative hypothesis to some standard assumpkions within this
framework, basically concerning sentence subjecthood and the Mull
Subject phenomenon.

Since a good deal of hypotheses in recent years are bhased
on assunptionzs we challenge here (especially concerning null
expletives in subject inversion structures), and since the
consequences of the alternative view we will propose are far-
reaching, I cannot by any means commit myself to provide an
adeguate answer to many of the guestions that could naturally be
posed to the proposals T will advance. Ideally, a new hypothesis
has to cover all the relevant data ¢overed by previous hypothesis
and possibly some more, and has to face leéess problems. But it i3
alse legitimate to draw back to ohallenge some bBasic premnises,
even if, by doing so, =some data that previcus theories could
handle fzll now out of the predictions. This is what happehed,
for instance, in generative linguistics when specific rules were
abandoned in favor nore principled accounts during the 19707s,

So, for instance, the present thesis has little to say about
Hominative assignment in contexts of INFL-to-COMP.” My opinion

is that ideally the theory should say little about it, because

! see Chomsky (1986-h) for a review of some assential
contentions specific to the framework, although the spirit of the
Framework can be traced back to the early 1%g807c ({Chomsky
f19R1}).

* This has bkeen a fruitful topic of debate in recent
proposals by Rizzi & Hoberts {1989}, Rizzi (15%1-a), and Roberts
{1931-~aj).



INFL-to-COMP should be orthogonal to Nominative assignment. But
actually some facts (especially concerning the ¥=2 phenonenon)
seem to suggest fthat subjects have a special behavior in INFL-to—
COME contexts.' The essential proposal in this thegis= is =ilent
[and to s=ome extent nmewutrall ahout these facks.,

We will introduce =zcme descriptive generalizations that to
my knowledge had not been considered and even less acocounted for
thus far. And, in addition, we will provide a means of deriving
Burzio’s Generalization, which, as we will see, can hardly be
cbtained under standard hypotheses. I think, therefore, that the
present thesis is wore than an ingenious variant of standard
theories.

The presentation and style we will use are exploratory:
although some of the ramifications in the argumentation will lead
us to more specific assumption=s, we will often go back to the
initial, more general formulation for expository purposes,
cspecially when the ramification iz intended to cover limited and
language zpecific data. On the other hand, some of the proposals
are clearly subsidiary to the main hypothesis; the point at stake
ic often not whether they are the best of hypotheses, hut rather
whether thsa main hypothesis can be extended to cover a certain
theoretical Field in a reasonable and even plausible way.

Fintally, I ask the reader to be patient: some crucial
proposals cannot work without each other but cbyiously have to
be introduced cne after the other in due time. I will anyway try
to point out, as I proceed, where any momentary potential problem

or apparent inconsistency will be properly addressed,

" See Adams (1987) for evidence that 0ld French is a v-2
language hawving npull subjects only in v-2 contexts (i.s.,
contexts of verb movement to COMP). In Germanic V-2 languages,
on the other hard, subjects in Spec of COMP gseem to hawa a
different bhehavieor from other constituents in that positlon (see,
e.g., Cardinaletti (1%90)).
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1. Aims and Scope of this Thesis

The aim ¢f the present thesis is to explore and work opt an
alternative ta standard theories in the GB framework on the
nature of AGR and subjects, as a basgis for an account of the
standard cluster of properties which hold for most Mull Subject
Languages [(MF3Ls):

- mill suhjects

- subject inversion

- absence of that-t effects

Although these correlations may not be universal, I think
they are not Just a matter of coincidence, even if they hold only
of a certain subset of languwages., Qur account for the facks
essentially consists in a reinterpretation of the facts hy which:
a) all languages have subject inversicen in an abstract sehse:
non=-M5ls [which have bpeen traditionally assumed noet o display
such & possibility) have anaphoric inverted =subjects, whereas
N5Ls hawve [-anapheric] I-subjects; b} all languages have null
internal subjectgs {I-gubjects), the contrast being between the
ones having anaphoric mall I-subjects {(fi.e., noh-NSLs) and the
ones having [~abaphoric] nall I-subjects (i.e., HSL3).

We will also provide an account for angther fact that holds
for most Romance MSLs, namely infinitival long head oovement.,

on the other hand, the theory is conceived as a way of
deriving a classical descriptive generalization, namely Burzic’s
Generalization (BG). The twa facts correlating under this
generalization (presence of an external Argument and availability
of Accusative Case) are not easily derivahle in a straightforward
way from a single syntactic preéemise, s=inge they logk very
different in nature. In the present account, BG is reduced to a
specific version of the Extended Prodection Principle, ultimately
derived from the licensing of the AGR merphology in a given

language.



Iin the remainder of this chapter, I will set cut some
theoretical premises that I will crucially rely on or refer to
in the following chapters: the Internal Subject Hypothesis,
tubject Inversion, the Projection Frinciple, the S5plit IHFL
Hypothesis, and Case Theory.

In Chapter 2, I develop a possible account of BG based on
standard notions of subdect inversicon and expletives. Thereafter
T arque, on the pbasis of Binding Theory considerations, that this
account is not appropriate, as far as it misses sone
generalizations on subject inversion and expletives. Finally, [
present a4 binding-theoretical approach to the nature of inverted
subjects which will afford the basic facts to be explained in the
following ¢chaptetrs. Throughout the chapters, the contrast between
N5L= and nen-NSlis languages will be at stake.

In Chapter 3, I develop the central proposals, which are
ezsentially twoi! one on the way the dependency betweaen AGE angd
the sentence =subject is estabhlished (from which BG can be
derived), the other on the way ACR jdentifies jits gubiject across
languages, from which the cluster of properties of NSLs vs. nob-
K5Ls languages is derived. The first proposal is in fact an
alterrative to the Extended Projection Principle. The second
proposal 1s based on finding Theory. It involves a reformulation
of the noticn of Binding Domain, in a way that covers the
clazsical facts in Binding Theory as well as the new facts
presepted in Chapter 2, and some others. Case Theqgry is also
reformulated 1n a way consistent with our version of Binding
Theory and Hominative Case assignment. This theoretical apparatus
allows f[or a sinple characterization of the contrast MWSLs vs.
non-N3Ls, the former having the classical cluster of properties
frull subject=s, subject inversion, absence of that-t effects).
In fact, however, we Will argue that all languages have a more

sybtle form of null-gubiecthaeod and subdect inversien.



We also consider some independent motivation for our
reformulation of BT, cohcerning a special type of copulative
constructions (YJohn iz not himself anymore'). We devote special
attention to some specific types of subjects: ‘indefinite
subjects’, ﬁamely indefinitre HKP‘s in existential and
presentaticnal constructions: CF =ubjects, and inverted subjescts
in French Stylistice Inversion. Finally, we propose a scolution to
5 prablen for Relativized Minimality concerning A-dependencics.

Chapter 1 is5 devoted to infinitival constructions. On the
onse hand, 1t aims at explaining why infinitives in HSLs allow
iong head-movement. On the other, it presents an alternative
conception of the notion of infinitival sentence, according to
which infinitives in a given language are a ‘simplified’ version
aof the finite sentence structure in that language: the missing
AGR-morphelogy is recovered in content in some way (control being
the most typical strategy), or it is entirely absent.

Finally, Chapter 5 is devoted to preverbal subjects in NSLs.
If the theories in the preceding chapters are onh the right track,
the guestion arises as to whether prewverbal subiects ip MSLS are
o2f the same nature as in non=-WsSLs (for the latter we assume that
(preverbal) subiects cccupy the Specifier of AGRP). We will =zhow
that the classical test for subjecthood vs. dislocation (nanmely,
only true subjects can be gquantified) is not as clear cut as has
often been claimed. Qur conclusions point to the idea that
proverbal subjects in N5Le can (besides being dislocated) ke in
a functional specifier which is not sxclusively occcupied by

subjects.



2. Some Basic Premiscs

2.4. The Internal Subject Hypothesis

We assume some version of the Internal-Subject Hypothesis
fISH) as advanced in EKcopman and Sportiche (1988)/(1990). This
nvpothesis has been also developed in sone way in Zagonas (1282),
Kitagawa (19B6), Speas [(l19B6), Contreras [1%37), Huroda {1%338),
and, specifically for Catalan, in Bonet {1989).

The essential idea of this hypothesis is that the External
Argument (EA) is generated inside the VP (as in {1}.a)) or as an

adjunct to the VP {(as in {(1).bY):

(1} a. [yp John,g [y: put the booky, un the table.., 1 1
b. [yp John,, ivP put the book,, on the table.,, | 1

Among the advantages and consequences of such an analysis
we have the following:

a} locality in B-marking: =11 Arguments of a verk, sven the
EA, are projected and @-marked in the local domain of the VP, I
think that if one adopts =some version of the s=plit-IHFL
hypothesis (as we will) it is hard not to adopt some version of
the I5H in order to avold an extremely long-distance verb-subiject
predication relation, specifically 1if the surface subject
position is several functional categories up from the vp.*

by a nmore straightforward notion of B-position: there are
ne A-positions being optional B-positions (as the specifier of
INFL was in previous hypothesis). O-positions are all and only
those positions which are preojected as a congsequence of the
Projection Principle. The notion f A-position nmay still hke

reguired (see Rizzi (1991-b) for an attempt to define a-positions

* chomsky‘s [1986-b) proposal that the sisterhocd condition
on predication overleooks FCs is, I think, too powerful.

f



a5 a super-set of the st of 8-positions), but even so, there is
no A-position being an optional B-position.

c) a more waniform characterization of the source for
gsentence subjects: all of them are generated in the local domain
of YP. Thus, a theory trying to derive which Avogument will becone
the sentence subject has more explanatory power than one simply
stipulating that the EA is directly generated in its =urface
position. Such a kind of theory will be Introduced in Chapter 3,
in connectien with Burziofs Genaralization.

The I5H will be c¢rucial for ocur account <f subkjeck
inversion, of which we advance some basie assunptions in the next

subsection.

2.2, Subject Inversian

Subject inversion is oleosely related to the ISH in that it
iz guite tempting to assume that inverted subjects {in languages
such as Romance NSLs) are in fact oocupying their pasic position
gocording to the ISH. The classical account <f subijact inversion
{as in Chomsky (19281)/(1%B2), Rizzi (1982-b)) claims that
inverted subjeckts are (right) adjoined to the VP, which would be
close o the ISH inm (1)1.b), where the EA alsc occupies an
adjoined positien. For Catalan, the idea that inverted subjects
secupy thelr basic position has been proposed by Bonet [1989) and
Sola 1 Pujols (1989%).° We will assume the essentials of Bonet’s
hypoethesis, with some qualifications,

The idea that invarted subjects occupy their basic position

raises many guastions. Pasically it predicts that inverted

* Rosselld {(198%8) proposes that the inverted subject
pocition is the A-position for subjects, preverbal subjects being
lefr dislocated elements, but she assumes that inverted suphjects
are in a rather high position, outside the VP. We will adhere to
some of her arguments concerning the status of preverbal subjects
in N&Ls=.



subjects which are EAs will occupy a position peripheral to VP,
while inverted subhjects heing internal Arguments will appear
inside the VP." Toe test these predictions is not easy, &8s there
are many thecretical variables and obscuring facts:

2] the basic position for the EA could in principle be left-
adjoined or rignt-adjcined to the WP, HNotice that the usual
subject-predicate word order for Small Clauses [(if the EA forms
a2 SC with the VP) is a conseguence of the regquirement of
adjacency for Case-marking, but in the present caze this
requirenent is possibly not relewvant, for the BA will recelive
Case by becoming a sentence subject, not by being governed by an
adjacent head.

L) Word order with respect to the V° cannoct be telling,
since V° in null sabject languages undergoes head movement (see
Belletti {1921]17, =c that the verb will always appear to the left
of the jinverted subject whether the latter is left or right-
adjoined to the VP.

c) Word order between the inverted subject and other
arguments is Aifficuwlt to test hecause in many cases (hut not
all} the co-agccurrence of an inverted subpject and a non-
clitic/non-dislocated argument gives unpatural results (so in the
paired examples helew I will be using relative Jjudgenents, not
absclute ones, since sometimes nelrher examplae is perfect).

d) When this co-occurrence gives good results, the facts
might be obscured by extraposition of vP-internal constituents,

which is relatively free in Ramanhee languages.

® I think that assumihg that lnternal Arguments may raise to
the same position as the basic pesition for Eis iz not an
appealing hypethecis: it brings BRack the dupious notion of
optional A-positicn which can be overcome by the ISH., So I will
not adhere to Bonat’s (198%) propesal that internal Arguments in
unacciusative verb constructions raice to Spec of VP, i.e., t¢ tha
position where, according to her, EAs are genersted in transitive
and unergative verh constructions.

B



2] Scnetines two alternative weord-orders are not eguivalent
from the point of view of the Topic/Focus distinction, so that
to compare its acceptability can be misleading.

In spite of all these problens, I will try to establi=h sope
iminimal characterization of the facts. In the following sections,
we Will consider subject inversion 1in trassitive/funergative,
unaccusative/passive and gopulative constructions.

only for the gake of simplicity, I will be assuming
throughout this thesis that the EA is5 [left- or right-)] adjeined
Lo VP. The alternative hypothesis, namely that the EA i3 in Spec
of VP, raises some gquestions: when the inverted subject {assumed
here to be in the subject basic position) vcours to the right of
VP, then:

a) either VP has a right bhranching specifier, ag Honegt
{1289) assumexs.

B or we assume that lexical ¢ategories are projected
unordered, as opposed to PCs {(this is fproposed 1n Duhalls
(18913 ).

£] or inverted subjects appearing to the right of the VP ara
not In the subject basic position.

Option a) is merely stipulative. Option b)Y doess not explain
why, as we will see, some languages have abligatory right
adjunction (the inverted subject always follows the complements:
Catalan, Italian), others obligateory left adijunction (Romanian)
and others either pptionally (Spanish). Option ¢) is appealing,
for right-adjoined inverted subjects are usually Focus, which
suggests this iz a Focus position. It is, however, difficult to
imagine what kind of posgition this could be!: by X-bar theory
copstraints it can only be a right branching specifier or the
lowest complement in the structure (thus z complement of W,
which is sensesless). On the other hand, that Foous comes rather

to the end of the senktence seems o be a widespread situation



across languages, so that & strictly structural acceount for the
Foous status of inverted subjects might be redundant.

The idea that the inverted subject position is the specifier
of VP could ralse a potential problem: verb complements do not
s@em to c-command this position as far bound variahle binding is

concerned. 5o [2) shows WCO offects:

(27 #HNo condueix cap cotxe, el geu, propistari
Hot drives ne car the his owner

intended reading: ‘Hg gar is driven by hils owner”

Therefore strict c-command, and not m-command, should be
postulated for bound wvariable binding if one adopts the
hypothesis that inverted subijects cccupy the specifier of VP. To
keap on the safe side, I prefer %o adopt the view the bazic
position for Eas is one of adjunction to VP. Perhaps this idea,
together with the hypothesis that Small 2lauses are adjunction
structures, has the advantage of characterizing all predicative

nuclel in a sentence as Snmall Clauses (which can be of any of the

four lexical categories):

t3) a. John, [vp 2. [vF eats bananas ]]
k. John, is Eap € [pp 2pish }]
. John, is fnp & [yp 2 monkey 1]
d. John, is {pp & [pp in the jungle 7]

The only gap in this paradigm would be unaccusative wverb

clauses, where theres would be no EA adjoined to the VE.
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2.2.1. Transitive/inergative Constructions

Trznsitive and wnergative verbs are by hypothesis the ones
having an EA. If this Avgument i=s adjoined te the VP, the
predictions are;

- the inverted subject will occur to the right of the other
Argurments [(if there are any) if right-adjoined to the VP.

~ it will appear toc the left of the other Arguments if left
adjoined to the VP (still toc the right of the wverb hecause of V°
movenent] .

Let us consider the following examples from Catalan:

[4) a. Avai fara el dinar sn Joan
Today will-make the lunch the Joan
‘Today JOAN will cook the lunch”
h. #?%?avai fara en Joan el dipar
&, Agquest mes pagara les factures en Jeoan
This month will-pay-for the hills the Joan
fThis month JOAN will pay the bills”

d. ?77Agquest mes pagard en Joan les factures

Moetice that inverted =ubjects are (generally] interpreted
as Focus when they appear after the object or an cbligatory
obligue Argument (see helow). When they precede the sbject thay
are not, but the result {in Catalan) is unnatural. 5o I think the
contrasts are genuine in spite of the fact that they are not
interpretatively peutral. This does not hold when the inverted
subject precedes an adjunct or optional Argument [see below): in
this case the inverted subject neecd not exhaustively be Focus (it
may rather be part of the a larger Focus constituent, namely the
YR,

Thus the examples in (4) seam to indicate that the inverted

subject ig right adjoined to the ¥P, as it more naturally follows

11



the gbiject. Thisz iz true [or Catalan. For Spanish the b)) and 4)
examples would be as natural as the a) and ©] examples, the
difference being that in the latter the inverted subject is
interpreted as Facus, as in Catalan.’

If now we shift to (obligatory) ohligue arguments, the facts

are gimilar:

{5) a. Avul s‘encarregara dels=s nens en Joan
Today will-take-charge of-the children the Joan
'Today JOAN will take charge of the childrent
bB. #7avul s‘encarregara en Joan dels nens
c. Parlara d! aguest tema ern  Jgan
Will-speak of this subject the Jaoan
FIJOAN will talk abeut this subject’

d. ?tParlara en Joan dfaguest temna

Again, Spanish deoes not show any contrast in acceptahility.

S0 objects and gbligatory ¢obligue Arguments seem to suggest that,

at least in Catalan, the EA inverted subject is preferred as
right-adjoeined to the VP.

Opticnal Arguments (such as Datives and Ohligues, see [(6]))

and Locatives not beling the [irst Argument =(7)= sSeen to allow

free word order w.r.t. the Iinverted subject (perhaps with a

slight preference for the PP-inverted-subject order}:

? There seems to be some V-2-like phenomena in Spanish VEO
sentences, in that they are preferred when there is sobe
preverbal copnstituent (including Wh-constiktuents, Hegation and
some adverks). But we cannot claim this= is a case of subject-verb
inYersion, for the position of adverbs may show that the subject
is lower down in the structure:

(i) Wo estd todavia Juan en casa

Hot is still J. at hone
‘Juan i= not home yet!
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(6} a. Aquest 1libre 21 va regalar a la Maria en Joan
This  hook it-gave to the M. the J.
*Joan gave this book to Maria“
h. ?hguest llibre el va regalar en Joan a la Maria
c. Df aixd, en parlara amb l1la Maria en Joan
of this of-it-will-talk with tha M. the .J.
*About this, Joan will talk with Maria’
d. 7Dfaixd, en parlara en Joan amb la Maria.
(7Y a. El nen, 1'ha portat a casa en Joah
The bBoy, him-has taken to house the J.
‘Joan has taken the boy home!
b. El nen, 1*hza portat en Joan a casa
2. El llibre, 1*ha posat al prestatge en  Joah
The book it-has put on-the shelf the J.
*The book, Joan put on the shelf?
d. El llibre, 1*ha posat en Joan al prestatae

Adjuncts of time, place apd manner -(8)- alse allow free
word oider, although perhaps the order inverted subject-adjunck

is slightly preferred:"

i3] a. Aguest 1llibre, &l va cowprar en Jeoan a Londres
This book it-bought the J. in London
*This hook was bought by Joan in London”
Bb. {?}Agquest llibre, &1 va comprar a Londrec en Joan
c. Comprarad <l menjar en Joan aguesta tarda
Will-kuy the foeod the J. this afternoon
‘Joan will buy the food this afterpoon”

d. 7Comprara el mnmenjar aguesta tarda en Joan

' In the following examples, none of the adjuncts is
intended te be interpreted as disleocated (which would render the
examples irrelevant for the discussion): actoally, the non-
dislooated construction is the mopst natural one in a neutral
Contaxt.
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{8 &. Ho escriura en  Joan ankh 1 fordinador
It-will-write the J. with the-computer
‘Joan will write it with the computer’

f. (?1He escriura amh 1l ordinador en Joan

We will interpret the preceding facts in the following way!

8] In Catalan, the EA inverted subkject is right-adjoined to
the WP, It can be extraposed Yfo the right of the
time/place /manner adjuncts, givihg less natural sentences.

b) Therefore the other Arguments preceds the inverted
subjeckt, wnless they are extraposed to 1ts right: since
extrapesition is easier for optional and locative Arguments in
general, the latter will more easily appear to the right of the
inverted subject than objects and osther oblique Arguments, which
canict be extraposed so esasily.

¢) Spanisi, unlike Catalan, allews the inverted subject to
be left or right adjoined toe the VP freely (modulo Focus
interpretation), so that no contrast in acceptability appears in
the word order w.r.t. arguments. I assume that other languages
tluster together with either Catalan or Spanish. Italian is like
tatalan. Portuguese is, as far as I know, like Spanish. Some
dialects or varieties of Catalan {Valencian, speakers with strong
Spanish interference in immigratioen areas) are probably like
Sspanish. In FRomanian left adjunction (the inverted =subiject
preceding the object) is not only possible, but in fact
chligatory (see Motapanyane (1289)).

d) Right VP-adioined inverted subjects ugwally have Focus
interpretation for some reason.

The last point may suggest that we are missing something in
sinply saying it we are dealing with VP-adjunction. Perhaps there
is & right-branching Focus Specifier. However, right adjoined

inverted subjects do not always have Focus interpretation,
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Specifically, embedded clauses do not necessarily involve Focus

interpretation for the inverted subject exhaustively:

(9 Alld gue no cé &5 DUAN PRESENTARA LA TESI EN JAMES
That that not know-I is when wWill-submit the thesis= the J.
‘What I donft know is WHEN JAMES WILL SUBMIT HI&S THESISA

wherse the whole embedded =entence i= Foocus and the inverted
subrject ern James 1s not (nhecessarily) Focus: the sentence can
be used even if we are not contrastively considering when either
James or Alkert is subnitting his thesis. So I prefer to keep to
the idea, however vague 1t may be, that VP-final inverted
subjects are wusually Pocus because final {non-dislocated)

constituents tend to be Foous in ganeral.

2.2-2. Unaccusative/Passiva Constructions

The gquestion we want to answer is the following: what is the
position for an inverted subject originally being an internal
Argument? If the internal Argument is in the underlying cbject
position, we would expect it to precede the other Arguments (if
any)."

With unaccusative werbs, the prediction is not clearly
fulfilled. When we are dealing with an ebligatory Argument (such
a5 the abligatory locative Argument of apar ‘o gof in (10)), the
preferred word order is locative—subject, contrary to what we

would expect:

* For the moment, let us apstract away from indefinite
inverted subjects (which seem to occupy the shject position, not
only in languages allowing subject inversion, but in all
lznguages in general).
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(10} a. Ha anat a casa on Joan
Has gone to house the J.
FJOAN went home!
L., ?7Ha anat en Jgon a casa
Has gone the J. tx house

‘Toan has gone home”

With optional Argunents, the order inverted =subject-Argument

seems preferable:

(11 a. M'ha caigut lfagulla al forat
Me—has fallen the-needle to-the hole
I dropped ny needle into the hole’
b. ??™'ha caigut al farat l'agulla
2. Ha entrat el Forro al palau
Has gone-in el Z&rro in-the palace
*El Zorro hag broken inte the palace’
d. #Ha entrat al palauw el Zorro
(11} &. Ha wvingut en Joan a <asa
Has come the J. t& house
*Joan has Come hone”
f. PHa vipout a casa en Joan
g. ?5" ha transformat 14 4acid en sal
SE-has transformed the acid in salt
‘The acid changed into salt!

h. ?75‘ha transformat en sal l‘acid

With adjuncts, the clearly preferred order is inverted

subject-adjuncet (althouah there {3 some vaviation):
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{12] a. 5‘ha {fo= 1la bombeta al nenjador
SI-hkas fused the hulb in-the dining-roomn
‘The bulbk bBlew in the dining roon’

k. 7*5‘ha fns al nenjader la bonmketa

. Ha wvwingut en Joan aguesta tarda
Has come the Joan this afternoon
*Ipan has come this afternosn”

d. ?7?Ha wvingut agquesta tarda en Joan

e. Hi ha anat en Joan amb <cotxe
There-has gone the Joan with car
*fToan has driven there’

. 7111 ha anat ambk cotxe en Jeoan

In the examples in beth (11} and (12} it is worth noticing
that the order subject-PP does not entaill contrastive Focus on
the =ubject (rather the whole sentence minus the preaverbal
giements iz ‘naw information®i. This further confirms our
position that inverted subjects de not occupy a Focus position.
The order PP-subject (or object-szubject) does involve a Focus
interpretation for the subject, but the =entence is not very
natural.

If we consider passives, the facts are more clear out:
fstandard) passives and 5E impersconal passives seem to allow for
the subject to appear in its basic ohject position (i.e.,
preceding all other Arguments) as the preferred word aorder, while
the PP-subiect order invelves contrastive Focus on the subject

and is net very natural:
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{13] Passives:
a. Hap estat posats els llikrec al prestatge
Hawve been put the books tn=the shelf
‘The books were put on the shelf’
b. ??Han estat posats al prestatge els llibres
c. Ha estat aprovada la llei al parlament
Has been passed the law in-the parliament
*The law has been passed in the parljizment’
d. ?7Ha estat aprovada al parlament la lled
(14) SE impersonal passives:
4. 5* han posat els lilibres al prestatge
S5E have put the books in=the shelf
‘The books were put on the shelf”
b, ?75'han posat al prestatge els llibres
c. 5 ha aprovat la llei al parlamont
SE has passed the law in-the parliament
*The law has keen passed in the parliament!

d. ??5'ha aprovat al parlament la llei

Even if contrasts are not strong and ¢lear out, I thing it
i= reagsonable to conclude that:

2] Intarnal-argument inverted subjects are subjects in their
basic position (object position).

k) The prediction i= not problematic for passives. As for
unaccusative verbs, the problematic behavior of verbs like anar
to oo’ could be duse o the ungclear status of this verb {ang
possibly others) as a truly unaccusative verb, At least from the
point of view of &=theory, this verb could perfectly pattern with
agentive verbs, ags has been argusad In Gracia 1 Solé& [(19Ba). We
could clajim that *to @of is systematically ambiguous betwaen an
unacseusative verh (which it would be in cases like: *The document

went o the chairman’s hands®) and an agentive werbk (as in "John
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went to see Mary full of passion’). In the non-agentive usage,

the order V-subject-PP is more readily acceptable:

(15 Han anat totes les balas a la paret
Have gone all the bullets to the wall
rAll tha bulletgs hit the wall”

2.2.3. Copulative Constructions

The standard analysis for copulative constructions (singe
Couguaux (1931317 assumes that they are raicing constructions,
their subiject heing originated as the subiect of a small clause.
If su, subject inversion would consist in having the subject in
this basic positlion.

Consider the following cases:

{16} 2. Esta cansat en Jean (no en Poraj

Is tired +the Joan (not the Pere)

b. ?*Estd en Joan canzat

€. Ara &5 de vacances en  Joan
Now is on vacation the Joan

d. ?*Ara £1 en Joan ds vacances

e, Sera campio gl Barga
Will-he champion the Barga

£. ?%5erd 21 Barga campio

The pattern in (16) 1is similar to that the other
constructions considered above in that the inverted subject is
ryE=final’, the difference being that here We are not dealing
with a VP, but rather with an AF, PP or NF predicate. As before,
spanish does not forbid the b., d. and f. censtructions.

If we assume, as in Koopman & Sportiche (1588}, that the EA

forms a Small Clausc with its VP in Agentive constructions, and
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that for some reason the subject of the Small clause follows the
predicate in {atalan (opticnally¥ in Spanish), then this idea
gX¥tends naturally to tonh—~¥F small Clausas.,

It has been contended in several papers (Bonet (19897,
Saccon (19911 that subject inversion is not possible with
copulative constructions involving an individual-ievel predicate
{in Kratzer's (1988) terminulogy).* The evidence is based on

examples like the fellowing:

(17) a. *f£c intel.ligent en Joan
I= intelligent the Joan
bE. *Es de Barcelona la Maria

Is from Barcelona the Maris

The guestion is: are these examples unacceptable because
individual-level predicates d¢ not admit subject inversion at
all, or bkecause there ls some restriction which excludes these
examples without excluding all cases of subject inversicn with
individual-level predicates? I will contend that the latter idea
is on the right track.

First of all, it iz a general fact that the inverted
zubject, when sentence—final is Focus. Then 1t might be the case
that in the preceding examples there is some problem concarning

the interpretation of the Focus element.

* In fact, several authors have contended that indjvidual-
level-prodicate copulative constructions the subject is directly
generated in Spec of INFL (Eratzer (1288), Torregs {(1989)1). I
think thiz is hardly tenable if the split INFL hypothesis is to
e Kept, unless it is somehow reinterpreted {e.g., by assuming
that the Arqument of an individual level predicake is generated
higher up than the Argument of a Stage level predicate). I will
abstract away from the issue. I think that, being cquipped with
the ISH and empty categories, we should not give up strict
locality constraints on  predicatjon, unless semanticists
themselves were to say otherwise for strictly semantic reasons,
which is unlikely.
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A= argued in Kuneo (1972), the element interpreted as Focus
has what we he terms an ‘exhaustive reading’ interpretation.
Consider the following sentences:

{18) a. En Jpar e= presentari en aguesta plaga
The J. BI-will-present in this post
‘Joan will apply for this post’
b, En aguesta placa, shi presentara el Jozan
In this post SI-there-will-pre=zent the J.
It is John who will apply for this post*

Sentenges a. and b. Aiffer in that en Joan is Focus in b,
but not in a. Unlike the sentence in a., the sentence in b.
naturally suggests that Joan is the only applicant, or at least
the only one out of a discourse-determined set of people. This
is what wo mean by ‘exhaustive reading’ for Focus.'

Now consider the sentences in (17) again. We could argue
that what nakes these statements odd is the fact that the
predicates involved do not naturally admit an exhaustive reading,
ospecially if they are stated out of the blue: it is odd to say
that ‘someons i= the one who is intelliqgent?, implying that the
others simply are not. If this line of reasconing is correct, the
prediction is that individual level predicates will not allow
{ focuaed) inverted supjects as far as there ic =mome conflict with
Focus interpretation. If some individual level predicates are not

liahle to such a conflict, subject inversion will be alright with

*  Perhaps the ‘Yexhaustive reading' ©elongs to  the
presupposition, if it is the case it can be cancelled, as the
following dialegue could suggest:

A:1 JOHH will apply for the post!

B: And Mary?

A Well, yes, Mary too.

It is not ¢lear, though, if speaker A is correcting his
previous assertion in his reply, cor perhaps wesetting the range
of the discourse presupposed set, of which the ’exhaustive
reading’ holds.
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them. I think this prediction is fulfilled. First of all, suppose
we add a degree adverb to a predicate such gs fintelligent’
(frore/less iLntelligent’): the moedified predicate will more
easily allow 2 Focus interpretation for its subject, because it
is the case that somebody is exhaustively the persgn who *ig more
intelligent than others belonging to sone discourse-determined
set of people’. So subject inversion is guite natural in this

CASes

{19] a. Es mé= intel.ligent en Joan
Iz more intelligent the Joan
k. £5 menys perillesa la dinamita

Is less dangerous the dynamite

on the other hand, individual-level predicate copulative
constructions with inverted subject improve if we nake the

gxhaustive reading linguistically more explicit, as in (20]:

200 a., Nemés &5 intel.ligent en  Joan

only 1is intelliaent the Joan
fonly Joan is intelligent’

b. De nosaltres, només és de Barcelona en  Joan
Qf us onnly is from Barcelona the Joan
fut of us, only Joan is from Barcelona”

c. En aguest llibre, només &5 interessant el prileg
In this book only ig interesting the preface

‘In this book, only the preface is interestingf

S0 I will assume that individual leavel predicates deo not
exclude subject inversion in principle. What excludes some of the
constructions is the independent fact that the inverted subject

is interpreted as Focus and Foouas redquires an exhaustive readity.
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Similar considerations are wvalid for non-copulative
indiwvidual level predicates (such as ‘to know how', ‘to hate’):
they easily allow an inverted suhject as f[ar as an exhaustive
reading interpretation is pragmatically available or

linguistically emphasized:

£21) a. De nosalfres, només sap cantar bhe en Joan
of us only knows to-sing well the Joan
‘out of us, only Jean can =ing well”
b, Jo adio les cerimdnies, perd encara les sdia més en Joan
I hate the ceremcnies but even them-hates more the J.

I hate cersemonices, but Joan hates theam even more

2.2.4. On the Availability of Subiject Inversion

it has often been clained that subject inversion is a highly
restricted option in languages allowing it. Since we are going
to argue that the inverted subject pogition 1s a Casze position
available in principle for any sentence in a NSL, we should say
something in this connection. Let us revise two recent proposals
on tha issue.

Rizzi {1991-a) suggests that subject inversion i=s only
pos=zible if no avert complements intervene betwean the verb and
the inverted subject. This would be due to a reguirement of
adjacency for Wominative assignment. I think this suggestion is
problematic for at least two reasonsd

a)l We would be dealing with merely phonocleogical adjacency,
for when the complements are absent, they must be realized as
empty categories. This is not in accordance with traditional
proposals on adjacency reguirsments for Case marking.

b) If the adijacency reguirement wags due to Case assighment,

we would expect sharply degraded constructions when the
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requirement is viclated [(comparable to *John put on the table the
book}. In fact, there are many exanples of subject inversion with
the order vV 0 5 being perfectly acceptable. I think that the
varying degrees of acceptability of the word order ¥V O § rather
depend on the contextual or pragmatic plausikbility for the ¥ o
sequence to be interpreted as a topic of conversation (so VD
sequences like focook the meal’, ‘pay the bill’, etc. readily
accept a postverbal subject, whereas =segucnces like ‘find a
curicus worm’ Jdo not). So, both in Catalan and, as far as I Knew,
in Italian, =sentences like the following are perfectly

aococeptablo:

(22) a. avui fara el dinar en Joan {Catalan)
Today will-make the lunch the J.
fToday Joan will coock the lunch’
k., ¢uestc mese, paghera le fatture Gianni (Italian)
This month will-pay the bills G.
*This month Gianni will pay the Lills-

Delfittn & Pintes {1992) make the surprising <laim that
inverted subjects are subject to the Definiteness Effect, and
that apparent countererxamples should be analyzed as invelving a
Small Clause structure. They present acceptabillity contrasts as

the following:

{23) Ha recensito 1l libro un professcore/s*Gianni

Hag reviewed the book a professor 7 G.

From the empirical point of wview, if there is a contrast in
[22), it is wvery thin:*’ in fact neither of the options in (23)

should be very natural if asserted out of a context. Mo such

* The Italian speakers 1 asked found no such coptrast.
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contrast will appear in (24), which i5 a more felicitous sentence

from the pragmatical point of view:

(24} Oyggi, ha <ondotte la macchinz un ragazzo/Gianni
Today has driven the car a oy .

*Today & BOY/GIANNI has driven the car’

From the thecretical poin of view, assuming that a Small
Clause structure is an avallatle alternative option for +verbs
being agentive predicates looks problematic w.r.t. the Projection
Principle. ©On the other hand, if we assune that Focus i= an
ocperator that creates a lambda predicate in its scope at LF, the
Small Clause structure is in some sense guaranteed withoout having
to revise the underlying projection of predicates, which should
optimally be uniform: a lambda predicate for Focus would create

& structure roughly rapresented like (25).b) [(for (25).a)):

[2E) a. 1 saw JOHN
k. John, { I saw x ]

roughly read as: JOHN is the x I saw

In fact, lamhda operators are Teguired for the
interpretation of any guantifier {(or operator, more generally)
if we adopt a Quantifier Raising approach {see Heim (1982)). 5o
tor indeopendently motivated reasons a structure being roughly a
Small Clause 1s obtained for free without having to revise the
underlying proijection of predicates at D-strueture, which should
cptimally ke wniform.

In cenclusion, although subject inwersion is not apparently
a freely available option, I ceontend that this is not due to
grammatical factors, but rather teo the fact that inverted
subjects are usually Pocus and Focus is an operator that has

strong pragmatic and discursive interactions.
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2.2.6. Floating Quantifiers

Koopman & Sportiche [1%£8) argue that Qs may ke used as a
diagnestic for detecting the internal subject peosition even in
languages where there is no free subject inversion. For English,
this pesitienh would be pre-vpP [(or pre-XP, vhere XP 1is an
gddectival, noninal or prepesiticonal predicate, in copulative

sentences), as the following examplegz swggest:

[26) a. The boys hawve all/both understoosd
&, The boys are all/both  intelligent/stodents/in the

kitchen

For Catalan [(Spanish, and Italian), FQs can appear both in

pre-vP and post-VP position:

{27] a. Els nois faran {tots) la felha (tots)
The bovs will-do {all} the work (all)

bB. El= nois estan (tots) cansats (tots)

The bois are [all) tired (all)

If ¥Koopman & Sportiche’s hypothecis is correct, then our
idea that the subject basic pocition ic one of right-addunction
tes the VP (or XP predicate) in Catalan would have to be
gqualified.

our suggestion is that, zince the subject basic position is
one of right-adjunction te VP in Catalan, FQs appearing to the
left of the cbiect actually occupy a higher positicon in the
structure [(a specifier ¢f some FCY. This is the hypobhesis
adopted in Bonet {(1989).

On the other hand, for <¢atalan it is net clear that FQ are
material left by HKP-movemnent as 1is assumed in Xoopman &

Sportiche. Consider the following examples:
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{28) a. Els nois han presentat tets dos la sol.licitud

The hoys have submitted 211 Ewe the application
‘The boys have both subnitted the application’

bE. Ja ha presentat tothom la =ol.licitud
Already has submitted averyvbody the application
'Everybody hag gsubmitted the application now’

2. Encara no ha presentat ninge la sol.licitud
Yet not has submitted nobody the application
‘Nobody has submitted the applicatieon yet!

In [(28).a) tots dos ‘both’ iz not likelvy to he an element
left by novement, in that it cannot form a constituent with the
preverbal subject (*tots dos els nols). In (28).b/.c) ninguy
‘nobody’ and tothom 'everybody?! cannot be considered fleoating
elenents in any reasonable sence: nevertheless, they have 3
distrikbution similar to that of FgQ.

In conclusion, we will assume that the basic position for
aubject is post-VP {or XP} in Catalan, and that a certain type
of elements [Fls and certain single-word guantifiers) can raise
to a higher pre-VP pasition.

On the other hand, any theory of FQs has to admit that there

are several pogitions for FRs, as can be geen in [29):

{29) They might {all) have (alil} been (all}) chatting her up.
Obvisusly, noet all these positions can be in the subject

hasic position, and possibly none of them iz, ag far as FQs

cannot occur in VP-final peosition, which we clain is the subject

basic position:

{307 *They might have been chatting her up all.
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I will adept the view that FQs undergo leftward movement,
which 1s a t¥pical situation for light guantifier particles
([e.g., Frepch riesr "nothing’, tout feverything® agc chjects -gsee
Pollock [198%9)).

These assunptions will be &rucial in ocor characterization
of subject inversion in the following chapters. In fact, we
already considecred the alternative possibility that inverted
subjects are not in their basic position, but rather in some
derived (Focus) position. To the extent that either alternative
iz generalizakle throwgh the range of languages we will ke

considering, this will not be a problen.

Z2.31. The Projection of Arguments

The ISH does not challenge the hypothesis that there is, in
some =sSense, an oxterhal Argumenht {EA) in the cases it had been
traditionally postulated (transitive and uneragative verkg}, This
hypothesis makes sense for both empirical reasons (singling out
Eis provides a basis for explaining their peculiar behavior) and
theoretical reasons. Concerning the latter, it is desirable to
preserve some version of the Uniformity of Theta Assignment
Hypothesiz (UTAH), as defined in Baker (l1%B6:46):

(31) Uniformity of Theta Assignment Hypothesis
Identical thematic relationships between items are
represented by identical structural relationships between

those iteme at the lewvel of D=structure.

It might turn out that (31} is too strong: it i= a well-

known fact that different languages allow for different
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realizations of Arguments which are nonethelsass thematically

identical:

(32} a. English: to look at DP (prepositional complement)

b. Catalan: mirar DP (DO complemsnt)

Even so, some implementation <of a weakened version of the
UTAH could ke stated as folleows (in the spirit of Belletti §
Rizzi (1988)}):

{32) a. There is a thematic hierarchy which has to De mirrored
by the structural hierarchy when the Arguments are
rrojected.

b. The Agent Argunent (which is at the top of the thematic
hierarchy) not only has to be projected as the highest
Argument in the structure, but alsoc as the EAi.

2. The EA 1s projected in a position external tro VP,
specifically, adjeined to VP f(as a DPF or, possibly, as

a by-phrase, in passives).

The Theme Argument, on the other hand, would be the lowest
one in the Thematic hiararehy and therefors it would be projected
as the cleosest Argument to the wverb, az a 0P in the unmarked
case, 0Or alternatively, as Larson (1%88) proposocs, the Thene
could be the highest Argument inside the strict VP, and then
pessibly the second Argument in the hierarchy.

In any case, what will be crucial for our characterization
of the facts concerning Burzic’s Generalization i1s that the EA
is structurally higher that the ohject aArgument: the presence of
the EA will prevent any other Argument (and specifically the
object) from becoming a subject, while the absence &f the EA will
force some other Argument [usuvally the object) to become a

cubject in some specific sense we will make precise.
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2-4. The Split INFL Hypothesis and Verb Movement

We will be assuming z version of the split-INFL hypothesis,
specifically one which AGRP dominates TP, as in Belletti [199l}.

The structure of the sentence iz as in (24):

(34) [agrp ---[yp ---[vp 111

where other peossible Pos {such as NEGF and Object-AGRP) are
gmitted.' For the contention that AGR is higher than T in the
hierarchy, I adhere fo the mpotivation presented in Belletti
(1991} (the Mirror Principle effects for wverbal tense and AGR
affixes, the plausibility that the subject pccppies Spec of AGRP
and not that of TF, etc.),.

My working hypethesis throughout Chapters 2 to 4 will be
that the hierarchy in (34) is uniform across languages {[or at
least the languages I will ke considering): this will facilitate
the discussion of the contrast between HSL and non-HSLs by
minimizing the parametric factors of wariation. In Chapter 5,
however, we will explore the alternative wview that the FC
hierarchy is parapeterized in a minimal way {concerning only two
FCs), thicsc parameterization being tightly related to the Null
Subject parameter.

One of the facts our theory will ke concerned with is vo-
movement. The general fact is that N5Ls ssem to exhibit longer
V-movement than some non~HSk=s. This will be a natural
gconsegquence of our theory, =slthough we will ngt ke able to
predict the exacht details of V-movement.

Specifically, two facts will naturally follow from our

theory:

1* See Pollock (1989, Chomsky (1888), Bellettl (1521}, Laka
(1290} for zome well-khown proposals on the issue, See Chonsky
{1222) for a proposal on object AGR.
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(35} a. Finite sentences in N5L always wnderge long verb-
mevement {while they do not always in hon-N3Ls, e.4. in
English). See Pollock (1982) and Belletti (1991) for a
characterization of the facts.

. Infinitival sentences in NSLs allow long vorb-povement,
while they do not in non-HSLs (see Pollock (19849 and
Belletti (L1991)).

The feollowing examples from Italian show that there i= no
asymmetry between finite and infinitival sentences ¢concerning the

word order W.r.t. negative elements:

(367 a. Won ha mai detto la werita (finita)
Mot has never tald the truth
‘{5)he has never told the truth”
b. Non dire mai la werita... {infinitival)}
Not to=-tell nowver the truth

Filever) to (pever) tell the truth’

In Catalan and Spanish the word-order facts suggest, if
anything, that infinitives undergo longer head nmovement, as some
adverbs that can preceds the finlte verb ctannot precede the

infinitival {I give examples from Catalan):

(37) Finite septences:
a. (Sempre) diu {sempre) lz wveritat
[Aalways) tells (always) the truth
F(5)he always tells the truth’
b.o [(Ja) te (a3 a2l permis
(Already) has (already) the permissich

*{8)Yhe already has the permissicn’
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{382y Infinitives:
2. Mo cal (ttsempr=] dir {sempre) la weritat
Mot nust  [(always) to-tell [always)] the truth
‘1t is net necessary to always tell the troth
b. Mfagradaria (*ja) tenir {33 el permois
Me-would-please {already)} to-have (alr.) the permission

1 would like to already have the permission’

In fact, in Chapter 4 we wWill make c¢rucial use of the idea
that in some HSLs ¥-movement in infinitives i= a slightly longer
than in finite clauses. But whether or not the above examples
indicare longer verh movement for infinitives than for finlte
sentences, it seemsz clear that wverb movement in Catalan (and
Spapish) infinitives is no shorter than in the corresponding
finite clauses.

For simplicity, we will assume that lenyg verb-novement is
movement up to AGR®, which is the highezt FC in the hierarchy.
The facts in hoth {(35).3) and (35)1.Db) will follow from the way
Nominative Case is assiqned in HSLs. In fact, the essential of
Pollack’s (192827 initial idea that V is allowed to move to a
functicnal haad only if that head is ‘rich’ can be Rept under the
approach we will propose. But here we will use the clearer
notiens of ‘contentful’ /fempty’ Instead of ‘rich’/f‘poor’. In fackt
‘contentful © deoes net imply morphologically realized, as we will
sea {the opposite is not true: when a FC has some distinctive
norphaleogy -e.9., agreement in English present tenge-, it

obvyiously has some content).
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2.5. Case Theory

As for Case theory, our nain concern will be the Case which
is assigned to the septence subjesct, namely Nominative in the
unnarked case, AcCusative in ECM constructions, Obligue in for-
infinitives, and, we will assume, a Null case PRO-infinitiwves,

In the GB tradition, Nominative i= agsigned by INFL (AGR)
to theo specifier of INFL (AGR). In Koopman & Speortiche {19887,
a more complex view is propoted, according to which there are two
ways in which Nominative Case can he assianed:

a) Government: INFL assigns Nominative to the subject basic
pesition, which it governs.

L) Agreement: INFL assigns Nominative to the subject in
Spec—IHFL, with which it agrees.

While the second option takes place only when the Argument
bacoming subject raises to Spec-INFL, the first one invelves no
raising of the subject (or at leaskt no raising up to Spec—~INFL).
Aocording to these linguists, these twe possibilities are not
exclusive, so that languages can choose gither or both.

In the present thesis, we will rather adopt the view that
thege twao options are disjunctive, sc that languages can uyse
either but not boath. Specifically, we will contend that HRSL
fwhich allow subject inversion) are languages exclusively using
the governnment strategy, while non-NSL exclusively use the
agreement strategy. On the other hand, the option cho=en by a
language will not ke directly set as a parameter value, but
rather wiil be derived from constraints on how AGR is licenced
in a given language.

If they are exclusive, then NSLs having subject inversion
(then government-Mominativa) do not have agresment-Hominative.
This in turn implies that preverbal subjects are not in a Case
position, since Nominative 1s assigned to the {empty) DP in

subject basic position. Therefore the depepdency between the
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preverbal subject and the (empty) position in the subject basic
position will be one of resumptive strategy. In Chapter 5 we will
argue for this view.

Within the 35plit INF Hypothesis, we chould address the
guestion of which FC is responsible for HNominative Case
assignment. In Chapters 3 and 4 we will adopt the working
hypothesis that it is AGRE* which assigns Nominative in both the
agreement and government strateqy. In Chapter 5, however, we will
propose that T° is the bkasic Nominatiwve-assigner by government,
and that AGR® assigns government-Nominative only by combining
with T". AGR*, on the other hand, is the only Nominative-assigner

by agreenent.
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Chapter =

PBPurz=ico' = GCeneralization and EPP

0. Introduction

The so-called Burziors Generadlication (from now on BG, see
Burzio (1%81)/(1986)) appears ta be an accurate characterization
of the distribution of Accusatiwve Case, at least for a wide range

af languages:

(1] (5tructural} Accusatiwve Case iz available iff there i= an

ocxternal B=role.

The biconditicnal in {1} can be split into two different

implications:

(2] a) External f-role -> Accusative

b) Accusative -» external B-roles

In fact, (2j.a) is not difficult to derive for werhs havinpg
an external Argument (EA) and an internal one realized as ohiectk:
if there is no Accusative case, a verh having these two [not
inherently Case-marked) Arguments will not be able to appear in
a well-formed structure, since either the EA oy the ohject will
remain Case-less.

i1, {2).8) makes & prediction that is not triwvial:
intransitive (verkhs having an EA but no obiect) are Accusative
asslqners, so that they are able to assign Accusative to some DP.

Congider:
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(3) a. He talked my head off (see Burzio (19867)
b, Vuit hores, no les treballa /derm  [Catalan)
Eight hours not them,, -works/sleops
‘He does not wWork/sleep for eight hours’
¢. BlS cent metres esls corre facilment
The hundred meters them,.,~runs easily

‘He easily runs the bundred meters’

(21.0) is, however, the most Aifficult part to derive and
the one we will concentrate on: it is not cobvious why a verb
cannot exist, in English asz in many other languages, keing like
to £f8ll (i.e., an unaccusative wverb) but assigning Accusative.
an tha other hand, (2).b) strongly underminegs the standard Caze-
theoretical account for DP-moevement, namely, that a DP moves to
obtain Case: it follows from (2).h) that a DP will fail to have
Aocusative Case pregisely in the cases where OP-novenent to
gbtain another Case is available,' the EA being absent. Conzsider

the following D-strucktures!

(4 a. John [vp melt the ica ] (transitive)
h, - [yp be melted the ice ] (passivea)
o. - [vp meltc the ice | [unaccusative )
(5 a. J. [VP beliewve [{p the ice to VP ] ] [ECM)
B - [yp be believed [{p the ice to YF ] 1 (ECM-passive)
c. - [yp seam [;p the ice toe VP 1 ] ({raising)

In the a. examnples Wwe have verhs assigning an external 6~
rale: as predicted by BG, Accusative Case is availakle. In the
c. exanples there is no external 8-role, while in the b. exanplos

the external O-raole is not projected {at least as a visible DP).

! Abstracting away from PRO, if it doegs not chtain Case. In
fact we will agsuma it deoes.
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In both b. and c., Accusative is not assigned, and conseguently
the Argument the ice has no option but DF-movement to the subject
position. These facts strongly suggest that DP-movement iz not
due %o lack of Case, but rather to the possibility feor DPp-
movement to take place. So, {2).%) could be replaced by:

[6) accusative ic assigned only if DP-movement is not an
alternative available option for the DP to obtain Case {or

be realized as PROD).

Fut ancther way, 1t can be easily shown that BG stands in
a8 relation of theoretical circularity with Case Theory and Theta
theory. In fact, for any well-formed structure invaelving an

nnaccusative verb or a raising verb, the following implications

hold:
- Case theory: [-Accusative] -> DBE-movenent
- @-criterion: DP-movement -> {-Ext. B-role]?
- Burziofs Gen.: [-Ext. @-role] => [=Accusative]

So, BG is problematic in two respects:

- it establishes a correlaticon between two facts that do not
Ilock akin tn nature: the existence of the EA and the avallability
of Accusative Casae.

- it undermines the classical Cage account for DE-—movemnenht
as a last resort device to abtain Case, since it leads tn
cireularity in this connection.

Another guestion that should be addressed concerning BG is

its universality. Are 21l languages subject to BG? If we take the

7 Within the Internal subject hypothesis, NP-movement
regquires absence of external bG-role not bacauge of the Theta
critericon, but bhecause of Case theory: there would be two
Arguments competing for a Subject Case-posltion. In any event,
the result is the same.
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sa-callad ergative languages (EL=) into consideratien, it seems
it is not. L2t us consider a ftransitive/unaccusative wverk like
to melt again and let wus compare the Case array in ELs with that

of non-Els:

{71 External Arqument Internal Argument

Els Trans. Ergative Case Absclutive Case
Unacc. - Absolutive Case

non-gLs Trans. Hominative Casa Aocusative Case
Unacc. - Nominative Case

If we apalyze ELs as invelving obligatory passive for
trangitive verbs (as in =some traditional analyses), then BG is
falsified in one sense: if obligatory passive is interpreted as
systematic lack of Accusative Case, then it ic not the case that
the presence of an EA Implies Accusative, as BG predicts in one
SENSg,

Another analysis is possibkble for ELs in which Ergative Case
is eguated with Hominative and absolutive with Accusative.? With
such an analysis, BG is falsified in the other sense: Absclutive
(=Accusative) is available independently of the presence of an
Eh. In the next chapter we will proposse a parameter which
actounts for the contrast between EBELS and non-ELs, =0 that BG
will be derived from the ([-Ergatiwve] wvalue of that parameter,
while anpocther the [+Ergative) value will give rise to another

generalization holding of ELs.

Before making our propesal in the next chapter, we will
explore the possibility of deriving BG from more or less standard
assumptions. The conclusion will be that a different approach is

necescary.

7 Ses Levin (1933-a/B) for such an analysis applied to
Basoue.
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2. Possible Solutions Based on CHAIN Theory

In this section we will try to provide 3 way of deriving BG
which would be baszed on Chomskyfs {(1286-b) theory of CHAINS,
togocther with a wersion of the Extended Projection Principle and
other more or less independently motivated assumptions,. Later we
will argue that this sclution is noet adequate, and argue for a
radically different hypothesis. Some version of the EPP, whether
g primitive or a theorem, Will be reguired in any case. Lot us

start by a brief review of haw the EPP ¢can be used to derive BG.

2.1. The Extended Projection Principle

&= far as the EPP redquires some DP to appear in the sentence
suhieckt pesition, it gan be conceived as a way to derive BG,
specifically (2)-b) above: what we want fto explain is why
Aoccusative cannot be assigned when there i= no EA. Roughly stated
the answer would be: when the EA is not present, the EPP reguires
the internal Argument to raise te subject position. 5S¢, supposing
there were verbs not having an EA and at the same time assigning
Aaccusative, and teo sink was one of them, a sentence like (3]
could be excluded because of the EPP, since no DP is filling the

subject position:
{&]1 *Zank [the boat]-ace

Since the boat has to raise to subject position, where {in
a finite sentence) it will receive Mominative, then Accusative
cannot be assigned, because if it were the Chain {the boat, r)

would have twe Cases!

{29) *The boat,.. sank t,.
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This first appreach cannct work  without  further
developments. Firzt of all, we want to exclude cases such as

(13):

{10y *The boat, to sink t,-acce would bhe terrible.

where the BPP is fulfilled and the boat inherits Accusative Case
from its trace: there is no Case-confliet, because the head of
the chain has no Case, angd still the structure is 1ll=formed.
Here we cannot appeal to a Last Resort principle for DP-movenent
in search for Case, since wWe are crucially assuming that DP-
movement 15 not trigdered by Case reguirenmsnts, but rather by the
EFF.

There is ancther problem having 6 do with tha existence of
expletive constructions. Since expletives seenm Tt ke able to
satisfy the EPP, we must ask osurselves why wWe cannat have
structures like {113, where the expletive satigsfies the EPP and

the internal Argument rewmains in situ apnd receives Accusative:

(11] *There developed | the problem ],..
(Cf. There developed a problem}

In order to overcome these problems, @ more sophisticated
thesry ls regquired. We will see how the notion of CHAIN can be

useful in thisz connection.

2.2. CHATHS

A z=¢lution for the abave problems can be hased on Chomsky's
(1986-b) theory of CHAINS, together with a wersion of the
Extended Projection Principle. CHAIN can be defined as the
unification of twe traditionally different syntactic concepts:

A-Chains fordered sets of A-positiens linked by an
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antecedent /trace dependency) and expletive /Argupent dependencies.
CHATHS are the entities that receive B-roles, subject Lo the
condition they have only one £ase,. S¢ hoth (& man, £) in (12).a)

and ({here, a man) in (12).b) would be instances of CHAINS:

(12 a. A man came t

k. There came a man

In both CHAINS in [12) there is a single A-role [(namely the
ane assigned by to come Lo 1ts internal Argument) and a single
Case (namely MHNominative). Since in both <ases the internal
Argument cnds up being part of a CHATIN, we could try to explaoit
the idea that it is the gbligatoriness of CHAIN @ Tormation that
prevents this Argument £fyem receiving Accusative, even if
Accusative is available in principle. Suppese, then, we assume
the following principles, ohe of which is a special version of

the Extended Projecticn Principle (EFP):

{12) Accusative assiqgnment is always avallable but optional.
{14) Extended Projection Pripciple:
Spec of INFL has to be a menber of a CHAIN.®

These two principles are at the basis ¢f an explanation for
the BG facts: if there is an EA, thi= Argument can (and probably
must} obtain Case by becoming menber of a CHAIN (let us assume

that a =ituation where the EA receives hccusative zand the

* e could alternatively define (14) as:

fi} %pec of AGR has to head a CHAIN
wore it not for the case of infinitives in raising constructions,
where Spec of AGR in the infinitive does not head the (maximal)
CHAIN, (1) can work if we are able to define the sub-CHAIN headed
hy Spec of AGR as a CHAIN in an interesting way. If we simply
state that any sub-CHAIN 1s a CHAIN, the notion of ‘heading a
CHAIN* is not different from the notion of ‘being member of a
CHAINC.
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internal Argument enters an INFL-CHAIN ig excluded in sone
way*); 1f there is no EA, the object has te become member of a

CHALR. This is so hecause, as is essential in a theory of CHAINS:

(15) A CHAIN must contzin one and only one B-role.

Still, we want to exclude cases like the follewing, where
there 1is a CHAIN fulfilling the above conditieons hut where

Accusative has been assigned:

(15} a. *The probklem,.,, develaped t,.;
br. *There,,. developed the problemn...

Thece cases are naturally excluded within the spirit of a
theory of CHAINS: since CHAINS are the exprescion of an Argument,

we cat assume that a CHAIN canhot have more than one Casel

(17) A CHAIN must contain one and only one Case,

Both examples in {16} involve CHATHS containing two Cases:
accusative [assigned to the foot) and Hominative {(assigned to the
head?.

There are still some casas to be excluded if wea want the
present theory to be minhimally acourate. Al)l of the following
examples fulfil the preceding principles and =till they are

pngranmatical:

* Since the EA is not governed by ¥V even in itz bpasic
poeition, Accusative will not be available for it. Let us assune
that V-raizing canhot widen the Caze assigning scope of the verh.
In the theory we will develop in the noxt chapter, Accu=zative
assignment tg the EA is further blocked because AGR colindexation
overrides this possibility, in the sSane way it prevents
accusative assignment to the object in unaccusative or passive
constructions.
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(18} a. *It is strange there to devalop the problem,.
b, *It is strange the problen to develop t,..
c. *It scems there to have developsad the problen, .

d. *It =eemz the problem to have developed t,...

In (18) the CHAINS ({there, the problem) and (the problem,
£)) contain ane and only one Argument and one and only one Case,
and still they are strongly ungrammatical. In a standard theory
CHAIN formation is triggered as a last resort for Case marking.
53 the akove examples could he excluded kecavse ¢f a last resort
principle that would prohibit forming a CHAIN longer than Cage
requirerents demand. But We cannet adopt a last resort principle
bazaed on {ase marking herse because it is essential to the present
theory that CHATIN formation is triggered by our version of the
EPP in (14). S5p we have to stipulakte that Case can only be
assigned to the head of a CHAIN.

sunmarizing, the following set of prineiples can derive the

BG facts in a rough way:

(13} Accusative assignmept iz always available but optional.
{14) Extanded Frojection Frinciple:
Spec of INFL has to be a membar of a CHAIN.
(153 A& CHAIN must contain one and only one B-role.
{17% A CHAIM rust contain one and only one Case.
{19) Only the head of a maximal CHAIN can be Case marked.

Notice that ([18) and (17) are standard ascumptions for

thains {(therefore they should also be for CHAINS). (13) iz a

theoratically desirable result on the grounds of simplicity and
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generality.® The extended projection principle in (14) is alse

a natural develcopmenht cnce we adopt a theory of CHAINS,

Hotice also that (14) in conjunction with (1S) implies that
expletives are always linked toc an Argument. So, the subkject of
a weathar verb like Eo rain has to be an Argument itself, since
there 15 no other Argument In the sentence for ah expletive=
Arguient CHATH to be formed. Let us assume, then, that what
Chomsky (1%81) dubbed a guasi-Argument (i.e., the subject of
weather verb) is an Argument as far as (15) is concerned.

For the above theory to work, we have to assume that FROD has
some Case. This is in the spirit of the theory of Visibility (sce
Chomsky (1986-~b)), by which Case is necessary for a Chain {CHAIN)
to be assigned a 8-role:r a CHAIN headed by PRC needs a B-role as
any other, so some Kind of Case should be available for PRG. Let

us therefore assume PRO bears sone {possibly intrinsic) Caze.

2.3. Conditiocns on Expletive CHATINS

The theory developed thus fax deoes not say anything about
the wallformedness conditions on expletive CHAINS. In fack, there
are only three types of well-formed expletive CHAINS, acceording
to standard accounts:

- expletive-CP CHAINS (It strikes me that...):;

- sxpletive-indefinite CHAINS (There came a man)) and

- null expletive-inverted subject CHAINS (Italian: pro ha

telefonato Gianni ‘pro has telephoned Gianni”).

* In fact, we could expect that Accusative, like Hominative,
is not always avatlable: still, like Nominative, 1ts distributjon
would not be subject to lexical idicosyncrasies, but rather teo
syntactic constraints (e.g., passives could possibly e non
accusative—assigning contexts).
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The third type seems to be restricted to NSLs. A theory
about CHAINS has to be able to predict why these {and only these)
are well-formed expletive CHATHNS.

Concerning expletive-indefinite CHAINZ, let us consider
Halletti‘s (1988} theory of Partitive cCase. According to
Belletti, the indefinite DP receives Partitive Case, which is an
inherent Case.

It predicts, on the basis of the assumption that Partitive
iz an inherent Cage, and that inherent Case ic always assigned
to an Argument by & head that B-marks it, that indefinite pP‘s
in these constructions are restricted teo B-positions, (see
(20}.a)), and specifically to B-positions which are B-marked by
the verb which assigns partitive (=see (20}.B)):

(20} a. "There seeh menh to have come

b. "There were considered men intelligent

In fact, Belletti’s theory should be gualified in order to
deal with certain types of Small Clause subjects. Specificzlly,
tmall Clagses which are complements af causative verbs allow

Fartitive subjects (examples from Catalan):

(21) a. Mo deixeu [g~ llibres cherts ]
Hot leave books open
fDontt leave {any) books apen”
b. Aquesta politica manté f[gp gent en atur ]
This policy  keeps people in redundancy

*This policy keeps some peoble redundantt’

* The English glosses might be misleading because English
baro NP= can be both indefinite and generic. Catalan bare NPs are
cnly indefinite.
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We could deal wWith these and sinilar cases by resorting to
Rizzi's [1986) idea of Affectedness: ih (21) the subject of the
Small Clause is faffected’ hy the process expressed by the main
verb., We could in fact go further ta say that the main verb
participates in f-marking the SC subject {(i.=., the SC subject
receives a compositicnal B-role). If 5o, Belletti'=s contention
that Partitive Case is an inherent (hence B-associated) Case is
not falsified.

Theye are two octher cases whére the indefinite zubject of
a Znall Clause could possibly not be 6G-marked by the werb
governing it: these are the complement 2C of to have and the 5C
in existential construauctions (1f thay involve a 5C) (eX.s5 from

Catalan):*

(22} a. Tinc [5e llibres a la nevera ]
I-have books in the refrigerator
L. Hi ha [oe MITWPLS al congelador |

There are MITWPLS in-the freszer

Far to have, one could in fact argue that there is
affectedness w.r.t. the SC subkject, In the case of existential
constructions ({which are a central case for the study of
Partitive), their internal predicative Structurs is a subject of
dehate: Moro {(in several papers: (1988%, (1991}, (1952)) clains
that the predicate in existential constructions is the raised
locative (there in English). 54 it might turn out that the
problem disappears onhce we have a better understanding of the
construction,

I think Belletti’s theory is appealing on empirical graunds.
From the theoretical point of view, however, it is not ¢lear that

Partitiwve should be an inherept Case:; in fact it does not look

For these cases anather constraint seems to be at work:
individual=-level 5Cs do not allow a partitive.
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like a Case at all, if Case 15 conceived as a merely formal
entity of no interpretative import: Partitive forces the DP
receiving it ko be indefinite.® For convenience, however, we
shall adopt the essentizls of Belletti‘s theory 1in the next
chapter, leaving the gquestion open of whether it could be
reinterpreted in a differcnt way still compatible with our
theory.

In any event, if we adopt Belletti’s theory together with
the above proposal on CHAINS, the account for BG does not work
a5 it stands, since an explative-indefinite CHAIN would contain
two Cases [Homipnative and Partitive).

another problem the above theory does not account for is
subject inversion in languages such as Italian and itg absence
in languages like English. If subject inversion is analyzed as
invoelving an expletive/Nominative CHAIN, then why are overt-

expletive/inverted-subject CHAINS not possible?

A solution to both problems can be based oh the following

principles {which replace (l7) above]:

{23) & CHAIH can not contain two structural Cases.

{24) MNull expletives do not reguire Case, while overt ones do.

{23) and [24) together allow the thres only cases of
expletive CHAINS which are attested:

* Spe Pasetsky (1982) for the contention that Partitive is
restricted to certain positions hecause of its guantificaticonal
nature. See also Reuland & ter Meulen (1987) for discussion on
the semantic/formal nature of the (Inh)definiteness Constrainke.
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- expletive/CF (assuming that the CP does not require —or
even acgept- Case): there 1s one Case, which is assigned to and

retained by tha sxpletive:
f25) Ik strikes me that...

- expletive/indefinite: the expletive is assioned Nominative
{or whatever Case is assigned in Spec ¢f INFL) and the indefinite
is assigned Partitive. The twe Cases do not conflict according

to (23) 1f Partitive is an inherent Case:
[26) Phere arrived & man

= mill- expletives/Noninative (free subject inversion): the
null expletive is assigned Nominative, but, since it does not
require Case, Noninative can he transmitted to the inverted

Subject:

{27) pro Lo fara Gianni

it-will-do Giannt
Z2.4. Problems

The above theory crucially relies on a theory of axpletives.
In the next section, I will consider Binding Theory facts which
appear to undermine such a kind of apptoach. I will contend that
some generalizations are not expressed by the preceding theory.

Let us see, for the moment, some nore immediate problens.
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2.4.1. Enwpirical Froklems

The theory presented in the preceding sections essantizlly
trics to derive Burziofs Generalization by assuming that Spec of
INFL always has to contain a member of a CHAIN, so that the
absence of an EA will force the object to become a member of such
a CHAIN. Assuming that in the absence of a projected EA the
ocbject is always the candidate chosen, this theory covers all
cases that BEG is intended to cover. This theory, however, makes
g prediction which goes beyond BG: even In cases where BG is not
at stake, the theory advanced above predicts that an IRFL-CHAINW
must be formed. Mow consider a case where there is no EA and none
of the internal Arguments apparantly enters a CHAIN. Such cases
are found in German with verbs like schwindeln (‘teo feel dizzy')
or grauen (‘ta be afraid’), in which AGR is not coindexed with
any Argument [(see (28)7 the examples are taken from Carxdinalettl
£1949Q)):

{28) a. dass {(es) mir schwindelt
that {it) me=-DAT is-dizzy
‘that I feal dizzy'’
b. dass [es) mir davar graut
that (it) me-DpAT it—of fears
‘that I am afraid of it’f

Thes=e constructions do not {(necessarily) vioclate BG, since
there is neither EA nor Accusative.' But they seem to falsify

the claim, essential to the theory akavae, that there is always

‘v gome verbs of this kind subcategorize for an Accusatiwve:
{i} dass {es) mich ddrstet
that {it) me-ACC is-thirsty
This i= not necessarily in wviolation of BG, if we a=zgune
that this Accusative is inherent and, on the other hand, BG is
only concerned with structural Case. German abides by BG in the
general case.
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an INFL=-CHAIN containing an Argument, unless we assume that
oblique Arguments (such as the Dative in (2B) can be members of
an IMFL-CHAIN. Angther case where oUr version of the EPP is

violated is found in the German impersonal passive:

[29) dass gesterh getantzt wurde

that yesterday danced was

Cardinaletti (19299} assumes that the kind of verbs in {28}
involve a quasi-Argument., I think this assumption is problematic:
we should expect that guasi-Arguments are the manifestation of
some semantic property of a class of verbs (weather verbs, time
verks), and net a free option for other classes of verhs. So, for
instance, with weather wverbs the quasi-Argument roughly
represents some atmospheric Cause Argument. Ho such abstract
entity can be understood in the case of the verbs in (28). Since
quasi-aArguments fall under the poverty-of-stimulus learning
preblem, it is reasonable to assume that they cannot vary trom
language to language, but rather that they are projected because
of the semantics of the verb.

One possihle way of handling the above problematic Cases is
to logosen the conditions on CHAIN formation, =sc that we could
claim that, in spite of appearances, there are INFL-CHAINS in the
examples in (287 and (29). Thi=, however, mmcounts to admitting
that expletive-Argument CHAINS do not have a uniform pattern. In
the case of (28), it amounts to admitting that a CHAIN ¢an be
formed conzisting of an expletive and an obligque Argument {for
instance the Dative in these examples). In the ¢case of impersonal
passives -{2%)—, it is not clear at all what the Argument in the
CHAIN should bhe, for there appears to be none awvailable. So,
trying to maintain that expletives always invelve a CHATH in

these ases amounts to loosening the notion of CHAIN a dareat
deal.

o0



It seems therefore preferable to abandon the EFF as defined

ahove,

2.4.2. Theoretical Prohblenms

Another intrinsic problem for the hypothesis above is the

reguirement in [(19), repeated here:

(19} Cace gan be assigned only to the head of a mawimal CHAIN.

In more classical accounks this reguirement can be derived
from the last resort ¢haracter of DP-movenent or, more densrally,
of CHATH-formation: a CHAIN cannot be longer than necessary for
it to obtain Case. But, as we pointed out, in the abowe account
it is crucial that CHAINS are nct formed because of Case
reguiremnents [Afcusative ig available in principle), but because
of the EPF. S0 the requirement in (19} has to be merely
stipulated.

A way to derive {12) that gomes to mind is the following:
there i= a kind of reguirement to the effect that Nenminative ig
‘preferrved’ to Accusative. So, to exclude (16) above, repeated

hare:

(18] a. *The problem daveloped t,..
b. *There developed the problem,..

we could argue that within & CHAIN, whenever we can choose
between Nominative and Acgusative, Hominative has to be chosen.
Thig strateay, however, does pot work for infinitive sentences,
where the head of the CHAIN is not assighed Nominaktive, but
Accusative or Ohligue (in ECM or *forf-infinitive constructions)
or no Case {(in PRO-infinitives, if PRO does not bear any Case).

30, the fact that the head of a CHAIN is not assigned a uniform
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case makes it inpossible to derive (192) from a Case-hierarchy
strategy.

another set of theoretic problems for the theory above come
from Binding Theory. Since it is a crucial problem, we will treat

it in a separate section.
3. Binding Theory
1.1. Binding Theory and expletives

It has traditionazlly been noticed that a theory of
expletives poses an immediate problem for Binding Theory (BT):
1f the expletive is coindexed with the Avrgument it is linked to,
there should be a BT violation, There are several sglutions that
have beeh propesed for this problem. The classical solution
(Fasically stemming from Chomsky’s (1282) account for subject
inversion) is eco-superseripting: The link between the expletiwve
and the Argument would not be co-subscripting, which is the
device used for binding dependencies, but co-superscripting,
which is, by assumption, irrelevant for BT.

It is clear that a theory of co-superscripting dees not fit
ints a theory of CHAINS, if we reasconably assume that pembers of
CHAINS should be unifermly coindexed in the same way: otherwise
the cencept of CHAIN would hardly be a unitary concept. On the
other hand, as argued in Borer (19A6) a theory having & single
EDindExing device i=s preferable, if tenakle, to one using two
different types of indexes,

In Chomsky [(L986-b), a scluticn is suggested with a single
indexing devics, consisting in  simply stating  that

Expletive/arqument binding relations do not count for BT:

{30) Binding of an Argument by a non-arqument is not subject to
Binding Theory.
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Obviously, this is a pere stipulation of no independent
interest. Later in the zame bkook, another solution is suggested:
expletives are replaced at LF by the Argument they are linked to:

if BT holds at LF, violatlons of BT by expletives are overridden:

(%1) S5: There; came a mam

LF: A& man, wame &

This selution does not account for the cobligatory narrow

seope reading of the indefinite w.r.t. nhegation in cases like:

{32] There arent many linguistics freaks here

where nany linpguistics freaks cannoct have wide coope w.r.t.
negation. Since the LF representation ChomskY proposes is

essentially the sane as the 55 in (33):

£23) Many linguistic students aren‘t here

where the wide scope interpretation is possible and preferred
{or, for some =peakers, exclusive), the theory of LF expletive—
replacement makes wrong predictions in this connection.

To overcome this problem, Chomsky (192£) proposas  an
alternative appreach: at LT the Argument dces not replace the
expletive, but rather adjoins to it. The theory ¢f LF adjunction,
Chomsky argues, would be a scluticon for the i1nterpretation
problem concerning the relative scope between Megation and the
indefinite: if the Argument adjoins to the expletive as in {34)
for an S-Structure like (32), there is no scope relaticnh between
the negative particle and the guantifier many, sc that manpy can

be assumed te have narrow scope, as desired:

(34) [pp there [ many 1. students ]] aren’t £ here
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It is a mystery why many has to have narrow scope w.r.t.
negation when there is no structural scope relation between them.
In addition, it 15 doubtful that this is so in cases where there

is no scope relatioen at 55:

{33} Pictures of many students aren t here

For many speakers (315} cannot be interpreted with many
having narrow scope, while the narrow scope interpretation in
{32) 1s clear and exclusive.

In conclusion, a thecry LF  expletive-replacement is
problepatic for scope interpretation, and a theory of adjuncticn
to the expletive, conceived as a solution to this problem, does

not work much better.

Both the theory of co-superscripting and the theories of LF-
replacement /adjunction share a conmon idea: expletives would pose
a problem for BT if some grammatical principle or process did not
neutralize their BT effects. I think that this approach is
suspect 1in the fallowing sense. As noted by Borer [13BE):

(36) Overt explatives never agree with the Argument they are
linked to.

Typical overt expletives are singular {(or adverbial, as
English thore) independently of the nunber feature of their
Argument. We can conceive eéxpletives as essentially uninflected
elements, and then it {s quite plausible that this fact alone is
sufficient to exclude them from the scope of BT. If we assume
that BPinding involves sharing of phi-features, then expletives
cannot bind, and no further stipulation is required. In other

words, a thesry which neutralizes BT effects in expletive
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constructions appears to be spurious because there ig nothing to
neuktralize.

on the other hand, if expletives are not coindexed with the
Arogument in the same way as in Chains, the notion of CHAIN is
considerably weakened: either we allow some other linking device
{such as co-superscripting) for expletive CHAINS or we give up
any linking device:r in both cases, there is no unitary linking
device for CHATHNS.

In gconclusion there seems to be a tension betwean a theory
of CHAINS, which conceives expletive/Argument links as having
essentially the same npatwre as Chain  links, and the
generalization in {36), which rather suggests neo linking between
expletives and Arguments.

The theory we will introduce in the next chapter avoids
these problems by

~ reducing the range of expletives to expletive-indefinite
CoSes .

— acgsuming indefinites are defective in phi~features.*?

3.2. A Binding Theocretical Approach e the Nature of Inverted
Subjects

How, let us consider subject free-inversion. The standard
analysis since Chomsky {1932) is that subject free-inversion
involves an expletive pro. We will be considering an array of BT
facts that appears to undermine the idea that expletives are
invalved in subject free inversiaon.

Let us assume that all Arguments in a sentence [including

the EA) are generatesd incide {or close to) VP, as in Hoopman &

1 Tt iz prebhably not the case the approach 1 will take is
ossentially better fit than the hypothesis sKetched above for
dealing with this izsue! this above hypothesis on CHAINS, which
1 reject for cther reasons, is mainly conceived to set out the
rroblems to be solwved.
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Spertiche’s papers (1988}1/(19920). Let wz call I-subject
(suggesting interxnal subject) the Argument in this basic position
which 1s coindaxed with AGR. Let us assume that inverted subjecths
in Italian are Arguments# in this basic position, ags we proposed
in Chapter 1, hence they are I-subjacts.

Let us pose the following guestion: wWhat is the nature of
I-cubjects with respect to the features [Zpronominzgl}l and
[tanaphoric}?

Within standard assumptions, at S-structure, I-subjects in
Enalish are always DP-traces {abstracting away from indefinite
and CPF Arguments), in other words they are null anaphors, In
Italian, T-szubject= can be DP-traces too, bot, since null
expletives licence inverted subjects, they can also be R-
EXPLess 1005 {full DP’'s or variables) and  proncninals
(apecifically overt pronominals). S0, concerning the status of
I-subjects, English would ke a subset of Italian. Within standard
assumptions, the =tatus of I-zubjects wWould be, ahstracting away

from indefinite and sentential subjects:

(37) BI-status of I-subjects (Standard assunptions):

Engiish Italian
- apnaphors fiill + +
ovart - -
- preononinals nall - -
ovart - +
— R-eXpressions null - +
overt - +

Let ug assume the contrast English/Italian is representative
of the contrast HSLs vs. non-NSLs. The distribution of values in
{37) 1= derived from the standard theory on expletives: Italian

would he like English if null expletives did not allow a2 wider
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range of I-subjects., Suppose we try to redefine the distribution

in (37) by tentatively assuming the following genaralization:

(38} I-subjects are [-anaphoric] in HSLs and [+anaphoric] in

non=-KN5Ls.

What are the conseguences of this assumption? The new

pPicture that emerges is exdpressed in the following table:

{39) BT-status of J-subjects (according to (3%1]:
Enalish Italian
- anaphors null + -
overt + -
~ pronominals tall - +
overt - +
- R-expressions ntell - +
overt - +

{39) differs only in three respects from the table of values

in (37):
{40} a. avert anaphors are possible I-subjects inp non—NSLs.
b. (null)] anaphors are not possible I-sukjects in NSLs.

c. null proneminals are possible I-subjects in MSls.

Is there any evidence for these predictions? Let us start

with prediction (407.a). Consider a sentence like (41):

{41) John has done it himself

We could take what is traditicnally called emphatic anaphaors

as an instance of I-zubject overt anaphor. Emphatic anaphors have
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keen traditionally considersd non-Arguments.!'* But in fact,
constructions soch as [41) share some properties wikth inverted
subjects in Italiam. (41) has an interpretation similar to the

Catalan sentencea:

{42) Ho ha et 211
It-has done he {'HE has done it4)

in that both himself and ell have an emphatic (prohably Focus)
interpretation. On the other hand, both occur in a position that
can be roughly characterized as VP-final."

The cbvigus objection ohe can pose to the contention that
himself is the I-subject in {41} iz that this slepent 1z likely
to occupy an A’'-position simply because it has 3 kind of
adverbial interpretation, roughly paraphrasable as 'in the
flesh*, ‘by himself” or ‘alone’. However, if we consider the

catalan eguivalent to (41, namely (43)1

{437 En Joan ho ha fet ell fmatelix)
The Joan it-has done he (SELF)

2 as in Burzic (193s5:102). In the next chapter {(secticon
2.4.] we will in fact consider the possibkility these smphatic
elements are not really in an A—position., But this does not
affect the argumentation that follows, even if the idesa that
these alements are in the game position as inverted gubijects is
only an approximation.

** aperican speakers seem to allow empathic anaphors in non-
final position (thanks to B. Schwartz and E. Pierce for peinting
this out to nal,:

{1} Jaohn has himself done it.
while British speakers seep not to allow this word order.

Parallelly, some Romance languages {Spanish, Romanian) allow
inverted subiects in non septence-final position (the order heing
V53, while others do not {Italian, fatalan}. Since I am going
to assimilate emphatic anaphors to inverted subjects {both being
I-subject=s), I think that this kind of wariation is of the same
nature: some languages zllow I-subjects only ag right VP-adjuncts
and others allow them a5 left VYP-adjunets. I will not pravigde any
explanation for this contrast. However, See below for Italian.
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we Can s&e that the element that iz used instead of himgelf,

namely ell {mateix) is in complementary distributieon with the

inverted subject:

(44) a. *HO ha fet en Joan e}l {mateix)
It-has done the J. he (S3ELF)

b. *Ho ha fet ell {matsix) en Joan

If instead of ell (meteix) we use an adverbial expregsion
like &n persopa ‘in persen’, which has roughly the =ame

interpretation, no such comnplenentary distribution arises;*

(%5] Ho ha fet en Joan en parsond

It-has done the J. in persan

This strongly suggests that emphatic elements such as ell
fmatelix) (apd, likoly, its English construction-mate himself) da
not have the sane distribuaticon of an adverbial, but rather that
of an inverted subject. One conclusion of thiz thesis will be
that all language= have ‘subjeckt inversion’, if overt anaphoric
I-subjects were te be termed Inverted subjects. To avoid
confusion, we will keep to the traditional terminecleogy, and call
inverted subjects only overt [-anaphoric] I-sukjects. This ic an
informal term, the really theoretical term being I-subject which

is meutral w.r,.t. both the features [*anapharic] and [fovert].

“ agn Jean and en persona do not npnecessarily form oa
constituent:
{i) Ha wvingut 21 wministre a dinar EN PERSUONA
Has gome  the minister to lunch in person
fThe minister Ias come to have lunch IN PERSONM
but they undoubtedly can:
{ii) [pp El ministre en personz ] i [pp la seva dona |
The minister in person and hic wife
The latter fact does not falsify the contention that in
person is in a A’-position: a subconstituent of an Argument in
an A-position is not (necessarily) an Argument.
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How let us consider (40)-B). The prediction is that
anaphoric I-subjects are not possible in Catalan. This predicticon
is also apparently fulfilled:

{46) "Em Joan ho ha fet s1 mateix
The J. it-has done SE SELF
*Joan did it hinself?

A we have geen, only a pronominal {ell (matsix)) can he
wsed in this construction.

I=s the contrast [41}/(46} really significant? According to
{38}, this contrast should generalize to a contrast between
NSLs/non-N5L=s. The prediction is that, for this type of
canatructions, non-HSLs will have emphatic anaphors, while NSLs
will not: instead, they have emphatic proncminals. We will see
directly that this prediction is borne out in a wide variety ot
languages, although some qualifications will ke reguired.
Concerning MNSLs, all of the following use emphatic pronofinals

instead of anaphors:'®

* Thanks o Patrick Sauzet (Qocitan), Luigl Giuliani
(Italian), Joana Louro (Fortuguese), Virginia Motapayane
fRomanian), Josep Quer {Greek)] and Itziar Laka (Basgque} for the
data and comments.
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£47) Peter had this work done by a lawyer, buk...

a. &n Joan 1'ha fet ell (mateix)/"si mateix (Catalan}

the J. it-has done he (SELF) s SE SELF

b. Joan 1'a fait 2l (matels)/*s5e hateis {oceit.]
g it-has done he [(SELF) [ SE SELF

Cc. Juan lo ha hecsho &l (mismo) /51 mismo {Spanish)
J. it-has done he {2ELF)/ SE SELF

d. CGianni 1°ha fatto Jui (stegse]/ se stesso  (Ital. )

G it-has Jdone he [SELF] S/ 5SE SELF

e. 0O Jono fé-lo ele (mesmo)/*5] mesnc {Portugqu.}
The J. did-it he (S5ELF} SE SELF

£f. Ion a ECris el insusi acest proiect [Romanian)

I. has written he SELF this project

g. o jdnis to kdni o idjos /o eaftos tu (Greek)
the J. it-did¢ the HE-SELF/ the self of-his

h. Jon, ordea, kerak f*here buruaak egin du { Basguc)*'®
g, instead HE-SELF/ his self done has

* In modern colloguial Gccitan mateis has been replaced in
most dialects by the French borrowing méme. This is a merely
lewical fact.

' Some speakers reported to me that in Italian this
construction with emphatic lui (stesso) i= much more emphatic
than in Catalan, and that the alterhative use of da sclao by
hinself’ is more natural, In fact da =s=o)o is nokt, I think,
inten=ionally equivalent to the emphatic I-subject (although it
is extensicnally eguivalent in most pragmatic situations): da
solo inplies ‘with no help’. while the emphatic subject does not
necessarily exclude *help’. It rather stresses that the action
has not heen delegated to someone elsa.

These speakers also rteport that adding stesso to the
emphatic subject lui is not wery natural {at least in their
dialect). Sge below for discussion on the position of lui and lui
stesso as enphatic elements.

" Jon berak is actually a possible constituent, but not
necessarily: I put the ordea ‘instead’ element in between to
clarify the example. Berak, on the other hand, is not an
anaphoric element in modern Basgue, but rather a logophoric /
enphatic expression, as is usual with emphatic I-subjects.
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In all +the above examples, the reflexive forms are
unacceptable asz emphatic I-subjects.®* The acceptable emphatic
I-subjects in (47) are possibkle in contexts where they are not
bound (preverbal s=subjects, dislocated positions, comnplemnent
positions)."" 1 give exanples to show that in Romance the
mateix/mismo/stasso/mesno element does not turn the preceding
pronoun into any Kind of anaphor, but simply inte an emphatic or
logophorie pronaminal. From now on we Wwill use the term SELF (in
capitals) for these elements. In some of the examples I provide
some possible context in the translations only to suggest what

SELF add=s to the meaning!

" Hebrew allows neither enphatie anaphors nor emphatic
pronominals as I-subject=s. In fact, this language does not allow
pronominals as inverted subjects (thanks to Tali Siloni far the
data and comments). Perhaps the intermediate status of this
language as a HSL {however it should be properly characterized)
iz the reason for this situation.

Hungarian deoes not either provide clear examples relevant
for the theory, perhaps begcause enphatic I-—subjects, as Fodus
elements, should occupy the obligatory Pecus position in this
language, which is preverbal and, likely, not an I-subject (it
would be the specifier of some (Focus) FO.

I think that a more detalled study wonld be necessary to
extend the present theory to these languages.

**  Italizn seems to allow lui stesse in non-final position
{thanks to L. Rigzi for this remark), i.e., in a position where
inverted subjects are not possibled

fi) Gilanni ha lui stesso fatto questo

G. has he SELF deone this

This sgeems to suggest that the emphatic I-subject 1lui
stesso, beyond cccupying the subject basic position, can raise
to some intermediate FC Specifier. We can stilll assume, however,
that, whenever it appears in final position, it does occupy the
same position as inverted subject: since they cannockt cooceur:

{ii) "Lo ha fatto Glanni lui stesseo

It-ha=s done G. he SELF
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(48} a. Ell mateix no ho fara
He SELF net it will-de
‘He himself will not do it® {-»> His lawyer will)
E. A ell mateix, no 1'he vist
To him SELF not him-have-I seen
‘Him (himself) I haven‘t sean’ (—>I saw his lawyer)
c. No he parlat amb eIl metelix
Mot have-I spoken with him SELF
I haven't spoken te him himself’ (-»but actually
to his wife)
Spanich
(49% Ella misma eztaba allil
She SELF was there
‘5he herself was there’
Italian
(50] Lui stesso era nella riunicne
He SEBLF was at-the meeting
'He himzelf was at the nmceting”
Fortuguese
{51) Ele mezmo pode venir
He SELF can <ome

‘He himself can coma’

What SELF adds to a pronominal form is either emnphasis or
logophoricity. To the extent that emphatic or logophoric elements
are not reguired to be bound (but rather £o have a discourse
prominent antecedent) they are pronominals in the technical sense
of BT, The view that such elements ars actually prondminals in
the technical sense of BT {[+pronominal,-anaphoric, 1) appears to
ke often challenged in the literature. Some authors contend that

they are a sort of long distance amaphors or at least suggest
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that binding by ah antecedenht is a licensing conditiaon.®t I
think this a misleading tack ta take. These avthors start by
assuming or suggesting that these elemepts have to he bound by
an antecedent ocutside their Birding Domain, on the hasis of

examples like:

(52 a. @ Yanis, theli i Maria na velthisi ton idhio,.,
The J. wanks the M. thot helps him-hinself
*Ygnis wants Maria to help him himself”
(Greek, Iatridou (1988:787])
b. John, told Bill,’s sister that he himself,,., had been
arrested
{Bickerton (1987:348))

Than, they point out that actuwally there are exceptions,
(Tatridou {1986} treats them as only apparent). I think that the
fact that these elements cften appear in constractions where they
are kound is only an epiphenomencn which should pot be granted
theoretical status. If these z2lements are logophoric or emphatic
{see Eribi-Hertez (19490-a/b)), they reguire a discourse-prominent
antecedent {a subject of conscience, when logophoric). Of course,
if one introduces examples out of the blue, with no context, as
in (52), then the most prominent element in the discourse will
ke the main clause subject, or at least a preceding DF, for there
iz no other available antecedent unless one makes up a plausible
contextual having one. Soc I think the optimal theory is aone
treating logephors and emphatic pronouns as prenominals in the
BT technical sense, leaving the account for their often bound

status to  discourse  grammar  {(i.e., prominent  discourse

' Sae Bickerton (1237) for English he hioself: latridoun
(1984 for Greek o idhios.
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antecedents can happen to be present in the sentence and even c-
commanding the emphatic/logophoric element).”

There is in addition a strong theoretical argument against
the claim that logophoric/emphatic elements consisting of a
proncun  and anh adjeined SELF element are ([long distance)
anaphors. It appears that the distribution of STLF is neutral

w.r.t. the BT status of the host. 8o in German we have!

{53) a. sich selbst (SE SELF} (emphatic anapher)
. er selbst (he EELFE] (enmphatic pronoun)
c. Hans =elb=t {Hans SELF} {emphatic R-expression)

In ¢ther languagaes {(English, Frepch) the facts are less
clear kecause the SELF element has become an affix and the whole
pronoun-3ELF elemnent has Decome bkoth a SELF element (John
himself) and a not necessarily emphatic reflexive (Fohn shaves
himsalf), and even a logophor (Joehn thought that FPeter wokld take
a picture of Qigzell!).

In the abowe paradigm we have overlooked an important fact:
in some of the languages (Catalan, Occitan, Romaniand, the
colloguial forms used as reflexives are the emphatic/logophoric
elements (ell mateix, el matelis/mame, ol insusi) or eaven the bare
pronominals {(Catalan ell, Occitan el): then the colloquiazal
versions of these languages are neutral w.r.t. our prediction
that I-subjects have to be pronominal and not anaphoric, because
the (emphatie) pronominazle are used as neutral forms
(pronominal fanaphoric). But in all three languages speaiters using
the unambiguously reflexive forms have the clear intuition that

these forms are completely excluded as I-subjects.

2 T think that the distinction between logophoricity and
freferentizl)] enphasis could easily be reduced to a single
concept, the distinction being then a matter of meaning nuance
Or Vagueness,
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Non-Hsks =should instead have emphatic anaphors in
construction=s equivalent to the ones in (47}, ac predicted by the
generaligation In {38). Lot us  consider the fellowing

gxamplag:™

{54} Peter had this work done by a lawyer, hut...
a. John 4id it himselr (English)
b. Hans hat &s selkst gemacht {German)?®
H. has it SELF done

c. Hans har gjort det selv {Danish)™
Hang has done 1t SELF

d. John har g-ort det sjalv { Swedish1™
Hang hes done it SELF

e. Jén gerdhi thetta sjalfur {Icelandic)
J. did that  SELF,.

f. Jean l'a falt luif-Héhe) {French]
J. it-has done he (himself}

113

Thanks to Michael Laurence [(German}, Liliane Haedgeman
(West Flemish and Duktgh), Sten ¥Vikner [Danish), Kilell-kke
Gunharsen {(Swedish), Hardld A. Sigurdhsson (Icelandic) and Alain
Rouveret (French) for their data and comments.

* putch has essentially the same behavior as German:
{i) Ik heb het eten nie zelf gekookt

I have the neal not salf coCked

*1 haven't cooked the meal myself’
™ Dpanish allows emphatic selv not only in final position,
but also in pre-VP position, as the following example shows:

(L] ...at Hans ma=ke selv har gjort det

that H. maybe SELF has dohe it

The same happens With other “armanic languages, As far as
thi= position can he argued to¢ ¢t a3 law {(*internal subject®)
position, this is not problemati. . Otherwise, it can he that
floating can take place at intermediate positions in DP=-raising
ta Spec of AGR.

“* Norwegian behaves exactly like Swedish.
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Tha analysis for the above examples is far from trivial. We
will sce, however, that under a reasonable interpretation it
supports the generalization in {38): specifically, T-subjects are
[+anaphoric) in non-NSLs.

The French example might at first glance leck 1like a
counterexanple, since the emphatic element looks like a
pronominal (1ot gr like an element similar +tgo the
enphatic/logoephoric element in the Bomance N5Ls (Iui-méme). But
French =strong preonominals function as anaphors,® as is clear

from the following exanple:

{55) Jean parle de iuil (=-meme)
J. speaks about Iui [ -méme)

‘J. zpeaks about himself/him {himself)”

Therefore, we can argue, our praediction that French uses
anaphoric (reflexive) elemshts in these constructions is not
falsified, it is only vacuously fulfilled (eobviously, emphatic
I-subjects cannot be reflexive clitics, because clitics cannot
be epphatic). However, there is positive evidence that our claim
is accurate: in French, when the subject is of a certain
guantificational type (tout le ronde ‘everybody*®, chacun ‘each
person’, on ‘one’, personne ‘nebody’, nel ‘nof, PRO,., etc.}, the
=trong reflexive ig soli(-méne) (see (56).a)), and correspondingly

the amphatic I-gsubject is soi -mems (see (56).h)):

" Spa Fribi-Hertz [(1990-a/-b) for & more accurate
characterization of 1luii-méme) elements. Zribi-Hertz (p.c.}
points out to me that =imply saying these alements are anaphoric
(and pronominal at the same time) is too simplistic. I agree, but
my essential point is that whatever is used as a reflexive
anaphor in cbject position will be alsc used as an apaphoric I-
subject. I <an remain npagtral o wer.t. what apparently
pronominal fanaphor-neutral elements actually are. I will
nonetheless suggest an account for the existencs nsutral forms
in Chapter 4, section 2.1.2.
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(%6 a. O a parle de ol ~ména )
on has spoken about S0l -mémne)
‘one fhias spoken about ongself!

b. o 1'a Fait scif=-mamea)

on it-has done sol{-méme)

‘one has done it onpeself”

So French supports our hypethesis i1in an interesting way: it
has twe different elements used as non-clitic reflexives {(J1ulf-
héme ] /saif-méma )] depending on the pature of the subject;
correspondingly, it has twe different enphatic I-subject forms,

as expected if I-subjects are anaphoric in this language.

Now, let us consider the Germanic cases. The emphatic I-
subjact [(selbstsselvsetc.) 15 not  actually the anaphoric
(reflexive) element in these languages, but rather the second
element of the conpound anaphors these languages use: sich selbst
{German), sig selv (Danish}), etc., napely, a SELF clement.

I think, hawever, that the generalizatien in (38) can be
maintained for these cases. Let us see how.

The German and Danish emphatic I-subijects, and even the
English ones, are likely to be floating elements. On the ohe
hangd, as SELF ELEMENTS, they <¢an b2 adjeined te an overt DP, to
which they add smphasis:

{%7)] a., John himself/ he himself (English)

. John selbkst f er selbst (German)
c. John selw (Danishl
d. Jén sj3alfur (Icelandic)

with a uniform interpretation in all cases. In (58] we exemplify
the English vse of emphatic himsell, which is similar to the use

of selbst/selv/etc. in the other Germanic languages:
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(58] a, I talked to John's wife but I didp’t talk to John
himself.
k. This book deoes not address the problem itself, but
rather its consegquences.
c. T didn‘t complain to ker herself, but rather to her

secratary.

This suggests that in these languages, the emphatic elepent
in {6d).as.hy.e) is a SELF element™ left floating by DF-
mavement to Spec of AGR. 5o the structure of (59).a)] would be
(59).61 [and the =same could be <¢laimed for the other twoe

languages )

{59) a, John has done it himself
b. [aopp JohN; [pgpr Das donme it [pp t, himself] 1170

We could call the emphasis added to a DF by SELF elements
‘referential emphasis’: in John himself, what is emphasized is
that wa are referring precisely to John. That iz why these
elements cannot he adjoined to a non-treferential DP (whatever

fnon-referential’ means): *everybody herself, *thobody himself,

“* The etymology could be misleading here: English himself
in John himself iz a SELF elemont, whereas self alone is not
{*John self). The sane i= true for French lui-mn2me (Jean lui-
méwe, *Jean méme}. I think that the fact that the spelling of
self /méme indicates attachment to the pronoun is significative
fas i1s often the case with spelling): these elemept= have lost
their original status of independent morphenes (Englicsh self can
in addition be a prefixed form -as in self [(#*balanced)
criticism}.

? 5o (1] and (ii) differ in that in (i) himself has not
keen left floating, while in {ii} it has:

fi) John himself has done i+

(ii} Jahn has dene it himself

The interpretation of (i) and (ii) is not the same (as S.
Yikner pointed cut ta me). I think this interpretative diffarence
should be derived from the Focus interpretation that is
associated with the sentence-final himself, which is lacking in
(1).
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etc. For zome reason, however, when these elements are ceparated
from the element they are construed with they can be used with

nen—-referential DPc:
{&60) Everybodysnobody did the work herself/himself/themselves

Therefore, if, as we argued, these elements are floating
clements in (60}, floating is relevant for interpretation, in
that it alleows ‘referential emphasis’. The 7 accompanying the
floating element is, however, a an empty anapher. Therefore, we
could argue that a) thess floating elepents cannot add
referential emphasis to a non-referential DP by S-stricture, and
b} enpty anaphors, even 1f bound by a non-referential DP, count
as referential.

Thus, it is likely that our inltial idea that English has
overt anaphoric I-subjects may be false: a null anaphor is always
involved. This fact, however, does not falsify the generalization
{33, which predicts that I-subjects for non-NSLz have f£o be
anaphoric: in those languages, mnon-null I-subjscts may e
anaphoric either as overt anaphoers {this is the case in French,
as we will see}, or as null anapheors with a floating emphatic
elenent (Germanic languages). In West Flemish,™ the claim that
the emphatic element is a floating one, and noet a full anaphor
it=elf, igs even more obviocus than in other Germanic languyages,
because the SELF element (Zelve) i not used in reflexive

constructions (where the reflexive element is zon elgen fhis own'

¥ Thanks to L. Haggeman for the examples and the
discussign. Like in other Germanic languages, the f£loating
elament zelve in West Flemish appears not o<nly in a low (VP)
pesaition {(to the right of negation and preceding the participle),
but in pogitions more to the left [(thus higher). If it is a
floating element, as we contend, and subject raising is not in
one step, it would be possikble for the floating element te be
left fioating at any of the intermediate steps, as we suggested
for Danish and other Germanic languages.
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or & weak preonominal ig used). Like in German, =zelve 1S an

enphasizer that can ke adjoined to a DE:

(6l] a. da Jan zelve t=-otan gisteren nie gekookt eet
that J. SELT the-food yesterday not cooked has

‘... that Jan himself didn‘t cook the meal yesterday’
h. da Jap t-eten gisteren nie zelve gekookt eet
that J. the food yesterday tot SELF <ooked has

‘... that Jan didn't cook the meal himself yesterday’

How let us consider French in the light of the preceding
analysis. Are French I-subjects analyzable as fleating elements?
The answer seems to be that some are and some are not. Consider
first lui-meme. Like English himzelfl or Germanic
selbst/selviete., lui-meéme 15 a SELF element that can be adjoined

to a PP to add referential emphasis to it:

{62) a. fa concerne pas le probléme lui-méme, mais plutdt...
Thig concerns not the problem 3ELF, bat rather...
fThis doesn’t concern the problem itself, but rather...*

b. Jfai pas parle avec lui lui-memes, mais aves 54 ferme
I-have not spoken with him SELF but with his woman
*I haven't talked to him himself, but rather to his wife’

%0 it is likely that lui-méma as I-subject i= a fleoating
element. This analysis, however, cannot be gaeneralized to the
other two I-subijects (ifui and scifmeme)), since they cannot be

used as DP-adjuncts:™

“o Fyen for lui-méme, its floating statu=s could he
questioned in cases the subject is a weak pronominal, because
weak prondtitnals do not allow adicined elements:

(1) I1 1%a fait lii-mémne

He jt-has done he-self

{ii) #[ I1 lul meéne] l'a fait
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(63) a. *Jean lui 1'a fait
J. ke it-has done
(@f. Jean l'a falt Iui)
b, *Chacun soif=-mamo) 17a fait
Each SE (himself) it-has done

{Cf. Chacun 1'a falt soi{-méms)

The conclusion is then that French can display threes types
of I-sukjects:

— empty anaphors (pp * 1

- empty anaphors + floating SELF: [pp t lui-néme ]

- overt anaphors: [pp iuifsoif-mame] ]

Cermanic languagesx seem to allow only the first twe
possibilities. We will provide an account for this difference in

the next chapter.

(38) predicts, on the other hand, that NSLs do nokt allow
null anaphors [{DP-traces) as I-subjects, so they will not allow
floating emphatic elemenkts, 1if fleoating is a result of
movement.*® S0, while English allows both (64).a) and b)),
Catalan and N5Ls (which hawve SELF alements adjoined €to DPfs) only
allow (54].c), not (64).47):

But this might be sinply due to cliticization reguirements
on weak Nominative pronominals. As for soi(-méme), the argument
is not conclusive for the reason we mentioned above: by 2-

structure, an emphatic element cannot be adjoined to & non-
referential DF.

** what happens, then, with fleating gquantifilers in NSLs?
Within the presont theory, I have to assune that they are not
left fleating by a moved preverbal subject. This is what we
suggested in Chapter 1. In the next chapter we will argue that
FRs a@re not left floating by movement in HWSLs, but rather
material adjoined to a pro.
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(64) a. John himsalf will do it
b. John will do it fimself

c. En Joan mateirx ho fara f Ho fara

e Joan matelx

The J. SELF it-will-do/ITt-will-do the J, SELF

d. "“En Joan ho fara mataix
The J. it=-will-dg =SELF

Similar facts hold for all the HSLs considered {Spanish,

Italian, Portuguese):

(551 a. Juan mismo lo hara S Juan 1o hard nismno
J. SEIF it=-will=-do B it—will-da SELF
b. Lul stesso lo fara s **lui 1o fFara sta=so

fle SELF it—will-do G. it-will-do SELF

c. Ela meEsmpo fé=1lg **Ela fé-1o mesnmo
He SELF did-it He did-it SELF

So, to summarize, non—-N5Ls allow, as I-subiject, either an

overt anapher or a fleating empathic element goocourring with an

enpty anaphour. KHSLs allow neither, because they do not allow

anaphoric I-subjects.

The conclusion is, instead, that nuil I-subjects in NS5Ls are

pronominal, a controverzial conclusion, to which I return later.

Romanian is potentially problematic axz a N3L: although =1

insusi is apparently the same as Italian lui stesso (he SELF),

it is not eaquivalent: the SELF element is actually el irsusi in

cases like fGeYy.a):

(68) a. [pp Ion el insusi ] (cf.: **Ton insusi)

Ion himself

H. Ton a sCris 2l insusi acest proiect

1. has written a1 insusi this projsct
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Thus el insusi in (66).h) could be analyzed as [pp t el
insizsi ], =o that Romanian would not have reflexive I-subjects
(51 ingsusi) but it would have empty anapheric I-subjects with a
floating SELF. However, since these elements are often ambigucus
(e.9., English himself is ambiguous between reflexiwve and SELY),
Wwe can perfectly contend that el insusi is ambiguous between a
SELF element and an emphatic/leogophoric element. A more detailed
study should addresz the issue of how these ambiguitie=z are
passible and =zo freguent and why they arise in natural language.

Russian ahd Georgian raise a similar problem: in these
lanpgauages there is SELF elenent (resp.: samftuiton) which can be
adjoined to a DF:

- RUssian: vVaniason sam : John/he SELF

- Georgian: Vapom/man tuiton ; Johnshe SELF

This element can float when construed with the subject:

(87 a. Rumssian: Vania sdelal eto sam
V. did it SELF
k. Geocrgian: Vanom gaalata ez tuiton

V. did it SELF

Actnally Russian is not a full-fledged NWSL. Georgian is a
strongly non-cenfiguraticonal language (tuiton can in fact float
almast anywhere, the only restriction being that it cannot non-
adjacently precede the DP it is construed with). So it might be
that +there is something to these languages which cannot he
captured in gur analysis. In any evenkt, our claim i= that [gp t
SELF } (where £ is a trace) is not a pessible I-subject in a NSL
iz not strictly falsified in Russian or Gecrgian, for sam/tuiton

can cooccur with a null subjeckt in preverbal position:
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(63) a. Sam sdelal eto JF S8delal egtg sam
SELF did it rid it SELF
‘He him=elf did it*/ fHe did it himself?
b, Tuiton gaalata es / Gaalata es tuiton
SELF did it Did it SELF
‘He himself did it*/ *He did it himself’

We could then glain that sam/siuiton, when I-subjects, occur
in the configuratieon [pp Pro sam/tuiton ]. When they are
preverbal (perhaps this is not significant in Ceorgian) they
would be licenced with a resumptive strategy, as we will ¢lain

igs the case for preverbal (S5pec of AGR) subjects in NSLs.

Finally, there is a language that provides evidence pointing
to 4 posEibility not contemplated 50 far: Modern Standard Arakhico
(MSA}.' In this language, inverted subjects appear betwean the
verb and the comnplements (VS0) in the unmarked case (while
preverbal subjects are likely to be left-dislocated elemonts).
It is reasonable to assume that V50 ig an instance of ‘subject
inversion®, with V* raised to INFL® and the post-verbal subject
left adjoined to vp. ™

Since MSA is a HSL, our prediction that I-subjects chall be

[=anaphoric)]. And indeed, I-subjects in the VS0 word-order are:

3* Thanks to Elisabet Nebot and Isahel Herrero (Un. of
Barcalona)l for the data and comments. They are not native
speakers [hardly anvbody is, for MSA is never a collegquial
language, although it is closer to Saudi dialects than to western
dialects). In any ewvenkt, thelir judgemants sounded steady and
confident, giving the impression that they were acked about
trivial and well-known facts.

* In addition, MSA subject inversion would he similar to
subject inversion in some Horthern Italian dialects, wherc
subject inversion blocks number agreement in the third perseon.
We will consider this fact in the next chapter.
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(69} fAmala Yusuf huwa/ *pafsnhy al-‘amal
oid Y. J/ha  / himgself the work
Yusufshe did the work!

Buk the facts are a bit more complex. If we translate

floseph/he did the work himself? inte MSA, we have the following

sentence:

(703 *amala Yusufshuwa al-—"amal nafsuhu
Did Y. Jhe the work himself-NOM
"Yusuf /he did de work himselt’

Like English himself, nafsuwhu{NOM) /nafsshu(ACe) is both a
SELF element and an unambiguous reflexive (i.e., it has to be

either kound, adjeoined to a OF or fleoating):

[71) a&. [DP [DF Yosuf /huwa | nafsohu )
Y. fhe SELFucn
b. Karaha Yusuf naf=sahu
Hated Y. Him=self,.,
*Yusuf hated hinself’

Sa, to some axtent, we could say that MSA has [+anaphoric)
I-subjects. In fact, it appears that MSA has pre-VP [-anaphoric]
I-subjects, and post-VF (+anaphoric] I-subjects, Suppose we
interpreat this in the fellowing way: The subject basic position
is post-vP, but in HMSA there is a f'second internmal subject
position’: suppose this means that this is a2 derived position (se
not really the ‘intermal subject position’ proper), but low
encugh to have essentially the same properties as an I-subject
w.r.t. BT. In fact, as we pointed out in Chapter 1, whether
inverted subjects are really in the subject basic position or in

a ¢lose higher up position is not clear, and will not really
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matter for the purposes of this thesis. In the next chapter, thes
facts in MSA will folliow straightforwardly from the theory, with
minimal additionzl theoreticgl cost w.r.t., the account for other
languages.

The facts in Arabic might be reminiscent of some facts in
Jtalian we have overlooked thus far. In Italian, some spaakers
report,”™ lwi when used as an anphatic I-subject precedes the

obiject, while lui stesso follows it:

(72) a. Gianni ha fatte (lui) i1 lavoro (*1lui)
G. has donhe he the job he
bB. Gianni ha fatto (*lul sfesso) 11 lavors (lul stesso)
(. has donea he SELF the 3job ha SELF

Thesea facts ring a8 bell If we have M3A in ming, in that they
involve two different kinds of I-subjects depending on the pre-
or post— VP poszition of the I-subject. But they are net the same
for obyious reasons: lul stesso i= neither a SELF element (rather
stesseo 1s) nor a reflexive anaphor in ehject position. and
neither the pre-VF position for Iwi allows [-apapheoric] I-
subjacts not being emphatic (subject inversion is post=-VP in the
general case}, nor does the post-VP position allow true anaphors
{sc stesso/ [pp t Stessa ]). Thugs we are probably nissing some
basic factor that MSA and Italian share without sharing the
ezzential properties considered here.

Summing wp, we would characterize MSA as having tweo fI-
subject’ positions, only one of which is a @-position. Perhaps
for head-initial languages all 8-positions are to the right of
v, and pre-vP I-subjects {(as in MSA, Romanian, Spanish) are

always derived by short movement:

% 3, Lopgobardi’s judgements were clear cot.
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(73] AGSR®, ... [(I-zubject} [yp ¥ { I-subhject) ]
- +8

what determines which ©f thece I-subject positions are
fagtive' ([e.g., can be owvert])] is= not clear: Catalan, Italian,
French, many Erglish dialects use the post VP position, Romanian
uses the pre-vVP position, Spanish can use both in essentially the
same way, and MSa uses each in a different way. I will not try
to account for this type of wvariation, which miaht involve low-
level parameterization.

In the next chapter we will argue for a theory that derives
BG and, at the same time, accounts for the Binding Theory facts

presented ahove,

4. Summary

In this chapkter we have fried to derive Burzio’s
Generalization within more or less standard theories. We have
been crucially invelved in suobject inverslicon structures, because
these are amnong the most problenatic cases for deriving BG and,
in fact, are prohlematic ¢f themselves tao. We have met problems
with BT and their possible solutions (esp. expletiva replacenent)
and with Case Theary (which, in frying to derive EG, cannot
anymore he concelved as imposing a last resort strategy in search
for case).

On the other hand, we have proposed a descriptive
generalizatieon on the binding-thecretical nature of I-zubjects
which, under some reascnable gualifications, seems to hold true
across many languages. According to this generalization, non-N5Ls
have the options in [74) as possible I-subjects {(some of them
only have {74).a) and (74).b)}, whereas NSLs have the options in

{75} (examples in French and Catalan):
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(74) I-subjects in non-NShs:
a. anpty anaphor:
Jean a fait le trawvail {pp ¢t [
J. has done the work
h. empty anaphor + floating SELF!
Jean & fait le travail {np ¥ lui-méme ]
J. has done the work SELF
c. overt anaphot!
Jean a fait le travail fpp 1ui ]
J. has done the work himself
(7%} I-spkijects ip NSLs:
a. empty pronominal:
(En Joan) ha fat la feina fDF prea J
(The J.) has done the work
b. evert pronominal (+plus SELF)
(En Joan) ha fet la feina IDP ell (matefix) |
(The J.) has dons the work he ({SELF)
c. enpty R-expression:
Jui dius gue ho ha fet fpp t 1
Who say-you that it-has done
d, owvert R-expression:
Ha fet 1a feina [pp en Jean J

Has done the work

Probabkly we could add te (75) the option: emphty pronominal
plus a 5FLF elenent ([pp pro SELF J), which would be available
in Russian, Georqian and possibly Romanian.

standard accounts for subiject inversion have little to say
about this generalization, as far as I knew. Next chapter is

devoted to deriving this generalization and BG.
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Chhapterr 3
AR aoandgd Salbhjects

1. On the Nature of the AGR-5ubject Dependency

In the preceding Chapter we tried to derive Burzio’s
Generalization (BG) from a versien of the EPP plus a theory of
CHAINS. There were some problems the theory faced. Let’s recall
the three basic problemns we pointed out:

8] It appears not to be always the case that the expletive
forms a CHAIN with an Argument, so that our version of the EFP
would be too restrictive.

b] The requirement that Case he assigned to the top of the
CHAIN had to be stipulated and could not be derived from a last
resort principie. In the account below, we will contend that the
I-subdject, once coindexed with AGR, has to obtain Case from AGR,
either from AGR® (as in NSLs) or fron Spec of AGR (as in non-
N8L=). The generalization is, raoughly speaking, that the I-
subject has to obtain Case from an AGR elasment which is richly
aspecified in phi-features, namely AGR® in NELs or Spec of AGR in
non-usLs,

¢} The link between expletive and Argument was problematic
for Binding Theory, and nevertheless necessary for the CHAIN

thegry TS make Sense,

1.1 A Reformulation of the EPP

The proposal that I will advance has Yery much in common
with Porer’s [19%86) theory of I-subiects, but, at least in its
ipitial formuelation kelow, it is more restrictive in the way AGR

(INFL in Borer’s terms=) is coindexed with a I-subject.
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In all this section we will be abstracting away from
expletive/indefinite constructions, which we deal with in the

next section.

Let us tentatively assume the following principle:

(1] At D=structurs, AGE must be coindexed with the most
prominant non—(inherently-}Case-marked DP or CF in its co-

command domaln.

Thi= rule is =similar to Borerfs {1985} rule of ACE

coindexation;

(2) ©Coindex AGR with an HMP in the acces=zible domain of ACE.

Theire are, however, three differences between the two rules:

a) Borer’s hypothesis was not framed within the Internal
subrject Hypothesis. 30 her definition of accessible domain was
devised as to include Spec of IHFL. This is net the case here,
because at D-structure all Arguments are in the strict c-command
domain of AGR they may possibly become subijects of.

b} Our rule is obligatory: AGR must find some DF or CF to
goindex with. This makes sure that an object DF will have to he
colndexed with AGR If the External Argumenkt ic absenkt, The
obligatery character of this rule ig reminiscent of the EPP: only
that instead of requiring that Spec of IP (or AGRP) must be
£filled, we reguire that AGR must be coindexed with some Argument.
In fact, this does net imply that Spec of IF will end up being
filled, as we will see. Borer emphasizes that the rule should not
be cbligatory, precisely becauce Burzlo’s Generalirzation is not,
aceording to her, always fulfilled. she adduces dialectal Hebrew
data that wiolate BG [Borer {(19286:385):
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{3} a. Haya katuv ‘et ha-yedi‘a ha-zot ha=-‘iton

Was-written-m A¢c the-message the-this in~the-paper
‘This message was written in the paper’

b. Meforat fet ha-dvarim ha-*els ba-karcez
Spectfied—-sg Acc the-things the-these in-the-lsaflet
‘These things are specified in the leaflet”

2. Kara 1i Kkvar ‘et ha-te‘una ha-zot  kodem
Happened=-m me alrezdy Acc the-accident the-this before

‘T already had this accident before’

Since B seerns to hold steadily in many other languages, we
are not going ko simply ignore it. Then Hebrew exceptions should
be dealt with in a specific way.

c)] In Borer’s rule CPs are not mentioned as candidates ha
e coindexed with AGR. Whether this is essential to Borer’s
theory or not, it is c¢rucial in our rule: while sentences such
as (4).a) are excluded because AGR is not coindexed with zany DP
or CP, sentences such as (4).b) are acceptable ecrucially kbegause
the CP can be coindexed with AGPR:

(4) a. #{it,. ) surprises me about this gquestion

b. It surprises me [pop that... |

Let’s call the DE/ACPE coindexed with AGE the I-subject. Let
us review the principle in (1) teo see how it works. Filrst of all,
f1} is intended to be a principle which applies on the basis of
solely structural and Case-marking information: AGR looks down
for a non [inherently) Case marked DP or CP from top to bottom
of its c-command demaln and coindexes with the first available
candidate,

gince the principle applies at D-struckture, all Case-marked
DPs [(which arxe therefore not avallable candidates) will be

inherently Case marked OFs, 1f we assume that structural Case is
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not assigned until S-structure. Therefore the parenthetical
gpecification in (1) is not necessary.

How, since we make crucizal use of inheront case marking to
discriminate which DPFs are candidates to be coindexed with AGR,
we need some characterization of inherent Case-marking. We will
not discuss all the cases where inherent Case parking has beean
resorted to. For our purpeses, the following definitions will

suffice as a characterization of inherent Caze:

{5)] Inherent Case is assigned at D-structure.
{6] Inherent Case assignment is obligatorily assigned.

{7} Obligue Case iz inherent Case.

The abowve statements make sure that a DP in the complemant
of a prepcsition will never be coindexed with AGR. We assume that
apparent counter-examples (passives like: Phis was talked abeoutl)
invelve verb-preposition reanalysi=s of some kind (see Kayne
{1981)}, or at least, that in this cace the prepogition deoes not
assigh inherent Case. For languages where all Argupents apart
from the cbject and the EA are prepositionally Case-marked, the
abccve characterization suffjices to exclude the undesired cases
of coindexation., For languages having obligue-Case-mnarked
arguments not cootcurring with a preposition, we will assume that
these Cases are alsag inherent.

Wwith the preceding assumptions, the Argument that will ke
coindexed with AGR is predicted in a relatively straightforward
way:

— in & transitive or unergative structure, AGR will always
be coindexed with the EA, since it is generated asz the highest
P {or CPY in the VP local Domain (we assume it is adijolined to
VP,
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- in an unaccusative structure, AGR will be cocindexed the
object DF, since it i= the closest nan-inherently Case-marked DP
in it= scope.

- in a copulative structure, AGE will be coindexed with the
subject of the small <lause.

- in a raising structure, the closest DP or CP will he
internal to the infinitival clause, since raising verbs have no
eligible DP/CP Argument themselves, assumning that the infinitival
complensnt is not CP but IP, as has been traditionally assumed.

= In the cace of weather verbs, we have fto assume that they
project a gquasi-Argument, that would count as an Argument for the
purposes of the present theory.

- in a pasgive structure, we assume that the EA is not
projected as & DPF, so the coindexed DP will be the object [John
was seen), or an Argument inkternal €o the 1P in an ECH
construction (John was ballieved to...), or the subject of a Small
clause (John was considered intelligent}.

Roberts (1$91-b) propeses that in a passive the Ex is
projected as PRO. If so, it would ba problematic for aur account,
since it would bhe taken by AGR as a the choson candidate
fassuming this PRO is projected in the same position as the EA
in active structures). I think that, even if the Bh is present
in a passive in a way it is not in an unaccusative structure, it
ig far from clear that it is projected in the same way as in an
active structure. It has been noticed that the implicit Argument
can control an adjunst clause -(8).a)-, while no controller is
avallable in the unaccusative structure -{(8).b). But the implicit

Argument cannot control a complement clause -(8).c):
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{37 a. The boat was sank tg prove 2 point
b. *The boat sank to prove a polnt
o, *Bill was premised to go
{intended meaning: Someone promised Bill to gol.

d. *It was prcomised/wanted/hoped to go

Sg I think the implicit Avgument should ke better
characterized as not projecting in the same position as the EA
in an actiwve clause, however problematic this may be for the
Projection Principle. I leave the guéstion here.®

A plece of syupport for the ahove hypothesic is the fact
that, in English, when we have two ohjecks, it is the first
ohiect which 1s coindexed with AGR in a passive. We Can assume,
with Lar=s=on {1%£8}, that the first object i= higher than the
second, the evidence being that there is asymmetrical c-command
from the first o the sefond (as adduced by Larsonh.

The general idea iz, then, that the Argument hecoming the
I-subject is always the most prominent available pP gr €F in the
c=command doemain of AGE. In other words, Burzia's Ganeralization
is definable on purely structural terns, without making reference
to Theta Theory: the fact that the presence of a projected
external B-role is relevant is due teo the independently assumed
fact that the EA is projected in a more prominent position.

i{1l] expresses the idea that it is not DP's that are forced
to move to Spec of AGR to get Cass, but rather AGR that is forced
to pick up a DP to coindex with it. An implicit assumption, up
to now, is that I-subjects have to end up being assigned Case as
subjocts (i.e., being for instance HNominative tn finite
sentences). We will slaborate on this issue later. If we assume,

for the moment, that Accusative assignment is optionszl, then BG

! See Roberts {1%87), and Baker, Johnzon & Roberts [(1%8%),
for the proposal the inplicit Argument is prodected as the
passive participial affix [(i.&. & head).
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is derived from Case theory! if the I-subject is forced to he
assigned Case as subject, an object that becomes an I-gubjact
will not ke able to receive Accusative, independently of whether
accusative is available or not.

{1} is, eon the other hand, an abstract alternative
characterizaticon of the EFP, in that it states that AGR is always
coindexed with some I-subject. In the next paragraph we will
gqualify this generalization by considering languages where AGR

i= not always coindexed with an Argument.

1.2. Two Parameters

In this section we wWill deal with two types of languages
where the above formulation of the EPP does not work. In one case
{German impersonal verbs and inperscnal passives) we need a ninor
parameterization of our formulation. In the other case {(Ergative
languages)] the parameterization affects the basic shape of the

principle.
1.2.1 Inpersonal Constructions

pur fermulation of the AGR-coindexation principle in {13,
as it stands, reguires that AGR must be coindexed with some DP/CP
Argument. This means that there must bhe one available. Otherwise,
the reguirement in (1) would not be fulfilled, and the output
sentence would he ungrammatical. Suppose, though, that (1) is
parameterized as in (9), wilere the two parameter values are

absence vs. presence of the parenthesized part:

(9} At D=-gtructure, AGR must be coindexed with the most
prominent non-(inherently-)Case-marked DP or CP in its c-

command domain (if there is one).
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Suppose that including the parenthesized part is the option
for languages like Garman {(as opposed to English and Romance
ianguages). The prediction is that, in Cerman, AGRE will be
coindexed with some DP/CP  Argument only if the lexical
specification of the verb provides one. As we saw in the
preceding chapter, there are cases where AGR is not apparently

coindexed with apy Arqgument:

[10) dass gestern getantzt wurde
that wyesterday danced was
(11 a. das=s [es) mir sghwindelt
that [it) me-DAT ig-dizzy
f..s that T feel dizzy'
b, da=ss {es) mir davor graut
that (it) me-DAT of-it fears

f,.. that I am afraid of itf

Suppose that in both cases no DP i=s available for AGE to
coindex with:

- in the imperscnal passive case, because the Agent Argument
ie net projected as a OF:

— in the other rcase, bkecause these wverbs do not
subcategerize for any DPF not belng inherently Case marked.®

The present account, hased on parameter (%), gives a unitary
explanation for the existence of iwmpersonal passives and the
elass of varbs in (11) in the same language; languages lacking

imperscnal passives 4o not have wverbs of this kind. Icelandic

* gome of these wverbs subcategeorize for an Accusative:
il dass (es3) mich dirstet
that (it)] me-ACC is—thirsty
We have to assume that this is an inherent Accusative, and
is already Case~marked by D-structure.
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would be ancther instance ¢of such a correlation.? Actually, it
is net clear that this correlation is a genuine one. To my
knowledge, Russian is a language having verbs similar to the ones
in (11) without having imperscnal passives. Perhaps we could
simply assume that the parametric option set for German ic a
necessary but not sufficient condition for the existence of
impersonal passives, whose Licensing would depend on other
factors or, perhaps, wouwld sitply be a matter of idigsyncorasy.

A= far as I know, languages allewing inpersonal
canstructions like (11} (German, Russian, Icelandic) are all
languages overt Case marking on DPs. If this generalization is
geneine, it should ke captured by the theory. I d¢ not have any

interesting proposal in this connection.

1.2.2. Ergative Languages

There should ke another more important and chbvious
paraneter, to account for the contrast hetween Nominative-
Accusative languages (which this thesis deals with for the most
part and (1) is conceived for) and Ergative Languages (ELs). I
will cnly consider one such case of ergativity, which is perhaps

not most typical: Basgue.

* Italian has two wverbs of that germanic type: importare
{‘concern’) and dispiacere ('dislike’) (thanks teo L. Rizzi for
this remark): .

{i} A me dispiace dl guesto

To me dislikes of this

{ii)] A me ipporta di guesto

To me cancerns of this

Perhaps they are a residue of an earlier period where
Italian had imperscnal passives {(and s¢ the German value of the
parameter}.

French shows apncther case of a wvardb that allows AGR noet to
coindex with any Argument:

[aiil I} faut ces livres

It need these books (’'These DOOKS are needed’)

These cases areé, I think, not representative of the general
patterns of the languages in guesticon and could be assumed to be
residual and not belonging te the core grammar.
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In Bazque, the situation seens to be that there is a
Agreement for the EA {which appears only when there is an EA) and
an Agreement for the internal Argument, which is obligatory. The
latter (the so-called Abselutive agreenent)y has some distinctive
properties w.r.t. the former (Ergative agreement] and the alcso
present Dative agreement. Ahpart from the obligatory presence of
ARS-AGR (as ovpposed to the optionality of ERG-AGR and DAT-AGR,
which are present onhly when +there is an external /dative
Argument), ABS-AGR is prefixal while the other two are suffixal
{with come axcepticons in the past tense’). In addition, the
prefixal AGR-ABS 1s apparently an older and more tightly attached
affix than the other tWo, for which its e¢litic origin is more
obvioas,®

Thesz facts suggest that AGR-ABS is the ¢losest correlate
of Nominative AGRE in non-ELs {in sectleon 5. we arguse that the
behavior of AGR in non-ELs is due to its obligatory presenceé in
finite sentences’). Therefore, we could argue, the parameter which

allows the Basgue option iz of the following nature:

{i2) At D-structure, the gbligatory AGR (in fimite =entences)
mast ke coindexed with the nost prominent non-[{ inherently)-
Casg marked DPF/CP:
al in 8 designated position {such as ohiect).

bl {no restriction)

* oreir de Urbinag (19%39) characterize=s this past tensec
particularity as a case of morphelegical split ergativity: the
prefixal ABS—AGE takes on the role of ERG-AGR. In our terms, the
obligatery AGR-marker shifte from internal to BA, thus behaving
like a non-EL in these past tense forms. But these facts are mere
morphological and have no syntactic import.

* Some of the Ergative/sDative suffives (1st and 2nd plural)
are homophonous [abstracting away from stress) with the hon-
emphatic independent pronouns.
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The b) option would be the unmarked one and i= eguivalent
to (1] above. The more restrictive a) option would be the option
for Basgue. It is perhaps no matter of accidant that ELs are less
reprezented, as would be predicted by the narkedness
characterization in [(12).

The obligatory character of ASR-coindexation in (12), which
accounts for BurZiofs Gemsralization when b)) is taken, would
aceount, when option a) is taken, for a interesting fact in
Basgue: verbs that are usually intrapsitive—unergative in other
languages, are for the most part "formally transitive’ in Basque.
%o, fto work' is translated as ‘to do work’, ‘to sleep’ as ‘to
do slecp’, and 50 on. Since AGR-ABS is the obligatory AGH, it has
to be coindexed, according to (12)-option a), toc a designated
position (object}, which has thus to be always present. Althaough
the=sa verks form a rather fixed axpression with their objectks,
they are glearly independent syntactic constituents, i.e., we are
not dealing with lexical incorporation, as far they are not
2trictly adjacent and the abject admits some partitive case in

polarity contexts:

(13) a. la egin

sleep to—do fto sleep”

k. Gauez egingo dut 1o
by~-night to-be-done I-have sleap
*It’s by night I will slegp!

. Bart ez nuen lorik enin
Lat-night not had-I sleep-PART done
fLast night I didn’t sleep at all’

Actually, there are some exceptions to this generxal pattern:
some unergative verbs do not show any cbhject at all {except that
ABS=-AGR appears in the third person singular). Thase verbs have

increased in number as borrowings from Romance languages have
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entered BRasgue, 5¢ they could b2 considered marked ootions having
a kind of null object. Or we could assume that modern Basgue has
get a parametric option similar to the one taken by Cerman: ARS-
AGR hag to coindex with an object if there iz ona.

Basgue is actually an atypical EL (see oOrtiz de Urbina
(1989)). The Case array is differsnt in other ELs and the
parametric formulation above gcould turp aut not to £it other Els.

I cannot pursue the guestion here.

1.3. A Problematie Case

Since languages like English or the Ronance languages have
neither impersconal passives nor verbs like those in (11} in
general, it seems that these languages set the other paramstric
option in (9). If so, in all sentences AGR is coindexed with =cme
Argument {(BPF or CP). This seems to be the case at first glance,
hut there are sone apparently problematic cases. Consider the
catalan verb zemblar 'to geem’.® We have assumed, in accordanca
to the GBE tradition, that in its raising werston semblar
subcategerizes for anh IP. So AGR is colndexed with some DPF inside
the IP, =ince there i= no other DP availabla in the main
sentence. NOW, wheh senblar subcategoritzes for a CP finite
complement, it is this CP itself that will be coindexed with AGR:
thi= is at least what (1) predicts.

That CPs are possible candidates to be coindexed with AGR
i= & plausible assumption: this is likely the case for examples
like the following:

®* The facts we will be considering are from Catalan. To my
knowledyge, they are essentially the sape as in Spanish. We will
consider Italian below.
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(14} a. It strikes me that...
b, It is evident that...

2. It was knpwn that,..

In the corresponding cases i= Catalan, the CPs are likely

the he the I-subijects too:

{15} a. Em sorpreén gua...
e strikes thal...
h. Es evident gua...
Is evident that...
c. Era sabut dgue...

Was known fhat...

How let’s consider the CP Argument of semblar. There is
evidence that this CP dges not behave like a I-subject. In
contrast to the CPs in (1%), it can bhe prononinalized as an

object clitic he fit', just as object CPs can:

{16) a. Ho sembla, goe vindra
It-ACC seem=, that he-will-come

b. Ho &, gue vindra
It-ACC I-know, that he-wWill-cone

Hone of the CPs ip (1%) can be pronominalized as ho. So, it
appears that the non-raising version of semblar iz a
counterexample to ¢cur claim that AGR is always ¢coindexed with an
Argument, unless we were to admit that AGR is coindexed with an
Accusative clitic, which would strongly weaken our hypothesics,

There =eem= to he no wide range of problematic cases: in
Catalan, semblar {(and some other verhs we will consider helow)

are the only wverbs with -ne apparent I-subject. So it =eens

@2



reaszonable not to give up our hypothesis and try to find a
spaecific explanation for the behavior of sepblar.

Suppose wa assunme that gsemblar, like weather and similar
verbs, has a gquasi-Argument, which is the subject 1in the
problematic examples.? At first glance, this position does not
seem tenable: if the guasi-Argument is present with semblar + CP,
it would block raiszsing in the semblar + IP construction, since
two Arquments [the guasi-argument and the raising argunent) would
be competing to coindei with AGR and become subjects of the main
clauss. On the other hand, if a theory of guasi-Arguments i= to
be taken gerigusly, we cannokt assume that the guasi-Argument is
optional and deoes not appear in the raising construction: quasi-
Arguments should be subject to the Projection Principle and the
Theta-Criterion: otherwise would be nothing but a theoretical
artifact used to our convenience,

The solution we propeose Lo this puzzle is based on the
following assumptions: there are two verbs semblar: one
projecting a guasi-Argument and one not projecting it, the second
one being the one allowing raising." We will s=see that this
distinction is plausible and makes the correct distinctions.

I think that existence nf two werbs semblar can be
independently motivated on both semantic and syntactic grounds,

censider the feollowing palr in Catalan:

+

Recall that the existance of guasi-aArguments is crucilal
for our account: without quasi-Arguments, all weather verbs would
be problematic.

* Hernanz (1982) arrives at a closely similar conclusion for
the Spanish egquivalsnt of semblar (parecer), which behaves
exactly like semblar, as far as I khwow. Her arguments are based
on essentially the same notivation, except that she does not face
the problem of I-subjects and Burzie's Generalization. So, she
does not conslder the possibility of a guasi-Argumenkt. Other
differences will be polinted out later.
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{17) a. Sembla gue estad cansat
Seems that he's tired
It seems that he's tired*
b. Sembla gue eastigui cansat
Seems that he-he tired

fIt locks as if he's tired’ /'He looks tired!

From the syntactic point of view, in the a. example semblar
subcategorizes for a CP in indicative mood, while in the b.
exanple 1t subcategorizes for a subjunctive CF. From the
interpretative point of view, the a. example means something tike
*there are convincing indications that he's tired’, while the b.
cxample wmeans ‘there are {mere)] appearances that he's tiredr,
Let’s call semblar-1 the verb in a. and sembhlar-2 the wverb in b,

Now let us consider semblar as a raising verb:?

(1B} [(E1l] sempbla estar cansat

{H2} spams to=-be tired

It is <lear that (18} i3 synonymous with (17).a)] and not
with [(17).b): this seems to indicate that it i5 sembiar-l, not
semhlar-2, that is a raising verb. As a raising verb, semblar-}
cannot have any guasl-argument, for the reasons we argued above.
On the other hkand, since semblar-2 iz neot a valising verb, no
theoretic problem arises if we postulate that it projects a
quasi-Argument. Suppése that it does, and that this is what makes
it possible for the CP neot to become subject. If we are on the

right track, the prediction is that the verb sesilar which allows

* Infinitival raising constructions are not accepted in
Kormative Catalan and, tndeed, +they are not a genuine
construction in spoken catalan., However, I do not find them more
awkward than many other constructions that have entered standard
Catalan without originally belonging to the spokan language
{passives, Wh-relatives, etc.).
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its CP ta proneninzlize as the clitic ho is ssmblar-2. This in
turn predicte that, in sentences with such & pronominalization,
the interpretation is that of semblar-2, namely ‘there are {(mere)

appearances that...". I think this prediction ig Fulfilled:

{19} Ho sembla (gue estigui cansat].
It-ACC zeems (that he's tired)

Aocording to my intuition, whenever the clitic ke replaces
the ([dislocated or contextually recoverable] c©P, the ‘mers
appearance’ interpretation is emphasized. Judgenents abouk thisg
matter are not neat, probably because the ipterpretaticon of
semblar-2 stands in anh relation of subset w.r.t. that of semblar-
1: if ‘*there are convineing indications of a situation’ then
‘there are appearances peglinting to that situation * {(not the
cther way around). Nevertheless, it seems c¢lear that in a
dizlogue like:

(20} A- Sesmbla gue esta cansat.
Seans that he's tired
B- Ho zembla.
1£-ACC Seanms

the reply is less than confirming the assertion: it rather
auggests cauticusness about the certainty of ‘his being tived!
in emphasjzing that only appearances are certain. In a dialogue
like:
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[21) A- Estas cansat?

Are you tired?

b= ko
Ho
&= Dones ko sembla

AnyYway It=-ACT Seems

*You lock as if you were anyway’

the last remark of speaker A iz clearly means 'mere appearance’
situation. Alternatively, samblar-2 (= gsemblar with Accusative

clitic) cannot be used to make confirming reply:'s

(22] A4- Estas cansat?

ate you tired?

B= 5.
Yes
A— #Ja ho sembla

Indeed It=-ACC seems

fA¥ou indeed look as if vou were'

Another fact that nakes the distinction between the two
verbs plausible is the fact fthat they correspond to different
verbs in other languages (secm and look/sound/etc, in English).
The English wverb Ilook has the properties we postulate for
zemblar-2: it has the *(mere) appearance’ interpretation, it is
not a raising wverb (*John loCKs to have come} and it also
requires the postulation ¢f & quasi-Argument in order to explain

its apparent lack of I-subject in cases like:

(23] It loocks as if ...

1" comma Rigaw peinted out to me the relevance of thece
examplias.
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In (23) it is unlikely that the I-subject ig the as if
clause, bedause 1t does not look like a bare CF. 50 the
contlusion would be that verbs of the semblar-2 type invelve a
quasi-Argument roughly denoting ‘appearancas‘.

Since gemblar-: is not a raising wverlb, we could expect it
to be a contrel verb when it subcategorizes infinitive. This is
the case for Catalan and other Homange languages, where semblar-2

tan have a dative controller:

(24Y a. Em, sembla PRD, estar somiant {Catalan)
Mo-soams to-he dreaming

*I have the impression of being dAreaming’

b, Me, parece PRO, estayxy soRando {Spanish)
Me-seemns to-ba draaming

c. Mi, sembra d4i PRO, éz=ere in un sagno fItaliany
He-seeams of toc~be in a dreanm

The verb in (24) 1s clearly semblar-2 a= far as it conveys
the ‘mare appearance’ meaning.®’

If we are right in postulating a guasi-~Argument, we should
say something sbhout its semantic plausibility. Quasi-Arguments
can be conceived as Arguments referring to an entity which is
vague enough not to be possikbly instantiated as a full DPF: there
is gomething that ‘rains! aor 'is late’ {roughly the weather, the
time, resp.) ahd capnnot [(or simply is not) conceptualized
precicsely. In the case of semblar-2, what would constitute the
guasi-Argument is, likely, f[a set of) appearances’. In this
case, we cannot say it is not conceptualizable: one can precisely

know which fact or thing constitutes the appearance.

** I cannot axplain why the English eguivalent of seamblar-2
( 'to look/sound/fetc.’) cannot involve control:
*It locks to me to he dreaming
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Hevertheles=, semblar-2 does not allow a full DP (or CP) as an

alternative to the {purported) quasi-Argunent:

{25 *Aquest soroll seombla que plogui

This neice seems that Lir-rains-suBJ

50 the reason the quasi-Argument is the only option for
semblar-2 has to be another. My suggestion is the following.
Consider semblar when used without a glausal complement, as in
{261+

(26) En Jpan sembla canszt
The J. seems tired

fJoan looks tiredf!

&s is made clear from the translation (where we use to
lopk], here we are dealing with semblar-2. A plausible analysis
of (26) 1s that the subject (eh Jaan) is, at bD-structure, the
subject of a Small Clause headed Ly <ansat. Suppose We assume

that semblar-2 always has a Small Clause fopplement. Then, in:

{27} Sembla gque plogul
Seems that rains-SUBJ

‘It lookes as if it was raining”’

the guasi-argument would be the Subject of a Small Clause whose

rucleus would be thae P (gue plogui):

{28) Sembla {g- guasi-A [cp que plogui ]]

Now, suppose we make the following assumption: A CP is not
& pogssible predicate of a fully referemtial DP. S0, when the
predicate in & Small <Clause is a full CP, its subdect has no
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opticen but being a gquasi-Argument. However ad hoc this idea may
be, it seems unproblematic.™

I think there is a possible empirical argument for the
existence of the gquasi-Argunent. It is the same kind of argument
that Chomsky (1%981) uses to notivate the existence of gquasi-
Argument=. The idea is that they can control and thus licence a

PR which otherwise would be illicie:

(29} a. It is ¢loudy without FRO actually raining

tr. *I took the umbrella without FPRO actually raining

The following example shows a similar pailr where the
contrellae would be the gquasi-araument of semblar-2, and the

controller the guasi-Argument of pleou fit raing”:*°

7 Pasgue Seems to challenge this assumptlion as it allows
sentences as:

Jonek dirndi bhere anaia berriro gaixo dagoela

J. seamns his brother again iill 1s=that

*Jon loocks as if his krother is ill again”

Perhaps this is due to the adverbial nature of embedded CFPs
in Basgque ({the -2la ‘that’ corplementizer is plausibly an
adverbial suffixz). Taking the English translation as an examnple,
the ‘as Iif IPF* conplement allows a3 full DPF as well as a guasi-
argument {*Johnsit tooks as if his brother is ill again’). This,
toa, weuld be due to the adverbial nature of the fas if!
complement . 5o 1t would be non-azdverbial CPs which exclusively
allow guasi-Arguments as subjects of predication.

‘* a5 far as in the English translatien of {({(30).a) *to
seem’ 1s used, our claim that semblar-2 corresponds to "to
lock/fecund, etc.’ is weakened. Perhaps Englizh ‘to seen® is
anbigucous as well.

In {{30).a) the facts are a bit obscurad by the simultaneous
prezence of a infinitival PRC in the =emblar claugse (which we
claim is a contreolled gquasi-Argumant) and another guasi-Argument
of ‘to rain’ in the finite clause embedded under semblar. The
following example avoids this sitvation, and i= certainly a bit
marginal:

{i) Z?Plou sense semblar gue hi hagl ndavels.

This could be due to a certain lack of identity between the
tWo guasi-Arguments. Consider:

(it} It's raining without Iit/*PRO bkeing late in the

afterncon (in a country where it usually rains late
in the afternoon)
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(33) a. Plou sensa PR semblar que pleogui
Rains without to—-seem that rains=sSUBT
It i= raining without sgeming tof
b. *Agafc el paraigua sanse semblar gue plogui
I-take the umbrella without to-seem that rains-siUBJ

f#1 take the umbrella without secming to rainf

One gqualification should be made above hypothesis: the way
we presented the contrast in (17), we scem to suggest that
indicative/subjunctive mood 15 a contrastive property of the two
verbs semblar. Wow, while it iz clear that subjunctive is an
exclusive property of semblar-2 {i.e., it has the ‘mere
appearance’ interpretation only), indicative is hot clearly an
exclusive property of zemblar-1: (17).a) can be used in the ‘nere
appearance’ interpretaticon. 50 the contrast is half-way:

- zemblar-1: indicative

- gemblar-32: subjunctive [or indicative)®*

In this connection, it is not a preblem that the clitic ho
can pronominalize both an indicative and a subjunctive CFP, which
appear as dislocated: both [3l}.a) and {.b) would be cages of

senblar-2:

In [ii) a weather guasi-Argument canbot control a tipe
guasi~-Argument, because they do not refer to the same entity
fhowaver cloudy to conceptualize these entities are). Here the
lack of identity is teoo strong, while in ({30).a) and (i) it
would be milder.

4  Hernanz {1982 does not consider the indicative/
subdunctive distinction (which holds in Spanish the same as in
Catalan' and =imply assert=s that the oonstructions with
indicative (as in [{l7).a)) are ambiguous, which we agree upaon.
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131} &. Ho senbla, gue plou
It-ACC seems, that rains-IND
b. Ho sembla, gque ploguil
I1t=-ACC seems, that rains-5UBT

If anything, (31).b) appears Lo more strongly suggest that
fraining is a wmere appearance’ than (31).a), but they are
eszentially synonymous, as is in accordance with cur clain that
both must be cases of semblar-2.

another facteor can disambiguate the semplar+indicative
copnstruction: in Catalan or Spanish an Experiencer dative
accompanying scembler cannot coocccur with subjunctive [i.e.,
semblar-2], as shown in (32).2)] This suggests that the
Experiencer dative is not compatible with semblar-2. And in fact
when the indicative co-occurs with a clitic, only the "convincing
avidence’ interpretation {(i.e., semblar-l) is available (as in
(32).bhjp:""

¥ Torrego (1989) distinguishes between two verbs parecer
(the Spanish eguivalent <f semblar) and arqgues that the presence
aof the Experiencer is coextensive with one of them. So there are
twa verhs parecer: parecar+ experiencer and parecer-epistemic.
They are distinguished by a set of criteria:
2] only parecer-ep. can take subjunctive:
{i] Me parece gue llueve/*llueva
Me seems that rains-IMD/SUBJ
b) only parecer-exp. <an occuy in a perfective tense!
{1i) Hoy =*={me) ha parecido gue llovia
Today (me) has seemed that was-raining
c) only parecer-ap. 1s a raising verb:
(iii) *Juan ha parecido haberlos encontrado
J. has secemed to=-have-them found
In her analysis, resultar is rather like parecer-exp. 5S¢ her
analysis is clearliy at odds with the one we propose here, for she
essumes that raising parecer 15 precisely the cone allowing
subrjunctive (we assume the opposite) and resultar does not for
g ¢lags with raising parecer.
In fact, 1 do not agree with same of the data either:
parecer without Experiencer ¢aft appear in perfective tensea:
{iv)] Por un moments, ha parecidgo que 1llovia
For a moment tias seemed that was-raining
(v) 2Juazn parecic gquerer decirnos zlgo
J. aeemed to-want tell-us something

1gz



(32) a. *Em sembla gque plogul
Me seems= that rains-SUBJT
‘21t looks ko me as if itfs rainming”
b. Em =emhla gue plou
Me seems that rains-IND

‘1t seem=s to me that it's raining'

There is a problem left to be addressed concerning semblar-
1. He have claimed that semblar—-1 has ho ¢quasi-Argument and that
the CP itself is the I-subject. CP I-subkjects in NS5Ls can he
dropped as null =ubjects or can be dislocated with a null

resumptive pronoun:

(33) Em molesta {, gue diguls aixd)
He-bothers {, that you-say that)
‘It bothers me, that you =ay thatl”

This is not the case with sembhlar-1:

{341 *Sembla {, gue plogul)

Spams [, that it rains)

The same happens with anpother wverb (resulfar "to turn out
case’] which is5 likely of the same nature as semblar-1l (it is
also & railsing verb, subcategorizes indicative and admits neither
ho-cliticization of the CP nor Experiencer datives in Catalan or

Spanish):
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(1% a. *Resulta [, gue wvindra)
Turns=cut [, that will=come]
It turns out (that he will come)”
E. *Ho resultsa {, gue windrab
It=-AC2 turns=-out [, that will-come)
fIt turns out {that he will comed”
o, [(*Em) resulta gque Vvinhdra
(Mel turns-out that will-Ccome

It turnz out (*to me) that s/he’l]l cone’

Spanish reszultar and Italian risultare have essentially the

same meaning and behavior.

So we have build a theory in order to make sure that somblar
iz not & problematic gase  [(singe whenever the C©F  is
pronominalized as Accusative, there is a quasi-Argument I-
suhject), bot now the CP heing claimed to be the actual I-subkject
aof {nop-rais=img) semblar-l deoes not bBohave like other P I-
subjects as far as {(null)] pronominalization is concerned. My
suggestion is that this i1s due to the epistenic hature of the
semblar-l/resultar wverbs: they are not true predicates, but a
kind o©of aspectual, semantically adjunct, predicate.'* And in
fact, predicates of thi=s kind can be paraphrased as adverbial
adjuncts (‘apparently’ for semblar-1, ‘in fact’ for resultar are
close paraphrases).’” There are other cases of CPs that cannet be

pronominalized ¢r dislocated. One is the following, in Catalan:

' The idea that raising verhs are adijunct predicates is
proposed by Hernanz (1%82), Rothstein {15983 and Torrego {19383,

¥ This adjunct nature could alse be an explanation for the
fact that these predicates are raising predicate=s: since raising
iz a guite restxicted phenomenon, we should ke g2ble to predict
why it is. We could claim that only adjunct predicates (modalg
and aspectuals) can be raising predicates, possibly kecause they
are not truly bi-clausal [(at least at LF).
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(38) Diu Que &5 casen
Says that they get married
‘They say that they are getting married® or rather f1 heard

that they are getting married’

In {36), din gque 1is a fixed expressiaon (it can only be
prezent tepze, and it differs from standard 3rd plural arbitrary
constructiens in that it i3z singular). In fact, this fixed
expression does not mean ‘somechespeocple say(s] that®, but it
rather has the meaning of a speaker-orientad adverb expressing
the novelty or surprise the speaker foels about the fackt
expressed by the embedded sentence. 50, it is another case or
merely adjunct predicate and, probably for this reason, 1t cannot

be pronominalized or dislocated:

[37) *Ho diu [, gue e5 casen)
It-ACC says [, that they get married)
Cf. with:
Ho diuen [, gQue a5 casen)

It-ACC they=say [, that thay get married)

1t is not clear why the purely adjunct, epistemic/ speaker-
oriented interpretation for predicate should give the result that
their complement CP, when I-subject, cannot be dropped in HSLs
or pronominalized and dislecated in general: the idea would
roughly he that the CF is ‘too interpretatively central’ a part

of the sentence for it to be dropped or dislocated.

Summing up, here are the main characteristics of the two

verbs . .omblar:
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(38] Zemblar-1 Senblar-2

fconvincing evidence! ‘mere appeardance’

indicative subjunctive {(or indicative)

ng quasi-hrg. guasi-aArg.

CPF complemnent {poseibly CP=headed) 5C conplement
ad junct predicate main predicate

raising {(possible) noe raising

ho contral contral {(poszsible)

epistemic reading ho epistemie reading

= geem {(or sSeem=1] = look/socundsetc. (or seem=2)

similar verbs: resultar,

diu gue.

In conclusion, it seems t¢ me that so narrow a range of
potential problematic exanples as semblar and similar werbs
zhould not lead us to abandon our crucial clainm that any clause
has an I-subject (which allows us to derive Burzio's
Generalization), and that a reasonably plausible and wmotivated

way-oukt of the problen can be conceived.

Italian gembrare does not easily fit inte the preceding
picture. On the one hand, the indicativessubjunctive contrast is
not present. In standard Italian subjunctive is preceptive in any
case., In colleguial Ttalian, indicative is possible, but not in
any interpretative contrast with subjunctive, bezause subjunctive
is simply disappearing from colloguialy/dialectal ILtalian in many

regions. "™

¥ In those dialects, it is disappearinog even in the
complement CP of optative verbhs:

Voglio che wvieni

I-want that you-come-IND

oo



On the other hand, the finite CP Argument of sembrare can

be dropped cor dislocated, in contrast with Catalan (and Spanish)
[34):

{32} Sembra [, che piova/piove}
Sooms that rain-sUBI/rains—-IND

It does look as if itfs raining’

Since (39) can be semblar-2 [‘merc appearance’) it shogld
involve a guasi-Argument. The {F, haowever, can be dropped eor
dislocated, as other ¢p I-subjects. The Eact that it is the <P
{and not the guasi-Argument) which becomes the I[-subject
therefore contrasts with Catalan and Spanish. We could assume
that in Italian the guasi-Avgument is inherently Case-marked and
that AGR can thus be coindexed with the CP. This is obviously

nothing but an ad hoc solution. I leave the guestion opan.

l.4. The EPP and the ECP

oup raeformulation of the EPP in (1L1/(%) 13 & device that
determines which DP or CP will become the I-subijest (i.e. will
be coindexed with AGSR) in a clause, Faor convenience, we will he

using the non-parameterized version in (1):

(1} At D=-structure, AGR must be coindexed with the most
prominent non-{inherently-}lase-marked OP or CP in its c-

command doemain.

Even if wWe have not fully developed what this device anounts
to, we can advange that cur theory is intended to cover all the
cases of what is standardly conceived as A-movement.
specifically, in the following D-strucktures, (1) determines that

the underlined DPs or CPs will become I-subjects and, in English,
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these DPs/CP3 will ultimately becone the main clause subjects {in

a subtler sense in the case of CP3):

(4071 a. AGR ... [yp John [yp open the door i)
b. aGR ... fvp oREN the door ]
AGR ... [yp ssem that... ]
d. 2GR ... [yp seem [[p to [yp come John 1]]

Therefcore (1) predicts which A-Chainz will be formed and
what length they will have.

The standard theory of A-movement be conceived as consisting
of three essential modules:

~ Move-alpha as a general rule allowing A-movement;

- Case theory as a trigger for A-movement;

- g¢onstraints on the output A-movement: ECP, proper
novement, the Projection Principle, Chain formation, sate.

In the above examples ng unigue principle in the standard
theory compels the underlined DPs or ¢Fs to become the subjsct
of tha main scntence: Move—alpha is applied freely; Case theory
constraints the DPs to move {or form expletive CHAINS) and the
other ceonstraints filter the undesired cases (super-raising,
movement to a B~position, etc.].

our theory explicitly denies fthat A-movement is triggered
by Case-reguirements=: an chject may be forced to become I-subject
even if it can be potentizlly assigned Accusative., So Case theory
cannet ke used as a last-resort trigger foy A-movement. 0On the
sther hand, (1) elearly overlaps with the other constraints on
A-movenant: the way it iz formulated (1) makes sure that whatever
DP is chosen as I-subject will abide by the standard constraints.

Consider, for instance, a standard example of super-raising:

[41) *John seems | that Peter hoped t to come )
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The standard account for the ill-formedness of (41) would
be that this representation viclates some locality conditien on
A-novement: either the ECP (if A-movenent takes place in one
step) or cobstraints on proper movement {(if intermediate traces
in Af-pesitions are wsed). According to (1), this structure is
simply not possible because the AGR in the upper clause will
never colndex with a OF internal to the embedded CF, since the
CP 1t=seclf i3 the option chosen.

£o it is obwvicus that our principle (1) is powerful enough
to make it unnecessary to resort to the ECP (or other principles)
to exclude super-raising. Therefore, it is highly suspicious, as
far as the ECP is a well established and independertly motivated
principle. Of course, we always can assume that the ECP and [1)
redundantly constrain A-povement, but it is always advisable to
elininate unnecessary redundancies.

What we are going to argue is that the ECP is net sufficient
to constrain A-movement, and therefore (1) is a possible way of
covering the gap. One problem the ECP faces in commection with
A-mevemant is the asymmetry between A'-long-movement and a-long

movement (sSuper-raising):

{42) a. ?Which book do you Rnoew whe read a

b, **This book seems that [it) was read o

The traditional account for tihe mild 1ll-formedness of
{421.a31 is that, Iln spite of the fact that the Af-Chain violates
lgcality constraints {subjacency) it does net viclate the ECP,
because the empty category is properly governed by the verb read,
and the antecedent-government option of the ECP is neot required.
If thic is the case, it rema&ins a mystery why {(42}.b) has the
status of a strong (presumably ECP) violation: the empty catagory
should be similarly properly governed by the verb and therefore
only subjacency would be vicolated.
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All scluticons to this problem are hased on the assumption
that, [(or some reason, A-povement always reguires anteceadent
government, and therefore proper government by the varb i= not
sufficient.

Chomsky (1986-a), in some final developments he exXplores,
reaches the conclusion that the ECP could ke sinplified to always
fand only) regquire antecedent government. The  apparent
insensitivity of objects ({(and 1nternal Arguments] +to the
requiirement of antecedent government with AY-movement can be
derived frowm the following assumptions:

- Af-movement allows adjunction to VP as an escape hatch.

- intermediate Af-traces can be deleted at LF.

A3 a consegquence of the preceding assunptions. the akject
of read in (42).a) can adjoin to the embedded VP as a first step,

and then move on:

(83) [yp &' Iyp read £t ] ]

In the relevant structure {4371, £ will bhe able to
antecedent-govern the trace in cbject position (£): £’ cannot in
turn be antecedent-governed, because its antecedent {(or the next
intermediate trace) is too far, but since it can be deleted, no
ECP vinlation takes place.

In the case of A—movement, adiunction te VP Lz not allowed
because it would be a case of improper mowvenent: therefaora
(42).b) i= excluded as an ECP violation, hence its strong
ungrammaticality. Thus far, Chomsky’s sclution 1s  highly
appealipg, singe a wvery simplified wversion of the ECP  ({which
cnly and always reguires antecedent government) is resorted to
in order to cover bpoth A— and Af-movement. & problem arises in
connection with A-mevemant, though. If nething else is sald, even

the simplest cases of licit A-movemant would be excluded: since
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WP is, crucially, a barrier, a sSimple passive or unaccusative

construction is predicted to violate the ECPF!

[44] John was [yp elected t |

Since the object cannot adjein to VP in its way to the
subject pesition, VF will be an unescapakle barrier. Chomsky’s
solution to the problem consists in assuming that V and INFL are
2dindexed and an Extended Chain can be formed of the form (John,
INFL, ¥, t)], in which every member of the extended Chain will
govern the next one.

Even 1f it i= gquite plausible that V¥ and INFL can be
coindexed (as a c¢onseguence of V-movement ta INFL)], I think
Chomsky ‘s solution can be objected as tricky. On the one hand,
it iz not the case that the verh always moves to INFL in English
fand other languages), suo that the assumptien that there is
coindexation between V and INFL need simply he stipulated (or has
to apply at L¥, where V movement would possibly take place). But
the main conceptual problem is the notion of Extended cChain
itseilf: it is plain that if V and INFL are <oindexed, the kind
of index they share should not have anything to do with A-Chain
indexing, which is plausibly reference-indexing. And, in
addition, an extended Chain would be a Chain consisting of both
maximal projections and heads, which is certainly an awkward
proposal .

Rizzi (1989-3) faces the prohlem in a different way. His
account for long Af-movement is based on the idea that
rofoaprential exprassions bear referential index which 1s absent
in non-referential expressions, such as adjuncts. All empty
cateqories have to fulfil the ECP, which is reduced to the
reguirement of head-government by a head (one which is nat inert
for head-government). Hewever, there is an asymmetry betwean

cmpty categories bound by a referential expression and the ones
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bound by a non-referential axpression: the former are not
required to be antecedent-governed, because their indexing makes
bindirg by their antecedent & sufficient condition (pacs
subjacency) for thelr lisemsing: the latter, instead, do need
antecedent government, bacause their lack of index makes it
necessary that there is a local cennection with their antegedent.,

fnce these premises established, Rizzi, like Chomsky, faces
a problem concerning A-movement: it looks more loecal than the
theory predicts, given the fact that it usually involves
referential expressions, hence binding ({(without antecedent
government) should be a sufficient licensing condition, The
account Rizzi proposes is based an the idea that A-Chains reguire
strictly local linking beciuse f-rola transmission takes place
betwean their members: for the f-role to be transmitted between
the members of an A-Chain, antecedent government ji= required.
Cingue (1990), which refines the notion of referentiality
relevant for long Wh-movement through binding, reinterprets this
idea in a perhaps mere perspicyous way: members of an A-Chain are

not referentlal becauss it iz only the Chain as a whole that is
an Argument and therefore referpptijzl,**

®e Nave seen that both jp Chomsky s and in Rizzi's or

Cinque’s accounts something special has to be said about a-
Chains: Chomsky’s theory is hasically too restrictive and a
special device of extended Chain fermation has to be adopted in

order not to exclode licit A-movement. Rizzi‘s theory is too

permissive and a constraint on f-role transmission has to ba

adopted in order to force antecedent government on A-movenment.
Cingue’s account, although Clase +g Rizzi’s, is perhaps more
appealing. In any case, it geape that the constraints on A-

“ Rizzi -
Necessary be::t;ug;; ha;} b':;z%ﬁ Not assume that extended Chains are
n.;;.ﬂ.mlni|.,.h=1_|_it,}IF BALTiers éfill? does not address the guestion of
gxtended Chains are necessy que (1590) specifically rejects that

r L
IP) are not inherent Barriegsr.aftEr having proposed that VP [and
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movement do net trivially follow from a general theory of the
ECP: something more or less ad hoc has to be addad to the theory,
however plausible it may look.

Therefore, a principle like (1), which restricts the way AGR
and the I-subject are coindexed [henge the possibilities for A-
Chain formaticon when it is reguircd) can be welcome, ag far as
it is independently notivated as a means of deriving Burzios’s
Generalization. I do noet contend that, given that (1) ¢overs the
ECP account for A-movement restrictions, the ECP 15 necessarily
not relevant for A-movement. Suppose it is. Then the prediction
iz that, since super-raising violates both the ECP and (1), thers
are cuymalative viglations leading to ungrammaticality, and thus
super-raising will ke worse In acceptability than A‘~ECP-
vioclations. It seems to me that super-rasing wviclationg are more
radically unacceptable (I would say they are inconceivable
sentences) than Af-movement ECP-violations, evan though the
judgements are not clear because both are severely 1ll-formed.
There is, however, as Far as 1 Xnow, a conptrast in ill--
formedness bketween extraction of adjunckts ocut of islands and
that-trace effects: the latter are less severely bad.”™ 5o there

is a oclear contrast petween A= and AY=ECF violations:

{45y a. ?*Which book does it seen that e was leafed =2
through

b, **Phis Book seems that itse was leafed o
through

= In fact sone speakers accept them: seo it could be that
for other cpeakers they are not s¢ bad not because they are any
better than adjunct-island violatlens, but rather because these
speakers vacillate in a low level parameter setting (which could
consist in treating {or not} that as a possible agreeing form
[gee Rizzl (1985-3)) or =imply as a proper head governor.
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Summarizing so far, even if principle {19 i=s redundant with
an ECP acoount for A-movement restrictions, the fact that the
latter is not sufficient without some further assumption makes
(1} a possible candidate to cover the gap. 5till, if the ECF and
other principles proved sufficient to constraint A-movement, we
eould try to reduce the power of (1) to avoid redundancy.

one way of doing so could be not to stipulate the prominence

regquirement on the DP/CP, s0 that (1) would be reduced to [(4£)

(46] At D-structure, AGR must be coindexed with some non-

{ inherantly-iCase-marked DF or CP in its ¢-command domain,

(48} puses no restrictions on the position of the DP/CP that
becomes the I-subject: the ECP (or obther principles) will filter
out the wndesired cases. Since {46] is a device whose gutputs are
to bhe filtered ky independent principles, we gould alsc azssune

that no Case requirement is necesf=ary:

{47) At D-structure, AGR must be coindexed with some DP ar CF in

its c-command domain.

If we assume that inherent Case iz not compatible with
Mominative Case [(oxr whatever structural cCazxe is ultimately
assigned to the I-subject), then coindexation with an inherently
Case marked DP will be filtered out independently of (47). Even
the requirement that the I-subject must he in the c-command
domain could be given up, since A-novemsnt or (which will be a
consequence of this coindexing), eould follow from general

constraints forpidding downward movemont:

{48) At D=structure, AGR must be coindexed with come DP or CP.
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Therefore, our principle of AGR coindexation can be

simplified in a radical way.

The simplified wversions {46), (47) or (4B) may hba
problematic for our account for German impersonal wverbs, which

was based on the parameter [(9):

(%) At D=structure, ACGR mu=st be coindexed with the most
prominent nop-{inherently-}{Case-marked DP or CF in its c-

command domain (1f tkarse is one).

If we paraneterize (4¢)] or (47) in a similar way, we obtain

unde=sirable results. Consider:

{4%) a. Es graut mir vor geistern.
It fears me—-DAT of ghosts
‘Ghosts frighten me'
B. Es graut mir davor 4ass der krieg anfangen kédnnte
It fears me-DAT it=-of that the war start could

‘It frightens me that the war could startf

If no prominence reguirement is used, AGR would be coindexed
with der krieg in {4%).h) (because der krieg is the most
proninent DP not being Case-marked at D-structure} and then the
structure would be filtered as a case of super-raising., If no
case reguirement is used, AGR would have to be coindexed with
gaistern {or mir} in [49}.a) and then it would be incorrectly
ruled ocut as containing a case conflict. In other words, since
filtering the undesired results comes later in the derivation,
we have no way of stating that the condition applies only if
there 1s one candidate available.

Since these are very specific predictions tied te very

specific formulations, 1t could be that the guestion can be a

115



fulse problem. For the sake of convenicnees, wo will centinue to

refer to (1) and (8), leaving as an open question whether they
could be simplified as (46}, {(47) or (43].

2. AGR-identifiers and Binding Theory

The thecry of AGR coindexation in the preceding sactieon
makes sure that AGR has an I-subject. Concerning the BG problem,
the rule of coindexation makes sure that an object will hbe
caindexed with AGR in the absence of an cxternal Argument.
Nothing we have said, however, ensures that in such a situatlen
the obiject is not able to receive Accusative, Remenber that we
cannct stipulate that Nominative is preferred to Accusative
boecause Monminative i= mot the only Case option for a subject.
What we want to make suare is that whatever cCase option is
available for the subject (Hominative, Accusative in ECH, PRO}
iz to be preferred to Accusative. To expressz this idez in a
simple way, we will introduce the notion of AGR-identifier, and
we will comtend that the I-subject has to obtain Case from its
&AGFR ldentifier. We will present the technical notion of AGR-
identifier in the following sub-section. A discussion on what is
the theoretical sktatus of the rules we will propose is deferred

to section 2.3,

2.1. The notion of AGR-identifier

For larguages like English, the apparent situation is that
I-subjects actually move to the Spec of AGR. I will contend that
thiz i= not negessarily the case for all languages, In what
follows, a theory will be presented predicting why filling Spec

of AGR is sometimes gbligatory and sometimes not.
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The idea I want to exploit i= that AGCR has to be ‘rich’ in

Il

all languages,™ in the sense that it has to be able to display
a completa range of phi-features: if AGR® is not rich itgaelf,
then 1t 15 Spec of AGR that has to provide richness in featuras.
I think thi=s idea 1= a good basis for accounting for the fact
that, diachronically, subjects in non-NSLs tend to end up being
AGR*-clitics and, eventually, bhecome part of the AGR® nmorphology:
this is the standard explanation for Northern Italian dialects’
evolution. If Spec of AGR 1s the elemnent providing phi-features
in non~H3Ls, it is matural enough that Spec-of-AGR ends up being
reanalyzed as an AGR® affix.

To implement this idea, let‘s assume the principles in
(507.a) and {50].b) and the paraceter in [(&0).g2):

{50) a. AGR must have ah AGE-identifier.
h. X can be an AGR-identifier iff X i=s rich 1In phi-features
(numker and person).™

c. AGR°/Spec of AGR i= the AGR-identifier of AGR.

Suppose that when a language has a vich AGR® morphology, the
first option in (50).c}, which would be the unmarked one, is
taken. This would be the <case 1in NSLs. When AGR® 1is
morpholiogically poor, the second option of parameter (50).¢) has

to be taken. Suppose we assume that!

» pr in all languages having agreement processes; perhaps
languages like Chinese and Japanese could be characterized as
completely agreement-less, 80 that AGR i= absent as a FC. This
would not pe the case for Scandinavian languages, which do not
show any AGR morphelogy, but ars languages with some agreement
processes, such as agreement between antecedents and anaphors
{unlike chinese, where phi-features do not seem to have any
grarmatical relevance).

i 1 will assume that a paradigm ig rich if it can display
6 diztinctive forms. It seems that the neutralization of some of
the distinctions {(lst-sing and 3rd singular) is neot fatal for
ricnness. See Roberts (1991-a} for some generalizations about
richness in verbal paradigms.
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(51) Spec of AGR is rich iff it is filled by elements bearihg
phi-features (=ppPs).”"

This implies that, in English, some DP must appear in Spec
of AGR. Thig is indeed the apparent situation in nun-null-subject
languages: in finite sentences they always show a DP [(or CP) in
Spec of AGR. In HSLs this is not the apparent situwation and, we
will argue, net the actual situation in some cases.

In some sense, then, English AGR iz equally rich as Italian
AGR, the difference being that phi-fesaturses are placed in the
specifjer and not in the head. This fact, however, will triager
an Lmportant array of differences concerning the distribution of
subjects. Specifically, from the above assumptions, we want to
derive the generalization proposed in the preceding chapter,

repeated here as (52):

(52) I-subjects are [-anaphoric)] in NHSLs and [+anaphoric] in

nan-H5Sle.

2.2. Case Theory

In this saction we present a Case-theoretical account for
how a DF having become I-subject receives Case. We postpone to
section 3. the account for indefinite I-subjects in
existential /presentational constructions. We also postpone to
gsection 4. 3 gpegific treatment of CP I-subjects.

Suppose the result we want to achieve is that in NSLs AGR®,
as 8 rich AGR-identifier, can assign Nominative directly to its

I=-subject., In non=H5Ls, on the other hand, Nominative can only

M If we were to assume Fukui & Epeas’ [1986) hypothesis, in
which Specifiers are projected only when they are f£illed, we
could dispense with this statement:y if the AGR-identifier has to
be present, then it has to be filled., In any case, (51) is an
almost self-evident statement.
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be assigned to the Speg of AGR. To derive this result, let us

aszume the following principles:

(33) AGRE" can optionally assign Nominative Caze to Spec of AGR by
agreemant or to some optheéer position under governmenk.

{54) The I-subject must receive Case from its AGR-identifier.

The notion of ‘receiving Case from’ in (54) i35 intended to
covaer two notions:

- Case assignment by government.

- Case transmission along an A-Chaln {assuming that Spec of
AGR, when filled, can form a Chain with the I-zubject).

For languages such as Italian, the I-subject will recaive
tase from AGR®, which will directly assign Case to it by
government. In English, the I-subject will receive Case from Spec
of AGR, i.e., the DP in Spec of AGR will transmit its Case to the
I-supject via A-Chain transmission. 5o, the DF in Spec of AGR has
tg receive Casa itself. In a finite sentence, it receives
Nominative Case from &GR. In an infinitival sentence, it receives
Accusative [in ECM constructions) or it is PRO (we will assune
that FRD alsoc has Case).

In Italian, AGR® has to assign Nominative Case to its I-
subject under government. We postpone the discussion of
infinitival constructions to the next chaptar. Let us assume that
finite AGR directly assigns Mominative to the I-subject,

If AGR 1= the highest functional category, as will be
crucial in section 2.3., this means that AGR does not govern the
i-cubject. Suppose, however, we adopt the following conventicn,
which we will reyise in Chapter 4 (for the moment let us take ag

a provisory stipulation):®

14 (A8} is clearly at variance with Bakerfs [135824%)
Government Transparengy Corellary.
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(55 If AGR® combines with a head X by incorporation, it has the

same governing capacities as X as far as Case assignment 1s

concerned.

{55] makes the prediction that T fto AGE raising is
ocbligatory in languages such as Italian, since this 15 the only
way AGR can combine with a head which actually governs I-subject.
If the I-sukject is in cbkiject position, V (to T) fo AGR raising
I3 also necessary to nake sure AGR governs the I-subdect in the
relayvant sense expressed in (55). Ih sum, V to AGR raising is a
necesgary condition for AGR® to be able to assign Case to its I-
subject.®® S0 we predict that HWSLs will always have long WV
movement {at least in finite sentences}. In the next chapter, we
will take advantage of a same idea to aceount for V-raising in
infinitives in HSL=.

For convenience, we will call Monoinative assignment in
actcordance with (55) Chain-Sovernment. Notice it is a similar
device to Chain extension in Chomsky {(1986-b): both are a means
of govering an gotherwize too long gap betwean an I-subject
position and AGR. But I think it has two advantages owver it:

- in cChomsky's proposal, Chaln-extension involwves
coindexation of several heads {V and INFL), and this coindexation
has to be used as referential ceoindexation (after some sork of
indexation merging takas place), since antecedent government is,
at least intuitively, government of a referentially dependent
element. It does not seen natural that indexes of V= and INFL=-
heads should be invelved in referentizl indexing. Since in our

case Nominative assignment through Chain government is a purely

= Clearly, it is not g sefficient condition, in view of the
fact that French has V to AGE-raising, if we reinterpret

Pollock's (12821 conclusion that V o in FPrench raises o the
topnost FC.
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formal [not referential)] process, similar considerations cannot
b2 so compelling.

~ Chain extension yields Chains consisting of both maximal
projections and hesds, which is again-an awkward result, while
our Chain-government strictly resorts to head Chains.

In our case, we in fact may need =ome extended Chain-
goverment device, Consider the case of a an auxiliary verb plus
participle consteruction, where the auxiliary raises (this is the
case for Itzlian). 1f we have an object position I-zubject, AGR®
Wwill Chain govern the I-subject only if the zuxiliary and the
participle head Chains are united into an extended Chain. The
foot of the auxiliary Chain will plausibly govern the head of the
participle Chain, since it is reasonable that auxiliaries
subcategorize for the participial form they are constructed with.
o the link between the two sub-Chains 15 goverrmment and this
might be a necessary condition for Gevernment-Chain extension.
What are sufficlent conditions is not ¢lear, but intuitively
auxilizries and participles ara closely related entitieg and it
looks reasonable that they share some index of some sork.

In <Catalan and Spanish, participles are most lilkely
incorporated te auxiliaries {see Llinas (1988)), so that, on the
one hand, Government-~Chain extension is not needed for these
languages (as €ar as auxiliary-participle ceonstructions with
incorporation are  concerned}, and, on  the other, this
incorporation is suggestive of the <lose relation we ¢lainm is
between auxiliaries and participles.

It is perhaps significative that the cases where Chain
extension ls reguired in Ttalian involve agreement with the I-

subject in both the auxiliary and the participle:

{56) Erano ... venuti, [yp i 1 bambini ]
Bg=-3rd-pl cCcome-msc-pl the children(3-pl-msc)
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Perhaps this situation makes Chaln extension easzier, in that
the hezds of the two sub-Chains agree and 52 share some index.
QOr +the other way arcund, perhaps this agreement iz a
manifestation of Chajin extenszion. Remember that in the present
account, there iz no A-mneovement from the basic position occuplied
oy i bambini to the Spec of the upper AGR [where the auxiliary
stands), s¢ that the Agreeoment morphology in the participle
cannot be triggered by some intermediate subject trace in the
specifier of the partieipial ¥C. On the other hand, in Catalan
gnd Spanish this agreement patterh has eptirely disappearedt the
reasoh wolld be that since in these languages the participle

incorporates inte the auxiljiary, Chain extension is not reguired,

In Chaptar 4 we will wu=e Chain-extension in ansther
construction: raising in NSLs.

In the preceding chapter we =aw that Modern Standard arabic
{MSA] had the peculiarity of having two ‘inverted subject”
positions {which can in fact coaccur}:

- one Whnich is post-¥P (it follows the complements) and is
[+anaphoric].

- ane which is pre-vP {it precedes the compléements, pace V-

movement) and is [-anapharic).

(37] ‘Aamala Yusuf/huws &1 ‘amal nafsuhu
Did Y. Jhe the work he=5ELF
*Yusuf /he did the work himself’

For theoretical reasons that will be clear in the next
zection, we will aszume that the latter position (Yusuf/fhuwal is
the one receiving Case by government, while the former {(nafsuhu)
receives case via Chain-transmission from the other. For some
reason, then, AGR® in M5A 15 able to assign Case to only one of

the positions,; namely the higher one.

122



Let us address another guestion, We claimed that the I-
subijsct obtains Case from its AGR-identifier, so that, at least
in finite clauses, the I-subject is Noninative. Perhaps nobody
would challenge the claim that J-subjects in NSLs {i.e., inverted
subjects) are Mominative. This is not so clear for what we claim
are I-subjacts in non-NSLs (kRimself, sal-meme 1n French, atoc.],
for they have the same morphological shape as when thegse glapents
are used as object or oblique reflexive elements.

We will assume, however implausible it may look at first
glance, that these elements are nobt Accusative or Ohligue. They
are rather morphologically Case-neutral, {(as all full DP=s are in
thaeze languages). The only norphelogical Case distinction in
these languages lies in Nominative pronominals, all other forns
[including anaphors) being Case newtral. In Chapter 4 we will go
further to suggest that Wominative pronouns in languages 1like
French or English are forms specific to Spec of AGR.

M5A it rewvealing in this connection: the post-VP
[+anaphoric] I-subject 1s unambiguously an anapharic element:
besides being an emphatic I-subject, it can only be used as a
reflexive (it does not have the logophoric usage of, say, English
himzelf). Howevar, when used as an I-subkject, it is unambiguously

Nominative. The same can be said of Icelandic SELF element.

{58) Jon gerdhi thetta sjalflfur
J. did that  SELF,.

Thus pur contention that {+anaphoric] I-subjects
(corresponding to what traditionally has been called emphatic
subject anaphors) are Nomipative is confirmed by languages having
rieh ease morphology, and is tenable for less revealing
languages, where we have to challenge the traditicnal idea that

forms like English Aimself, French fuff—méms) are not Nominative:
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this idea weould only be correct from the historical point of

view,

2.3. Binding Theocry

2.3.1. A Definition of Binding Domailn

Suppnse the Specifier of AGR counts as an A-position for BT,
and that in English AGRP is the Binding Domain for the I-subjeckt.
In this language, Spec of AGR always binds the I-subject as a
conseguence of choosing the Spec-cf-AGR cption in (50).21: the
I-subject is coindexed with AGR and, since AGR® agrees, in the
unmarked case, with i1ts Specifier, the Specifier binds the I-
subject. Under the BT principles, this predicts that the I-
sukiject can only he anaphoric, as we have assumed akove,

On the other hand, we want to derive the fact that Italian
I-subjects are {-anaphoric]. This result can be achieved if, in

MSLs:

f89) a. Spec of AGRE need pnot be obhligatorily filled, in order to
allow for R-expressions to occur as I-subjects.

b. If it is filled, it is outside the Binding Domain for

the I-subject, sco that the I-subject can be pronomninal

but not anaphoric.

{c%).a) can be seen as a ¢onseguence of the fact that Spec
of AGR {and Specifiers in general] i=, in principle, ocpticonally
fillad, It will be obligatorily filled only L1f it is an AGE—
identifier, which is not the case for HNSLs.

To derive (52).01, we will assume the following definitions

of BPinding Domain (BR):
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{607 A i= PBinding Domain for B 1ff A is the mininal FPC
containing B, a governor of B and the Case-marked position

from which B obtains Case.

In the preceding section , we argued that in N5Ls, the JI-
subject itself is a Case-marked position, while in non-KHSLs, it
1s Spec of AGR that is a Case-position (it is Case-marked aor it
contains PRO, which is intrinsically Case marked) and transnits
its Case to the I-subiject. So, in non-N3Ls, AGRP 1= the Binding
Domain {BD) for the I-subject, while in MSLs, it is the first FC
maximal projecticon containing the I-subject, namaly TP,

5o, 1f Spec of AGR is ocuiside the BD of the I-gybiject, the
I-zubject has no antecedent in its BD and has to be [-anaphoric],
i.e.:

- a full DP or pronominal {(subject Inversion]).

- a variable, which accounts [or the absence of that-t
effects. ™

-~ a pra, which is licenced by the AGR identifiesr, which

recovers i1ts content.

% Notice that for an object anaphor as in {(i):

(i} Johm hates himself
the BD will be TP, and its binder will be the I-subject. In any
internal subject theory, the local binder of an objsct anazphor
iz the internal subject, so this= result is not problematic.

I the definition above, we stipulate that a BD has to he
a Functional Category: otherwise, if VP is a maximal projection
inzide ¥P*™*, as in Koopman and Sportiche’s hypothesig, the BD for
the object would be VP, and the anaphor in (i) would be free in
its BD.

7 we adhere to Rizgi‘s (1982-b) contention that in N5Ls it
iz the postverbal subject position that {exclusively) allows Wh-
moverent without that-t effects. We account for the availability
of the postverbal source for Wn-movement, and we are also in a
pasition to account for the exclusivensss of this source, i.e.,
why ig it that preverbal subjects are nokt edtracted by some that-
deletion or egquivalent means in NH3Ls, il Rizzi is riaght in
claiming that this never happens: as we will =ee in Chapter 5,
proverbal subjects are not candidates for Wh-extraction hecause
they are dislocated=like elements resumed by a pronominal in the
I-subject position.
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The last point is one where the present theory differs from
standard assunptions. In section 2.4, we will addresz the
guestion. In the nexXt section we will preovide some independent
evidence for the definition of Binding Domain we have postulated.

One obvious alternative to the rather intricate definition
of BEinding Domain we have proposed to account for the facts would
he the folilowing: preverbal subjects in HSLs are not A-positions,
and therefore do not count for Binding Theory. Then the I-subject
canhot be [+anaphoric] becawnse as such it would have nao possible
a-pinder. In Chaprter 5 we are gaing to discusz the status of
preverbal subjects 1n HSLs. Although the conclusion will be that
they do not have the same status as in hon-NSLs, I prefer not to
cammit myself te the <laim that they are not A-positions:
nowadays, within the internal subjezct hypothesis, the concept of
A-position is a delicate guestion, and I have tried to make ny
theory orthogeoenal te the issue. If the notion of A-position is
to be kept, however, I adhere to Riezifs {1991 proposal, which
likely would give the result that ereverbal subjects are a-
positions in HNSLs. For a different matter, Rizzifs definition of
A=-positionh (which makes Spec of AGRE-obiject in French an A-
position) will be crucially used in Chapter 4, sectlion &6, fo

account for French exceptional behavicur as a non-HSL.

2.3.2, anaphoric Copulative Constructions

We have adopted a specific definition of Binding Domain in
order to capture the gorrelation betyeen (non) NS5Ls and the
[ ftanaphoric] character of I-scubjects. The definition adopted is
intended to be neutral w.r.t. the classical facts in BT, sihce
what we add to a c¢lassical definition 15 reference to a Case
position for the bindee, which is supposed to be a trivial matter
for any Argument subject to BT in the standard cases ({for

instance, the Case position for an object anaphor will be the
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position where this object anaphor stands}. Therefore, our

redefinition of Binding Domain is an ad hoc device to gapture the

I-subject facts. In this section, we are going to se= what can

he taken t¢ be independent evidence for our definition of Binding

Domain. Consider the following paradigps:

(6l After thi= emotional shogk...

(62}

d.

b.

John is neot himself anymore

Jan is zichzelf niet meer

J. 1is SE-SELF naot more
Hans ist =ich selbst nicht mehr
H. is SE SELE not more
John ar inte langre sig sjalv
Jg. i= not longer SE  SELF
on  deit étre soi-meme

One must be oneself

After this emotional shock...

o .

b.

Er Joan ja ne és all fmateix)

The J. anymore not is he (SELF)

Joan es pas nal el (matais)

J. iz mof more he [(SELF]

Juana ya nc e ella (misma)
J. anymore not is she  (SELF)
Gianhit nen & pio lui ¢stesso)
G. not is anymore ha (SELF)

O Joao 34 nao & ala {mesmo)

The J. anymore net is he (SELF)
Ion nu  mai aste el insusi

I. net anymore 1s he SELF

Jon ez da bera frhere burua

J. not i= he-himself his self

(Dutch)

(German)

[Swedish}

{ French)

(Catalan)

(Cccitan)

{Spanish)

(Italian)

fPortuguoessa)

(Remanian]

{Basgue)
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Sentences in the reverse pattern {(i.e., non-NSLs using he-
SELF or NSLs using SE-SELF) are completely unacceptable. Let us
call the above examples Anaphoric Copulative Constructions. The
interesting fact is that non—NSLs use an anaphor-like element in
the post-copular position, while HSLE use a pronominal-like
clement in the samg positicn. Since this contrast is reminiscent
of the contrast between emphatic I-subjects in non-KH3Ls ws NSLs,
it i5 temprting to derive the two facts from the same premise.
gefore preoviding an explanation, 1let us advance some more
evidence from other languages.

Az expactad, MHM5R shows a [=anaphoric] eleamant in ones

pusition and a [(+anaphoric) one in the other:

f63) Yusuf ma huwa nafsuhu
J. not he he-celf
‘J. is net himself”
cf.:
vusuf ma huwa tawil
J. net he tall
‘J. i3 ngt tall’

Hebrew, which WwWe saw was nokt wery telling w.r.t. the
anaphoric/pronomninal status of I-subjects (it apparently allows
neitiier option), provides very interssting data in  this
connection. As igc well-Khown, Hebrew is a mixed language w.r.t.
null subjects: 1t allaws them only with certain verhal forms
(past tense 1lst/2nd person) and contexts [embedded sentences
having a subject bound by the superordinate syhject). Even if it
iz not clear what this pattern amounts to from a theoretical
point of view, one possible prediction could be that in the kind
of construction=s we are copnsidering are sensitive to the {non)
nall-subject context. This prediction is roughly borne ocut: in

null-subject contexts, a pronominal is preferred, as shown by the
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contrast in (64), whereas in non-null-subject contexts an anaphor

is preferred, as shown in (&%) :%

fed) I think that you were ngt yourself at the party’ =

= tAn xoshevw she=lo hayyta rfata ba-mesiks,
I think that-not you-were ¥&u at-the-party
. ??'An xoshev che-lo hayyta ‘agmexs ha-mesiba

1 think that-not you-were yourcelf at—the-party
{551 I think that you are not yourself these days’ =

a. fhn woshev she-fata lo lacmexa be-vamin ‘elu
T think that-you vou-were vourself in-days theso
b, ??7'An xoshev she—fata 1o 2ata be-yamin ‘elu
I think that-you You-were woyu in-days these

In fact, judgements are subtle and slightly wvarying. But
even 1f some speakers do not see any contrast, the mere fact that
both a pronominal and an anaphor are passible is not at odds with

the mixed status of Hebrew w.r.t. the null subject phenonencon.

In order to agccount for the above facts, we will resort to
our definition of Binding Domain above, although nok in a trivial
way, as we will see.

Let ue consider what is the structurse of the above

construccions. Let us assume, with many linguists, that

*  Thanks to Ur Shlonsky, who first suggested the
possibility of having such a contrast, Tali Silonl, Hagit Borer
and Erez Bronstein. Not all of them agree on the judgements, hut
their disagreements consist in simply not seeing some of the
contrasts rather than having cpposite values. Only Tali Siloni
points out that for past-3rd person (which is a non-null-subject
context] =she prefers a propominal —{i}- or even hetter a
pronomninal-SELF expression -{ii]-:

{11 HY le haya hu/77acmo ba-mesiba

He not was he  himself in-the-party

[1i} Hu le haya hu-acmo ba-mesiba

He not was he-SELF in-the-party
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copilative constructions always involve predication: even 1In
apparently equative copulative constructions one of the two
elements is the predicate. Let us also assume that copulative
gonstructions involyYe a Small Clause, so that the S-ztructure of

John 15 Intelligent 1s {&6}:

{66 a. John, i= (g €& intelligent ]

where e, is the I-subjecst (the order I-subject/predicate is
irrelevant]).

If we apply the sanme analysis to the above examples, their
eszential structure wWould be, taking English and Catalan as

representative examples;

{67] a. John, ... i8 [gp &, himself ]

b. En Jean, ... €3 {gp 8, ell [(mateix) ]

Syppose that, in this particular kind of structure, the
predicative element has the exceptional property of belng
colpdexed with its subject in the kind of colindexing relevant for
Binding Theory.

What kind of indexation is it? One possibility is reference
indexation. In the present case, however, we cannot simply say
that the subject (Johnfen Joan) and the pradicate (himselfsell)
actually co-refer, for ohe is an Argument and the other i= a
predicate. Suppose, however, that the type of indexation relevant
for BT is that of denctation. In fact the sukject and the
predicate dencte the mame {‘John’), even if, respectively, in cne
case it is a token ('the actual instantiation of the entity
John*) and in the other a prototype (’prototypical John*).

With such a structure in [(67), however, if we want o treat
himself/ell (mateix) as an element subject to BT, we face an

obvious problem: 1f himselfl iz ap anaphor bound by the subject
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in [(&7).a}, it will ke locally bound by the I-subject. Since this
local binding holds the same foar the Catalan example, the
prediction would ke that there should be no contrast between the
twd (sets of)] languages: bhoth should have an anaphor.

Orn the other hand, though, since We have assumed that
himselfsell (mateix) are predicates in these constructicns, they
should not be =zubject to Binding Theqry, if BT only applies to
A-positions. So, suppose that their insensitivity to binding by
the I-subdect is due to the zimple fact they are not Arguments,
BT being a theory only relevant for Arguments.

Suppose, however, that the S5C which appears in these
constructions, as z propesiticnal constitonent, can be assumed to
e an Argument: from a strictly formal point of view, it would
be the Argunment subkcategerized by the copular verk. Although no
predication relation holds between a copular verb and its Small
flause complement, because the copular verk does not convey any
meaning, we can assume that from a2 formal peint of view, the
amall Clauce counts az an Argument, and therefore az an element
subject to BT. Then, the anaphoric/pronominal contrast obserwved
above will not pe a manifestation of the BT-status of the
predicate itself (which is simply not definable) but rather of
the status of the Small Clause, alkthough it will be the nucleus
of the Small Clause, npanely the predicate, that will show the
morphological e¢ontrast. ©On the other hand, treating a neminal
Small Clausa as a formal Argument of ‘to be’! explains why nominal
predicates (specifically [+N] predicates) often manifest Case:
it would be a manifestation of the Case that the Small Clause

they head reguires as an Argument.

Coming back to our 1line of argumeéntation, the I-subject
heing internal to the Small Clause, it cannet bind it. The
subject in Spec of AGR, instead, dees bind the SZmall clause if

wo assume that:
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- it is coindexed with the predicate with co-reference
coindexing, A% wWe have proposed:
- the index of the predicate percolates to the whole Small

Clau=e it is the nucleus of.

If =0, let us try to apply our definition of Binding Domain,
repeated here as (53], to the Small Clause:

f6a) A is Binding Domain for B iff A is the minimal FC

containing B, a governor of B and the Case-marked position

fram which B8 obtains Case.

hzsuming that the copular verh is= a goverpecr of the &mall
tlause, the crucial step is to determineg which is the Casge
position for it, if there is one at all. Let us assume that the
Case of the Spall Clause will be the same as the Case manifested
by it= head, the predicate. The quastion is! do Small Clauses (or
their predicates) have Case? As far as languages with overt Case
can tell, Small Clauses {or their predicates] do seem to have
Case. The general pattern is that the Case manifested by the
predicate of a Small Clause is usually the same as the Case of

it=s subject (examples from Greek):

[(69) Greek:

a. 0 Kostas,. ine [g- G @ kKaliteros jpopsifics... |
Kostas ig the hest candidate

b. Theorl [gqp~ ton KOSta... ken Kalitero Jipopsifio., )
He=considers Kostas the best candidate

Gerpan:

. Dein Proder .. 12t [go te e te on ]
Your brother is 8 good person

d. Ich finde [g. deinen Bruder... sinen guten Mengch... |
I fimd YO brother a good person
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Suppose that, somehow, a Small Clause inherits its Case from
it= subject: then the scurce for Case for the Small Clause in the
copulative constructions under consideraticn is the same as that
of its subject, namely Spec of AGR in non=-NSLs and the I-subject
it=elf in HELs, Therefore, the Binding Domains will be,
respectively, AGRP and TP. If it i= AGRP [(in non-H3SLs), the Small
Clause is bound by the preverbal subject inside the Bindinj
Domain and is, therefore, anapheric. In NSL=, on the other hand,
the Small Clause will be pronaminal, becaudse there2 is no binder
inside TP.

Although the preceding analysis iz far from crystal-clear
(we need some specific stipulations about the nature of these
constructions) I think something of what we assumed nust be on
the right track: the eontrast (61)/(62) loocks significant: the
judgernents about the exanples are steady, in spite of the fact
that they are unlikely candidates to having been learned as
idipsyncratic facts, because of unusual character of the
zentences. In fact, in Romance these constructions are not as
usual as in English., So some sSpeakers rveack with a certain
reluctance to them. Buet when they are asked to confront chem with
the ones having the wrong element [1.e., the reflexive in a NSL),
their judgements are sharp. This is a further argument for the
poverty of stimulus: probably the reluctant speakers had never
usad or aven heard the sentences predicted to be good, but they
'know’ that they are at least much hetter than the ones predicted
to be wrong.

Summing up., we have established and accounted for the

following generalization:

{(70] In Anapheric Copulative Constructicns, the post-copular
element is [-anzpherie] in N5L=s and [+anaphoric] in nop-

HELS.
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There are sSome <ases that seem to be problematic or
constitute counter-examples to this generalization. First of all,
some languages simply do not have the construction: Brazilian
Portuguese, Rugsian and Georgian canpnot, as far as I Xpow,
exprioss the idea of ‘being oneself? with a similar construction.
They instead use alternative paraphrase (such a= ‘tc be the =ame
person he was’, "to have changed radically’, ate.l. I think this
15 to be expected: we are dealing with a rather idissynoratic
construction.**

There are, in addition, two cases that are more problematic.
One is Greek. In Greek, it is the non-clitic reflexive which is

used in this case, rather than a pronominal:

(71} O janis dhen ine pia o caftds tu

The J. not is anymore the self his

where o ecaftds tu is the Nominative form of the rerflaexive in
Gresk. I thipnk, however, that this is not necessarily =
counterexample. Hotice that this reflexive form has an internal
structure wherse the actually bound element is a pronominal in the

genitive position:

the self his

Iatridou (1938) argues that the genitive prenominal incide
the reflexive phrase iz not anh anaphor itself. KWather it is

forced to have a proximate antecedent by being inside a reflexive

# pne could even think that *‘John is {not)] himself’ is a
tautologyscontradiction, and that only pragmatic efforts to make
the hest gut of any expression (in the spirvit of Sperber & Wilson
(19851 rescue it.
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DP (which is not bound as such). Suppose this particular device
for reflexivity has the following properties:

- a reflexive DP of this type is not an anaphor from a
formal point of view. However, to be licenced at LF (under Full
Interpretation -Chomsky {(1988)1), it has to inherit the index of
its genitive: then it will be interpreted as rveflexive,

- when this reflexive OF is5 the predicate of a Small Clausea,
however, this process of inheritance does not extend to the Small
Clause, perhaps because the denctational indexing relevant for
predication percolates earlier than LF.

I think that this could be the basis for explaining the
otherwise problematic behavier of Greek for Anaphoric Copulative
constructions. Thi=s explanation may be tricky, and obviously a
more accurate study of these kind of reflexives [(where the bound
clement is a genitive) would be reguired., On the other hand

Basque has a similar type of refloxive:

(73) [pp [yp [DPhn bera ] buru ] -a 1]
his head the

fHimself

and does not use this reflexive form in Anapheric Copulative
Constructions (it rather uses the logophoric/emphatic farm). I
cannoet say anything akout the issue.

Another wotential counterexanple is found in Icelandic:
unlike in Mainiand Scendinavian, the element used in this
construction is not the one used as subject criented reflexive,
but rather the one used as anti-subject oriented reflexive [which

iz in fact a logeophoric pronoun in shape):

(74] Jén er ekki lengur hann sjdlfur/+*sig sjaifur
J. iz not longer him SELF SE SELF
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